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Slovní vyjádření k hodnocení bakalářské práce:

The aim of the thesis is to discuss the main aspects of integrating digital technologies into lessons of English. 
Concerning terminology and coherence, sometimes it is not clear how the individual concepts and constructs discussed in the thesis are related, e.g. even though there is mentioned that modern language learners need to communicate, the link between the general need for communication and specific proficiency in the foreign language is not clearly expressed, i.e. why the concept of the communicative competence is introduced with the help of the CEFR. Next, the reason for introducing the Padagogy Wheel in the thesis is not explained at all. In chapter 4, I miss clear links of the advantages and disadvantages of digital technologies with the introduced model of communicative competence. Concerning chapter 5, Framework, I would appreciate the author to comment on the process of its creation and implementation when planning and designing lessons. Some of the claims are left unexplained and thus can be perceived differently by the reader and the writer (e.g. “The brain will subconsciously process…”).
The practical part itself reflects the insufficiencies of the theoretical part mentioned above. Traditionally, the lesson plans are expected to be attached in appendices and the body of the text itself reflects the process of designing the lesson where the theoretical framework of the thesis is performed. The author managed to do that only in a limited scope. 
As far as the work with secondary sources is concerned, sometimes it is not clear who the author of the idea(s) is/are (e.g. p. 14) and where exactly the idea is expressed (page referencing is missing, e.g. p. 14, 17). 

Proposed questions and issues to be discussed:
1. Explain the link between key competences (chapter 1.1) and general competence (chapter 2.2.1).
2. Explain the role of the knowledge dimension in the revised Bloom’s taxonomy. How is the knowledge dimension related with the process dimension? 

3. Based on the model of communicative competence as defined by the CEFR and cognitive domain specified by the Bloom’s taxonomy, explain the relation of individual aspects of language and the domain. Give examples. 
4. Explain the SAMR model.

5. In perspective of the aim of your paper, explain in what ways the Framework (p. 34) is beneficial for learners and teachers.
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