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Points /results (for each section & proposed classification)
	excellent
	5
	A
	
	acceptable
	2
	D

	very good
	4
	B
	
	weak/sufficient
	1
	E

	good
	3
	C
	
	insufficient
	0
	F


In the following paragraphs, fill in the numeric value. You can also add a short NOTE (comment) - alternatively you write concluding remarks to the summary at the end.
	
	Points

	1. Originality and new contribution to the field, up-to-date presentation of the problem.

NOTE: BA work need not be original, but it should have some unifying perspective or argue for some conclusion(s) that relate the studied languages, constructions, and/or authors. This work has no unifying perspective or conclusion, just a long series of summaries and quotes from only 3 authors, which are in no way compared to each other or evaluated as having similar or different points of view. 
	1

	2. Awareness of treatments in the field (literature).
NOTE: 3 of the 6 references given are not cited, so there is no evidence that they were even consulted. There is no awareness that many so-called adverbs have for decades been considered (intransitive) P rather than Adverbs, nor that Adjective and Adverbs formed from them can be and have been argued to be the same category.
	2

	3. Clarity of the topic, research  question(s), hypotheses¨
NOTE:  There is no research question or hypothesis, simply a re-affirmation at the end of Cinque’s claim that the ordering of English and Italian adverbs is the same.
	1

	4. Methodology. NOTE: The methodology seems to be to collect examples from standard grammar sources of the two languages, and reproduce the comments of these authors, occasionally adding summary statements or, for English, a few additional examples, often mis-analyzed. No attempt to gather new data of any given type.
	2

	5. Argumentation, discussion, interpretation of the results, summary.
NOTE: the summary reveals the vacuity of most of the thesis: the 2nd paragraph refers only to thespelling rules for English –ly, not to any linguistic content. The 3rd paragraph refers to a half page summary of downtoners and amplifiers in Quirk(19-20) . The only actual conclusion is in the 3rd paragraph, that English and Italian share specific rules as how you can order an Adverbial Phrase. “This rigid ordering was also found in English, where this corresponds with the Italian ordering.” But the examples cited from Cinquie, e.g. 2, 5, 7, 9, 10 etc. on p. 31 ff. and their glosses in English differ repeatedly in acceptability in the two languages, so this claim is not supported.
	1

	6. Formal aspects of the work: format, graphics, bibliography formatting.

NOTE: Tables are not numbered, 2 entries run together in references, In passages abridged from Cinque, not clearly marked as cited, his references (Jackendoff, Rochette, etc.) are copied but not in the bibliography. In these abridged passages, the example numbers in the text (presumably from Cinque, pp. 19-20)  don’t correspond to those by the corresponding examples. Indication of Italian and English glosses for Italian examples is incomplete, the single tree that appears has several gross errors and is basically senseless. Half the references are not cited at all. 
	0

	7. English (language correctness, style) 

NOTE: much article usage is incorrect (many missing), many misspellings. Czech quotation marks are used rather than English,The style is flat at best.
	3

	8. For the supervisor (if not applicable, write " Not applicable ")

Evaluation of the collaboration between student and supervisor:
	N.A.


Summary: Overall evaluation, other comments: 

(5-15 lines for BA, 10-30 lines for MA thesis)

The dissertation assembles material from only 3 sources, 2 of the most traditional and standard sort, and basically reports what these sources say about various types of what traditional grammar calls adjectives and adverbs. There is not critical or comparative dimension, except to say that English and Italian are basically alike, follow the same word order and similar morphology, etc. Comments on adjectival semantics are vague and repeat what has been traditionally said. The classification of all adverbs into one part of speech and all adjectives into another, much debated in current literature, is not called into question. 
Topics / Questions for the defence:

(2-4 specific questions which should be answered at the defence)

1. The dissertation concludes that there are ‘specific rules as how you can order [adverbs]. This rigid ordering was also found in English, where this corresponds with the Italian ordering.’ How do you then explain your ex. 2 on p. 31, where the Italian sequence ‘not usually’ is ungrammatical, and the adverb sequences in the examples following, #s 5, 7, 9 and 10, which are good in Italian but not in English: *already any longer, *no longer always, *already always, *already any longer always well?
2. In paragraph 3 of Ch. 3, you state: ‘Adverbial Phrases (henceforth AdvPs) may contain modifiers and/or complements as any full phrase.’’  Yet: He seemed angry over the bill; *He spoke angrily over the bill; She was loyal to her friend; *She followed his orders loyally  to her friend.  Is your general statement wrong? If not, how should it be modified?
3. You state that Italian troppo, poco are adjectives. Show with argument that this is ture (or false).

4. Explain and argue for the category labels for your tree in section 5.1, or revise the tree to say what you mean (and argue for the revised version).
I recommend the work for the defence

yes
 

Proposed classification:
            D/ E
Date:  Aug 25, 2017
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Supervisor’s statement about plagiarism:  Neither the analysis of this thesis by the online system Theses.cz nor any other kind of examination of the text revealed a degree of correspondence with other works that would give rise to the suspicion of plagiarism or violation of copyright.
� The itemized statistics above does NOT provide authomatically the final evaluation - some weaknesses are more crucial than others and some cannot be compensatedl. The proposed classification is therefore independent on the statistics. It is the complex evaluation of the presented written work and it can be still modified during the defence to become the result of the defence.
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