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	Evaluation justification (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):

Strengths
1. The topic of the research is very important for the multicutuarl business communication nowaydays.

2. The results can be practically applicable, and the recommendations the author gives are based on empirical evidence she provides. 
3. The student has had an experiment which she analyses and based on which she offers her conclusions and recommendations. The screenshots help the reader to make the discussion of non-verbal behavior more grounded. 
Weeknesses

1. The fist thing that catches the eye is some lack of correspondence between the title and the contents of the paper. The title claims that the paper should discuss only gestures and facial expressions, but the thesis also includes silence into the research objective. 
2. The paper requires proofreading as there are many stylistic and grammatical mistakes: e.g., “communicating with Chinese”, “having a so diverse way”, “the comparison of selected countries based on Hofstede’s culture comparison and comapers” (p. 11). 
3. Discussing types of non-verbal communication in Chapter 1, the author also included the elements which are not connected to the analysis, such as proxemics, olfactics and other. 
4. It can be recommended to desciribe the figures offered in the paper and refer to them throughout the text. The reader should not try to guess on their own whether the model of communication cited from Wahlstrom 1992 represents Aristotle’s Model or Berlo’s Model. 

5. The student has mistakes in citation: e.g., Gibson and Michael’s 1992 monograph is sometimes cited as (Gibbson 1992), and sometimes as (Gibson and Michael 1992) (see p. 19). Additionally, Cerny’s paper appears twice in the bibliography. 
6. Discussing the limitations of the experiment, the student mentions some factors, but overlooks some other. For example, introvertness / extravertness, perception type or even how one feels on a given day would influence eye contact. The same would be true about the loudness of voice, accent and L2 fluency. 
7. I would also suggest to have subchapters 6 and 7 as parts of the general conclusions.  

	Questions to be answered by student:

1. What was the background of the participants (apart from the fact that they had business education, mentioned in the paper)? Could their jobs have influenced the way they communicated? For instance, someone in sales would behave differently from someone doing programming. 
2. Was it the first time the participants met? Did you ask them about their feelings after the role-play? 
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