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	For completion by the first marker:
Comments:
This is a very interesting study of an area at the cutting edge of a number of disciplines, including anthropology and religious studies. It is very well and clearly laid out and argued. Your research questions are clearly stated on p. 3. The notion of white sangomas influencing the cosmology of black sangomas is a fascinating one. Your key quote is from to Monica Wilson, ‘rituals must be modified, and detached from a pastoral or agricultural economy as men move to town.’ (p. 4). The discussion of ancestors was similarly very provocative and certain preconceptions are easily challenged by the notion of white South Africans’ ancestors existing on a par with black. Your use of Geetrz on the relationship between culture and society (p 3) set the ground for consideration of changes in South Africa post 1994,
Literature Review 
Your consideration of the literature on Xhosa cosmology (especially Hodgson and Peires) is fair and balanced, and rthe critique of Mtuze insightful. A major strength of your literature review is your careful reference to studies from non-African cultures (e.g. Geertz on Java). Your discussion of the influence of Christianity was thoughtful and could illuminate similar issues in other cultures. Your discussion of shamanisn and ‘neo shamanism, drawing on Wallis’s work was 
However, I have questions over your treatment of Munk. She may well be an outsider, and there may well be criticism of her work, but you headed your section ‘Problems in outsider research’, highlighting the word ‘problems’ even considering her work. You then make a series of assumptions on her state of mind – ‘Munk may be unaware’, Munk appears unaware’ (p. 17), ‘she does not seem’, ‘she appears to make no distinction’. Your treatment of Munk is unduly negative and could easily be rephrased positively by discussing what she did do rather than what she didn’t. What she did was base her argument, as you say, in ideas about the ‘challenges of a society and culture in transformation’, and, if her work was limited, she opened the path for you to take a different approach.
There were a number of topics which could have been developed. I should emphasise that non-inclusion does not weaken what is a very rich literature review.
· When you introduced the notion of symbols as knowledge (p. 7) you were opening the possibility of a brief section on the nature of symbol.
· The mention of performance was similarly thought-provoking and could also have been developed with reference to Turner.
· It would have been interesting to include reference to theories of contextualise it within theories of Acculturation and Transculturation 
Methodology
You clearly understand the central methodological issues, but your ordering of the material might have been clearer if you had begin with a review of the methodological literature on p. 30, and included a rather more detailed discussion, for example, on semi-structured interviews.
You only used four interviewees, and one might have considered more for a dissertation. On the other, hand, given that a single case study would be acceptable, the issue is not quantity of interviewees, but the quality of your work, which is good: your report on your findings on pp. 34-56 is informative, concise, clear and related to the literature on Xhosa cosmology (although not Munk). This is a very valuable section and your results can contribute to narrow considerations of white sangomas and Xhosa cosmology, wider discussions of cultural considerations such as syncretism and the influence of Christianity, and still wider debates over the relationship between western/colonial and non-western/colonised cultures. 
However, there are two major issues which were not sufficiently dealt with. 
The first is your own insiderness as a white sangoma. You were clearly very aware of this dealt with your identity well at the gathering at which you found your interviewees. Yet, there is a minimal discussion of your position in terms of the academic literature. Pearson’s work is the recommended initial staring point for such issues. 
Second, one of your four interviewees was also your translator (pp 28-9) and so responsible not only for transmitting his views to you, but also that of the two he translated. Surely the risk here is that one interviewee could therefore have told you his version of the others. I am satisfied from reading the report that this was not the case but I do think the potential questions raised by this situation should have been more clearly addressed.  You did put a positive gloss on it with your reference to ‘dialogic technique’ (p. 31), but the potential problems should have been addressed earlier.
Conclusion
Your conclusion is an informed and careful summary of your findings, concluding n a particularly powerful and moving note.  However, there is no reference to your literature review. Having set up your study with reference to Geertz, for example, you should have concluded with some thoughts about culture, symbol as knowledge and other theoretical considerations raised in your introduction.
Other points
p. 5 n 9 should be to Geertz, not Wilson
p. 21 ‘Research will indicate’ – whose research?
p. 27: what do you mean by ‘new age’/
p.27 and on: use ‘me’ and ‘I’ instead of ‘the’ or ‘this’ researcher (the use of the personal pronoun was discussed in the Methodology module).
Summary
This is a very fine piece of work in many respects. My recommended mark of 65% puts you in the merit grade, but takes into account the absence of reference back from your conclusion to your literature review.
Future work
Advising on future work is not part of the assessment of a piece of completed work. However, there is publishable material here and I would recommend you address the issues above with a view to publication. 
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For completion by the second marker:
Comments
This is a clearly presented, well-articulated report of your interesting research which breaks  new ground in an area about which a number of scholars have written.  You write with an authoritative style and express your points clearly.  Well done!

Introduction
The subject is clearly introduced and a key point of relevance to this practice emphasised: namely that presentation for initiation by any neophyte is believed by sangomas to be made in response to a personal calling and not to a lifestyle or career choice as would be assumed by contemporary Western thinking and generally reported in the literature.  This shift from the assumed proactive orientation to one actually more proactive in style is offered as central to the reception offered to white sangomas by black ones. You describe your own position and experience of the field, as a white sangoma, and write from an insider perspective, explaining that this identity had been established prior to the lifting of societal restrictions in 1994.  You note that, while studies exist which review the notable increase in the number of white sangomas adopting the practice since 1994, yours is the first to consider the attitude of black sangomas to this phenomenon: do they believe that this is a reflection of an alteration to the inherited cosmology of the sangoma practitioner and/or will the cultural input and erroneous practices of incoming sangomas further change the inherited lore?

Literature Review
You review Geertz’ description of ritual in Java and Obeyesekere’s review of changes in practices relating to Sinhala Buddhism in Kataragama, Sri Lanka, both instances of what might be termed transitional societies arguably similar to South Africa; your inclusion of quotations of Wilson’s regarding the modification of rituals in a society moving from pastoral/agricultural to urban (and generally in line with the predominant political economy) backs this up (pages 4, 12).  You make effective use of Barth’s classic anthropological study of the ritual practices of the Ok tribes in New Guinea and his discussion of the role of ritual in knowledge production and dissemination is used to good effect as a background to your own specific area of interest.  Thornton’s recent study in your own area of research adds relevant comment and you follow on from Thornton to review other studies of the area.  Among these you include Hammond-Tooke’s authoritative report: while this adds historical information it should be remembered that this is a pre-1994 text which could not have foreseen recent developments.  Christian influence is considered as is the extent to which syncretism can realistically be invoked to account for recent changes in sangoma recruitment and practice.
	Your equitable review of relevant literature, with appropriate comment supplied to point up the key issues as they relate former to your specific project, is interrupted by the section in which you review Munk’s research – this signals a change of style in that you criticise her reports (as betraying her ‘outsider’ status) before you have summarised these for the benefit of your reader.  You could have pointed up flaws in Munk’s research which are evident to you, given your insider status, while holding to a more scholarly style of criticism which took care not to seem to comment on her general state of knowledge etc; more careful wording of this section is called for and this would serve to strengthen your criticism.
	Wallis’ discussion of neo-shamanism is effectively presented.  The quotation of his concerning shamans’ habitual adaptation to new social and cultural circumstances is of particular note (page 20).  Teppo’s discussion about fictive kinship and the role of ritual in changing social structure is similarly so.
	The literature review is clearly summarised and concluded.

Methodology
You open this chapter by stating that you conducted your research by means of semi-structured interviews rather than questionnaires, and you justify this choice of research method.  With allowance for the fact that you were constrained by word count, you might have expanded somewhat on the advantages of this style of interview in particular and you could also have recorded why you did not include material collected by means of more long-term, participant observation, given your insider status. However, you do clearly identify your main themes of enquiry, referring back to the literature cited in the previous chapter.
	You refer to Davies’ review of a reflexive research orientation and mention your own position in the field.  The reader would have benefited from the inclusion here of more of a picture of your own involvement – its extent and what the practice means to you.  Although you state that you are an insider, you maintain a distance from the field and, in so doing, you could be said to have failed to take full ethnographic advantage of this trump card.  However, you outline your researcher orientation with reference to Davies and Bell and demonstrate that you were aware of the range of positions available to you.
Added detail about your choice of translator and of interviewees would have followed naturally from an approach to this section which acknowledged your own status more clearly.  Given that you used a translator, you could have included a nodding reference to the debate which considers problems inherent with translation in relation to research such as this (cf. the indeterminacy debate in anthropology particularly).  
This chapter has benefited from a review of scholars who have spoken specifically about conducting social research in South Africa, taking account of the unique cultural conditions found here.

Findings & Discussion
Your interview material is divided thematically for clarity of reporting.  This is organised effectively, with reference to the literature reviewed earlier and the addition of commentary of your own.
           Reading your report, I found myself wondering how signs of calling to the vocation are recognised by instructing sangomas: is there a material difference in signs manifested by black and white neophytes or are the symptoms largely the same for both?  I ask as this qualification seems to be at odds with the orientation of the contemporary political economy which operates from a pro-active principle of so-called personal agency.  Are a potential neophyte’s credentials routinely questioned; are they ever rejected?

Conclusion
This section clearly sums up what has gone before, suggests the benefits of more research being conducted in this specific area of a new and interesting field and ends most pleasingly with a personal reaction to an interviewee’s comment which reminds the reader of your own close relationship with this field.

General Comments and Recommendations for Future Research
This paper has many strengths and you have evidently worked hard and productively on it: it is clearly organised and well presented; it is interesting to read!  
This particular aspect of the field has not been researched before and I would recommend that you pursue your studies and at the very least prepare this paper for publication.  Your use of classics of the anthropological canon (Geertz on Java and Barth on PNG) to comment on your own field demonstrates your willingness to cast your research net wide as well as your knowledge of the literature and is effective; you could have made still more effective use of these works by relating back to their points of view in your conclusion.
The paper’s weaknesses centre on the reserve with which you report your own insider status, on your use of a translator who doubled as an interviewee and on the comparatively few interviews which you conducted.  Had you made more of your own involvement in the field, the number of interviews conducted would have ceased to be an issue, as you would have drawn on your own lived experience of the field and included participant observation materialto comment on your interviewees’ responses.  The fact that one of your interviewees doubled as your translator raises issues of influence and of commensurability which you did not sufficiently address, probably having insufficient words to do so.  In sum, your paper has amply evidenced your scholarly knowledge of the field and demonstrated your empathy with those who inhabit it, but your reported status as a deep insider in the field implies that you have personal experience which would have enriched this report without measure had you included more of yourself andyour sangoma judgement in the final mix.
         In light of my comments above, I am suggesting that this dissertation should be marked at 68%; this reflects its status as deserving of a good pass with merit while allowing that some small modifications to the text will render it eminently suitable for publication.
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