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	Justifications for evaluation (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):

I really like the research questions posed by the thesis and the author has made a substantial effort to address them. However, I feel that the empirical section is quite a lot stronger than the analytical section. The main issue is the analysis of what the author calls “VP ellipsis”. 

“VP ellipsis” and “VP fragments” are used interchangeably. It seems like more than one phenomena is being conflated under “VP ellipsis/fragment/omission”. Out of Ex. 1-4 (in this sub-sub-sub-sub section): (1) is a PP fragment; (2) is, according to the author an ellipsis of the operator, but I think it’s a non-finite gerund clause, thus a fragment but not ellipsis; (3-4) are NP fragments. I won’t go through every example from every subsection, as this suffices to illustrate the issue.

The VP is definitely not being elided in Ex. 5 (i.e., [banning the controversial red dye …]) or Ex. 7 (i.e., [discussing this …]; the author claims that the “operator” (=the Tense position) is being elided in both examples, but an operator is neither a VP nor even a phrase, but rather a head.

Ex. 5-6: this doesn’t look like dropping of is in a progressive aspect construction but rather like a gerund instead of a simple past tense (i.e., The FDA today banned a controversial red dye….) In fact, with to ban, apparently a telic verb (e.g., *The FDA banned the dye for an hour) progressive aspect doesn’t seem very good (??The FDA were banning the dye today) unless it is specifically understood as a kind of official procedure, in which case the ellipsis could even be analysed as involving a predicate PP (e.g., The FDA were [in the process [of banning the dye]] when a protestor interrupted the meeting). In any case, it would be better to see some argumentation for the analysis that has been selected by the author.

Ex. 7-8 is misanalysed, there is no ellipsis, as indicated orthographically by the comma, this is just a topicalized adjunct PP (i.e., We’ll be discussing this on the front of the Times among the stories).

Ex. 9, on the other hand, is certainly a case of VP ellipsis (i.e., [may [[end in a court case][yet]]]); however, the author states that an elided “lexical verb […] does not need to be in the operator position….”. Indeed, lexical verbs cannot be in the operator position in English, hence do-support, and VP ellipsis in English always spares the operator, here the modal may.

Quirk et al’s (1985) four ellipsis criteria are concrete and useful at the BA level. However, of course, Quirk et al. is 40 years old and there is a large and more recent literature on ellipsis that could have been cited here. In general, additional citations to recently published sources would have improved the discussion. 

Ex. 16 is very interesting. The author states that omitted articles “can be reconstructed using grammatical knowledge rather than textual reference.” This seems correct, and consistent with Quirk et al.’s 2nd criterion, since outside of the “headline” register, which is exclusively written, (14) would be ungrammatical. However, the “omitted preposition” in (16) is simply optional, as (16) is perfectly grammatical with or without the preposition, in any context, spoken or written. Bare NPs can be used as adjuncts, and with certain NPs adjuncts, as in yesterday or today, a preposition is ungrammatical (e.g., *The cyclone made landfall on yesterday/today). So perhaps the variation observed here is stylistic? I don’t know of any research on this topic, but I don’t think it’s ellipsis of prepositions, at least not in the same sense as the omission of articles in headlines, or according to Quirk et al.’s criteria.

Chapter 4 is good, I appreciate the careful discussion of why and how the corpora was put together by the author. Thanks for Section 4.5; while generating the text of the thesis with an LLM would obviously be unacceptable, I agree that AI(=LLM)-powered transcription software is an ethical and useful application for this much-hyped technology.  

There are some problems with subsection numbering in the ToC; there are also multiple typos and minor formatting mistakes. The academic English is mostly appropriate, but sometimes the style is too hyperbolic. The work should not be referred to in the text as a “research paper”, since it isn’t a paper (or, article) but a thesis. Citation and reference formatting is inconsistent, with some more significant issues pointed out below. We do not typically or regularly include with in-text citations the full names of authors or the titles of publications in Chicago Author-Date style.

“Quirk (1985)” is really Quirk et al (1985): Quirk, Randolph, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech, and Jan Svartvik. 1985. A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language. London: Longman.

Chapter 5: There is a serious formatting problem with the example numbering, which resets to (1, 2, 3, 4…) not only in each subsection but for each type of fragment! Each in-line (not in-text) example should be uniquely and sequentially numbered throughout the entire thesis.  

Section 2.1: Please do not cite or quote dictionaries unless you are writing about lexicography or another dictionary-relevant topic (this includes the American Psychological Association’s dictionary).


	Questions to be answered by student:

1) How is a “fragment” different from “ellipsis” or “omission”? This seems very important to the thesis yet under-discussed.
2) I was surprised that there was such a big difference between NBC and all the other UK networks. What is your prediction about other US networks like ABC, CBS, or Fox?

3) Where is the citation for Heylighen and Dewaele’s ‘formality formula’? And why is this the formula anyway? No justification is offered by the author, but presumably the source discussed the reasons why, e.g., “verbs” subtract from the ‘F-score’? Since the formula is not in fact utilized by the author, why was it included? 
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