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Other comments or suggesƟons:

The diploma thesis contains many factual, analyƟcal, and formal deficiencies. A literary review does not take the form
of a review. It is a formof notes aŌer the iniƟal reading of the resources. The sentences and paragraphs from individual
authors are not adequately compared and synthesized.

The methodology does not sufficiently explain and defend the overall procedure applied in the pracƟcal part. It does
not describe the meaningfulness of using individual staƟsƟcal methods that the author used in the pracƟcal part.
The quesƟonnaire in the appendix is not properly referenced, and I miss any interpretaƟon of the basic results of the
quesƟonnaire (frequency of responses to the scale) and their descripƟve staƟsƟcs (average, median, etc.). The result
of the normality test (Table 4) was not further taken into account – it is only downplayed as unimportant. Also, using
some staƟsƟcal methods does not make much sense concerning the solved problem (e.g. factor analysis); with some
others, the results are not understood/interpreted well (e.g. Pearson’s CorrelaƟons Test). The author also compares
his results with other studies whose authors he does not cite.

In addiƟon, the formal impression of the enƟrework is terrifying – the page numbering ismissing; the Czech version of
the abstract is in a different font; there are weird spaces between the paragraphs/pages; the pictures are deformed,...
I do not recommend the work for defense but for a rewrite.

QuesƟons for thesis defence:

AŌer the result of my revision, I do not consider asking quesƟons as important. From my point of view, the thesis
cannot be accepted for defense in this form.

Date 08/01/2024
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Signature of Opponent

Czech University of Life Sciences Prague * Kamýcká 129, 165 00 Praha - Suchdol


