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1. OBSAH A CÍL PRÁCE (stručná informace o práci, formulace cíle):
In her thesis, Gabriela Steňková presents an analysis of a particularly hot issue in a discussion about American
universities and campus life - sexual assaults and sexual violence on campus. Based on surveys, the author points
out that “university students are at high risk of being sexually assaulted during their studies” (p. 10). The goal of
the thesis is established as follows: “This work will focus on the approach of one specific American university,
the University of Richmond, to sexual harassment on the campus (p. 10)... This thesis is a case study of sexual
assaults at the University of Richmond based on the theories of scholars and specific reports and data of the
university… (p. 11) On the examples of specific cases, it will be analysed whether the theories named in the first
chapter are occurrent in the University of Richmond, how has the University administration dealt with the
cases… and what resources are available for the victims of sexual assault (p. 11)... The case study aims to
showcase the current situation of sexual violence at the University of Richmond campus, analyse the occurrence
of the theories (sic) from the first chapter based on examples and argue, whether the universities change their
policies only in case they are forced to do so by the medialization of cases of sexual assault. The work further
examines whether the ethics of research differs in the cases of the University of Richmond and Charles
University (p. 12).”

2. VĚCNÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (náročnost, tvůrčí přístup, argumentace, logická struktura, teoretické a
metodologické ukotvení, práce s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost příloh apod.):

In my opinion, the author has selected an extremely challenging topic for her analysis. The research design is
very ambitious, given the scope of the research, the limited time the researcher had, as well as the sensitivity of
the topic. This would require a whole team of researchers deployed on the ground for a longer period of time.
The author herself explains the challenges of her research in the final chapter. I would have appreciated this part
of the paper to be included in the introductory chapter, as chapter 3 in fact explains how overcoming the
challenges of the research has shifted the focus of her work. At the same time, by including the methodological
challenges in the introduction, the author would have avoided posing in fact two very different research
questions in her work - one about sexual assaults on American campuses and the other on ethics of research.

The thesis itself is divided into three major chapters. In the first chapter, the author provides a general
introduction to the topic of sexual assaults on American campuses. Here, she explains the phenomena, such as
rape culture, hookup culture, toxic masculinity culture, Greek life, etc. that are perceived as crucial contributors
to the problem of sexual assaults on American campuses. Subsequently, the author extensively discusses the
victim-blaming. The second chapter is then dedicated to the analysis of University of Richmond´s attitude to this
serious issue. The author describes prevention programs the University offers, the regulations that guide
University´s obligations to students, and then, she describes publicly known cases of sexual assault on campus
and the reactions of the University. The last and final chapter discusses the challenges the author encountered
during the research and provides a short comparison between the procedures of the ethics of research between
the University of Richmond and Charles University.

3. FORMÁLNÍ A JAZYKOVÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (jazykový projev, správnost citace a odkazů na literaturu,
grafická úprava, formální náležitosti práce apod.):

Language and grammar are the biggest problems of the thesis. While the author mentions regrets about leaving
grammar mistakes in her research proposal to the University of Richmond (UR), which were criticized in the
UR’s Institutional Review Board and were one of the reasons for the proposal´s rejection, the thesis itself
contains so many mistakes, typos, and grammar issues that it diverts attention from the actual content of the



research. While I applaud the author for writing her thesis in English, the text desperately needs proof-reading
and redaction, which would not only correct mistakes and style, but would also help avoiding repetition of
already stated facts. To name just a few issues: if a research is done by Columbia University, it is Columbia
University´s research and not Columbian research (p. 21). Rolling Stones, referenced on p. 25, is an English
band, while the Rolling Stone is a magazine published in the United States.The Education Amendments Act
includes Title IX not “Title IX.” as the author mostly writes. Occasionally, the author makes up a word - e.g. on
p. 38 “medially”, on p. 52 “educating” instead of education etc.
The work is generally well researched, the author draws on a plethora of resources which she was able to access,
including social media discussions, university regulations, handbooks, school newspapers. However, I believe
that in the theoretical part, the author lacks a much broader overview of academic literature - this part refers to
only three monographs and seven academic articles.
Since the author works with many surveys and discusses a broad variety of statistical information, I would
recommend changing at least some of these into visuals (graphs, tables, etc.), as the reader occasionally gets lost
in all the information provided (e.g. on p. 28). It would also be quite helpful if the author clearly marked titles of
newspapers, books, and surveys - preferably in italics, as writing manuals usually suggest.
In the Appendix section, the author provides access to all of the materials, including her original survey as well
as reviews of the ethics committees from both universities.

I confirm that I checked the originality of the text using    [ X ] Theses     [  ] Turnitin     [ X ] Ouriginal (Urkund)
Based on the evaluation in Theses.cz, the thesis is original research.

4. STRUČNÝ KOMENTÁŘ HODNOTITELE (celkový dojem z diplomové práce, silné a slabé stránky,
originalita myšlenek, naplnění cíle apod.):

As I mentioned above, I believe that the scope of work envisioned by Gabriela Steňková was really too
ambitious, given all of the constraints of time, sensitivity of the topic, and scope of the research. This is reflected
also in the research design - the author is essentially looking into two different topics, while completely omitting
a clearly formulated research question. The text itself is rather descriptive, misses analytical depth, and
occasionally reads more like a personal essay or advocacy manual than an academic analysis. The grammar and
syntax mistakes as well as spelling issues are distracting from the content - and in places, the text is unclear and
slightly confusing. Some aspects of the campus life are in my opinion analyzed through the prism of feminist
critical theory, but the author does not mention it - even though it would have provided helpful context to her
discussion of e.g. toxic masculinity.
The first part of the text dedicated to the description of the factors that are believed to be the key contributors to
on-campus sexual assaults is definitely interesting. The author also very well describes the dilemma of a
university, which is driven by the effort to protect its reputation on one hand and on the other hand, is obliged by
law to offer victims of sexual violence and abuse on the campus as much protection as possible. It was also
interesting to read about the efforts of the U.S. universities in mitigating sexual violence and harrassment on
campuses via education, albeit, as the author points out, this effort has not had much success.
Certain claims by the author would merit further explanation - for example, on p. 13, the author writes that “even
though the federal administration took action to fight this phenomenon in 2011”, we do not learn what the action
was. On p. 39, she talks about significant changes since 2011, but we do not learn why 2011 is deemed so
important. Only later in the text, we find out that the author was most likely referring to the “Dear Colleague”
letter issued by the Obama administration that year. In some segments of the text, the reader cannot be sure
whether the author presents a conclusion of a research or whether her assertions are simply her assumptions,
building on academic literature  (see e.g. p. 19-20).
The final chapter of the thesis is, as indicated above, dedicated to the ethics of research. While I understand why
the author wanted to include this in her text, this chapter opens up a completely new topic. I expected a
comparison in the processes between the University of Richmond and Charles University, but the chapter is
rather descriptive of the author's personal struggle and received feedback instead of providing a broader analysis
of each university´s approach.

5. OTÁZKY A PŘIPOMÍNKY DOPORUČENÉ K BLIŽŠÍMU VYSVĚTLENÍ PŘI OBHAJOBĚ (jedna až tři):
- When you compare U.S. and Czech universities, what lessons can Czech universities learn from

American universities - if anything at all?
- You mention the no-contact order, which is often violated by perpetrators of sexual violence. How is the

order enforced and what means - if any - the universities actually have to make sure to protect the



victims who should benefit from no-contact order? How much do the universities cooperate with local
police?

6. DOPORUČENÍ / NEDOPORUČENÍ K OBHAJOBĚ A NAVRHOVANÁ ZNÁMKA
(A a B výborně, C a D velmi dobře, E dobře, F nevyhověl):

Despite the criticism above, Gabriela Steňková´s thesis fulfills the requirements for master's thesis and therefore
is recommended for defense with proposed grade D.

Datum: September 12, 2011 Podpis:  Jana Sehnálková

Pozn.: Hodnocení pište k jednotlivým bodům, pokud nepíšete v textovém editoru, použijte při nedostatku místa zadní stranu
nebo přiložený list. V hodnocení práce se pokuste oddělit ty její nedostatky, které jsou, podle vašeho mínění, obhajobou
neodstranitelné (např. chybí kritické zhodnocení pramenů a literatury), od těch věcí, které student může dobrou obhajobou
napravit; poměr těchto dvou položek berte prosím v úvahu při stanovení konečné známky.


