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Brief description of the thesis (by the supervisor, ca. 100-200 words): 
The thesis deals with the topic of contrastive reduplication and its acoustic features in English. The 
topic is quite novel and relevant for today’s research. Ms Petrechova has conducted a study of 
phonetic and phonological features of contrastive reduplication in L1 English and the results that were 
yielded can add to the growing body of literature in the field. The manuscript is well written, the topic 
was well researched, and the efforts that went into the data collection and acoustic/ statistical 
analyses are remarkable.  
 
Review, comments and notes (ca. 100-200 words) 
 
Strong points of the thesis: 
The introduction is detailed and well written. I appreciate the different theoretical orientations that are 
discussed with regards to reduplication (and CR in particular). The field of CR phonology is under-
researched at the moment, and this thesis can help fill some knowledge gaps that currently exist. It is 
thus a valuable research contribution per se. Even though the data underlying the analyses may be a bit 
problematic (see my comments below for more detail), the acoustic and statistical analyses were 
conducted with scientific rigor. The write-up of the results and the discussion section provide a good 
overview of the findings.  
 
Weak points of the thesis: 
As mentioned by Ms Petrechova herself, the fact that the data stems from recordings of TV shows has 
implications for a study involving the annotation of acoustic detail. As the advisor of the thesis, I also 
know that Ms Petrechova attempted to find real-life speech examples of CR (searching podcasts, radio 
shows, etc.) but was not able to find a large enough sample: the phenomenon is rare and occurs primarily 
in very informal contexts. Nonetheless, some acoustic imprecision is expected to result from the corpus 
data (especially concerning pitch detection with Praat), and one has to be careful not to over-generalize 
the findings to real-life spontaneous speech.  
In addition, it would have been advantageous to focus on mono- or bi-syllabic words. The group of multi-
syllabic words contains quite a large range of differently lengthed words, which can be a bit problematic 
in comparative phonological work (concerning word stress, vowel reductions, etc.).  
 
Questions to answer during the Defence and suggested points of discussion: 
 

1. What can you say about CR in Czech? How frequent and popular is it? And is it comparable to 
your English examples?  

2. How do your findings on word duration, vowel acoustics, and pauses fit with the current body of 
literature on CR?  

 
 
Other comments: 
 
Section 2.4.6. discusses CR in other languages, and while I agree that it is important to see what is 
going on in research on other language concerning this phenomenon, I am not sure all examples given 
are good or relevant. For instance, most of the German examples are baffling to me and I am inclined 
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to believe Stolz (2006) who denies the existence of CR in German. I can’t say much about the other 
mentioned languages but one has to be careful when making comparisons. CR may be a very typical 
English phenomenon. The Czech example that is given on page 33 may actually represent a translation-
induced CR construction.  
 
The statistical descriptions could have been better blended into the general text; as they stand now, 
they are a bit rigid and repetitive.  
 
Some figures are of suboptimal quality, for instance Figure 1 on p. 49 is blurry. More importantly 
though, the figure is extremely zoomed in on the speech data and annotations are almost cut off on 
the side. It would have been more advantageous to show a larger section of the Praat window, 
including some of the preceding and following words/ syllables in the “date” sentence. This also 
concerns other Praat figures (such as Figure 3 and 4).  
 
A lot of the variables that were statistically tested proved insignificant. This could indicate a poor choice 
of variables. For instance, how was the hypothesis derived that CR function would have an impact on 
pause length? I understand that the thesis explored novel research areas and we don’t have a precedent 
for many possible variable effects, but a better reasoning behind the chosen variables could have led to 
more accurate predictions of what is significant and what isn’t. In general, the number of variables tested 
was quite large, and one could have honed in on fewer but more relevant ones in the preparation phase 
of the study.  
 
Minor comments: 
- References: some journals are abbreviated (e.g., Chiccetti et al. 1981); some works cannot clearly be 
identified as books, chapters, or articles (e.g., Chiou, 2008); sometimes all words in a title are 
capitalized (e.g., Downing & Inkelas); sometimes issue numbers are missing from articles (e.g., 
Finkenbeiner). The journal where the Hohenhaus article appeared is called Folia Linguistica. Etc. I 
suggest the use of a citation program for future studies.  
 
 
Proposed grade: 
☒ excellent   ☒ very good   ☐ good   ☐ fail 
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