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	Justifications for evaluation (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):

This thesis addresses the very interesting topic of onomatopoeia, and is noteworthy for the corpus data from Ukrainian. There is empirical value here, but the theoretical framing and classifications are presented uncritically, leading to incoherence and disconnection with the empirical section of the thesis. There are many unnoticed contradictions, for example on p15 there is a “connect[ion of] sounds to objects” but on p19 “Onomatopoeia [is] a relationship between sound and meaning,” but those aren’t the same things. 

The discussion of interjections (pp17–19) lacks clear criteria: are interjections defined formally or by function? Why are alrighty (= all-right-[diminutive]) or silence (just a noun) interjections? Couldn’t any category or phrase be considered an interjection then?
The proposed classifications of onomatopoeia are quite opaque: primary, secondary, direct, associative, exemplary, first through fourth-degree lexicalized…it’s difficult to distinguish these in the author’s presentation, and only the two former categories are used in the empirical sections. 
The general formatting is acceptable, but there is a serious problem with the example numbering, which resets multiple times, sometimes even with the same subsection. Each in-line (not in-text) example should be uniquely and sequentially numbered throughout the entire thesis. A few of the references are formatted inconsistently.  
The research questions appear too late (p37), and it’s unclear why various inflectional suffixes are counted. On p46 Ex(4), all the -ing forms are derived from verbs. So -ing derived nouns are counted not as verbs but as nouns, just same as non-derived nouns; gerund/participle are treated as the same category, but the former is a noun and the latter a verb. There are no participles (i.e. progressive aspect) exemplified, and yet the conclusion is that “Overall, verbs constitute more than twice more instances as nouns.” 



	Questions to be answered by student:

1) Why was the choice made to use the BNC, at ~100 million words? The Ukrainian corpus is ~1.8 billion! Why not use the more comparable COCA, at ~1 billion words? Moreover, the Ukrainian corpus goes back more than two centuries, which the English corpora do not—shouldn’t the historical data be excluded for comparability?

2) On p23 the author makes a remarkable claim: “… slothful is pronounced slowly and even lazily. The way this word sounds has nothing to do with the concept of being slothful, but certain sounds in it are associated with it.” Is this true? Are certain words pronounced more slowly or quickly than others? What does it mean to pronounce something “lazily”? Which sounds are “associated” with slothful?

3) [bookmark: _GoBack]The author states (p15) that “According to Yule, a child’s ability…to connect sounds to objects. This observation established the premise of the “bow-wow” theory proposing that first words in languages originated from imitating different sounds surrounding early humans.” Given that the phonological form of onomatopoeia varies so much between languages, is this a truly plausible theory of language evolution? If this theory were true, how would words come to denote completely abstract concepts which are not physical objects in the mind external world (for example, honesty)? Moreover, how would the bow-wow theory explain the evolution of hierarchical syntax?



	Overall mark[footnoteRef:1]* [1: * Overall mark does not indicate a mathematical average of individual marks.] 

	
	
	C
	
	
	

	Date: 2/6/2025
	Signature: Jeffrey Keith Parrott, v. r.



