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	For completion by the first marker:
Comments:
This is a well-constructed and well-written dissertation in which you have intelligently explored the relationship of astrology to science, focused around a very interesting and effective piece of qualitative research.
Your stated aim was to explore the claims made by scientifically-oriented astrologers on the scope of science as an explanatory tool for astrology, looking at the essential nature of astrology, definitions of science and the role of intuition, and the cosmology of the individual astrologer as a factor shaping their view of the relationship of astrology to science. You began by examining definitions of astrology, science and intuition, and here you made good use of Mayer to highlight a distinction between theory and practice in astrology and made the important point that not only is astrology diverse in both respects, science likewise may have more than one possible definition (which may be particularly relevant for astrology as a subject rooted in pre-modern cosmology).You then presented a wide literature review encompassing all of these subject areas. You demonstrated here the sheer breadth of existing positions and views, and explored some of the key research carried out into astrology by Dean, Carlson, Gauquelin and others, along with some of the foundation of astrology in the cosmology of Plato and Aristotle.
You outlined your methodology and gave a thorough exploration of your own position as the researcher, before then outlining your findings under four key headings followed by an interpretive analysis of them. Your analysis was well done, for instance using Shallis to explore the finding that astrology’s lack of conformity to scientific testing is not necessarily proof of its falsity but simply expresses a different world view. Here you also come back to your earlier exploration of the diversity of astrology, the different definitions of science and the role of intuition. You had earlier made a helpful distinction between the practice of astrology and its possible theoretical or philosophical foundations, and this gave you a golden thread to follow in respect of the diversity of opinion about the nature of astrology as highlighted by Campion and Greene amongst others and were able to follow this in the analysis of your findings and return to it in your conclusion.
Your dissertation has a very good structure. The material is well organised and laid out logically, with clear headings and sub-headings, allowing the reader to navigate easily. You make a logical progression through the material and manage to explore a potentially huge subject area without losing the essential focus. Your work is well referenced, with a large selection of primary and secondary sources used.
One thing occurs in respect of defining intuition in relation to astrology (pp.17-18). Tracy Marks was arguably using this word in a different way to Geoffrey Cornelius. As you have stated, the latter’s view of astrology is that it is a form of divination – in other words, a birth chart is not an objective map of a person’s psyche, but a ritual device to focus awareness, so intuition is needed because charts don’t give the astrologer any objective information. On the other hand, Marks (not a horary astrologer like Cornelius, but doing birth chart readings) was arguably not coming from such a radical framework – like many (most?) consultant astrologers, she was arguably viewing the chart as a map of the client’s psyche and suggesting that we need intuition to interpret it because its symbols are multivalent. For Cornelius, astrology itself is intuition – for Marks, it is perhaps just the symbols which require intuition. This is more relevant as a distinction than it sounds, given that Cornelius has stated that scientific testing of astrology (in its judicial form) is fraught with problems because the chart defies the kind of objective reality which many astrologers accord to it. You give a long quote from Cornelius’ book The Moment of Astrology on p.27, but you do not then discuss or interpret the content of the quote – this would have been appropriate, or at least interesting, given the radicality of this view in the context of astrology’s development as a consultative art in the 20th century. In respect of the relationship of practice to theory, what Cornelius seems to suggest is that both theory and practice are intuitive and imaginative – for Marks (along with perhaps the majority of practising consultant astrologers) the theory is accepted as ‘real’ and it is just the practice which is intuitive. Relevant here too is the idea that not all astrologers who believe astrology is not a science are advocates of the idea of astrology as divination – we need to be careful not to divide astrology according to these two positions, because the situation is surely more complex than that. 
In this respect, your discussion of ‘Astrology treated as a combination of disciplines’ is rather short, with only the astrologer David Cochrane cited. This category might well contain quite a large percentage of the astrological community, so it was worth thinking about this more carefully because it would affirm a position that astrology has elements of science in it but is not a science according to a contemporary understanding of that term. This might well be the category most astrologers fall into. When you explored different definitions of science on pp.14-17, you explored a broad distinction between what might be termed a pre-modern view of it as a body of knowledge with its own system and its own internal logic – as you say, ‘a demonstrable discipline that has its own rules’ – and a modern or contemporary view of scientific method as an approach that requires outcomes to be proven and replicable. So in the section on ‘Astrology treated as a causal, physical science’ it is presumably the latter definition that you were thinking of. It would have been helpful to state this and thus more obviously carry through into these later sections the definitions of science you discussed earlier. It might not be surprising if astrologers say ‘yes’ to astrology being a science if the definition of ‘science’ is ‘a demonstrable discipline that has its own rules’ (and resting on the foundational cosmology of Plato and Aristotle), but ‘no’ if it has to conform to replicable testing. 
Just a note on word counts – you have almost 2,000 words on reflexivity, which was perhaps overlong. On the other hand, there are only about 500 words on methodology, where you refer to YouTube videos and TED talks but don’t state how you used these resources and what they consisted of. Just 6,000 words for the findings and analysis is also perhaps less than ideal and might account for the relative lack of consideration of the literature from your definitions and literature review sections as you analysed your findings. You came back only to a small number of the numerous authors you employed for those two earlier sections, which meant your analysis was not quite as firmly placed within the context of the literature as it might have been. Your conclusion needed to be longer too, but this was not the place to introduce new material (the discussion on Dean) – this should have been considered in your analysis section. 
Although the dissertation is very well written, there were occasionally some errors in the grammar and punctuation. For instance, a sentence such as the one on p.13 where you say: ‘Whereas Mayer presents….’ is incorrect because it is not a proper sentence. Rather than a full stop after ‘astrologers’ you need a comma (or have a full stop, but then don’t start the next sentence ‘Whereas’). There are also quite a few instances where you need to insert a space after the footnote number. On p.16 there is a long and unattributed quote – this needed indentation and a footnote identifying the author.
Remember too that when you cite an author for the first time in the text, you need to use their full name – there are many instances where you don’t do this. Although on one level a technicality, it is also linked to the idea of stating more clearly who everyone is. If you give the full name and state clearly who that person is, then you are allowing your reader to distinguish between scientists, historians, philosophers and astrologers (or those who might span more than one of those categories) and crucially between primary and secondary sources. If you simply say ‘Kuhn’s argument reiterates Curry’s…’ (p.17) or Weidner thinks X…’ but don’t tell us who Kuhn or Weidner are, we cannot see the context properly. The reader needs to know which authors are effectively a primary source (an astrologer presenting a subjective view of their own practice) or a more scholarly secondary source. Rudhyar and Cochrane, for instance, need to be seen as primary sources, in contrast to say Brockbank who was writing in a scholarly context.
In the bibliography and footnotes, you have listed Geoffrey Cornelius’ book The Moment of Astrology as if it were several different texts – there is only one book by this name (first edition 1994, second edition 2003). The book is also subtitled ‘Origins in Divination’, not ‘Origins of Divination’ (which is a fairly important distinction!).
Well done though, for carrying out a clear and focused piece of research and intelligently exploring its findings, to arrive at some very interesting conclusions about science as an explanatory tool for astrology.
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Comments:

You were ambitious in your choice of subject and approach for this dissertation, and it is to your credit that you have succeeded in bringing a compendious range of sources and ideas together into a coherent whole.  The challenge of fitting everything into the word limit was always going to be difficult, and I don’t think you found a perfect balance; specifically, I would have liked to see more space devoted to your findings.  In order to accommodate this you could perhaps have reduced the space given to the literature review a little.

You provide the reader with a good introduction to the basic concepts that need to be grasped in such a study, as for example the distinction between testing for ‘a link between the heavenly bodies and events on earth’, and ‘testing the ability of astrologers.’ (p. 22)  You show that the definition of ‘science’ is less than straightforward, and this is a crucial part of your discussion.  This means that you are looking at a subject – astrology – whose nature is contested, with reference to another subject – science – whose nature is also contested.  This ratchets up the complexity of the discussion and makes it the more impressive that you negotiate it so well.

Your prose is clear, even when negotiating such complex issues.  There are some minor typos and similar issues which suggest that a final proofing run was needed, and in particular there is an issue with the bibliography, where there are numerous instances of the same book or article appearing more than once.  This issue seems as though it may have been caused, or exacerbated, by your citing the same text in different ways on different occasions, so that the fact of identical sources appearing more than once in the bibliography was not immediately apparent.

The positives far outweigh the negatives however.  You have provided a good solid introduction to a complex subject, and – building on that platform – have have presented your original research into the views of a range of contemporary astrologers.  There is clear evidence, in the perspectives of your respondents, of the pluralism of belief amongst astrologers regarding their subject – as you conclude, there is indeed ‘a disagreement about what astrology is and the nature of the cosmos within which it sits.’ (p. 74)  In conclusion, your dissertation provides new insight into the contested nature of astrology, and the possible relevance to it of science, and merits a high mark.
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