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	Odůvodnění hodnocení práce:

Strengths: The author shows good work with sources and critical and analytical approach. He comprised his own corpus from relevant spoken game announcements. The theoretical part prepares a solid ground for his analytical part and these two parts are connected well. The author’s analysis is informative and well-thought-out. The author’s conclusions reveal interesting findings about the progression of Chris Metzen’s speeches and his development as a speaker. The student showed a huge amount of work and the ability to deal with difficult problems, as well as to study and learn new things and approaches independently.
Weaknesses: There are some mistakes in English which could have been avoided by a closer proofreading (It is very essential; What actually a text is; Or him himself;Making the other person to bring; in which are no…; disappointment can by shown by…; to navigate the recipients the speaker’s text; such use … do not refer to…; the speech of 2014 is an introduction introduces…; he did not product any joke) The author unnecessarily says what was covered in the previous subchapter and what will be covered now. He overuses the phrase „in other words“. Direct quotations should not be in italics. Statement such as “Another persuasive tactic that was utilized by Metzen during his speeches is humor” (4.3) is to be analysed, not stated as a fact in the theoretical part. “Chris Metzen probably never studied a school that would prepare him for such important speeches” – This is only a speculation. Some of the examples of rhetorical questions are doubtful. Analysis of (25) in 6.5 is confusing. Specific examples (in 6.3) should have been highlighted (in bold). Gigged up is not analysed in 6.7 It is tricky to assume that someone else wrote the speeches for Metzen without any real proof. The author, however, tries to make his point by analysing the text and providing his thought processes. Tables 1 and 2, containing interesting results, are not commented on. Original texts by Paul Grice could have been studied as well.

	Otázky k obhajobě:
1) What makes you believe that Metzen’s speeches improved thanks to a professional writer and not just because Metzen himself improved?
2) Could you comment on Tables 1 and 2 and explain what these findings help you discover?
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