	THESIS REVIEWER’S OPINION

	Student’s full name 
	Veronika Pernická

	Thesis title
	Metaphorics of Love in Modern Songs

	Reviewer’s name
	Daniel Sampey, MFA

	Degree course
	English for Business Administration

	Mode of study
	Full-time

	Thesis evaluation criteria
	Classification grade according to ECTS 

	Structure

	Outline and division
	
	
	C
	
	
	

	Language level
	
	
	
	D
	
	

	Formatting (citations, presentation)
	
	
	
	D
	
	

	Content

	Thesis statement formulation 
	
	
	
	
	E
	

	Sources and their utilization (analysis)
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Methods of processing the research problem
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Level of analytical and interpretive components
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Formulation of conclusions and meeting the objectives
	
	
	
	
	
	F

	Originality and vocational contribution
	
	
	
	D
	
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Evaluation justification (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):
In my evaluation as it is now this thesis is unacceptable. The background starts much too broadly with a basic definition of Aristotelian rhetorical appeals in Chapter 1, then ends with a general exploration of “love” in Chapter 3. There are some potentially interesting points made in Chapter 2 “Major Approaches to Metaphor,” which uses mainly one work by Lakoff and Johnson (albeit in two editions) to explain typology, etc. But it is telling that even the abbreviation of Conceptual Metaphor Theory is repeatedly written incorrectly as “CTM” in this entire section. 

Although the author does deserve credit for the information in Chapter 2, almost none of it is used in the analysis. In fact we can say that there is no real analysis, only a list of 19 extremely short subchapters featuring 19 songs (sometimes with misspellings and always incorrect orthography for the titles). Each of these subchapters mainly features a sentence or two giving a general reading of the content of the song which anyone could retell, i.e. with only a citation every here and there from a fan-based pop culture website. Each subchapter does state (nominally) a target domain and a source domain, but anyone who listens carefully to the text could point out this information, even if the person was not familiar with the terminology of “target” and “source.” 

I would suggest rethinking the analysis completely. Instead of just short subchapters giving superficial information, try to provide deeper analyses by specifically applying some of the theoretical ideas and concepts mentioned in Chapter 2, e.g. in 2.3.1. I would go back and find many examples in the academic literature to find suitable models of what a linguistics analysis looks like, e.g. studies using CMT to examine popular songs or other pop culture artifacts. Then follow these models to form your own analyses. Perhaps “love” as a theme is too general and should be specified more, for example “infatuation,” “jealousy,” “friendship,” “obsession,” “break up,” or other “heartbreak” songs. The Ancient Greeks have several typologies to help define specific categories through which the analysis can be focused, e.g. to point out patterns, tendencies, similarities and / or differences.


	Questions to be answered by student:
1) Can you point out an example or two of the specific types of love mentioned in the selected songs and briefly state how metaphors are used differently for each, e.g. according to the categories in 2.3.1?
2) Out of the 19 songs you listed, which two use metaphor most specifically, effectively, and even surprisingly?
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