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	Evaluation 

(The final evaluation is NOT a sum of the itemized aspects. It evaluates the work as a whole.)

	excellent
	A
	acceptable
	D

	very good
	B
	weak/sufficient
	E

	good
	C
	insufficient
	F


	Comments (1-5 sentences)
	Evaluation

A-F

	1. Originality and new contribution to the field, up-to-date presentation of the problem: Arguing for compositionality of idioms is a minority position, and the author treats the counterarguments quite effectively. The formal presentation of the Distributed Morphology tree structures is also current and topical.
	A

	2. Awareness of treatments in the field (literature): The coverage is good and appropriate, but there are gaps. Idioms do have internal structural requirements, as in ‘The Syntax of Idioms’, byWilliam O'Grady in Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 16, 279–312(1998). The debate between Chomsy and M. Brame (1978, Base Generated Syntax) and others around 1980 was about whether subjects and objects act differently in idioms and determines which idioms could passivize. These hypotheses arenot  mentioned.  Also a basic source: Bruce Fraser, The verb–particle combination in English. New York: Academic Press, 1976. Published online by Cambridge University Press:  2008.
	C

	3. Clarity of the topic, research question(s), hypotheses: The research questions could be clearer. One seems to be, can the so-called non-literal meanings of idioms be adequately analysed as compositional, with a metaphorical interpretation? But if this is the main question, it is indirect and not stated straightforwardly. If this is not the question, it is not clear what is.
	B

	4. Methodology: This seems too unfocused. It’s not clear which idioms constitute test cases for which hypotheses. They seem chosen as random illustration, though the analyses for them are often individually interesting. 
	C

	5. Argumentation, discussion, interpretation of the results, summary: With respect to the main hypotheses (re compositionality), this is all very good. But the discussion of what the author considers ‘not idioms’ (collocations, parts of metaphors, etc.) shades off into inconclusive commentary in a number of places. But even here, the range of different examples treated is enlightening. 
	A

	6. Formal aspects of the work: format, graphics, bibliography formatting: The graphics (trees) are well done and appropriately placed. Bibliographical format is correct and references to it are properly made. Examples are properly numbered and referred to. The author apparently does not know that in automatic numbering of examples, those such as (8a), (8b), etc., the sequences a) and b) must be inserted after the numbers manually. 
	B

	7. English (language correctness, style):  Excellent English vocabulary and grammar.. Readable style, accurate phrasing for technical passages, good and balanced vocabular. Grammatical errors and infelicities are rare. 
	A

	8. (only for supervisors) Co-operation with the candidate during the writing of the thesis
	


Summary: Overall evaluation, other comments: (5-15 lines) The dissertation argues for the compositionality of idioms, which is a minority position, and at least in a wide range of cases, makes her case convincingly, refuting several existing and potential counter arguments. In this regard, section 2.4 is a quite effective. Chapter 3 clearly situates four types of constructions, collocations, proverbs, metaphors and phrasal verbs, and shows how they differ from idioms,, and at the same time shows that many idioms can be subsumed under these alternative types. Chapter 4 describes in detail how the meanings and spellings of morphemes, in particular those of idioms, are transferred from vocabulary lists into syntactic tree structures.  One might prefer that the idioms chosen to exemplify the theory were not among the most vulgar, but this is just a question of taste, and not relevant in judging linguistic achievement.
Topics / Questions for the defence:
(2-4 specific questions which should be answered at the defence)
Question 1 is two quite different questions combined into 1, partly showing that the some logic can apply in two different situations. 
1. There are many idioms (the author rightly calls them that) composed of V + up, which Fraser’s classic (see 2 above) calls completive: eat up, clean up, buy  up, fux up, erc. The dissertation criticizes, I think correctly, a widespread confusion between a literal meaning and the least marked (or default) meaning. Re up, can these completives be simply analysed as literal and compositional combinations? Argue for or against this view.  What about give up, talk up?
2. The dissertation and wider literature gives many V-Obj idioms. Do they (the dissertation, the ider literature) discuss Subj-V or V-PP idioms, where the object NP varies freely? For both parts of the questions, either (i) give and discuss examples or (ii) discuss the relevance of their absence for lexical/ vocabulary theory. 
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.
I recommend the work for the defence:
YES
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