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1. OBSAH A CÍL PRÁCE (stručná informace o práci, formulace cíle): 

 

The thesis examines the issue of sexual assaults at American college campuses, using the University of 

Richmond in Virginia as a case study. The author discusses the overall situation of sexual assaults on college 

campuses and at the University of Richmond specifically, the universities’ responses to it, including handling of 

sexual violence reports and prevention programs, and their effectiveness. A second topic presented in the thesis 

is the question of research ethics regarding human subjects and sensitive topics, such as sexual violence. This 

part is based mainly on the author’s own experience with the ethics committee review process at both the 

University of Richmond and FSV UK.  

 

2. VĚCNÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (náročnost, tvůrčí přístup, argumentace, logická struktura, teoretické a 

metodologické ukotvení, práce s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost příloh apod.): 

 

The author selected a challenging topic that has not been studied extensively here in the Czech Republic. Since it 

concerns sexual violence and the original proposal included work with human subject, potentially survivors of 

sexual attacks and harassment, the author had to consider a potential psychological harm and ethical aspects of 

her research and the proposal had to go through a review process by the University of Richmond Institutional 

Review Board and at the Charles University’s ethical committee. Since the initial proposal was not approved By 

the UR and the Covid-19 pandemic campus closures made a resubmission impossible, the author was limited in 

her research and the use of some of the primary sources she collected (namely communications with UR 

employees from police officers to Title IX coordinators). Despite this limitation, Bc Steňková used publicly 

available primary source such as the University of Richmond Police Department Crime log, a survey conducted 

by the college’s student newspaper The Collegian about sexual assaults on UR campus, articles published in 

contemporary mainstream media (such as The New York Times, Washington Post, or HuffPost), and her own 

personal observations of the prevention programs at the UR as well as the ethics review process. These sources 

provided enough data for the author to be able to present an overview of the situation at the UR campus.  

 

The author does not offer a clear statement about her theoretical approach to the topic. In the introduction, she 

states that she uses “theories of scholars” (p. 11), but she never explains what these are. Based on the text, a 

reader could detect a combination of gender studies and critical feminist theory, however these are never clearly 

applied or discussed. This is partly due to a missing review of secondary literature and current academic 

discourse on this topic in the introduction. The work would benefit from an inclusion of a thorough analysis of 

existing scholarship and current discourse as well as a clear statement of the theoretical approaches applied. This 

would help to anchor the thesis within the larger academic discourse and clarify the author’s analytical approach. 

 

The organization of the thesis is logical. Given the general relative unfamiliarity of this topics, the first chapter 

introduces the problems of sexual assaults in the United States and on American colleges and offers definitions 

of terminology and social phenomena associate with this problem (which could be considered causes of sexual 

violence), such as rape culture, hookup culture, toxic masculinity, or victim-blaming. Further, the author 

discusses aspects of college live and culture, such as Greek Life, a celebrity-like position of college athletes and 

alcohol use on campuses that are also connected to sextual assaults. Last, the chapter introduces federal laws 

regarding sexual violence.  The chapter thus offers a larger context for the subsequent case study of the 

University or Richmond in the second chapter. The chapter would benefit from a clearer argument and a 

distinction between the different social phenomena and their role in the continuation of sexual assaults on 

campuses – are they considered the causes of violence by scholars or are they used by society as “excuses” for 

such behaviour? Both?  

 



The second chapter discusses sexual violence at the University of Richmond and the university’s attitude toward 

it. It starts with the review of programs for incoming students and the author’s own experience with them. Only 

then the work focuses on the actual crime data and situation on the campus during the last ten years. It probably 

would be more logical to first define the problem on the campus and then look at the university’s approach to it. 

The author uses three sources for the crime data but doesn’t draw clear conclusion about what they tell us about 

the situation or how the situation compares to other universities or the national average. The use of the numeric 

data is also problematic. Even though the URPD Crime log and The Collegian survey do not cover the same time 

span, they do overlap. But the author does not compare the crime log numbers with the survey clearly even for 

those overlapping years. It is unclear whether the survey data correspond (support) the URPD Crime log data or 

challenges it. This should be clarified. The crime log data themselves could also be utilized further to show the 

overall crime situation on the campus better and to draw out how prevalent are sexual assaults.  

 

The following part of the second chapter discusses two cases of sexual assault at the university that went public 

and appeared in mainstream media. In both cases, the survivors criticized the university administration for 

mishandling their sexual assault reports. Here the author starts connecting the cases with the phenomena defined 

in the first chapter, such as toxic masculinity or the role of celebrity-like status of college athletes. However, the 

analysis / explanation of why (and how) these cases demonstrate these phenomena could be clearer; for example, 

it could show the application of the terms’ definitions to the case (p. 69 – 70). The language here should also be 

more measured as most of the sources about the cases come from the survivors themselves with no additional 

sources for collaboration (p. 72). The final section of the chapter focuses on the UR students’ call for abolishing 

Greek Life on campus. Here, the author links back to the first chapter and her analysis of the connection between 

Greek Life and sexual violence. Overall, as in the first chapter, there is no clear central argument presented at the 

beginning of the chapter, only the theme that will be discussed. The chapter examines important topics and 

utilizes interesting data but doesn’t always clearly link to phenomena described in the first chapter, such as 

victim-blaming or “tribal mentality.” Toxic masculinity and the role of Greek Life in sexual violence would 

benefit from a deeper analysis. For example, it would be interesting to see a clearer argument about how big of a 

role do the Greek Life and “tribal mentality” play as a deterrent in reporting sexual assault.  

 

The last chapter focuses on the questions of ethics in research, especially in cases of work with human subjects 

and sensitive topics. This theme came out of the author’s own experience with the project review processes at 

both the UR and FSV UK. The author points out the differences between the two processes, such as the 

requirements for projects involving human subjects or animals, the involvement of an on-campus advisor, 

consideration of the proposed project methodology, or the committee’s report and evaluation of the proposal. 

Her findings show the shortcomings of the FSV UK process, especially regarding the protection of human 

subjects in projects involving potentially triggering topics, such as sexual violence. The chapter thus can be quite 

beneficial to the Faculty of Social Sciences and its ethics committee for further improvement of its research 

review process. Like the previous chapters, this one also suffers from problematic and often unclear writing. It 

would also benefit from a clearer link to the previous chapters, especially through the theme of protection of 

survivors of sexual violence and the UR attitude toward them. 

 

All the appendixes are pertinent and complement the discussion in the main text.  

 

3. FORMÁLNÍ A JAZYKOVÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (jazykový projev, správnost citace a odkazů na literaturu, 

grafická úprava, formální náležitosti práce apod.): 

  

The author uses a consistent citation style and thoroughly cites her sources. The thesis has all the required formal 

necessities and is graphically pleasing. However, the text itself would benefit from a careful editing. It is full of 

typos, missing words, Czech syntax, the use of passive voice, which often makes the text unclear, and 

fragmented sentences. Further, titles of mainstream periodicals are often not Italicized. These mistakes appear 

immediately in the opening of the introduction and make reading of the work challenging. These mistakes are 

too numerous to list them all, so here are only few examples: “The last few years have been marked by a by the 

movement for empowerment of sexually assault survivors who aimed…” (page 9); “Each one of the aspects 

will also be demonstrated on concrete examples. Either on the examples stemming at the society or on the 

examples of sexual violence n the American universities” (page 13) – this should have been a one sentence. The 

second sentence is a fragment; word choice: resources instead of sources (p. 11). There is some redundancy in 

the text and repeated statements, for example p. 35. Block quotations should not have quotation marks. The last 

sentence in the third chapter isn’t finished (p. 95) 

 

4. KONTROLA ORIGINALITY TEXTU 

 



   Prohlašuji, že jsem se seznámil/a s výsledkem kontroly originality textu závěrečné práce v systému: 

   [  ] Theses     [X ] Turnitin     [  ] Ouriginal (Urkund) 

   Komentář k výsledku kontroly: This MA Thesis is an original work by the author.  

 

 

5. STRUČNÝ KOMENTÁŘ HODNOTITELE (celkový dojem z diplomové práce, silné a slabé stránky, 

originalita myšlenek, naplnění cíle apod.): 

 

The selected topic is timely, given the ongoing discussion of sexual violence in the United States and the 

fledgling discussion here in the Czech Republic. The benefit of this work also lies in the author’s discussion of 

the ethical review of projects involving human subjects at both the University of Richmond and Charles 

University, which demonstrates that the review process at Charles University needs to improve. What hinders the 

thesis is the already mentioned writing, which is often unclear and “drowns” the author’s arguments. Cleare 

arguments and connection between the chapters would certainly benefit the work, as well as a clear link between 

the cases study and the larger issue of sexual violence and American society. More detailed evaluation is listed 

above. 

 

 

6. SPOLUPRÁCE S VEDOUCÍM PRÁCE (komunikace s vedoucím práce, schopnost reflektovat připomínky, 

posun od původního záměru apod.) 

 

Bc. Steňková consulted with me throughout the research and writing phases of the project, as much as her stay in 

Virginia and her full-time employment here in Prague allowed. She has reflected upon and implemented most of 

my comments and suggestions into her work. The rejection of the first research proposal by the URIRB and the 

Covid-19 pandemic closure of US college campuses greatly complicated her original project plans and we had to 

find alternatives – the thesis thus did not use a survey among UR students and instead analysed the 

responsibilities and ethical requirements for research involving human subjects.  

 

7. OTÁZKY A PŘIPOMÍNKY DOPORUČENÉ K BLIŽŠÍMU VYSVĚTLENÍ PŘI OBHAJOBĚ (jedna až tři): 

  

The author should have time to react to the critique in this evaluation first. If there is more time left then I’d like 

her to further discuss these topics: 

 

A. How does UR compare to other US campuses when it comes to sexual violence? Does it represent the overall 

situation or is it more of an exception?  

 

B.  In your evaluation of the UR programs for incoming freshmen you argue that the online form is inadequate 

and the sexual violence prevention programs should be done more interactively in person. Is this logistically 

possible? How many new students does the UR usually have each year? How would you handle such programs 

and their scheduling?  

 

C. In your last chapter you reveal several shortcomings of the ethics review of projects involving human subjects 

here at FSV UK. What specific steps would you recommend to the Faculty to take to improve its review 

process? 

 

8. DOPORUČENÍ / NEDOPORUČENÍ K OBHAJOBĚ A NAVRHOVANÁ ZNÁMKA 

     (A a B výborně, C a D velmi dobře, E dobře, F nevyhověl): 

 

Despite all the mentioned shortcomings, the submitted work fulfils the MA Thesis requirements and I 

recommend it for defence. In the case of a successful and satisfactory defence I suggest grade D.  

 

 

Datum: 13. 9. 2021           Podpis: Lucie Kýrová 

 

 

 

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. 


