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Abstract 
This study aims at investigating the suitability of the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis 
and the Speech Learning Model in describing young Swedish learners’ L2 phonology 
difficulties. It also explores what L1 sounds they replace L2 sounds with, and whether 
spelling has any influence on pronunciation. 15 Swedish students aged 9-10 were 
interviewed and recorded reading a word list containing minimal pairs, a text passage, 
and free speech. The focus was on initial and final / ʃ / and / tʃ /, initial and medial / s / 
and / z /, and initial / ð / and / θ /. The recordings were analysed with spectrograms and 
compared to a native speaker. The results were that the SLM has an advantage over the 
CAH. The results show that / z / was replaced by / s / 100% of the time, / tʃ / was 
mostly replaced by / ʃ /, but also by / k /; and that / θ / and / ð / were replaced by many 
different sounds that were not anticipated. The results also showed that orthography 
affects pronunciation for / θ /, / ð / and / tʃ /, but not for / z /. Some students had nearly 
established new categories for some of the new sounds, but their daily encounters with 
English through TV, music, and school does not seem to have had a significant part in 
this.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1 English in Sweden 

In Sweden, English is part of everyday life. It can be heard on the TV, on the radio, in 

commercials everywhere, and it has become very natural to speak it. It is not a language 

that Swedes speak to each other in ordinary circumstances, but it is common enough to 

be encountered outside the classroom. Most children start learning English as soon as 

they start school in Sweden, and some even earlier. English is such a big part of every 

day life that it would have to be classified not as a foreign language but somewhere 

between a foreign language (a language you learn in e.g. school and mainly encounter in 

the classroom) and a second language (e.g. the language of a country you move to and 

encounter every day) (Parkvall, 2009, p. 100). 

 

Previous research shows that accent is the aspect of language learning that can be 

affected by age the most (e.g. Huang, 2014; Ioup, 2008; Flege, Munro & MacKay, 

1995). If one aims to acquire a native-like accent, one should therefore start learning a 

new language as early as possible. Abrahamsson (2012) argues that all adult learners 

(i.e. onset of learning is after the hypothesised critical period) will have some kind of 

foreign accent, bar a few remarkable learners who can achieve native-like 

pronunciation. This study focuses on young learners in year four in Swedish 

compulsory school. Nowhere in the curriculum does is explicitly say whether English is 

supposed to be taught as a Foreign Language or as an International Language or Lingua 

Franca, but Skolverket (the National Agency for Education) puts it this way: 
 

“The school is responsible for ensuring that each pupil on completing compulsory school […] 

can communicate in English, both in the spoken and written language, and also be given 

opportunities to communicate in some other foreign language in a functional way (Skolverket, 

2011, p. 15, my italics).  

 

According to Jenkins (2002, p. 85), “the goal of pronunciation teaching [of a foreign 

language] should be the sufficiently close approximation of an NS [native speaker] 

accent such that it can be understood by NSs of that language”. Therefore, along with 

Skolverket’s phrasing, I will assume that English is supposed to be taught as a foreign 

language and that native-like pronunciation is the objective for the pupils.  
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1.2 Background 

There are different views on what is acceptable and not acceptable when it comes to 

pronunciation in the world of English studies. From a Second Language Acquisition 

(SLA) point of view, there is a native speaker norm (Jenkins, 2006, p. 138), where the 

aim is to have as native-like an accent as possible. Deviating from this native norm is 

what is defined as having a foreign accent (McAllister, 2007, p. 153). Straying from a 

native norm can be achieved in different ways. It can have to do with rhythm, 

intonation, phonetic mismatches etc., and this non-native pronunciation can be both 

voluntary and involuntary. Some people actively keep “the accent of their own language 

background” (Melchers & Shaw, 2011, p. 199) to reinforce their not belonging to a 

certain language and culture community, to express their identity (Simon, 2005, p. 3), or 

belonging to a different linguistic community (Cunningham, 2009, p. 120), whereas 

others work hard to sound as native-like as possible.  

 

In this essay, I attempt to investigate two models on second language phonology, the 

Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (Lado, 1957), and the Speech Learning Model (Flege, 

1995). These two theories will be discussed further in the following sections. I will try 

to find out which one of them is the best in predicting young learners’ difficulties. To do 

so, I will focus on the new sounds / z /, / θ /, / ð / and / tʃ / and analyse recordings of 

young learners’ pronunciation in spectrograms. I will go further into the specifics of the 

method below. 

 

1.3 Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis 

According to the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH), developed by Lado in 1957, 

the sounds in the target language that are similar to the learner’s L1 phonology will 

probably be easier to recognise and to adopt than the ones that are different. The CAH 

might seem somewhat dated, being first published in 1957, but it still holds many valid 

points that are worth keeping in mind (Kramsch, 2007).   
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1.3.1 Contrastive Analysis of Swedish and English 

Table 1. Consonants of Swedish, from Riad (1997, p. 13). In cells where two consonants are found 
the left one is voiceless and the right one is voiced.   

 Labial Labio-
dental Dental Alveolar/ 

palatal 
Palatal/ 
velar Velar Glottal 

Stop p    b  t    d ʈ     ɖ k     g   
Fricative (ɧ) f    v s ʂ ɕ     j ɧ h 
Nasal       m       n       ɳ       ŋ   
Lateral        l       ɭ    
Trill          r    

 

Table 2. Consonants of English, from Roach (2000, p. 65). In cells where two consonants are found 
the left one is voiceless and the right one is voiced.  

 
Bilabial 

Labio-
dental Dental 

 
Alveolar 

Post-
/Palato-
alveolar Palatal Velar Glottal 

Stop p    b 
  

t    d 
  

k    g 
 Fricative 

 
f    v θ    ð s    z ʃ    ʒ 

  
h 

Affricate     tʃ    dʒ    
Nasal m 

  
n 

  
ŋ 

 Lateral 
   

l 
    Approximant w 

 
  r j 

   

The English consonants that are not shared with Swedish are / z /, / θ /, / ð /, / ʃ /, / ʒ /,  

/ tʃ /, / dʒ / and / w /. These are the sounds that will be the most difficult for a native 

speaker of Swedish to acquire, according to the CAH. This is because when Swedes 

first start speaking a new language, they do so by using the sounds that they are familiar 

with, their L1 sounds. At first, they use whichever sound from their L1 that they think 

corresponds to the new sound the best. Some sounds, they may notice, are very different 

from the L1 sound that they are using. They might realise how they are different and 

start using the new sound. This, according to the SLM, will happen with the L2 sounds 

that are the most distinctive from the L1 sounds, contrary to the CAH, which states that 

the closest sounds will be acquired more easily. There may be difficulties with the new 
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English vowels as well, but as vowels are not the focus in this essay, they will not be a 

part of this contrastive analysis.  
 

1.4 Speech Learning Model 

Flege developed the Speech Learning Model in 1995, which has several hypotheses 

about second language phonology learning. The model “aims to account for age-related 

limits on the ability to produce L2 vowels and consonants in a native-like fashion” 

(Flege, 1995, p. 237). In contrast to the CAH, the SLM claims that the closer the sounds 

are, the more difficult it will be to create a new phonological category for the L2 sound 

and it will instead be realized as the corresponding L1 sound. All this depends on the 

possibility of distinguishing sounds from each other; a new category will not be formed 

if one cannot hear the difference between an L1 and L2 sound. Distinguishing and 

producing an exotic L2 sound is due to the lack of interference from L1 production 

routines, as one does not have any rules for this exotic L2 sound in one’s L1. The other 

phonemes that are similar to one’s L1 sounds are more difficult to notice and suffer 

from interference from L1 routines. Some of these similar sounds involve phonemic 

distinctions, like the  / s / - / z / distinction, whereas other sounds, like alveolar and 

dental stops, do not.  The / s / - / z / distinction is important in English and in 

environments where it is prominent, like at the beginning of words, it may be easier to 

discover and thus probably easier to learn and produce correctly. Sounds that are not 

prominent, e.g. / z / at the end of syllables, will be difficult to distinguish from Swedish  

/ s /, the L1 routines will interfere and the sound that is already known will be used 

instead, i.e. / s /.  If there is no phonemic difference between two sounds in the L1 and 

L2, like Swedish / ɕ /, as in the Swedish word köpa, and English / ʃ /, as in shirt, it is 

possible to borrow the L1 sound into the L2. In other words, there is no incentive to 

become more native-like as the / ɕ / will suffice and not contribute to an accent or any 

issues with intelligibility. To many speakers of Swedish, / ʒ / and / tʃ / also sound like   

/ ɕ /, but in these cases the new sounds would have to be acquired and learned, since just 

using / ɕ / would not be sufficient as a replacement. The SLM is also aimed at “long-

term bilinguals” (Yavaş, 2011, p. 222) more than at children learning an L2 in school. 
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Nonetheless, since English is such a big part of Swedish society today, it would be 

interesting to see whether the SLM might be relevant in this study, too.  

 

1.5 Influence of Orthography 

Silveira (2009) discovered that orthography has an impeding effect on L2 pronunciation 

in a Brazilian adult English L2 learner in the way that a learner might transfer L1 

phonological rules when reading in the L2. Sun-Alperin and Wang (2009) also found 

that phonology and orthography are closely linked together and that both affect a 

learner’s reading skills. A learner’s L1 phonology affects the way he or she reads in his 

or her L1, and it affects his or her reading skills in the L2 as the L1 transfer reinforces 

the non-native like pronunciation while reading. It is not hard to imagine that a new 

sound system might be even more complex with a new spelling, especially because of 

the English language’s “inconsistent mapping” (Sun-Alperin & Wang, 2009, p. 596). 

When the subjects are young, as they are in this case, this becomes more important as 

they might not have a high proficiency in reading or writing even in their L1. 

Orthography and the subjects’ reading and writing proficiency might therefore influence 

results in a study using written stimuli.  

 
1.6 Acoustic Phonetics 

The English fricatives / s / and / z / are distinct in other ways than just voicing. / s / is 

also longer than / z / in syllable final position, and native speakers use the preceding 

vowel length as an indicator to which of the two phonemes is being used (Flege & 

Hillenbrand, 1985; Klatt, 1976). In general, a voiceless fricative is approximately 40 ms 

longer than the corresponding voiced fricative (Klatt, 1976, p. 1213), but in word-final 

position the difference can be around 80 ms.  

 

1.6.1 Parameters of difference 

Ladefoged and Johnson presented criteria on how to interpret spectrograms (2011, p. 

204). It is with these criteria regarding placement of random noise patterns in higher 

frequency regions for the fricatives, a voice bar for voiced sounds, and the gap in the 

patterning followed by a burst of noise combined with the aforementioned high 



 

6 
 

  

frequency noise for the affricate that I will justify my analysis. I will also use Klatt 

(1976) regarding fricative and vowel length to assess the results.  

 

According to Klatt (1976), McAllister (2007), and Ladefoged & Johnson (2011), 

unvoiced fricatives are longer than voiced, and vowels are longer before a voiced 

fricative. In words where the initial fricative is voiced, a voice bar is visible, as shown 

in figure 1 and 2, below. The spectrogram is cut at 8 kHz at the top of the left axis, 

which is appropriate when looking at fricatives (Ladefoged & Johnson, 2011, p. 201).  

 

 

Figure 1. Spectrogram of an adult male native speaker of British English saying the word “zoom” 
with a voice bar visible at the beginning of the segment.  

 

Figure 2. Spectrogram of an adult male native speaker of British English saying the word “soon”.  

 

In this essay, I will focus on the realization of the consonants / ð, θ, ʃ, tʃ, s, z /. These 

phonemes were chosen because of their frequency in words, how they are represented in 

spelling, and their relative closeness and distance from Swedish sounds. The sounds       



 

7 
 

  

/ ʒ / and / dʒ / were excluded partly because of the infrequency of / ʒ / and its difficulty 

to distinguish in spelling and partly because of the size of this essay and / dʒ / because 

of the scope of the study. Other phonological differences, such as prosody or stress, will 

not be approached here.  

 

2.  Research aims 

The aim of this essay is to find out whether we can draw any conclusions as to which of 

the two hypotheses from the introduction, the CAH and the SLM, is the better to predict 

young learner L2 phonology difficulties. It also aims to investigate whether and to what 

extent orthography conceals the difference between the CAH and the SLM, and what L1 

sounds are used as replacement for new L2 sounds. 

 

This essay will focus on the following questions:  

1. How do young learners handle consonant voicing and affrication? 

I believe the affricate will be realized as / ʃ / or / ɕ / in the majority of the cases. 

However, I believe that in words where a < t > precedes the conventional < ch > 

spelling for the alveolar affricate, as in the word catch, many of the students will 

succeed in pronouncing it.   / θ / and / ð / will not either be pronounced target-like in 

the majority of the cases but as / t / and / d /, respectively. / s / and / z / share the same 

features apart from voicing, and the places of articulation are adjacent in the two 

languages. I believe that the distinction between the two sounds is not perceived by 

these learners and / z / will be realized as the closest Swedish phoneme; / s /.   

 

2. Will they have already learned how to use some of the phonemes correctly to a 

higher extent than other phonemes; are some phonemes “easier” to learn? 

The CAH hypothesises that the exotic sounds will be more difficult to learn than the 

similar sounds. The SLM predicts that the exotic sounds will be easier to learn and that 

forming new categories, or splitting existing ones for new, similar L2 sounds, is what 

will be difficult (Flege, 1995).  
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It is difficult to know which phonemes are dissimilar enough to be put into a new 

category. The SLM does not specify this, perhaps because it would be language 

specific. Nonetheless, it is my belief that / θ / and / ð / are more exotic than / z / 

because they involve a new combination of voicing, manner, and place that Swedish L1 

speakers are not used to, whereas / z / only adds voicing to an existing Swedish sound;   

/ s /, assuming that the exact place of articulation is not important. Even though / tʃ / is 

an affricate, its close proximity to / ɕ / will make it hard to distinguish from / ɕ /, just as 

/ z / from / s /. Therefore, a new category is more likely to form earlier for / θ / and / ð / 

than for / z / and / tʃ /.  
 

3. What phonetic strategies, if any, do the learners use to differentiate between / s / 

and / z /? 

It is claimed that it is only the length of the fricative and the preceding vowel that 

indicates if it is a / s / or a / z / in syllable final position (Haggard, 1978, from 

McAllister 2007, p. 154). McAllister, Flege and Piske (2002) call part of the fifth 

hypothesis in the Speech Learning model the “feature” hypothesis. According to that, 

one can transfer strategies from one’s L1 into the L2 to make up for the lack of the same 

feature in a different context. McAllister et al. showed that L1 speakers of Estonian, 

American English, and Spanish transferred, with varying levels of success, their L1 

features of duration to indicate the Swedish quantity contrast. This could then also be 

true for Swedish L1 speakers learning English. McAllister (2007) investigated this and 

found that the adult native speakers of Swedish “did not have a particularly good 

mastery of the English / s / - / z / contrast in word final position” (McAllister, 2007, p. 

164). Since the learners in this study are still very young, I hypothesise that they will 

not either master such a distinction and that there will be no significant difference in 

vowel or fricative length.  

 

It’s been observed that missing L2 phonemes are replaced by close L1 substitutes. In 

this study, / tʃ / might be replaced by / ʃ / or / ɕ /, / θ / and / ð / might be realized as / t / 
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and / d /, respectively, and the participants might not master the / z / - / s / distinction. 

The reason for why they might be replaced by / t / and / d / and not / s / and / z / is that 

orthography might have an influence. Another explanation is that as / z / does not exist 

in Swedish, one could assume that a pair with both a voiceless and a voiced part would 

be chosen, rather than just one sound as replacement for two, even if it is a fricative. I 

do not suspect that any new categories will have formed to facilitate the production of 

new sounds for the majority of the participants. To sum up, I believe that orthography 

will, to some extent, have an influence on the participants’ pronunciation and obscure 

the difference between the CAH and SLM. The frequency with which the participants 

will have heard the sounds will also affect their pronunciation; the more a sound has 

been heard, the more likely it is that the participants will pronounce it native-like. It is 

my hypothesis that these subjects will be in the process of creating new categories for 

the new sounds, and I believe that the most exotic ones, i. e. / θ / and / ð /, will be 

further along in this process than / z / and / tʃ /. 
 

3. Method 

3.1 Background and participants 

A school north of Stockholm was contacted and I was allowed to observe a lesson, talk 

to the teacher and interview the pupils one by one. The children’s parents were 

contacted and approved their child’s participation in the study. A group of 15 students 

in total were part of the study and participation was anonymous. They were informed 

that there was going to be a study about how children learn new sounds in English, but 

what sounds was never revealed. 

 

Three different elicitation procedures were used: a word list with minimal pairs, a text 

passage, and free speech. I needed to be sure that we received tokens of all the sounds 

focused on in this essay, which is why these procedures were chosen. Flege and 

Hillenbrand (1984) used minimal pairs in sentences to be sure to get the relevant 

phonemes in the same environment. I decided to use a wordlist with isolated words 

rather than in sentences, as this might have been confusing for these young students and 
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made them focus on each word in the sentence rather than just the word in focus. 

Hjøllum and Nees (2012) had their subjects read a text in order to provide them “with a 

corpus containing all the sounds to be investigated” (2012, p. 75). This procedure was 

replicated here. In order to assure the presence of the relevant phonemes, the text was 

written by the author of this essay. Hjøllum and Nees also use free speech to compare it 

with the narrated text and see whether there were any divergences in the connected 

speech, which was also used in this investigation. Based on McAllister (2007), the 

segment lengths of the preceding vowels and the successful / s / tokens were measured 

and compared with the intended / z / tokens. All tokens of / s / were deemed successful.    

 

The results were compared to an adult native speaker of English. The native speaker is a 

male from East Sussex, whose accent is deemed to be typical to what the students 

would encounter in English class.  

 

Problems with reading and spelling might have affected the participants’ pronunciation 

as they have a relatively low proficiency in reading. Reading issues could be avoided by 

using pictures instead of words in the word list, but then I would not be able to 

distinguish minimal pairs and keep the words simple. In this study, the minimal pairs 

are more important than avoiding reading problems. For this reason, the use of images 

was dropped.  

 

The students were asked five background questions, which can be found in Table 3 and 

the answers can be found in Appendix B. The interview was held in Swedish, but the 

questions have been translated below. The children were all in fourth grade, 9-10 years 

old and lived in the same area. They were all native speakers of Swedish and spoke with 

a Stockholm accent. Only one student out of the fifteen spoke another language all the 

time with her parents, and three students had at least one parent from a different country 

than Sweden and sometimes spoke that parent’s language at home, but mostly Swedish. 

The interviews and recordings took place during three morning lessons. I was alone 

with the pupils in a quiet room in connection to the classroom and they were recorded 

with a Roland R-05 at a sampling rate of 48 kHz, and the students were not given any 

time to prepare. The focus phonemes of this study are, as we mentioned above, / ð, θ, ʃ, 
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tʃ, s, z /. They were analysed with the criteria mentioned in section 1.6.1. After the 

recordings were finished, they were analysed through spectrograms in the freeware 

Wavesurfer available from The Royal Institute of Technology (KTH).  If a subject 

hesitated or corrected their speech during any of the elicitation processes, the last 

uttered word is what I have analysed. 

 
Table 3. Background questions 

1. How do Swedish and English sound different? Can you give me an example of a sound 

that is different in English?  

2. How long have you been studying English?  

3. Do you go abroad often and do you speak English then? Times/year.  

4. How often do you watch English speaking TV-shows or films, or listen to music or go 

on YouTube? Times/week. 

5. What language do you speak at home? 

 

3.2 Word list 

The participants were asked to read a word list that can be found below. These words 

were chosen based on them or the syllable in which we find the target sound being 

minimal pairs or near-minimal pairs, so that it would be easier to make an assumption 

regarding the environment in which we find the target phonemes. The interdental 

fricatives are not paired, as it proved difficult to find minimal or near-minimal pairs 

with dental stops. The sounds focused on are, once again, / ð, θ, ʃ, tʃ, s, z /. The word 

list was also in alphabetical order to avoid drawing attention to the difference between 

the pronunciations of the minimal pair.  
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3.2.1 Stimuli 

 
amazing 

Casey 

catch 

chase 

chicken 

choose 

eyes  

fish 

ice 

lazy 

mash 

maze 

race 

racing 

rich 

shape 

ship 

shoe 

soon 

them 

there 

they 

thick 

think 

this 

thumb 

Thursday 

zoom 

 

3.3 Reading passage 

The text was written keeping in mind the students’ vocabulary competence and frames 

of reference. The pupils were asked to read the text in order to get as many of the words 

and phonemes as possible from the word list in a context and see if that would have any 

effect on the pronunciation. The participants were asked to read this text immediately 

after reading the word list. 

 

3.3.1 Stimuli  
The children looked up at their mother with big eyes. She told them that she had a surprise for 

them. She opened her bag and took out two pieces of chocolate and gave it to them. “Thank you”, 

they said.  

 

3.4 Free speech 

After having read the text, the students were asked to tell me about themselves. This 

was a task they had practiced previously in class, and based on their communicative 

skills I decided that there would be no harm in letting them speak about something they 

were already familiar with. I do not believe this fact affected their pronunciation in any 

way.  
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3.5 Limitations 

It would have been beneficial had I had at least one word spelled with a < z > in the 

narration. I noticed that most of the children spoke very quickly during the recordings, 

presumably because they were nervous. Therefore, I should have showed the words one 

at a time to prevent them from rushing the words.  

 

Given that the students are only ten years old, their reading proficiency is not that high. 

It may very well have been that some of the words were completely new to them at the 

time of recording, but they had the translation in Swedish as well, and I deliberately 

tried to chose words that would be within their frame of reference. The criteria I used 

and the method I used were suitable for this study, any reading problems that occurred 

are not necessarily due to the words being unknown, but could be due to other reading 

difficulties, such as too little practice or dyslexia, for example.  

 
 
4. Results 

4.1 Interviews 

I will present the answers to Question 1 here, the rest can be found in Appendix A. 
 
Table 4. Question 1 and each student’s answer. 

Question 1: How do you think English and Swedish sound different? Can you give me an 
example of a sound that is different in English? 
S1 Hard to say, it sounds different. 
S2 When you say < s >, as in "birthday". 
S3 < ch > and < sh >, like in "fish" and / ɕ / "chicken", sounds different.  
S4 English changes in the mouth. 
S5 / s / and / ɕ /, cannot think of a word containing the sounds. 
S6 The letters sound different. 
S7 Cannot say. 
S8 You shape the words more according to how they are spelled in English than in 

Swedish. 
S9 English < a > sounds more like Swedish < e >, and English < i > like Swedish < a >. 
S10 Do not know. 
S11 Nothing special. 

S12 English sounds odd, words are longer and are spelled differently. Katt - cat, / æ / is 
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longer. 
S13 English has a different dialect, it sounds different than Swedish.  
S14 English sounds more beautiful, more fun to speak when you speak Swedish all the 

time. Some words you have to lisp, like "the", can be difficult.  
S15 There is a different sound to it, like when you say "thirteen", it has an English ring to it. 
 

S2, S14 and S15 seem to be aware of the exoticness of the interdental fricatives, even if 

they do not know exactly how they are different from Swedish sounds. Most of them 

are aware of a new sound system and that you have to change the way you move your 

mouth to produce the new sounds, but they do not know how English sounds are 

different. S3 seems to be aware of some kind of new sound in chicken, and S5 thinks     

/ ɕ / sounds different but they are not entirely sure how the new sounds are different. In 

general, the students could not say exactly what is different or which sounds were new, 

but the interdental fricatives and vowels were mentioned the most as being different 

from Swedish.  

 
4.2 Word List 

Each word in the word list contained one target phoneme. Table 5 shows the target 

phoneme for each word along with each student’s realization of the phoneme. The 

segment values of / s / and / z / and the preceding diphthongs of the students’ production 

were compared to that of an adult native speaker. An adult speaker was chosen because 

the target values are that of an adult and not of a child, and additionally because of 

practical reasons as it proved difficult to find a young, native speaker of English to be 

part of this study. My assessment of the students’ pronunciation was based on presence 

or lack of a voice bar for initial voiced fricatives, length of fricative segment and 

preceding vowel for medial and final / s / and / z /, and the presence of a gap followed 

by a burst of noise for / tʃ /.  
 

/ tʃ /  and / ʃ / will not be discussed in this section as more attention needs to be on / s / 

and / z /, which will instead be discussed more in detail.  
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Table 5. Target phonemes and student realizations of the word list. Empty cells indicate native-like realization and cells with a symbol indicate the student’s 
pronunciation. ( / ) indicate that the student did not utter that word. 
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4.2.1 / s / - / z / 

In final position (eyes-ice, maze-race), the native speaker to whom the participants’ 

pronunciation is being compared produced / z / that were between 102-140 ms shorter 

than / s /. The difference in length between the preceding vowels is between 166-195 

ms; the vowel before a voiced fricative being the longer. In intervocalic position 

(amazing-racing, lazy-Casey), / z / is between 25 and 81 ms and the preceding vowel’s 

length is between 45 and 56 ms, once again, the longer segment belonging to the vowel 

preceding / z /. As the words zoom and soon have the fricatives in the initial position, 

segment length of the fricative and preceding vowel is not important and will not be 

taken into account here. 

 
Two students, S9 and S15, produced / z / in zoom with a voice bar, just as the NS did. 

Neither of them speak another language at home that contains / z /. They did not 

produce voice bars for any of the other / z / in the word list. This is interesting, as one 

can assume that the only other language they could have heard the / z / in is English, so 

a category might have started to form for / z / in initial position for S9 and S15. 

 
The average length of / eɪ / + / z / in amazing was 161,5 ms + 168,1 ms. In racing, the 

values were 152,7 ms and 172,1 ms. This is a difference of 8,8 ms and 4 ms between the 

two words. This difference is too small to be able to say that these students are 

producing the sufficient difference in vowel and fricative length needed to be judged as 

a / z /, but it should be mentioned that the difference is in the right direction. Only one 

student, S13, produced a voice bar for / z / in amazing. Compared to the criteria from 

Klatt (1976) mentioned above, none of the tokens could be interpreted as voiced. Based 

on the auditory assessment and the small difference between the lengths of the 

diphthong and the following fricative, only S13 producing a voice bar can be judged as 

successfully producing a / z / for amazing. The remaining 14 tokens were judged as / s /.  

 

In figure 3, we can see each individual student’s average values for the vowels and 

fricatives in the words amazing, racing, maze, race, eyes, ice, lazy, and Casey. We can 

see that one student, S15, follows the same pattern as the NS but the differences in 

segment length are not as large. We can also see that S10 has the most similar values for 
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the vowels and / s /, but a considerable difference of 58 ms for the / z /, compared to the 

NS. The majority of the remaining students have inconsistent values.  

 

Figure 3. Each student’s and the native speaker’s average values for segment lengths in the words 
amazing, racing, maze, race, eyes, ice, lazy, and Casey.  

Figure 3 presents average values for different segment lengths and has been organised 

from the average length of the diphthong preceding / z /, for transparency reasons. The 

NS values have been made a different colour for the same reason. S11 and S4 are the 

least native like for different reasons. As we can see in figure 3, S4 makes no 

considerable distinction between the lengths of vowels and fricatives. What is 

prominent for S11 is that his values for vowels before / z / were the shortest but should 

have been the longest, but his difference in length for / s / and / z / are quite similar to 

the NS, which will be explored further below. The difference between these two 

students compared to S15 and S10 is that the latter have patterns and values much closer 

to that of the NS. S12 would also have a similar value pattern to the NS if the / s / had 

been longer. This is clarified in figure 4. If we compare S10 with the NS we will see 

that if only the voiced fricative had been shorter, we would be looking at values 

reasonably close to the NS values.  

The results differed between this elicitation process and the others, as we will see in 

section 4.2 and 4.3. It could be the case that the informants hypercorrect some of the 

words in the word list but not in the text passage and the free speech.  



 

18 
 

  

 

 

Figure 4. The three students with the most native-like values compared to the two students with the 
least native like values and the NS values for vowel and / s / - / z / length in the word list. 

Comparing the same students’ / s / and / z / lengths in different environments, i.e. S4, 

S10, S11, S15, S12 with the addition of S13 to the NS, we can see that it is S11 who is 

performing the closest to the NS out of the five in figure 5. S4 and S10 have no 

considerable distinction between / s / and / z / in different environments and S15’s 

intervocalic / s / does not differ remarkably from his intervocalic / z /, / s / being merely 

8 ms longer, compared to the equivalent NS values of 53 ms. S11 makes a native-like 

distinction for the intervocalic and final / s / with a difference of approximately 180 ms, 

even though his values for / s / are overall higher than the NS. His values for 

intervocalic / s / and / z / differ by 33 ms and the NS by 53 ms, a quite significant 

difference of 20 ms. We see less native-like values for final / s / and / z / for S11 in 

figure 5; his final / s / is 148 ms longer than his final / z /, and the NS’s corresponding 

number is 121 ms. This student visits his family in Serbia every summer, although he 

does not speak Serbian with them or with his parents. As Serbian contains the / z / 

phoneme, it is possible that it has similar temporal cues to English for / s / and / z / in 

final position, which he might have picked up even though he does not master it fully, 

nor does he master producing a voice bar for / z /. S4 visits her family in Bosnia-

Herzegovina and speaks some Bosnian with them. Bosnian and Serbian are very close, 

but it does not seem that a category for / z / has started to form for S4. I added S13 to 

this chart as he speaks Serbian with his parents and produced voice bars for amazing, 
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lazy, and maze. Comparing his values with the NS, we see that he does not use temporal 

cues to indicate voicing for / z / but he produces a voice bar, which can be seen in the 

spectrogram in figure 6, which suggests that he might transfer phonological rules from 

his other L1, i.e. Serbian. Whether S13 and S11 are used to a similar accent of Serbian 

is unknown, so it is difficult to say why they are not using the same temporal cues for / s 

/ - / z /, perhaps S11 was just lucky with his values. 

 

 

Figure 5. S4, S10, S11, S12, S13 and S15 segment length values for intervocalic and final / s / and     
/ z / compared to corresponding NS values. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Spectrogram of NS (top) and S13 
(bottom) saying amazing, both producing a voice 
bar for / z /. 



 

20 
 

  

Judging by these students’ results, I cannot say that they produce more native-like 

fricatives neither in intervocalic nor final position. Apart from S11, none produce 

native-like distinctions, and his values are approximately 50 ms longer than the NS 

values for / s /. The distinction that they do make is, nonetheless, mostly toward NS 

value patterns.  

 

The average length of the vowels in the maze-race pair was 267,4 ms and 265,1 ms, 

which is a difference of merely 2,3 ms. The average for the / z / and / s / in the pair was 

270 ms for maze and 272,6 ms for race, a difference of 2,6 ms. For the eyes-ice pair, the 

average vowel length was 361,9 ms and 327,6 ms, the difference between them being 

34,3 ms. The fricative length in ice was on average 2,2 ms shorter than in eyes, which is 

too small a difference to distinguish voicing according to Klatt’s (1976) criteria, and 

additionally, it is the voiceless fricative that is longer than the voiced in native-like 

production. The last near-minimal pair containing / s / - / z / is lazy-Casey. The subjects 

produced, on average, longer vowels in lazy than in Casey, but only by 20,3 ms. / s / 

was averagely 13,6 ms longer than / z /. Considering Ladefoged and Johnson’s (2011), 

Klatt’s (1976) and the NS’s values, there should be an 80-90 ms difference between a 

voiced and voiceless fricative, and even though some students succeeded in producing 

values similar to a NS pattern for the vowels and fricatives in Casey-lazy, and race-

maze, none could be considered native-like, as the differences in length were not 

appropriate. No individuals produced the target-like segment lengths, apart from one 

student, S1, whose / s / in Casey was 85 ms longer than her / z / in lazy, but her 

diphthongs only differed by 80 ms, so it cannot be judged as a native-like distinction. 

Only one student, student 15, produced native-like numbers for the pair lazy-Casey and 

could be judged as a successful / z /, had it not been for his incorrect pronunciation of 

Casey, */ka"si/ along with my auditory assessment. Apart from this student, none 

produced both vowels and fricatives of appropriate length to be deemed as native-like in 

the word list. 
 

4.2.2 / ð / - / d / and / θ / - / t / 

29 out of 120 instances of interdental fricatives were judged to have been pronounced 

target-like. They were assessed on the presence of high-frequency noise and the 
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presence or lack of a voice bar in the spectrograms. There were, however, many 

different realizations. We can see in table 5, above, that / t / was very frequent, even for 

/ ð /. 
 

There were narrowly more instances of substitution by / t / for / ð / than by / d /, 18 

compared to 17. Only one token of / d / can be found where I had expected / t /, i.e. as 

substitution for / θ /. / θ / was thus replaced by / t / 27 times and by / d / one time. Other 

realizations of / ð / and / θ / were / tʃ/, / ʃ /, / h /, / f /, and by each other, i.e. some 

students said */ θɪs /, */ θeɪ /, */ ðɝsdeɪ /, */ ðʌmb /. This can also be due to a reading 

problem.  

 

 

4.3 Text passage 

This section will be shorter than the previous, and will only be a cursory presentation to 

save space. / tʃ /  and / ʃ / will not be discussed in detail in this section, but all results are 

presented in table 6.  

 

4.3.1 / s / - / z / 

There were no tokens of any / s / - / z / minimal or near minimal pairs. There were, 

however, the words eyes and surprise, which both contain the same vowel and / z /. No 

student produced native-like values for intervocalic or final / z / in the word list. S13 

was the closest to the NS, with values for intervocalic / z / at 115 ms and final / z / at 

205 ms (90 ms difference), the same number for the NS being 82 ms and 192 ms (110 

ms difference). In the text passage, S13 produces a difference of 33 ms between final 

and intervocalic / z /, compared to the NS values of 58 ms. The NS values decrease by 

just over 52% and S13’s values decrease by approximately 37%. It does not seem as 

though S13 has a consistent NS value pattern for segment lengths for / z / in the word 

list and the text passage, neither in intervocalic nor in final position. 
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4.3.2 / ð / - / d / and / θ / - / t / 

Thirty-five tokens of target like pronunciation were found. Out of the 120 possible 

instances of / ð /, forty-six instances of / d / as replacement for / ð / were found. Other 

realizations were / h /, / th /, / ɖ /, / t /, / w /, / ʃ /, / ɹ /, / z /, and / θ /. S6, S7 and S12 

produced a / ɖ / or / ɹ / for for them. This could be a reading issue, which will be 

discussed further in section 5.1.  

 

For / θ /, where there were only 30 possible instances with the words thank and with, 

just over a third (n=11) were pronounced / θ /. One token of / ð / in with is judged as 

native like as it can be both voiced and voiceless. Other realizations were / t /, / f /, / s /, 

and / ts /.  

 

Table 6. Realizations of the relevant phonemes of participants reading the text passage.  Empty 
cells indicate native-like realizations and cells with a symbol indicate the student’s pronunciation. 
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4.4 Free speech 

 
4.4.1 / s / - / z / 

Two students, S1 and S6, said “cats and dogs” but neither of them produced a / z / in 

“dogs”, nor was there an appropriate difference in vowel and fricative length. S13 said, 

“my favourite animal is dog” / ɪz"dɒg /. He also produced a / z / with a voice bar in the 

word list.  S4 pronounced ribs with */ ps / and the last one to attempt to include a / z / in 

their speech, S5, said, “my favourite colour is blue” */ ɪs"bluː /. The word is was 

pronounced with a / s / throughout.   

 

As we saw in the previous section, S7 and S12 produced / ɖ / in the text passage for the 

words for them, and this interference is present for S9 and S10 in the free speech, but 

not for S7 and S12. S9 and S10 pronounced words with a < rs > spelling (years, sisters) 

with a retroflex / ʂ /, just as the L1 phonology would require.  
 

4.4.2 / ʃ / - / tʃ / 

No students used any words containing the affricate during this elicitation procedure. 

Seven students used / ʃ / without any problems and the remaining eight did not include a 

word containing / ʃ /. 
 

4.4.3 / ð / - / d / and / θ / - / t / 

 
S3 and S5 succeeded in producing a / ð / for the words mother and father, S7 and S13 

said mother with a / ð / but father with a / d /. Six subjects, S4, S6, S9, S10, S11 and 

S12 were not successful in producing a / ð / for mother, father, or brother, but produced 

a / d / instead. S2 pronounced the word three with a / t /. No subjects replaced / ð / and  

/ θ / with anything other than the hypothesised / d / or / t /. Five out of the fifteen did not 

attempt to use / ð / and / θ /. 
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5. Analysis 

Looking at the percentages of each participant’s pronunciation mismatches in the word 

list and text passage in figure 7, we see that 6 of the 15 subjects made more mistakes in 

the word list. For the remaining 9 participants the text passage contained more 

mispronounced words. There were more words with the target sounds in the word list 

(18 out of 28) than in the text passage (14 out of 40). Since some subjects 

mispronounced unanticipated words, the numbers can sometimes go up over 100%. 

Many of these could be due to reading problems, which will be discussed further below. 

 

 

Figure 7. Number of mismatches per student in per cent in the word list and the text passage. 

In the word list, / tʃ / was pronounced correctly 36% of the time, followed by / θ / at 

28%, / ð / at 20% and lastly, by / z / at 7%, which is shown in figure 8, along with the 

equivalent numbers for the text passage. As we can see, / z / remains the least 

successfully pronounced phoneme. What changes between the two elicitation processes 

is that / tʃ / goes from being the phoneme the students succeeded the most in 

pronouncing, to being the second to least successfully pronounced. This could quite 

possibly be due to the spelling of catch; the < t > helps the students with their 

pronunciation in the word list, whereas children and chocolate do not indicate a / t / 
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sound. Chocolate is also quite similar in Swedish, but only S6 transferred the L1 sound  

/ ɧ /.  

 

Figure 8. Percentage of correctly pronounced target phonemes in the word list and the text passage.  

 
The last of the elicitation processes, the free speech, tells us that 30% of the attempted   

/ ð / were successful, and the one attempt at / θ / was unsuccessful. Unfortunately, there 

were no tokens of / tʃ /!in any of the subjects’ presentations. !

 
/ tʃ / together with / θ / were realized in a native-like way the most, even though no 

tokens of / tʃ / was found in the free speech. / ð / was pronounced target-like to a larger 

extent in the text passage and in the free speech than in the word list. We can thus say 

that / ð / and / θ / seem to cause more of a problem when pronounced on their own than 

in spontaneous and connected speech, whereas / tʃ / was ignored more in connected 

speech. We can also see that students succeeded quite similarly in the word list and the 

text passage in figure 7; the biggest individual differences are found with S1 and S9 

who had a 27- and 26-percentage unit difference, respectively.  

 

/ z / seemed to be the phoneme the majority of the students did not master, nor did 

anyone mention it as a new sound in the interviews. It is slightly problematic that there 

are only individual instances of the words with a / z / and the average lengths of the 
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vowels and fricatives. More words would have been useful and perhaps even the same 

words said more times.  

 

Few students could give concrete examples of new sounds, but the ones who did mostly 

mentioned the interdental fricatives. One boy, S3, mentioned the different pronunciation 

linked to the spelling with < ch > and < sh >, but he never succeeded in producing a 

target like / tʃ /.   
 

The subjects pronounced the sounds more like the hypothesised phonemes in the text 

passage and the free speech than in the word list, which is shown in figure 9, perhaps 

due to hypercorrection of the words in the word list. My hypothesis about / θ / and / ð / 
mostly being replaced by / t / and / d / respectively, turned out to be slightly more 

complicated. This could quite possibly be due to reading problems, which will be 

discussed further in the next section. The subjects do not seem to be aware of a / s / -      

/ z / distinction yet, but it is my belief that if they are made aware of it they will be able 

to master it, since they all hear English every day. It is difficult to say if one phoneme is 

mastered to a greater extent than another, as it differs between elicitation processes. 

However, the results imply that / θ / and / ð / are easier than the other phonemes, but I 

would like to reiterate that more subjects and a larger study would be needed to make a 

stronger claim. Both the fact that a / s / - / z / distinction is lacking for the majority of 

the students, and that / θ / and / ð / are pronounced in a native-like way the most in both 

the word list and the text passage, supports the SLM.   
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Figure 9. The relation between the hypothesised realizations of the target phonemes in the word list 
and the text passage.  

5.1 Reading Problems 

As mentioned above, a few students (S7, S9, S10 and S12) produced retroflex 

consonants / ʂ  / and / ɖ / in words where the spelling was < rd > or < rs >. This is 

probably linked to their L1 phonology and the Swedish grapheme-phoneme relation. 

Another reading problem that we could see is the multiple different realizations for / θ / 

and / ð /. The problem with / θ / and / ð / is both that they have the same spelling, so 

there is nothing to indicate which phoneme is appropriate where, and that they are new 

to the students. The same can be said for the instances of / k / for < ch >. Both the 

digraphs < ch > and < th > are unfamiliar to these students and will need practicing.  

One of the students who succeeded the best in the word list, S2, said that one of the 

sounds in English that she found different was “ < s >, like in ‘birthday’”. She only 

replaced the interdental fricative three times in the word list, which could mean that she 

knows that there is something different with the < th > spelling and that a new category 

might have started to form, but she does not yet master it.  

 

5.2 Experience 

The students that overall had the least mismatches were S1 and S2. S1’s father is from 

America but does not live in Sweden, but even the limited input she gets from him 
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might very well have influenced her pronunciation, along with an American au pair that 

she speaks to every week. She also watches English speaking TV and film and listens to 

music in English every day, so her input from NSs is higher than any of the other 

students. She performed more native-like in the text passage than the word list, which is 

the opposite of S2. S2 does not go abroad that often, and rarely speaks English, but she 

watches English-speaking TV and listens to music 6-7 times a week.  

 

S4 and S8 had the most mismatches, and S4 performed better in the word list, whereas 

S8 performed better in the text passage. S4 also speaks a little Bosnian when she visits 

her family in Bosnia-Herzegovina every year, but it has not helped her form a category 

for / z /. She watches TV and listens to music every day. S8 goes abroad 1-2 times per 

year but does not speak much English. She watches TV in English around twice a week 

and listens to music 6 times per week, so the difference between S2 and S8 in 

experience is not that big, so S2’s success cannot be entirely due to her experience with 

English. 

 
 
6. Conclusions 

This study aimed to investigate if the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis by Lado (1957) 

or the Speech Learning Model by Flege (1995) would be better to predict young 

learners L2 phonology difficulties. It also aimed to explore by which phonemes the 

target phonemes would be replaced and to what extent orthography affects their 

pronunciation.  

 
6.1 / θ / and / ð / 

The students managed to produce the interdental fricatives to a larger extent than what I 

had initially thought, which supports the SLM. They succeeded especially in the 

narration and free speech, which shows that even if they find it difficult to produce the 

sounds in individual words, the students produce them in more natural situations. They 

were also the sounds that were replaced by the most diverge sounds and it seems as 

though the new digraph < th > caused some confusion for the subjects. / θ / and / ð / 
were realized as hypothesised, i.e. as / t / and  / d /, more in connected speech than in the 
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word list. They were also realized most native-like in connected speech than 

individually. The results might be obscured by orthography as we cannot with certainty 

say that the incorrect pronunciation of / θ / and / ð / was only due to spelling. It could 

still be that they know when to use which sound but they do not know how to produce 

it. It does not seem as though the frequency of which they have encountered / ð / has 

made them pronounce it in a more native-like way, but their different realizations makes 

me believe that they are more aware of a change in / ð / than its voiceless counterpart.  

 

6.2 / tʃ / and / ʃ /  

I hypothesised that a new category would not have formed for / tʃ /. Based on the 

results, my hypothesis was confirmed. Orthography could have aided the students in 

pronouncing / tʃ / in the word catch as the < t > was a support, but it might also be that 

syllable final / tʃ / is more easily perceived than syllable initial / tʃ / as rich also was 

pronounced correctly for a majority of the students in the word list.  

 
6.3 / s / - / z / 

/ z / was the sound that the most students had problems with, presumably because it is 

very close to Swedish / s /. This would correspond to the predictions of the SLM and the 

difficulty in forming a new category. / z / is also the sound that none of the students 

mentioned as new or exotic, which adds to my belief that a new category has not formed 

and that these students are not aware of the existence of / z /. Therefore, they do not use 

any particular strategies to signal voicing. It is, nonetheless, my belief that since these 

learners are young, they can be made aware of this distinction and possibly master it, 

just as the SLM predicts.  

 

6.4 Orthography 

I can also conclude that reading seems to have a large influence on pronunciation for 

these students. It does seem as though my results are in favour of the SLM, but the new 

spelling conventions may have influenced the results.  
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6.5 Students’ contact with English and other languages 

There was some positive transfer from S13’s other L1, Serbian. He used strategies from 

Serbian to indicate / z /, probably the letter < z > or an < s > between vowels, as we saw 

in section 4.2.1. Serbian also has / tʃ / and other affricates, but by looking at tables 5 

and 6 we can see that he did not perform any more native-like than the other subjects. 

That can be due to a difference in the environments where / tʃ / is found in Serbian and 

English, but answering this question is a different project entirely.  

 
Whether you are going to perform better in connected speech or the word list does not 

depend on how much you listen to music or watch TV, based on these results. For the 

most and least native-like subjects, the text passage contained less mismatches than the 

word list. It does seem that getting weekly interaction from a native speaker, like S1 

gets from her American au pair, is what facilitates a native-like pronunciation the most.  

 

6.6 SLM or CAH? 

The final conclusion I can make is that the SLM is better than the CAH to describe 

young Swedish learners’ difficulties when learning a new L2 phonology. The sounds 

that were pronounced in a native-like way most frequently were the most exotic, and the 

sounds that were the closest to Swedish phonology were the most difficult. The 

orthography did influence the students’ pronunciation, and it would be interesting to 

compare their production using images, even though knowing the spelling of the word 

might still influence them. The SLM claims that forming a category for L2 sounds will 

be easier the less similar to one’s L1 phonology the L2 sounds are. This study has 

shown that for these learners, / θ / and / ð / and the new spelling < th > trigger an 

awareness of an exoticness and plausibly the formation of a new category. They are still 

experiencing some interference from their L1 production routines as they have not fully 

understood how to pronounce / θ / and / ð /, but it could be that this is the sound that 

they will master first. The fact that the SLM is developed for older learners does not 

seem to be significant here. I believe that this might be due to the fact that English has a 

large presence in Sweden today and that all the students in this study hear English 
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frequently in their daily lives. However, this study is not large enough to be able to 

make generalisations. 

 

6.7 Future research 

To continue further into this subject, it would be interesting to expand the study to 

include more participants, focus on only one or two L2 phonemes, and perhaps use 

something other than written stimuli, e.g. repeating after a native speaker or images, to 

try rule out orthographic interference.  
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Appendix A 

Interview questions and replies 
 

1. How do Swedish and English sound different? Can you give me an example of a sound 
that is different in English?  

2. How long have you been studying English?  
3. Do you go abroad often and do you speak English then? Times/year.  
4. How often do you watch English speaking TV-shows or films, listen to music or go on 

YouTube? Times/week. 
5. What language do you speak at home? 

 
S1 Hard to say, it sounds different 

 Father is American, but lives in America. Started learning English in 1st grade 
in Sweden. 

 Has an American au pair, so she speaks English every week, goes abroad every 
year.  

 She listens to music every day and watches English speaking tv and film every 
day 

 Swedish 
  

S2 When you say < s >, as in "birthday" 

 First grade 

 Not that often, every other year. She does not speak English abroad.  

 A lot, has watched Titanic 21 times. Does not watch tv every day, but often. 
Music every day.  

 Swedish 
  

S3 < ch > and < sh >, like in "fish" and / ɕ /  "chicken", sounds different  

 First grade 
 Every year, in the summer. Little bit of English but not much. 

 English film every Friday. No English TV shows. Music every day. 
 Swedish 
  

S4 English changes in the mouth 

 First grade 

 Bosnia-Hercegovina every year, sometimes English with her aunts if Bosnian 
is not enough.  

 English music and TV every day.  
 Mostly Swedish but some Bosnian.  
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S5 / s /, / ɕ / 

  First grade 

 France every year, a little English in shops, greetings 

 TV shows every day, music every day 
 Swedish mostly but a some French 
  

S6 The letters sound different 

 Since second grade 

 Not that often, two times in the last year but before that not since before she 
could remember 

 TV every other day, music every day.  
 Swedish 
  

S7 Cannot say 

 Second grade 

 Every year to Finland, speaks a little bit English when they do not speak 
Swedish 

 TV and music every day 
 Swedish 
  

S8 You shape the words more according to how they are spelled in English than in 
Swedish 

 First grade 

 1-2 times a year, sometimes she speaks English 

 TV and film twice a week, music 6 days a week 
 Swedish 
  

S9 English < a > sounds more like Swedish < e >, and English < i > like Swedish 
< a > 

 First grade 

 Once a year, no English 

 TV and film 2-3 times a week, music once a week. 
 Chinese, sometimes Swedish. 
  

S10 Do not know 

 First grade 
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 Abroad every year, no English 
 TV and film 2 times a week, music every other day 
 Swedish 
  

S11 Nothing special 

 Since first grade 

 Almost every summer, Serbia. Speaks a little English when abroad.  

 TV 3 times a week. Music every day. 
 Swedish 
  

S12 English sounds odd, words are longer and are spelled differently. Katt – cat      
/ æ / is longer 

 First grade 

 4 times a year, speaks English when abroad 

 TV film 2 times a week. Swedish radio with music every day, but no YouTube 
or Spotify 

 Swedish, but sometimes English. Once a month at dinnertime they speak 
English around the table.  

  
S13 English has a different dialect, it sounds different than Swedish.  

 First grade 

 Abroad twice a year; Serbia every year and some other place. Speaks a little 
English when he does not speak Serbian.  

 TV and film once a week, music every day. 
 Swedish and sometimes Serbian, his father speaks Serbian and Swedish and 

his mother mainly Serbian 
  

S14 English sounds more beautiful, more fun to speak when you speak Swedish all 
the time. Some words you have to lisp, like "the", can be difficult.  

 First grade 

 Abroad 1-2 times a year, she speaks English every time.  

 TV and film 6 days a week, music every day.  
 Swedish 
  

S15 There is a different sound to it, like when you say "thirteen", it has an English 
ring to it 

 First grade 

 Abroad once a year, sometimes to the US where he has to speak English, but it 
has been a few years. English with children from another country 

 TV and film 3 days a week. Every time they go in a car - English songs on the 
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radio, every weekend. YouTube FIFA vlog 5-6 times a week.  
 Swedish 
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