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Comments:
Your dissertation considered Shakespeare’s use of astrology, astronomy and the occult and the ways in which it was a reflection of Renaissance thought. You selected quotes from Shakespeare’s plays and sonnets that cited astronomical and occult phenomena, probed a variety of astrological texts, and sought to correlate them with your selected quotes from Shakespeare. In order to collate this material you placed it into a broad structure of chapters using the three categories of your title: astrology, astronomy, and the occult. Your dissertation showed that you had read widely and amassed a great deal of facts about Shakespeare. There was an attempt at analysis, and at times an ability to formulate, reason, and reflect on the issues raised by your subject matter. There was a real problem, however, in selecting such a broad and generalised topic, which is that it is easy to become lost in the vast array of data and thus obscure the argument for both yourself and your reader. This is what has happened to your dissertation. 
Whilst you divided your dissertation into eight sections, the numbering was confusing. You labelled the Introduction as Chapter 1, Methodology as Chapter 2, and Literature Review as Chapters 3, and then your next chapter Shakespeare and Astronomy you labelled as Chapter 1, Shakespeare and Astrology as Chapter 2, and Shakespeare and the Occult as Chapter 3. Furthermore your Introduction and Methodology chapters were not in fact chapters but single paragraphs. As with every other essay you have had to write in the MA, an introduction lays out the intention of your dissertation and allows you to take each of the introduced points into the body of the essay and, using evidence from other scholars, develop these points in the order that you introduce them, before you can draw a conclusion.  As this was non-existent in your dissertation it did not allow you to maintain a clear structure that would have held together the mass of questions you set out to tease and evaluate. 
Your Methodology was not a methodology but rather a broad generalised statement of intention with no focus on what you were seeking to achieve and how were seeking to achieve it by using such a methodology. For example, in what ways were you going to ‘thoroughly excavate material delineating Shakespeare’s knowledge and use of astrology, astronomy and the occult’? How were you determining the difference between these three terms? Was there ever a crossover? Were you using a database that cross-referenced each time Shakespeare used a particular term? Were you considering the number of times in each play Shakespeare refereed to a planet, a luminary, a place in the horoscope such as Ascendant, and so on? None of this was outlined

The Literature Review was an attempt to assemble what other writers had considered about Shakespeare’s use of astrology, astronomy and the occult but as you had not offered a detailed approach in your Introduction of the themes within these categories and how other authors had set about understanding them, it made it difficult for you to present an appropriate or considered Literature Review. What you did instead was to simply list a range of secondary sources that you thought might or might not have impacted on Shakespeare’s thinking. 
The body of your dissertation did not present a clearly reasoned argument. Many times what you offered was a list of Shakespearean quotes and a quote from a secondary source as if the one supported the other but because you left them to stand on their own, rather than weaving them together, there was no convincing argument. Many claims were made without evidence, such as on page 4 where you wrote that ‘In the Oration, della Mirandola quotes a passage from Hermes about the dangerous idea of man becoming a God. It is more than likely that Shakespeare used the Oration in Hamlet’. No sources were provided to back up this claim or the many other claims that were made in this dissertation.
Personal bias was also evident, such as on page 11 where you stated that ‘This metaphorisation of Usher’s is stretching Shakespeare’s dramatic intentions to the point of incredulity.’ Thus many of your statements read as dogmatic. An academic essay is one that is written in a neutral voice. 
Your writing style also needed attention. It conveyed meaning but your sentence structure was awkward, for example you wrote on page 3 that ‘Aristotle has a different opinion to Bradley’. This, however, does not make sense, since Aristotle lived many centuries before Bradley. 
There were also technical points to watch:

* The work was poorly referenced, for example, the use of URL in footnotes 29 and 48. 
* Rather than directing the reader to your appendix in footnotes, such footnotes needed to cited correctly, even if they were personal emails to you.
* Rather than being italicised, quotes needed to be indented and written without inverted commas.

Overall, then, your dissertation showed a weak ability to argue your points. It suffered from listing rather than reasoning, contained a tendency towards absolute statements, and at times exhibited personal bias. Above all it displayed a lack of coherence in being able to place your argument. As you acknowledge in your conclusion, a narrower focus may have served you better. 
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Comments:

There is the seed of a great dissertation here but you ran out of time and you submitted a version which, as you know, consists mainly of ideas for a great dissertation. Nonetheless, your research and discussion in parts is sufficient to balance the very obvious places where you didn’t do your best.
You set a very good wider context for your study of Shakespeare, from his religious context (the Reformation) and Copernicanism to the contrasting opinions expressed by Pico’s Oration in the Dignity of Man and Montaigne’s pessimism concerning European humanity. The loss of coherence due to Galileo’s observations is almost important, even if it came right at the very end of Shakespeare’s creative career. You indicate where Shakespeare was influenced by classical literature, as in his apparent use of Ovid’s Metamorphoses. You note the close relationship between Hamlet’s famous statement to Horatio that there are more things in heaven and earth than dreamt of in his philosophy and Cicero’s comment to Brutus. You critique Peter Ussher’s view that Shakespeare was writing a coded manifesto for Copernicanism and note those literary critics who ignore Shakespeare’s esoteric lineage (which should hardly be controversial considering the prevalence of esoteric notions at the time). All these points are good. Your wider task, though, was a systematic exploration of classical cosmology in Shakespeare, and it is the systematic study that you have not fully achieved. 

As you know, your introduction consisted of only a paragraph so you never really give yourself a chance to set the foundations for the study which could have been usefully done within the context of Renaissance thought. (By the way, you didn’t need a methodology section, this being a historical dissertation). However, the literature review does pick up on important sources, such as Tillyard and, later, Frances Yates. Your chapter structure on Shakespeare and astronomy, the occult and astrology does allow you to address different topics in a relatively focused manner. The implications James I’s attack on witches and Francis Bacon’s call for a sane astrology could also have been developed: was either actually relevant in terms of general attitudes to astrology at the time? You use Marlowe and Bruno 
To add a further perspective, and I think you could have made much of Bruno’s statement that one cannot understand God unless one makes one’s self equal to him. This is such a powerful statement of Renaissance humanism, combined with neoplatonic, hermetic magic, perhaps with some kabbalah mixed in, that it could almost have been a foundational statement for the whole dissertation. The discussion of Yates and Hanegraaff is similarly one which I would have put in the introduction. It is only late that you raise the concept of hamartia, which is fundamental to Shakespeare’s concept of tragedy and influenced, as you say, by Aristotle, but again, I would have given this prominence in the introduction.
This then becomes a difficult dissertation to assess.

It’s main weakness is that it is not in a finished state.

It’s strengths, though, is that 

1. you have related Shakespeare’s work to a variety of ancient sources

2. you have placed him within scholarly accounts of the period and, most importantly

3. you have maintained a critical and analytical tone throughout: you do not fall into the trap of being descriptive.

Just to pick up on a few points. 
Newton had no interest in horoscopic astrology. He did believe that comets were signs of divine intention and the presence or absence of astrological ideas in his alchemy has never been an object of research. 

You have converted the scientific revolution into a scientific reformation. There is no reason why you can’t do this but, given that you are challenging the entire body of western historiography, you should probably justify this!
Your note on Bohm (fn 15) is interesting, but all discursive text should be in the main text – and how would you integrate this with your study of Shakespeare? 
Your reference to Golding’s Lord of the Flies was interesting and, while only peripherally relevant to your topic, could have been integrated with a bit of thought.
Does Gloucester in ‘Lear’ really say that ‘the stars incline’?

To conclude then, it is a shame that you ran out of time but there is work here that you can be pleased with. You may well have had enough but if you feel that it is worthwhile to pull it into better shape in your own time, I would be happy to advise you. This is an area seriously neglected by Shakespeare scholars so you never know when your work might make a contribution.
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