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Brief description of the thesis (by the supervisor, ca. 100-200 words):

Dorota Waczlavova’s BA thesis examines linking in recordings of political debates of British and American
politicians. Since spontaneous speech with a clear communicative purpose is still analyzed relatively
rarely, the main objective of the thesis is to verify whether traditionally presented views on linking being
very frequent in English hold in this speech genre. In the introductory chapters, the author discusses
various aspects of spontaneous speech and connected speech processes, with emphasis placed on
linking. After the introduction of the speech material and data annotation, results are presented using
both absolute and relative bar charts. Apart from examining the effect of variety (British and American),
the author focuses on the semantic status of the words, nature of the word-final sound, as well as on
individual speakers. She ascribes the greatest differences between British and American English to the
speakers’ speaking rate.

Review, comments and notes (ca. 100-200 words)

Strong points of the thesis:

Processing and analyzing spontaneous speech is not an easy feat. Although the decision of linking vs.
glottalization is presented as a binary one, it often feels as much more of a continuum (which the author
also mentions in chapter 3). The results are overall presented in a well-structured and concise manner.

Weak points of the thesis:

The weakest aspect of the thesis is the language in general terms. This includes especially clumsy
linguistic structures throughout the theoretical part; the very first sentence of the Introduction may
serve as one of many examples. A natural flow of the text is frequently lacking. There are also a number
of language errors (e.g., missing articles) and typos.

More approaches to categorizing connected speech processes have been proposed in the literature, and
it is not always clear from which perspective the author considers them (this can be seen for instance
on the treatment of consonant-to-consonant linking).

In the analytical part, the variety differences in linking are ascribed to differences in speech rate (see,
e.g., page 43: “The results showed that British speakers have a faster speech rate...”). However, it should
be pointed that this is only based on the author’s perception, as no quantification of speech rate is
provided; in other words, the results cannot “show” that.

Questions to answer during the Defence and suggested points of discussion:
The main aim of the thesis was to see whether the principles traditionally presented about English hold

in spontaneous speech. Do they? This does not seem to be explicitly answered in the thesis.
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