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The theme of the bachelor thesis is interesting and important. Social media are spread 

all over the world and some communication shift into virtual world. Understanding how (or 

if) social media influence subjective well-being, is a major for society and young generation 

in particularly. 

Student postulate a research question: „Is the correlation between Facebook use and 

lower levels of well-being and life satisfaction in any way mediated by the act of social 

comparison and resulting states of self-esteem, and if so, how?“ Research question is 

reasonable but in my mind it would be better to devided this into to questions. 

In the first part student defines basic terms that appears in the bachelor thesis. There 

are parts that are stated as facts but I am not sure if the student thinks that or have information 

from literature review – for exapmle: „The chronic or temporary exposure to primarily 

upward social comparison information on social media can have a deleterious impact on 

users’ self-perception and self-esteem.“ (p. 17). 

With a theoretical studies there should not be used term „hypothesis“ but research 

question instead. 

Student wrote that she used articles from year 2014. Why did not she use older 

studies? Also, I do not understand how STROBE and CASP methods were implied. From the 

brief description on the page 27 it look to me like a normal article structure. I also do not 

understand why other websites weren´t used (WoS, Ebsco etc.). I would add more key words 

while looking for a relevant articles. 

The actual research could be done better – there is a lack of analytic work. The student 

obviously read all articles she talks about. On the other hand – there are only „notes“ from 

articles, not an analysis. 

Deeper analytic work is present in the discussion. 

 

I believe that this bachelor thesis has some qualities. It also seems that especially analytic part 

is quite missing. This is the reason why I think the mark 3 is appropriate. 
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