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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: quite original and independent, good argumentation
	A

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


for BA it is an impressive collection of up-to-date literature. There are only some minor mistakes in a citation format (e.g. why are Mihalicek and Wilson cited in p. 9 for rather trivial claims? What is original in section 3.1 and what is taken from Wolfram? Who is the author of 2002, 1 at the bottom of p.14? )
	A

	3. Clarity of the topic, research question(s), hypotheses:
the topic is introduced using clear data and citing proper sources
	A

	4. Methodology: the author demonstrates the data, introduces the framework, presents two analyses 
	A

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

Argumentation is rather minimal – both data and solutions are presented with not much discussion, based on analogic studies. The two proposed alternatives are not evaluated w.r.t. each other and w.r.t. the alternative frameworks – the descriptive level is ok, the explanatory level is not even tried.
	B

	6. Formal aspects of the work: format, graphics, bibliography formatting: 
Some minor errors. E.g. some bracketing in bibliography, the number of pages on p.3 is given for the printed pages, not normative pages (1800signs).

	A

	7. English (language correctness, style): 
English is very good. The Czech translation is rather poor – very fragmental – in many parts the reader cannot understand (what does the reference to Ziková mean?)
	A


Summary: Overall evaluation, other comments: 
(5-15 lines for BA, 10-30 lines for MA thesis)

The work represents a very clean and transparent description and analysis of the chosen topic in the chosen framework. The author proves his awareness of studies describing the phenomena: the specificity of a chosen variety of English (the data plus cited sources), the characteristics of the theoretical framework (Distributed Morphology mainly but also a theory of Markedness), and of the theoretical research question – varieties of the morphology signalling the subject verb agreement. For future research more theoretical perspective would be needed, and more argumentation about alternative analyses (especially about the concept of agreement), but for BA this is an excellent work. It proves the candidate´s ability to absorb a large amount of linguistic information and to work systematically in a theoretical framework. This talent should not be wasted!
Topics / Questions for the defence:

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

Chose any three of the following to discuss during the presentation:

1. On p.15-16 you provide a list of syntactic phenomena related to AAVE. You chose to analyse one of them. Still – did you (or anybody else) consider that they might be related? Can they represent some kind of (complex) parameter?
2. In (5) p. 20 // (7) p. 21 – what is the context of the feature [PL]?  Can it really appear (in English) in the context of the root only, or is the feature merged above some ɸ projection, minimally (in the DM framework) above the categorial head little n.  In (20) the +sg does appear in a categorial (T) context... is it the same feature?
3. What is the distinction between ucase:NOM of T and uCase:NOM of PRN(D?) on p. 26, 
4. - scheme (17) and the text above: in your text the ordering of process is not clear: it seems to be a violation of the Phase Impenetrability Condition if the T merges with vP first and THEN the subject DP/pronoun is merged inside the vP (esp. if it is the v-complement as in (17)). Or not? (the same appears again on p. 40)

5. - the rule in (39) and elsewhere – what motivates the deletion? Any marked feature can delete in any context? Also in which position does the feature delete? In (45) it is the functional head/Probe/position of uninterpretable/valued features, in the text it seems to be the pronoun/Goal/the location of interpretable features. Is it some of the positions only or can it be any of them, or both? Does it matter? In other words: Can you predict the position of deletion and its trigger?  Traditional descriptive generalization about English states an (unmotivated) ban on more than one phonetically realized inflectional morpheme – is this kind of “feature economy” an instantiation of a generalized feature deletion?
I recommend the work for the defence:


YES
 

Proposed classification (one mark only):


A
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