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	Structure

	Overall clarity and structure of the work
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	Compliance with citation and formatting norms
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	Content

	Thesis statement formulation 
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	Sources and their utilization
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	Methods of processing the research problem
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	Justifications for evaluation (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):

This thesis exemplifies reach exceeding grasp. It’s apparent that although the author put in sincere effort, there are fundamental misunderstandings about the nature of syntax and linguistic theory. Prescriptive statements bordering on incoherence abound (e.g., on p31: “From the perspective of syntax, these non-canonical occurrences in IQs are considered ungrammatical, yes they are still produced by the speakers on daily basis.” The first part of the thesis is very repetitive, sometimes repeating the same quotes, which are just a list of Wh-pronouns and the like, without any additional explanation from the author (e.g. pp20-21, 23-24, among others). There are quite a few contradictions and inconsistencies, for example with in situ or the ternary tree on p27 followed by the same tree except binary on p28. That’s a general issue with the thesis: sources are cited or quoted uncritically throughout. The empirical section produced some very interesting data and there were many more tokens than I would have expected. Unfortunately, the organization and analysis here was unclear to me as well, for example, the attention paid to types of auxiliaries isn’t well justified and seems unconnected to the analyses in the first section. Rather seriously, it is not explained how results were counted or excluded as “grammatical errors” when the premise is that direct question syntax in indirect questions is “considered ungrammatical” or “disruptive” etc. 


	Questions to be answered by student:

1) [bookmark: _GoBack]The author quotes a 51-year-old source which states that “poets are free to break rules of normal syntax” (Butters 1974, 231). What is the meaning of “rules of normal syntax”? What is the nature of syntactic “rules”? Please look up the so-called “Taxicab Maxim” and discuss its relevance for this entire issue.
2) The author states (p34): “Due to the fact, that wh-words what and who mostly occupy the subject position in the embedded clause, they were excluded from the research as these are not the centre of my focus.” This statement is completely unsupported and almost certainly false. Please explain why. 
3) Why is is [in the morning] called an “adverbial phrase”? Why isn’t [to the park] an “adverbial phrase”? Please explain the difference between an adverb and an adverbial.
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