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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 a concluding remarks to the summary in the end.

	
	Points

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

NOTE: 
	C

	2. Awareness of treatments in the field (literature).

NOTE: Quite detailed (but fragmental  and eclectic !) theoretical sections with not always clear relation to the research question. Some important studies of Q are still missing (Giusti). Semantic decription summarises Beghelli & Stowell and it is not related to the rest of the work (neither is May 1977 in the initial part of the work)
	C

	3. Clarity of the topic, reserach question(s), hypotheses¨

NOTE: ... to summarise different linguistic points of view.... and describe the idiosyncratic behavior. Acceptable for BA.
	D

	4. Methodology. 

NOTE: Theory-data-theory. That is ok. But - the corpora search plus summarization do not seem to substantially contribute any comparison & theoretical argumentation. 
	D

	5. Argumentation, discussion, interpretation of the results, summary.

NOTE: no argumentation and discussion based on the data. No comparison of the incompatible frameworks cited as equal. No explanation why DM is to be preferred.
	E

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

NOTE: Generally OK. Some little mistakes:

· Table (9) - where is this from?
· Bibliography : not alphabetical (!!!). 
· References non-standard: a bracketed reference at the end of a paragraph does not make it clear what is paraphrased and what is original.
	C

	7. English (language correctness, style) 

NOTE: adequate. A quite good translation of the terminology in the Czech summary.
	B

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

Evaluation of the collaboration between student and supervisor
	NA


Summary: Overall evaluation, other comments: 

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


As for the theoretical background, the initial part provides summaries of well-established traditional sources (Crystal, Quirk, Dušková) plus some generativists (Jackendoff, Adger). Several sections sum up main ideas of the Distributed morphology framework - which the candidate choses to be the framework for the study. Semantics is discussed briefly cited from May 1977 and in the last section from Beghelli & Stowell 1996. 


The corpora data present the results of a simple search confirming the known facts. The examples of plausibly ungrammatical forms (e.g. eachother) can easily be taken for a spelling mistake. 


The main problem of the work is that the theoretical sources are not mutually compatible. The author simply lists the citations without comparison. It is not clear to which extend DM explain the data better compared with any other source cited here. The role of semantic sections is completely unrelated to the rest. 
Still - the candidate clearly made a lot of reading and shows some comprehension of relatively complex linguistic literature.
Conclusion: ambitious, promising, not fully mastered.

Topics / Questions for the defence:

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

1. To which extend is the behavior attested in your corpora search contradicting to the description found in the literature cited?
2. What do you mean when you say that each and every ʻcan function as a pronounʻ... Is it a special characteristics of these Q only? What is your final categorial (?) label for those elements based on the data (and in the used framework of DM!)?
3. In your presentation 
· show the step-by-step derivation of the elements each / every in (42-43) in  the framework of DM as in (38-39-40). 
· Formalize what you mean by ʻcontext featuresʻ  for each / every. 
· Demonstrate how your formalization expresses the distinction between them (including the distinction between bound and free variety, if possible).
· How is this derivation compatible with the trees of the scopes in (40, 53)? 

I recommend the work for the defence

YES
 

Proposed classification:
           C-D
Date:  29.5.2017


                                 
Name (and signature): doc. PhDr. Ludmila Veselovská, Dr.



� The itemized statistics above does NOT provide authomatically the final evaluation - some weaknesses are more crucial than others and some cannot be compensated at all. 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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