Report of Examiners 

MPhil and MSt in General Linguistics and Comparative Philology, 2010

1. Examination Arrangements

There were 8 MSt and 10 MPhil candidates. The final examiners’ meeting was held on 29 June 2010. There were no special requirements for any of the candidates.

Examiners

Prof. Andreas Willi (Worcester College) (Chairman)

Prof. John Coleman (Wolfson College)

Dr Jan Fellerer (Wolfson College)

Dr Adam Ledgeway (University of Cambridge, External)

Assessors

Dr Marta Abrusan (Somerville)

Dr Peter Barber (Wolfson)

Prof. Deborah Cameron (Worcester)

Dr Juan-Carlos Conde (Magdalen)

Prof. Mary Dalrymple (Linacre)

Dr Bjarke Frellesvig (Oriental Institute)

Dr Paloma García-Bellido (St Cross)

Dr Lauren Hall-Lew (Wolfson)

Dr Simon Horobin (Magdalen)

Dr Jieun Kiaer (Oriental Institute)

Prof. Aditi Lahiri (Somerville)

Dr Sandra Paoli (Balliol)

Dr Stephen R. Parkinson (Linacre)

Dr Elinor Payne (St Hilda’s)

Dr John Penney (Wolfson)

Dr Philomen Probert (Wolfson)

Mr J. C. Smith (St Catherine’s)

Dr Ros Temple (New)

Dr Ian Watson (Christ Church)

Papers

	Paper
	MPhil/MSt

	Paper A: Linguistic Theory
	10/8

	B(i) Phonetics and Phonology
	3/1

	B(ii) Syntax (essay)
	4/5

	B(iv) Historical and Comparative Linguistics
	1/1

	B(v) Theory of Translation
	1/2

	B(viii) Sociolinguistics
	3/1 

	B(x) Pragmatics
	1/0

	B(x) Language and Gender
	0/1

	B(x) Psycholinguistics
	2/0

	B(x) Neurolinguistics
	0/1

	C(i) Comp. Gramm. Indo-Iranian and Greek
	1/0

	C(ii) Hist. Gramm. Indo-Iranian and Greek
	1/0

	C(iii) Trans./comm. texts in Indo-Iranian and Greek
	1/0

	C(i) Comp. Gramm. Greek and Sanskrit
	1/0

	C(ii) Hist. Gramm. Greek and Sanskrit
	1/0

	C(iii) Trans./comm. texts Greek and Sanskrit
	1/0

	C(i) Comp. Gramm. Greek and Anatolian
	1/0

	C(ii) Hist. Gramm. Greek and Anatolian
	1/0

	C(iii) Trans./comm. texts in Greek and Anatolian
	1/0

	D(ii) Structure of Korean
	0/1

	D(i) History of Spanish 
	1/0

	D(ii) Structure of French
	1/0

	D(iii) Commentary on texts in Spanish and French 
	1/0

	D(i) History of Old and Early Middle English
	1/0

	D(ii) Structure of Old and Early Middle English
	1/0

	D(iii) Trans./comm. texts in Old and Early Middle English
	1/0


Theses

1. MPhil

	An investigation of the effects of repetition on coarticulation and timing

	A prosodic approach to the history of English prefixation

	Phonology-phonetics asymmetries in Japanese coronal consonants

	Stylistic variation and syntactic change: the decline of periphrastic do in affirmative statements in the parsed corpus of early English correspondence

	Functions motivating speakers’ choice and shift in form for second person singular address in Medellin Spanish

	Moraic metrics

	Akkadographic writing in Hittite

	The semantics of French-derived words in Ancrene Wisse

	Adverbial internal accusatives in fifth-century Greek: a study of usage in Sophocles and Thucydides

	Considerations on the distinction between the imperfect and the preterite in Romance languages


The standard of the MPhil theses was generally good, and three of them were outstanding (in the sense that they would be publishable as they stand). Overall, five out of ten were of distinction level this year (the first year when this level was 70 rather than 76: cf. below).

2. MSt (optional)

	The semantics of the Spanish copula ser/estar and the stage-level/individual-level distinction

	Present and future in Karno (Armenian)

	Empirical investigations on coordination: Perspectives from English and Korean


The standard of the MSt theses was good, but none of them was as impressive as some of the MPhil theses were; only one was of distinction level.

2. Results

All MSt candidates and 9 out of 10 MPhil candidates passed; 1 MPhil candidate was given a choice between resitting next year and being awarded an MSt instead. 3 MSt candidates and 4 MPhil candidates were awarded a distinction. The George Wolf Prize in Linguistics and Philology was awarded to the best MPhil candidate, who had achieved a comfortable distinction in all of his papers as well as the thesis and amply deserved some form of special recognition.

Marking was fairly unproblematic; as in previous years, markers were provided with mark sheets for dissertations and papers. The external examiner looked at all the scripts and gave a third opinion on a few of them, but this never substantially diverged from those of the first and second markers. None of the candidates had to be viva’d, but in the case of 2 MPhil candidates marks below 60 had to be counterbalanced by their distinguished theses.

Distinctions were awarded according to the criteria communicated to candidates (MSt: two marks above 70, MPhil: thesis and two further marks above 70), with a significant change being that the new distinction level is now 70 for the MPhil as well as the MSt. It is too early to tell whether this will consistently lead to a larger number of distinctions being awarded (as it did this year, when roughly 40% of candidates achieved a distinction, compared to approximately 25% in earlier years). There is the danger that the divisional ruling to lower the distinction level may have the undesirable effect of inflating grades.

3. Examination Schools

The examination arrangements made by Examination Schools were good and timely. Scripts were distributed to assessors by the internal examiners themselves, to speed up the marking process.

4. Recommendations and general remarks

Candidates for papers C(iii) and D(iii) may have to be reminded that they have to submit, together with their examination options, a list of texts on which they are to be examined in those papers. This list should be discussed and agreed with their supervisors before going to the Faculty Board (which will then have to approve it, ideally at the same meeting when the examination options are also approved). Moreoever, it would be useful if the Faculty Board could give supervisors some guidance as to what amount of text is suitable for this purpose, both in ancient/medieval and in modern languages. In one instance, this year, the fact that the candidate had not submitted a list in good time and that there was no written agreement between the candidate and the supervisor led to some confusion in the run-up to the exam; eventually the issue was resolved to everybody’s satisfaction, but similar problems should ideally be avoided in the future.

The newly identical pass and distinction levels for the MPhil and the MSt (cf. above) regrettably lead to a situation in which markers have to pay very close attention to whether they are marking an MPhil or an MSt script, since descriptors obviously have to diverge, given the different academic standards that can be expected after a one-year and a two-year course respectively. This was not so in previous years, and comparability across the entire year group therefore used to be better. Moreover, the new arrangement means that, when scripts are distributed, the Chairman of Examiners or his/her deputee has to go through all the scripts to make sure that they are clearly labelled as either MPhil or MSt by the candidates (which is not always the case). Since Schools do not distinguish between the two groups in packing the script bags, this effectively means that scripts for examinations where there are both MPhil and MSt candidates cannot be dispatched by Schools directly to first markers (because first markers, unless they are also examiners, do not have access to the examinees’ candidate numbers); instead they have to be picked up by one of the examiners.

Another area of concern was the handling, by OSS, of the above-mentioned examination outcome where a candidate is given a choice between resitting and being awarded an MSt instead of an MPhil degree. Such an outcome is perfectly regular according to the Examination Regulations in a number of degree courses. However, Schools told us that such a result could only be entered as a ‘partial pass’ into the system and that we should either wait for the candidate to contact us after the results have been released to ask what this entry means, or tell the candidate directly, once the results are released (and in any case get back to them to inform them of the candidate’s ultimate choice). The only reason for this complicated and somewhat improvised procedure is that we are no longer allowed to inform candidates of their results immediately after the examiners’ meeting (as used to be our – very reasonable and entirely unproblematic – standard practice until recently). If we were still allowed to do so, the final results list as published by Schools in due course could also reflect the correct outcome immediately, no ‘negotiations’ would be needed, and life would be easier for everyone involved (including, quite crucially, those candidates who are directly affected). We have now asked Schools to bring the matter to the attention of the Proctors, in the hope that they may reconsider their ban on direct communication of MPhil/MSt results by Examiners to candidates after the final Examiners’ meeting.
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