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	Odůvodnění hodnocení práce:

Strengths:

· Weblish / digital textspeak has been a popular object of research over the past decades, while the hybrid Internet discourses are still waiting for the definition of their status. This makes the reviewed thesis rather topical. 
Weaknesses:

· The language, cohesion and style of writing leave much to be desired.

· The paper lacks strong theoretical background, which, in turn, influences the analysis offered to the readers. 
· The paper deals with the so-called creolized / idiosyncratic / hybrid texts, which refer to texts combining language means and non-verbal elements such as emotes, for instance. In fact, the status of emoji / emoticons / emotes has been discussed in many papers (see Danesi 2017; Evans 2017; Schneebeli 2017 and others), where their relation to language is discussed. However, the scholars within the fields of linguistics and semiotics do not quite grant this “nonverbal signalling” (Herring & Dainas 2017) a status of a language. Thus, the paper’s focus on TWITCH emotes as “the language” is not quite correct. Though emoji (read emotes) do have a substitution and discourse management functions (Evans 2017), it is a means of communication that rather serves as “paralinguistic clue” (Evans 2017) than the language. Therefore, the discussion of “the language used by the TWITCH community” requires a focus on verbal mode that can be supplemented by the non-verbal one. And thus, the verbal parts that, for instance, are offered in Tables 1-2, should be the main focus of attention. The paper aims at answering “the question of how people communicate in some frequented charts of more popular streams, if they cannot use language or classic means of communication” (p. 28), which is to a degree a faulty formulation, because streamers do comment, using language, while the chat becomes a mixture of highly elliptical verbal elements supplemented or substituted with non-verbal means for the reasons described in the paper. 
· Even though the paper adopts a discourse analysis approach, some of the parts of Chapter I are quite irrelevant for the discussion, including 2.1.1, 3.3.1, and the status of others is quite questionable since the student does not apply them in the analytical part, such as 3.1.1, 3.1.3, 3.3.1. 

· Chapter 5, in fact, lacks linguistic data and linguistic analysis. The only time the language is analyzed is in 5.2.1, but, unfortunately, it offers a description of a single copypasta. 

· Some of the conclusions are questionable because of the lack of relevant statistical data or discussion in Chapter II. For example, the student writes, “That makes the Twitch emotes crucial for its uniqueness, and more importantly to be one of the main form of expressing a message in overcrowded chat windows” [sic]. On the one hand, the emotes are not too unique, as for example, a heart-shaped emoticon, and on the other, without seeing how often emotes are used compared to verbal messages, it is hard to say if they are “one of the main forms”. Or for instance, “although in the case of the two analysed streams there were no copypastas other than the inside joke of smiley face in more popular stream of Nmplol”, obviously refers to something that was not discussed earlier. 

	Otázky k obhajobě:

1. How does communicative competence manifest itself in TWITCH communication? 
2. What are some of the most common linguistic (verbal) features of TWITCH communication? Are they any different from other Internet communications, for example, Youtube communication or gaming chat communication? Does the origin of a communicator influence the verbal shape of the message? Please, provide examples. 
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