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	For completion by the first marker:
Comments:
This is a very good dissertation.  Starting with a fascinating subject, you have developed a well-structured discussion.  Your analysis of the issues in play, and teasing out of reasoned, balanced arguments thereon, is perhaps the most praiseworthy quality evident here.  An example of this is your raising the question, whether the ‘Overview Effect’ could be an artifact (the discussion beginning at the foot of p. 14 with reference to Bimm).
Your strategy of examining Curry’s qualities of enchantment in the context of the Overview Effect is central to your dissertation.  The introduction you give to ideas of enchantment and disenchantment, going back to Max Weber, is well-done and to the point. Your ability to think the issues through is clear throughout, for example at p. 22 where you question whether replication precludes enchantment.
The structure you employ is clear and logical throughout and builds to a clear set of conclusions.
At the foot of p.7 you say ‘Finding no previous scholarship explicitly using the term “enchantment”…’ – this needs to be more specific, to say that you found no literature using the term ‘enchantment’ in relation to experiences of the Overview Effect. I presume that was your intention, scholarship on enchantment other than Curry’s certainly exists, e.g. Mark A. Schneider, Culture and Enchantment (University of Chicago Press, 1993).  In principle it would have been good to have broadened the discussion of enchantment out beyond Curry, but I recognise this could easily have doubled your word-count and would not be realistic for a dissertation.
You struggle a bit with the significance of ‘embodiment’.  It can be argued that Curry does too, and your conclusion that ‘Curry’s requirement that enchantment must be “embodied” begins to weaken when it is considered in depth’ (p. 48) is for the most part well-argued.  There is however a weakness in the form of your discussion: at p. 24 you discussed Curry’s ‘embodiment’ as signifying bodily/physical involvement, but at p. 48 you ask what ‘embodied’ means and say, ‘presumably Curry means something associated with the real, tangible, and sensate – an experience with the body rather than just the mind’.
There are two issues here.  The first is that the obscurity of the term should have been flagged up when it first appears in your dissertation.  As it stands, you present two discussions of ‘embodiment’ – the first as if its meaning is clear, and the second with acknowledgement of its lack of clarity.
The second issue is that, given it has a significant role in the dissertation, you should have tried to get to the heart of Curry’s understanding of the term.  His discussion of embodied consciousness at pp. 127 – 8 of Astrology, Science and Culture would have been to the point here.  You could also have tried his paper ‘Embodiment, Alterity and Agency: Negotiating Antinomies in Divination’ (http://www.patrickcurry.co.uk/papers/Embodiment,%20Alterity%20and%20Agency.pdf) which so far as I know is his fullest statement on the subject, though also his most confusing.  In his book Enchantment, the characterisation of embodiment occurs largely via the critique of Descartes and Galileo (p. 110) and Plato (pp. 112-3) as favouring abstraction over actuality.  Hence the equation of embodiment with a specific, unique set of circumstances in his discussion of ‘concrete magic’ at p. 17.
I feel, therefore, that you needed to put a bit more work into the meaning of ‘embodiment’.  This notwithstanding, your discussion still shows the analytic heft to which I have already referred and it raises several significant questions for our understanding of what it could mean for enchantment to be embodied.
There is one instance where you show a lack of care in attributing your source.  At p. 44 you put forward the term ‘geophany’ and say ‘I have adopted this term after reading the work of Tim Robinson’. Since the word, and Robinson, were introduced on p. 86 of Curry’s Enchantment - and since you quote from that page directly under your discussion of Robinson – you should have acknowledged that Curry preceded you here.
There are several issues with references, I will list the main ones next:
p. 6 n. 2 – the quotation should be attributed to Curry alone rather than to Willis and Curry – the book includes a list of which author wrote which chapters at p. 13. To be fair, when you repeat the quotation (at p. 15 of your text) you do attribute it to Curry alone.
p. 6 n. 3 – more detail is needed in this reference. Publication details are needed for James’s text – including the fact that it was published, and is better known, as A Pluralistic Universe.  Although the text by Fechner that James referred to has not been translated into English, still you should have supplied the reference as given by James (‘Fechner: Über die Seelenfrage, 1861, p. 170’). A similar point about giving publication details for James also applies at p. 12 n. 15. The URL you supply in the latter reference explains the absence of information about Fechner’s publication: James’s footnotes are not reproduced on the particular webpage you consulted. This demonstrates the perils of relying on a website for one’s information, of course.
p. 19 n. 35 – a URL is needed for any reference to online media.
p. 20 n. 38 – the ref is to p.33, the last page of the article is p. 20. I think probably the ref should be to pp. 3 – 4. Also since the reference is to Heraclitus it would have been good to have cited as a primary source an English translation of his works, in addition to the paper by Taran. 
p. 23 – the first time Curry’s Defending Middle-Earth: Tolkien, Myth and Modernity is cited, a reference for the text should be included (one appears on p. 36). Also the title is given inaccurately as Tolkien: Myth and Modernity.
p. 30 in discussing Fechner’s ‘day view’ and ‘night view’ you need to include a reference to your source for these terms, at this point.  You could have cited the book by Heidelberger which you cite on the next page.
p. 31 a typo in the first indented quotation – ‘mechanistic mechanism’ should be ‘mechanistic materialism’. Also the footnote should be to p. 125, not p. 135.
p. 39 – it would be better to say ‘Dennis Tito’ the first time this name appears rather than just ‘Tito’ from the outset – particularly since ‘Tito’ may be a given name or a family name.
In conclusion, your prose is lucid and you show an exceptional ability to think through issues and apply rational analysis to your subject-matter.  Such faults as there are, could be attributed to a shortage of time or of care - neither of which is insuperable. I should also acknowledge that the difficulty of getting to libraries during the ongoing Coronavirus lockdowns has made it more difficult than usual to conduct the detailed research whose occasional absence I have mentioned above.
With a little revision this dissertation would merit publication in an academic journal.  If you are tempted to go further in academia I encourage you to do so, as it is clear from this work that you possess the most important qualities to do good work: the ability to think things through on your own terms; to arrive at balanced conclusions; and to express your findings clearly. 
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	For completion by the second marker:

Comments:

This is a mature and thoughtful piece of work which tackles an original topic of immediate contemporary relevance: the Overview Effect. The research question asks whether the Effect is a form of enchantment. The whole tone of the Dissertation is confident, and critical; it is extremely well written, entirely lacking in typos and grammatical errors, and flows very well. It is clearly structured and each chapter relates backwards to previous chapters and forwards to subsequent ones. The whole dissertation is therefore extremely well integrated.

Very good use is made of both secondary sources, beginning with Fechner’s work (which was unfortunately unavailable and therefore cited only via William James), and then based heavily in the works of Patrick Curry and Frank White. Very good use is made of primary sources, mainly in the form of statements by astronauts. The dissertation enters further innovator a territory be investigating concepts of place, space and landscape, on the grounds of that the goal of the Overview Effect is to transform life on Earth. The Earth is our home, according to at least one experiencer of the effect (p. 36), and Tim Robinson‘s word Geophany is helpfully adapted and Barbara Bender’s contested space adds a rationale for understating competing views. A critical attitude is taken throughout, and the text debates clearly and fairly whether technology and enchantment are compatible or incompatible. It is observed that the Effect itself suggests a level of detachment, in that the people who experience it are looking down, taking an ‘overview’, and therefore separate to the sight (of the Earth) which provokes the effect. The problem of whether the Effect can be virtual is explored (p. 25) and the critical examination of the overview affect includes its commodification (not a word that is used in the thesis) by space tourism (p. 22), and its utility (p. 23).

There are two conventions of thesis writing which are not observed. Firstly, work which uses the personal pronoun reference to the students own position would be required. 
In addition one would not normally use the personal pronoun in a historical piece (and this is a piece located in the modern history of modern ideas). However in response to the first point this is not an ethnographic piece of work, and in response to the second, such is the confident tone of the work, that the use of the personal pronoun is affective, especially it is it used purely in terms of the research process and its conduct, not in terms of personal opinions.

Secondly, the dissertation ends with a journalistic note (It would seem that where enchantment and space are concerned, the sky is no limit). The normal requirement would be to end with a comment on the research question. However, the entire concluding chapter effectively summarises the research in the previous chapters. The conclusion is actually that that there are major issues to consider and a debate to be had (especially if tourists are to be sold space trips on the grounds that they will experience the effect).

The one weak discussion occurs on page 48 and concerns embodiment. The dissertation claims that ‘this is a question for another discussion’, but then speculates on what Curry means. It would have been easy enough to establish this. In a passage which is not clear, it seems to be then suggested that subjective experience is most important, and that this does not have a neurophysiological foundation, a suggestion which then seems to be contradicted by reference to the ability of psychedelic drugs to produce such experience. The whole issue could have been cleared up if carries actual few of embodiment was included.

Lastly, there are a few incomplete references (Reference 3 on p. 6), and some missing references (p. 22). 

In short this is an excellent dissertation which makes an original and timely (in view of current developments in space travel) contribution to scholarship.
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	Comments (for completion by the internal markers which indicate how the agreed internal mark has been arrived at):

After discussion of the relative balance of strengths in, and criticisms of, the text, we concluded that the Dissertation deserved to be moved into the distinction grade.


	NB.  All marks are provisional until confirmed by the final examination board.
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