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	Points (for each section)
	   Final evaluation (Ø)


	excellent
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	A
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	B
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	C
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	D

	weak/sufficient
	1
	  
	E

	insufficient
	0
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In the following paragraphs fill in the numeric value. You can also add a short comment - alternatively you write concluding remarks to the summary in the end.
Points

1. Originality and new contribution to the field, up-to-date presentation of the problem. The work doeswhat it sets out to do, treat in a unified way all the disparate and unsystematic treatments of the problems found in current handbooks. But in some way, the author is fortunate that not much has been done on the topic in recent theoretical work, so there is not that much to be ‘up to date’ with. But see the questions for the oral defence below.


       4
2. Awareness of treatments in the field (literature). Especially for undergraduate work, the awareness and appropriate use of the best of current English grammar handbooks is excellent. 5
3. Clarity of the topic, research question(s), hypotheses.  The topic of bare infinitives is well-delineated, especially in parts where the author shows why she excludes imperatives and subjunctives. The research question appears to be to clearly ascertain an exhaustive list of contexts where such infinitives appear, and this is fully achieved. One might have hoped that the work would set itself some goal besides pure description, but at an undergraduate level, one does not expect or require original or surprising hypotheses. 



4 
4. Methodology.  The method of research is stated as systematic consultation of the most complete current grammar manuals of English, supplemented by searches and statistics provided by corpora, and some supplementary use of native speakers’ judgments. Especially the first aspect is done superbly, though the use of the corpora is less systematic, and the source of speaker judgments is not clearly indicated. 





4
5. Argumentation, discussion, interpretation of the results, summary. The argumentation is not deep, but in some places where individual items are treated, e.g. imperatives with let, the author shows that she can argue in a theoretical way. Similarly, in the summary, she realizes that the distribution of bare infinitives with do is the only thing that gives rise to their appearance in certain uncommon environments  (e.g. subject position). So the summary of which sentence functions a bare infinitive can express is misleading, though not really false.

4
6. Formal aspects of the work: format, graphics, bibliography formatting. Relatively few sources are used, but they are used with unusual thoroughness and accuracy. One aim of the thesis, to put together facts and patterns thatin the sources are are scattered, is admirably fulfilled. The final Table, pp. 59-60, is clear, complete, accurate, and potentially very useful. The formatting of the text is uniform, follows current standards, and essentially error-free. 

 4
7. English (language correctness, style). The thesis shows almost complete mastery of the grammar, the linguistic vocabulary, and the ability to express logical and coherent argument in English. The text reads smoothly and naturally, using very natural expressions and logical transitions.
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_____________________________________________________________________________

8. For the supervisor (if not applicable, write "Not applicable ")
a.
Evaluation of the collaboration between student and supervisor  Not applicable 
b.
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.

Summary: Overall evaluation, other comments: (5-15 lines for BA, 10-30 lines for MA thesis)
The work achieves its aims, namely to treat in a unified way all the disparate and unsystematic treatments of the bare infinitives in English which are found in current handbooks. The work is highly readable well organized, so that it can be easily followed and understood. However, there is no hypothesis proposed beyond doing this task accurately. There are some descriptive generalizations (the lack of bare infinitive passives, the relations between modals and bare infinitives), but no deeper account is proposed.  But there is no doubt that the work is a big improvement over what is currently available on this topic; for example, one can easily discern how the different uses and contexts of bare infinitives differ from each other.
Topics / Questions for the defence:
(2-4 specific questions which should be answered at the defence)
1. Existing treatments of bare infinitives, including the sources here, persist in sub-dividing their uses in terms of the ‘semantics’ of the verbs that require them. Thus, make and let are “causatives.” But semantically, so are compel, oblige, require, force, order, persuade, etc. which don’t take bare infinitives. Can you find some other way in which these ‘causatives’ differ from have, let and make? For example, are the NPs after these latter 3 verbs really their objects (i.e. do they receive a semantic role from them?) In contrast, what about the NPs that follow compel, etc? 
2. A related question: what about animacy requirements on the NPs that follow these two classes of verbs? Can you see how these questions  might  suggest a way to group together make, see, hear, watch, without referring to their “meanings”?
3. The other side of the coin: do ‘perception verbs’ such as observe and notice really take bare infinitives? Do the corpora beat this out? Examples such as Mary observed John buy new shoes, We noticed the dog refuse his food sound very marginal to this native speaker. And what about You should listen to Mary play the flute, which sounds better by far?  It would be good to know the results of some minimal searches for bare infinitives after these three verbs, and compare these with what the handbooks cited in the thesis say about them. 
Final evaluation in points (see above) : 

30


I recommend the work for the defence

YES
 

Proposed classification (see above):

A

Date: 23 July, 2015


                                 
Name (and signature): Joseph Emonds


� The grades here do NOT provide the final evaluation - some weaknesses are more crucial than others and some cannot be compensated for at all.
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