	THESIS REVIEWER´S OPINION

	Student’s full name 
	Narantsogt Baatarkhuu

	Thesis title
	Diction and Syntax of Web 2.0 text

	Reviewer’s name
	Ing. Radim Přímal

	Degree course
	English for Business Administration

	Mode of study
	

	Thesis evaluation criteria
	Classification grade according to ECTS 

	Structure

	Outline and division
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Language level
	
	
	
	D
	
	

	Formatting (citations, presentation)
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Content

	Sources and their utilization
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Thesis statement formulation
	
	
	
	D
	
	

	Methodology of analytical part (goals, methods, research type, sample, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Data analysis and meeting the goals
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Data interpretation and conclusions
	
	
	
	
	E
	F

	Vocational contribution, practical relevance
	
	
	
	D
	
	

	Evaluation justification (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):
In the paper the author wants to “find the vocabulary on the Internet that is common and essential to understand for average layperson and find the sentence structure that makes the Web 2.0 understandable and extremely efficient in communication.“ In addition he tries to “make an overview of the current phase of English language and analyze diction and syntax on the Web 2.0.”
The result of his analysis is ambitious: It should “give answer to how the Web 2.0 is changing the way we live”, however, it remains unrealised.

The formatting of the work is very poor: The use of dots in the Contents is not uniformed with formatting note at the end (“Chyba, záložka není definována”). Formatting of bibliography at the end of the paper does not meet the common rules. Numbering of pages disappears on the page 47.
In the theoretical part of the thesis, including the Introduction, the author uses a lot of unrelated citations, which makes the reader confused, sometimes even lost.

The analytical part covers 13 pages out of which 9 are pictures of 4 web pages (!) chosen for the analysis, 3 pages are concerned with the analysis (absolutely insufficient) and one is devoted to comparison of the 4 web pages. The analytical part contains a lot of grammatical mistakes, such as:
“On the syntax side, the sentences being a message has more traditional structure...” or “ The question types interrogative mostly…” or “ On figure 8 is a typical home page for Twitter…” (all p.44)
The whole thesis is not compact as the author uses a lot of citations, not related with each other. Beyond citations, a lot of grammar mistakes appear. 
Having all what have been mentioned above in mind, I do not recommend this thesis for defence.
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