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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: the topic would be interesting and the loans do indeed provide a valuable source of information about morphological structure. The promise, however, was not fulfilled in the presented work. More research is needed.
	C

	2. Awareness of treatments in the field (literature): The theroretical framwork is based on Embick (2015) mainly and the candidate does not show much (if any) awareness of the development of the theory. The description of DM in p. 8 down – “DM framework start... at phonology and phonetic level and then they go layer by layer all the way up to semantics and pragmatics” ....  sounds distinct from the comments to (1) on p.9. How are the two compatible? Is the scheme (1) really proposed by Embick? What is “traditional generative morphology” and “traditional morphology”? (what are 2.4.1.1-2.4.1.4 good for in DM?)  
	B

	3. Clarity of the topic, research question(s), hypotheses: The candidate claims that the theoretical framework will help him to explain the variety of functional morpheme realizations in English / West Slavic and West Germanic. He did not show any revealing generalizations, not even revelations related to the use of the DM framework. He in fact concludes there are no generalizations (possible!).
	D

	4. Methodology: the thesis includes a theoretical part and a data-based part. The methodology is OK, but the sections are not interconnected. 
	B

	5. Argumentation, discussion, interpretation of the results, summary: The theoretical part is not related to the practical one. The theoretical questions mentioned in section 2 are not addressed in the section 3 at all. The corpus search is limited to simple statistics with no theoretical conclusion derived from it. 
	D

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

	A

	7. English (language correctness, style): 
	A

	8. (only for supervisors)  Co-operation with the candidate 
	NA


Summary: Overall evaluation, other comments: 
The work sounds ambitious in the introductory part. But the framework is rather superficial and crucially, there is not much or relation between the section 2 and section 3. The typological distinction between English particles and Germanic/Slavic prefixes is a well-known distinction and the candidate does not add anything new to simple observation of the fact (the candidate does not mention at all how/if DM explains the distinction between free/bound and fused morphemes). How does Svenonius study, cited in the thesis, impact on candidate´s data analysis? 


Some parts of the practical part (section 3) seem in fact contradict the claims apparently made in the DM – e.g. how can the Late Insertion Hypothesis explain the transparently analytic form of all the loan words demonstrated in the thesis? (e.g. Czech Aspect features can often be overtly layered/combined: 
i)
psát±PERF --- na-/pře-psat-PERF --- přepisovat-IMPERF --- dopřepisovat-PERF) 
Topics / Questions for the defence:

During the presentation of the work I expect that the candidate integrates his answer on Q1. Q2/Q3 should be answered separately at the end.
Q1: Theoretical (clarifications?):

a. Concentrate on explicit demonstration of how the provided analyses of loans support the “three core properties of DM” (p. 10 in the middle) – which are the three? Show clear examples, using your data.

b. p.20 (6) – and elsewhere   -- the –ovat – is “the suffix, which ...(is)...provided by the Y model” – how does the Y model “provide” (which?) morphemes?

c. Morpheme distribution: Does LATE insertion contradict the DISTRIBUTED morphology? (in other words – are the morphemes (or features?) inserted lately or are the morphemes (features?) inserted in some distributed manner?)

Q2: Category
In (7) “The Functional Morpheme –ovat is a category-derived suffix” .... it is a cluster of features – which one is the category-derived (categorial?)? In (7) the Root is of category N... why N? Similarly – in (11) – why is the Root first categorized as N and only then as V? Where does the (especially N) category come from? Demonstrate the assigning of the category labels using the examples (12) and (13) – (are they identical or are the loans somehow specific?) To demonstrate your proposals, show also the scheme for the English “to filter out” and compare it with your (12). What is the distinction?

Q3: Why was the topic restricted to loans and phrasal verbs? Show in which way those are distinct/specific.
I recommend the work for the defence:           YES
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