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Level of expertise:  
☐ excellent   ☒ very good   ☐ average   ☐ below average   ☐ inadequate 
 
Factual errors: 
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Brief description of the thesis (by the supervisor, ca. 100-200 words): 
The thesis investigates speech attrition in Czech expatriates in English-speaking countries in 
comparison to students of English residing in the Czech Republich (Prague). Voice onset times of word-
initial fortis and lenis plosives were measured to determine attrition tendencies in the two investigated 
groups. Results showed that attrition was present for both fortis and lenis plosives. Results also varied 
by speaker cohort.  
 
Review, comments and notes (ca. 100-200 words) 
Strong points of the thesis: 
The idea behind the study is rather intriguing. The literature review was good and presented adequate 
overviews of speech theories, the issues of priming and VOT. The study was well planned and 
executed. Target words/ sentences were carefully selected, inter-rater reliability tests proved reliable 
coding of the data, statistical analyses were well done. A lot of effort was put into finding participants 
(with the expats being a difficult sample) and obtaining recordings from them. Figures and tables are 
informative.  
 
Weak points of the thesis: 
The biggest issue is certainly the “non-comparability” in the two cohorts with regards to age, occupation, 
and other social variables. Most expats were not students and their leisure activities (such as 
communication with friends, consumption of media, etc) may have been quite different from the 
student cohort. The suboptimal recordings of the expats also complicate comparisons with the students.  
 
Questions to answer during the Defence and suggested points of discussion: 
 

1. Please discuss in more detail the social contacts of the two cohorts and which languages they 
speak with them. Were the social circles of the students larger and more diverse than those of 
the expats? Did the expats list family members as their main communication partners? 

2. Describe the 1-2 respondents who showed the largest degree of L1 attrition (in which country 
did they live for how long, their social circle, etc.).  
 

Other comments: 
In the introduction, there is a strong reliance on a small scope of literature, e.g. Grosjean 2012, Schmid 
2011, Sučková 2020.  
 
p. 22: you write „In terms of mean durations of Czech VOTs no source listing specifically the mean 
durations of VOTs typical in Czech was found. Machač (2006), however, does list the duration of the 
explosion phase of all Czech plosives in msec“ à there is literature that lists VOTs per plosive from 
which you could have calculated the mean VOTs (Skarnitzl, for instance).  
 
p. 23, 24: you write “they [Stoehr et al. 2017] conclude that lenis plosives are much more resistant to 
L1 attrition, a claim supported by the findings of Mayr et al. (2012). à could this be because fortis 
plosives are quite similar in Dutch and German, but not lenis ones?  
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The Materials and Methods section starts in medias res. A short, one-paragraph introduction to your 
study would have been beneficial for readers at this point.  
 
Regarding Figure 8: the option “Czech and English” could have been quantified in more detail. How 
much Czech and how little English in a context still counts as “Czech and English”? This has implications 
for how much attrition is expected in those Czech and English contexts.  
 
The score calculated on p. 33 is not transparent. In order to combine variables, each variable needs to 
be standardized first. It seems that the number of communication partners a respondent had could 
have significantly skewed the score. Similar scaling of variables is required before one can compound 
them.  
 
 
Minor comments:  

- Inconsistent capitalization, for instance p. 2: “Positive effects” but “crosslinguistic influence” 
- Sučková is sometimes cited as 2020, and then as 2020a and 2020b – but in the References, only 

the a and b works can be found.  
- Language errors, for instance: p. 20: „What must be mentioned that some values presented in 

Table 2“, p. 24: „a L2 influence“…  
- Figure 6 on page 29 is not an accurate annotation: voicing starts at the uptick of the pitch line  
- P. 34: the description of the data collection in Excel and the visualizations with ggplot2 should 

have appeared at the beginning of the Methods section (since many graphs appear before p. 
34) 

- Figure titles are not needed if captions repeat the title (e.g., Figure 11)  
- The order of plosives in Figure 12 should have been p-t-k – in Figure 14 it is correct (b-d-g) 
- Figure 16 looks good, but a regression plot without a regression statistic does not tell the 

reader much.  
 
Proposed grade: 
☒ excellent   ☒ very good   ☐ good   ☐ fail 
 
Grade: 1-2 
 
Place, date and signature of the reviewer:  
Prague, June 5 2022 
 

 


