


statistical measures and validation and training methods seem appropriate and well
justified. Below, | focus on the structure of the argument, the analytic framework, the
presentation of results and the quality of interpretations, recommending only minor
improvements that could increase the readability and flow of the argument.

2. Recommendations

Regarding the dissertation’s preliminaries, the abstract (as well as the introduction} is an
integral part of the thesis {no longer a research proposal}, so the future tense used there
could well be replaced with the present simple tense. The research questions make use of
the term “microlanguage,” which could have been explained better in the introduction. This
term may take the readers by surprise, as the introduction clarifies the rationale behind the
study with such terms as “specialized discourses” or “economic discourse.” Also a note on
the subdomain of economics that is delimited as “political economy” and its subdivisions and
representatives for the studied period could help the reader understand the relevance of the
research undertaking better. A general description of corpus/dataset would be welcome as
well as the basic tools (#LancsBox, VARD2, CQPweb). It makes less sense to introduce them
only at the end of Chapter Two, as they have been referred to many times earlier. A
figure/flowchart illustrating the main stages of empirical part of the research could be a
welcome visual enhancement of the introduction.

Also a list of abbreviations used in the dissertation could help readers who would only
browse or scan the chapters to help them better follow the references in the argumentation.

The feature that may confuse the reader of the dissertation, and particularly its Chapter
One, is the notation that involves both in-brackets references and footnotes for sources. The
situation where a term is first introduced with its source referenced in a footnote and then
elaborated on with a commentary referencing the same source(s) in brackets is relatively
reader-unfriendly. it is not explained if the terms were coined by the referenced authors, or
just mentioned in their work. Also, the overuse of the passive voice in literature review
obscures the nature of some processes or makes information less precise (e.g., p. 9-10:
“These seminat changes affected the object of investigation, which required new methods
for empirical observation... the economic system was described in abstract categories and
measured in figures. ... This epistemic innovation was mostly influenced by Bacon... Polysemy
was not tolerated.... Coinages and redefinitions were increasingly necessary”).

Across Chapter One, the role of Latin is mentioned a few times, sometimes to indicate its
fading away for the sake of the vernacular, sometimes to indicate its persistence. Having
everything about Latin organized in one section would make subchapter 1.2 easier to read.
Subchapter 1.3 (and onwards) could also read better after incorporating some details that
are now relegated to the footnotes into the main text, especially when the footnotes feature
important definitions and examples, as well as sources. Again, why are some references in
the text and others in the footnotes (e.g., p. 24 features Plag 2018, 52 as a footnote and as
an in-brackets reference in the next line)?



The concise overview of econamic issues of the time is a challenge to the reader with many
nuances and aspects that had to be mentioned. In my opinion, this burden would be
lessened if the material were sequenced chronologically to represent the period studied
from 1570s onwards, rather than starting with the 1620s crisis and its repercussions until the
end of the 17'" century. In addition, there is information in the first paragraph of 1.3.2. on
the moral implications of money debasement that should have preceded the information in
section 1.3.1 in terms of both chronology and argument. it is not clear why Magnusson’s
distinction between langue and parole seems to be introduced twice {p. 16 and then p. 17}.
In fact, much of p. 17 and the top of p. 18 are about the change in economics between
medieval usury and mercantile economic system and not the ramifications of economic
discourse. A good way to summarize the terminological distinctions for the reader couid
involve drafting a table/infographic that distinguishes “microlanguage” from discourse,
langue, and maybe also register.

Sections 1.4.2 and 1.4.3. are crucial to the understanding of the research problem and
questions. They also explain the dominant processes of suffixation and definition-making
(through hyponymy, articles, and nominalizations). A few more examples of the concrete
words/phrases likely to be found in political economy that exemplify these codification
changes would allow to better preview the ways the study is conducted. While the
summaries that are added to major parts of the chapter are lucid and coherent, a few more
sentences could be added to guide the reader to see how exactly the things that have just
been done inform the further steps in the dissertation.

Chapter Two is a clear and comprehensive overview of how the corpus has been compiled
and processed and how specific tools and operations have been applied. The description is
exhaustive and aflows following step by step how the study was designed and executed.
Validation and calibration have been explained very competently, Section 2.4 gives basic
information about #LancsBox, VARD2, CQPweb, even though their uses have been
mentioned earlier in much more detail. As | suggest above, perhaps this basic information is
more useful in the introduction somewhere between RQs and thesis structure.

Sections 2.3.1. and 2.3.2. on the pamphleteers whose works are included in the corpus
resonate in style and content with 1.3. on Early Modern Britain Economics. This largely
biographical and philosophical information about arguments in the economic debates
departs from the chapter’s focus on specifics of data collection and processing. Had these
sections been more about the type of language used in terms of variety, style, etc. | would
see their usefulness in Chapter Two, however, | suggest that in the future publication of this
thesis as a monograph the Author consider an alternative order, for example, Chapter One:
current 1.1.-1.3. and 2.3.1-2.3.2 {explaining the choice of positions and chronologies for the
sampling), and Chapter Two: current 1.4-1.5 and 2.1-2.3 {finishing with a short summary
revisiting the sampling criteria). As pointed out above, the interim summaries seem to
mainly repeat what was done. It would be important to also verbalize why it was done and
answer the latent “so what?” questions.
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