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Comments:

This dissertation considers the potential sacredness of the modern Olympic Games, the Games themselves and the locations of their performance. It does this based on the long tradition of the Games and the high regard that they are held in by both athletics and spectators. The primary sources used for this endeavour consisted of both historical exploration and ethnographical material gathered from spectators, organisers and athletics. A case study approach was undertaken in that the research sort to look at a wide range of evidence. In this regard the work offers an insight into the modern phenomena of the Olympic Games. The work, concludes that the modern Games are, like their Classical processors, sacred and ritualistic while suggesting that the sites themselves become places of historical importance long past the time of the Games. 

There are some problems with the dissertation in terms of its structure and academic style.   
Literature review.
In many places the review simply lists the literature rather than offering a discussion and thereby becomes a listing of what is going to be used in the dissertation. However, the purpose of the literature review is to establish the arguments in the field which will either be supported or not be supported by the fieldwork. Thus what was required by the literature review was a critical discussion of the arguments, a syntheses and analysis of the current thinking on the topic which would have enabled it to become the foundation of the academic rational of the research.   
Structure  

The chosen structure of presenting a list of facts before any discussion undermines the work.  A substantial amount of the dissertation lacks synthesis with many key points simply reported with little attempt at discussion.  This listing structure is not helped by, in many places, the use of one sentence ‘paragraphs’. This writing style is further compounded with the use of a numbering system where every new point is given a reference number. All of this combines in a way that the reader is faced with a list of ‘bullet points’, where any sense of synthesis or critical discussion is absent.  Finally, with this structure, the dissertation never pauses to summarise, to conclude a section and becomes instead a continual list of points. 

The separation of the discussion from the evidence also creates further problems. For example, all the material on the history of the games and the descriptions of the ancient site and also that of the 2012 Games site in London is simply the reporting of facts that are easily available.  With no literature review and sacredness not attempted to be defined until page 37, there is no context for all the material on the location. What was required is that all the points concerning the physical sites needed to be presented and discussed in the context of sacredness.  When the discussion is undertaken, the split of evidence before discussion means that in many places the discussion seems to float without the foundation of the evidence to give it depth.

Critical Thinking 
Often claims are written as facts or, there has been no attempt to pursue a piece of evidence back to its primary sources. For example, on page 15 it is reported that in the fifth century BCE, 40,000 spectators watched the Games. The student states this as an unquestionable fact and cites Drees in the footnotes. Yet how does Drees know this number? Did he provided a citation for this statement? In turning to Drees’ work what he does argue is that ‘the stadium in Olympia was enlarged at various occasions and in its final form could accommodate 40,000 people.’ (p.38) So the student needed to be clear and state that archaeology has shown that the stadium had a capacity of 40,000 people and then cite Drees. 
Additionally the work seems largely a matching of the Games with the notion of sacredness as described by Thorley and Gunn but at no stage is there a discussion or critic on Thorley’s and Gunn’s thinking and their list of 19 points. On page 39 there is listing of nine or ten of their points (one can only assume that the student may have disagreed with the other points). Furthermore these nine or ten points are presented with no discussion. Hence their central use as a ‘yardstick’ is not justified. This lack of critical thinking results in a question which emerges out of the dissertation that is not addressed. The student points out in the conclusion that sacredness is something that is bestowed by the individual so is it possible, therefore, to have a site, event or location which is not sacred?  Given Thorley and Gunn’s nineteen points (of which we are only informed of ten) is it possible to have a site which does not fit into their list? This question needed to be a part of the discussion because it can potentially derail the entire argument of the dissertation.   

What was needed to avoid the damaging consequences of this question is a reappraisal of the original aim of the research by looking at the modern Games as not just sacred but rather sacred in the same manner as the ancient Games.  This would have allowed for the emergence of new questions, for example the warrior notion which is just in the margins of your work. For, although you do not make this point, your research shows that in the ancient Games the warrior was the hero and honoured. From that you could have looked at the 2012 Para Olympics (which you discuss in detail) to show this as an innovation in the modern games which informs us of the changing role in our society of the wounded hero.  These points are all in your dissertation but your lack of critical thinking around the nature of sacredness causes to you miss or overlook this key point. 
Relevance 
Relevance also becomes an issue. For example what is the purpose of your retelling a potted history of sport? Or later on page 57 you are recounting the role of the sun in the ancient Olympia and then you cite the astronomical event of the transit of Venus with the Sun of 2012 and combine this to the Queen’s Diamond Jubilee of 2012. Yet no attempt is made to discuss why these events are related. The question therefore becomes, what has the transit of Venus in 2012 to do with the ritualise mirroring of the path of the sun preformed in the chariot races in the ancient Olympia?
Ethnography 
The ethnographical component of the dissertation included responses by four torchbearers, two spectators of the Opening/Closing Ceremonies, two participants in the Opening Ceremony, six spectators of the Games, five Games makers and two medal-winning athletes.  This was an excellent opportunity to ‘hear’ the voices of this group of people all who had different perspectives on the Games. This data had great potential but is first presented in a table format with discussion put off to a later section. 

It is towards the end of the dissertation where any discussion is presented.  This is the strongest section of the work. Here some of the points raised earlier are commented on and put into context of some of the literature.  Additionally it is here where the ethnographical material is finally presented.  The student has taken the comments from her respondents and place them into the context of her literature, this is a good section and indeed could have been a chapter in its own right. 
In summary, the weakness, of the work is in its structure. The lack of syntheses in the first 90 or so pages of the dissertation, with the evidence being isolated from the discussion and at times the lack of critical thinking around some of the central arguments. The strengths of the dissertation is the large amount of work in collecting all the surrounding information concerning the Olympic Games both in their ancient origins and their enactment in 2012. Additionally the eventual reporting of the questionnaire material, which becomes the original contribution to the field as it reveals a deep mirroring between the feelings of different individuals and the experience of sacredness that already described. 
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Comments:
This dissertation sets out to tackle an apparently simple question: is the site of the 2012 London Olympics sacred space? It also promises a critical exploration of the main issues. The dissertation incorporates a large canvas of traditions and modes of evidence, much of it fascinating material, and in spite of the academic and practical challenge of drawing it all together, ultimately allows the research question to be reasonably well answered.
Your Introduction succinctly outlined the background of your research and summarised the main issues.

The material in the Literature Review reflected that there was virtually no academic work researching the issue of sacredness in contemporary Olympic Sites, so your review outlined the areas which, as you saw it, were central to pursuing your research question: Concepts of Sacredness, History of the Ancient Games etc. Whilst each of these sections presents the main academic and theoretical issues you apparently make virtually no attempt to critically discuss them so as to arrive at some kind of synthesis of your ideas. A summary at the end would have been helpful and perhaps an indication that you intended to take up many of these theoretical ideas again in a series of future sections.

The Methodology section outlines the various ways you are going to collect data in order to answer your research question. However it would have been more effective if you had ended this section with a clearer indication as to how each set of data (literature search, archaeology, site visits, questionnaires etc) might contribute to deciding whether the games themselves, or the site, were sacred, and how a more mixed picture of sacred and secular might arise.

Your dissertation, it seems to me, then sets out a series of key thematic issues (sections 4-7) which enable you to present factual material and then set this material against the relevant theoretical background. This mix of facts and theory works better in some sections than others. For example Section 5 –Explorations of the Concepts of sacredness -  covers in more detail much of the theoretical ground that you need for your argument, but does not provide any effective criticism and discussion of the academic background. It reads more like a list, where information, even theoretical ideas are presented as givens, rather than a critical exploration of ideas which might assist you in your own research question.

Section 6 – Sport: from origins to Olympia - is largely factual, but you successfully draw attention to  the similarities of the Ancient Games and the modern revival.
Section 7 –Renewal, Rewards and Legacy – dealing with ritual and memorialisation is more successful and effective in pointing out features of continuity and your discussion of the Arcelor Mittal Sculpture is most interesting and insightful.

The fieldwork material is potentially a very strong feature of your dissertation, but your own fieldwork evidence does not realise its full potential for your argument, as you make little comment on how the experience actually affected you and what its meaning might have been for you. Here, also, was another opportunity to exercise a self-critical eye (as you had indicated in your Methodology p.24) but you do not seem to take it. The questionnaire survey evidence, although limited in numbers, was rich, varied and consequently most interesting and centrally relevant to your research question. This material did enable you to find secular and sacred expression co-existing. However, I feel you could have made much more of this material, both in presentation and in discussion, so that it could have been a more central feature of your thesis.
Your Discussion brings together the many complex themes that you have been presenting and discusses these more successfully and effectively against the background theoretical literature. However, there is still very little critical discussion and your use of definitions of Sacred Site as presented by Thorley and Gunn and Belk et al could have been made much clearer by setting out their criteria in full and then matching up your own findings against these criteria in a more systematic way. These are quite complicated ideas for the general reader to grasp and you could have presented them more effectively – and long before you get to your Discussion.

Your Conclusion, utilising all your findings and earlier sections, finds that on academic grounds the 2012 Olympic Site can be considered as sacred, and largely from the personal accounts, both secular and sacred characteristics can be said to coexist. I think you round this section off quite effectively.
Final impression

Your dissertation tackles a simple question and has many varied and interesting features which are well presented, but I feel the overall lack of criticism, both of the academic literature and your own findings has ultimately let you down. It is as if the wide-ranging nature of the material: history, archaeology, sport, ritual and ceremony, contemporary culture, concepts of sacredness, etc., has proved to be difficult to draw together into a coherent whole, so that a truly ‘critical exploration’ of the issues of the 2012 Olympics has slipped through your grasp.
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