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Level of expertise:  

☐ excellent   ☒ very good   ☐ average   ☐ below average   ☐ inadequate 

 
Factual errors: 

☒ almost none   ☐ appropriate to the scope of the thesis   ☐ frequent less serious   ☐ serious 

 
Chosen methodology: 

☒ original and appropriate   ☐ appropriate   ☐ barely adequate   ☐ inadequate 

 
Results: 

☒ original   ☐ original and derivative   ☐ non-trivial compilation   ☐ cited from sources   ☐ copied 

 
Scope of the thesis: 

☐ too large   ☒ appropriate to the topic   ☐ adequate   ☐ inadequate 
 
Bibliography (number and selection of titles): 

☒ above average (scope or rigor) ☐ average   ☐ below average   ☐ inadequate 
 
Typographical and formal level: 

☐ excellent   ☒ very good   ☐ average   ☐ below average   ☐ inadequate 
 
Language: 

☐ excellent   ☒ very good   ☐ average   ☐ below average   ☐ inadequate 
 
Typos: 

☐ almost none   ☒ appropriate to the scope of the thesis   ☐ numerous 
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Brief description of the thesis (by the supervisor, ca. 100-200 words): 
 
Review, comments and notes (ca. 100-200 words) 
Strong points of the thesis: 
 
The overall impression is very good. The text is very well organized, and the methods chosen are 

appropriate for the research questions. The theoretical part of the thesis is thorough and contains a 
comprehensive literature review, which covers a range of relevant sources.  
The method section is very detailed, and the results are well analysed and presented.  
Considering the fact that this is a bachelor thesis, the author used relatively complex statistical analyses 
and demonstrated very good analytical and technical skills in the use of Praat and R. I commend the 
author’s use of normality tests and the fact that he calculated inter-rater reliability to ensure consistency 
of measurements.  
 
Weak points of the thesis: 
 
Occasionally, the logical sequence of the theoretical part is somewhat disrupted. The author provides 
an overview of four theories in section 2.2 but does not explain their relevance to the study. This would 
have been solved by including a brief introduction to establish the connection explicitly. A similar issue 
can be found in 2.3, where it is not clear why section 2.3.3 Linguistic Priming is included along the factors 
that could otherwise be considered extralinguistic aspects of language attrition.  
 
The author uses several different terms for the concept of L1 use (it is referred to as language network 

in Figure 16 and as L1 social network in 6.2), which is confusing, especially considering the fact that it is 
one of the central topics of the study. 
 

Minor issues  
 

- The set of English target sentences is not included in Table A2 in Appendix, even though the 
author states so on page 25.  

- Students questionnaire (Table A4) contains several structures that are rather odd and convey a 
different meaning than was probably intended:   

o “Jakým jazykem komunikujete se známostmi a přáteli?” (p. 65) 
o “Přibližně s kolika anglicky mluvícími lidmi komunikujete regulérně?” (p. 66)  

- The author does not explain why the final number of target sentences was 581 as opposed to the 
600 that should have been analysed after excluding the masking sentences.   

- The regression plot (Figure 16) is described in very little detail, and the author does not report 
the results of the statistical analysis.  

- Four figures in section 5.1 are referenced incorrectly: the figure described on page 31 is in fact 
Figure 7, not Figure 5; the description on page 32 refers to Figure 8, not Figure 6; the figure 

referenced on page 33 is Figure 9, not Figure 7; the figure described on page 34 is Figure 10, not 
Figure 8.  
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Questions to answer during the Defence and suggested points of discussion: 
 

1. Speaker 2 in Group 1 reported Spanish Language and Translation as their occupation or object of 
study (Table 4). Could regular use of L3 have an effect on VOT?    

 
2. What was the purpose of recording English sentences in the experiment?  

 
 
Other comments: - 
 
Proposed grade: 

☒ excellent   ☒ very good   ☐ good   ☐ fail 

 
 
Place, date and signature of the reviewer:  

Prague, 6 June 2022 


