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Assessment Criteria Seale

1. Introduction is well written, brief, OCutstanding
interesting, and compelling. It motivates the | Very good
work and provides a clear statement of the Acceptable

examined issue. It presents and overview of

the thesis.

Somewhe
Yery deficient

ideriee

Comments
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| see helow
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The thesis shows the author’s appropriate
knowledge of the subject matter through
background/review of literature. The a
presents information from a variety of
quality electronic and prit sc
are relevant, balanced and inciude critic
readings relating to the thesis or problem.
Primary sources are included (if
appropriate).

Outstanding

ymew] 9“

see below

3. The author carefuily analvzed the
information collected and « E W Appron”
and inventive conclusions supported b;
evidence. Ideas are richly supported wi

e

ih

accurate details that develop the main point.

The author’s voice is evident.

\{L ficient

Somewhat
Very deflicient

[ see below

4. The thesis display
avoids sunpl istic dc»c Iption oF sunpunary
information.

table
Ss}mu\‘mt fefic
YVery deficient
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5. Conclusion effectively restates the
argument. It summarizes the main findi
and follows logically from the analysis
presented.

see below

¢ below

6. The text is organized in a lmm I ma
flows naturally and is easy to follos
Transitions, summaries and conclusions
exist as appropriate. The author
standard spelling. grammar. and
punctuation

see below




see below

7. The language use is precise. The st 1 i

makes proficient use of languag v g00( %
that is appropriate for the disci pirw an 1 or Acce pm{ hle
genre in which the student is writing. Somewhat deficient

Very deficient

8. The thesis meets the general requirements see below
(formatting, chapters, length, division into
sections, etc.). References are cited propetly | Acce )mbu

within the text and a complete reference list | Somewhat deficient |
is provided. Very delicient

Final Comments & Questions

‘1‘1';33 m! s thesis — in an interesting way, the author deseribes
mple of quotation by B. Mussolini. The

pter: | W(.;ul(_i onty @xpect a more transparent

The Introduction chapter is a very
his reasons for the choice of topic, in¢
structure of the thesis is introduced clearly chapter a{w <,1
presentation of the research task.

In the theoretical part the author o

1 s involved in the present research topic. His
language is brief and factual, which ¢, On the mhc' h(md in my opim()) some
parts would deserve a dc,cpu msight, This - : e, i
addition, I would prefer a different particular of tris ;L,é > that would illustrate the ideas more clearly. The
description and exemplification is not very i . The survey of both paradigmatic
and syntagmatic sense relations is very goo(’u 1'51 js rich in examples ar cé clearly organized. The author devotes a
considerable space to the most relevant area — the area of meaning. He submits a survey of types of meaning
transfer together with illustrative exampies. Just one note: synec 'i:x,m, may also occur as the name of a whole
referring to just a part, e.g.: “The faculty ! quarantine”. [ appreciate the large
number of figures introduced in the chap sred, The alphabe‘!ical order here
makes sense and seems (o be the best/ si al part provides the reader with
sufficient knowledge to be able the g The chapter is well concluded and a
smooth transition to the following te: red.

The author then clearly describes rethodolopical procedure of the research and the way of presenting
the items found in the material. The orgs ';"',.'ion of the individual 'immn is transparent and understandable; |
appreciate the linguistic as well as extra-linguistic commentary on ¢ 2l unit, which makes the description
much more effective. The content is interes ant to read. 1 fike the special attention
to the trdnslcued units — this shm\ s the interest [the two languages, e.g. “sugarcoat”
translated as “lakovat na rizovo” 1 ere the orig 1 has been lost (p. 54).

The whole work is concluded in the Conclusion chay ¢ main aim of the research stated clearly
than at the beginning). [t summarises the main |

fau

the very end of the whole work.

As for the correctness of lan guz‘;
in certain confusion (e.g. the first para
appropriate and acceptable, even if the lar
really involved in linguistics. espect

Despite some shonwn
think that this thesis a decent pi

stakes / typing errors. which sometimes result
egin 'ﬁm of the work). The style is

s The overall impression is that the author is

> meaning relations of words.

[ recommend the evaluation “very good” (velmi dobfe), as |

demic work.
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