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Dear Prof. RNDr. Oldřich Fatka, 
 

REFEREES REPORT OF THE DOCTORAL THESIS OF Mgr. MARTINA AUBRECHTOVÁ 
Selected cephalopods from the Ordovician of the Prague Basin (Bohemia) and Baltica (Estonia  
and Sweden): taxonomy, paleobiogeography and paleoecology. Prague, 2018 
(Vybraní hlavonožci (Cephalopoda) ordoviku pražské pánve a Baltiky (Estonsko a Švédsko):  
taxonomie, paleobiogeografie a paleoekologie. Praha, 2018) 
 
Thank you asking me to act as referee for the above Doctoral Thesis. 
 
It has been a pleasure to read through the dissertation and accompanying five research papers 
submitted by Martina Aubrechtová. 
 
For convenience, I have structured my report around four categories: 
 
i) Presentation of the work 
Throughout her dissertation and the accompanying papers, Martina has consistently attained a 
high standard of presentation especially regarding the legibility of figures and images of  
specimens. Fossil nautiloids are typically difficult to photograph well and the clarity that Martina 
has achieved in presenting multiple views of phragmocones, close-up of internal features and 
siphuncular details (in thin-section) and detail of external ornament (whitened specimens) all on  
the same plate is admirable (for example, Aubrechtová, 2015: Bactroceras etc., Fig. 6. A-H).   
Furthermore, the text Martina has prepared contains very few typographical or spelling  
errors (e.g. Bissonocerida, Yanhericerida – page 13) and overall her attention to detail in  
terms of the presentation of results is of a very high level.  
 
During the Defence on October 17th, there are some minor points worth exploring further with  
Martina; for example, her opinion on the orientation of nautiloids for illustration (‘aperture  
down’ in her Bactroceras paper but ‘aperture up’ in her other papers). Ammonite workers  
are engaged in similar ‘shell orientation’ debates(!)  
 
 
ii) Originality of the research 
I confirm that this work is original and represents fresh research into various aspects of  
nautiloid systematics, palaeoecology and palaeobiology. Wherever Martina has found the need 
to refer to the research of others, she has duly recognised and fairly acknowledged this through- 
out her dissertation and papers. Martina has also presented her understanding of other specialist’s  



work in a very professional and clear manner; her references are very up-to-date and thorough. She has not mis-
represented or mis-interpreted the findings of specialists to ‘conveniently fit’ desired outcomes and has 
presented her own evidence in a very durable and concise manner.  
 
iii) Quality of the research, demonstration of logic and analysis 
Throughout Martina’s dissertation and papers the quality of her research and analysis is consistently of a very 
high standard. She has demonstrated a sound logical and detailed approach to analysis of the data as 
exemplified by the methodology employed, for example cluster analysis and species level diversity (in papers 
by Kröger & Aubrechtová, 2018 on nautiloids from the Vasalemma and Kullsberg formations). Her discussion 
of results and conclusions are concise and accurate. This is particularly apparent in her grasp of nautiloid 
palaeogeography and palaeobiology especially in taxa (such as Bactroceras and the early orthocerids and 
ascocerids) which are challenging groups to work with, even for highly experienced nautiloid specialists. 
Martina has clearly gained much valuable experience and training from her collaborative work alongside 
internationally renowned nautiloid specialists, including Drs. Vojtěck Turek and Björn Kröger. 
 
In terms of the Defence on October 17th, then inter alia, I will be interested to enquire further into the 
rationale behind some of the taxonomic decisions Martina has reached and the consistency of approach in 
some specific cases. (I stress that none of these are necessarily ‘wrong’ per se). By way of examples for 
discussion: 

• Martina variously refers the Orthoceratoidea (at Subclass rank) to Kuhn, 1940 (Aubrechtová, 2015, 

p.197) and McCoy, 1844 (her dissertation, pages 14-16) and (at Superorder rank) to Zhuravleva, 1999 

(her dissertation, p.13);  

• The definition of the Baltoceratidae that Martina employs (Aubrechtová, 2015, p.198) refers to the 

possession of endosiphuncular (calcareous rod) deposits and cameral deposits. However, Martina 

assigns Bactroceras to this family which in the diagnosis she uses (based on Kröger & Evans) is 

characterised by not possessing endosiphuncular or cameral deposits;   

• Assignment of Cameroceras motsognir to Cameroceras noting that its early stages are cyrtoconic and 

details of the endosiphuncular deposits are lacking (Kröger & Aubrechtová, 2018, pp. 21-22).  

 
iv) Overall conclusion 
The hard work and dedicated effort that Martina has put into undertaking and presenting this research is clear 
and the overall standards she has achieved throughout are extremely high. In conclusion, I have no hesitation 
in confirming that, in my opinion, the Thesis prepared and submitted by Martina, including the five papers, 
represents an excellent piece of research and merits recognition at PhD level.  
 
Martina’s ‘passion’ for nautiloid cephalopods is self-evident in her research. She will be very welcome indeed 
to join the team of international specialists who will shortly begin work on the revision of the Treatise of 
Invertebrate Paleontology, Part K. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Dr Andy King FGS MCIEEM 
Director & Principal Geologist 
Geckoella Ltd, UK 


