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Points

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

The author has put understood the discrepancy between theoretical presentations of pseudo-clefts and explains the relative difficulty  of collecting data in corpora that bear on the question. The use of the corpora in finding relevant data is systematic and shows a mastery of how these data bases can and should be used.     






   3
2. Awareness of treatments in the field (literature).

The author has reviewed and compared various traditional and generative treatments.         3     
3. Clarity of the topic, reserach question(s), hypotheses
After some false starts, the author opts for showing that quite standard claims in the more theoretical grammatical treatements are quite close to empirically accurate,                          4
4. Methodology. 

Good collection from many sources of grammatical and patterns.                      

    4
5. Argumentation, discussion, interpretation of the results, summary.

The dissertation provides an accurate summary of most relevant paradigms, and gives accurate interpretation . The reason for the lack of telling data in terms of frequency of less central patterns I understandably explained.                                                                                         3
6. Formal aspects of the work: format, graphics, bibliography formatting.
The tables for the paradigms are clear and presented nicely. The bibliography is formatted carefully and with a uniform system.                                                                                         4
7. English (language corretness, style) 
The English is quite competent, thought with occasional lapses and clumsiness., 

                                                                                                                                                                             2
Other comments: 
The theretical part could make clearer exactly how the grammatical treatises consulted differentiate do from other verybs—what is meant by mismatches in terms of formal grammar.
Topics/ Questions for the defence:

What constituent in the introductory clause of a pseudo cleft with do does the focus constituent replace?  
Please give some examples of mismatches that can be further discussed in the defense, and summarize the nature of these mismatches.
Final evaluation in points (see above) : 

23
I recommend the work for the defence
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