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Comments: the theses are presented on 50 pages plus  2 appendices (English and Czech version of relevant questionnaires). 
The literature review : very poor: 34 titles in references, several authors many times (Ajzen 4, Rizzo 4, Kudláček + co-authors 8). The authors in this chapter are not included in reference list, e.g. Abelson, Donw, Van Coppenolle, Krech.., Francis, Bandura, Harrison, Válková, Karásková, Konza, Loovis, Block-Obrusnikova, Gubova, Gold, Lienert, Yuven, Reiser, Steadweard, Heikinaro, etc., etc., particularly on the page 32. This seems to be like using only secondary resources – which is on the boarder of publication ethics.  Related to this problematic approach other consequences are marginal: explanation basic topics – or not true: definition of  APA, structure of chapter and sub-chapters Inclusion (History of inclusion, Inclusion in the Czech Republic, confusing University preparation), mixed Czech and/or European-World aspect.
The purpose statement is missing.
The aim, goals, hypotheses : easy, related to content YES, but long sentence, long complicate formulation – not easy to understand.
The methods and research questions: adequate to presented intention. Very rough participants description (PE teachers or not, length of field practice, distance study partners real teachers or not?). The research management is missing (who collected and processed data, environment of dfata collecting, why 1 year distance, etc.)
The results : adequate, descriptive.
The discussion -  prolongation of results description, nor real discussion.
Conclusion -  is missing (research questions and answers, underlying of comparison between groups, sub-groups (gender), questionnaire sequences. Conclusion for theory, research in future, fo practical using – is missing. Chapter comparison is process as SUMMARY. Summary in Czech is missing.
The formal elaboration – see literature review and references. Not relevant with faculty “publications manual”. Presented text is in Czech-English style (sentences structure subject – predicator – attributes is not saved).
Appendices:  good
Study limitations : is missing
Conclusion          borderline 
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