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Phyllis McCrory Rowan 1807881: HPCA 7001 Essay 1: pgs. 4-7 
TO COMPARE AND CONTRAST TWO, ONLINE ARTICLES WITH 
REFERENCE TO THE WORDS ‘ASTROLOGY’ AND ‘CULTURE’ 
Word-count: 1828
          In this assignment, I compare and contrast two studies sourced on JSTOR using 
the words ‘astrology’ and ‘culture’: ‘Astrology and Marginality’[footnoteRef:1] by Robert Wuthnow  [1:  Robert Wuthnow, ‘Astrology and Marginality’, Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion,15.2(1976),157-168 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/11385359> [accessed: 23 October 2018]] 

and ‘Who Looks at the Stars? Astrology and its Constituency’[footnoteRef:2] by Shoshanah Feher.   [2:  Shoshanah Feher, 'Who Looks to the Stars? Astrology and its Constituency', Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 31.1(1992), 88-93 http://www.jstor.org/stable/1386834 [accessed: 23 October 2018]] 

Written a generation apart, drawing exceptionally on astrology as an appropriate 
subject for scientific research, their studies are seen here to reflect the accelerated 
evolution of alternate thinking and social acceptance of alternate lifestyles that characterized western society in the last quarter of the twentieth century. Interaction between the conceptual and empiric reality of Wuthnow and Feher in their experience 
as scholars engaged in contemporary, sociological enquiry, evokes themes relative to 
the principle of individual, academic and civil liberty as freedom for some or for all. 

Each study evokes to a degree the model of astrology proposed by Bernadette Brady in ‘Predictive Astrology: The Eagle and the Lark’.[footnoteRef:3] Allowing that this is only one model, she depicts astrology as a portal to understand the mystery of the Cosmos and discover our purpose and place in it. The horoscope is seen to open a line of communication between Heaven and Earth in a magical language which sends a coded message from the stars[footnoteRef:4] to symbolize each person’s ‘fated struggle for wholeness’.[footnoteRef:5] While not referencing this model  [3:  Bernadette Brady, Predictive Astrology: the eagle and the lark (San Francisco: Red Wheel/ Weiser, 1999).]  [4:  Ibid., p.1.]  [5:  Ibid., p. xvi.] 

of astrology further, it is interesting to remember when Wuthnow’s and Feher’s ‘ability 
to choose an option is assigned to free will, and allocated to fate is the nature and timing’.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  Ibid., p. xvii.] 

Each study also evokes to a degree, Rudolf Steiner’s concern in ‘Education as a Social Problem’[footnoteRef:7] that modern culture fears bridging the gap between a religious view of the world and a scientific view of the world which run parallel, in a way that too often belittles both. [7:  Rudolf Steiner, Education as a Social Problem (New York: Anthroposophic Press, 1984), p.100.] 

While not referencing his ‘special configuration’ again, it is pertinent to recall that Wuthnow and Feher remain detached from the idea of astrology as having intrinsic merit. Yet, from 
an establishment perspective, both utilize it as an arbitrary measure of sociological enquiry. 

Robert Wuthnow’s study in 1976 on ‘Astrology and Marginality’ and Shoshanah Feher’s study in 1992 on ‘Who Looks at the Stars? Astrology and its Constituency’ were first published in the Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion in affiliation with its learned Society.  Since 1961, this progressive, multi-disciplined Journal fostered non-theological, religious enquiry, providing an insider platform for scholars like Wuthnow and Feher 
to present empirical research in social sciences of interest to its university readership 
who shared the ethical standards and intellectual expectations of their academic world.

These two, exploratory studies are inextricably linked in academic memory since Feher’s study in ‘92 drew on Wuthnow’s study from ’76 to support her findings and refute his 
by dint of his own methodology.[footnoteRef:8] Yet fortune favours the bold. Feher’s study continues  [8:  Wuthnow’s analysis in of a random, diverse, population sample, taken in ‘73 in the San Francisco Bay Area, concluded that believers in astrology tended to be ‘socially marginal’. Subsequently adapted Wuthnow’s index on marginality to compare this with data she generated from a select group of subscribing participants at the recently formed, United Astrologers’ Congress ‘89 in Louisiana.] 

to be cited more than Wuthnow’s and she is amply credited for drawing attention to 
the UAC’89 Congress which opened the way to freer access to astrological knowledge.
While Feher’s 'brief sociological foray’ is marred by many ‘personalized examples’[footnoteRef:9], [9:  Nicholas Campion, Astrology and Popular Religion in the Modern West (Routlege: London and New York, 2016), p. 53.] 

her initiative put astrology firmly on the university radar, if not on the curriculum.

Neither Wuthnow nor Feher were well-versed in astrology, yet both assume authority 
to draw arbitrarily on it for their research.  There is no evidence in either text that they
consider its vast dimensions, evergreen appeal, diversity or implications for the future,
but each scholar is sufficiently impressed by the idea that it mattered so much to so 
many, for so long, that both choose to make it a central issue in to their methodology. 
Until that point, their professional perspective was likely to have been dominated by 
the assumptions of the scientific world where reason claims to understand and explain everything and little room is left for ‘the magical, the miraculous, the marvellous and the supernatural’.[footnoteRef:10] However, there is a glimmer of something sweet and open in Wuthnow’s vocabulary which contrasts with Feher’s jargon to impose her sociological authority.  [10:  Peter Marshall, World Astrology (London: Macmillan, 2004), p.401.] 

Suffice for now to compare Wuthnow’s metaphoric reference to ‘a coping mechanism’ 
(p. 157), ‘left on the fringe’ (p.157), ‘disenchanted’ (p. 164), ‘poorly’ (p. 165) and Hair
 (p. 167) with Feher’s references to ‘constituency’ (p.88), ‘generalizable’ (p. 89),’bulk of’ 
(p. 91), ‘hard-core’ (p. 92), continuum hypothesis’ and ‘differentially susceptible’ (p. 93).    

Whether astrology was an appropriate tool for Wuthnow’s and Feher’s social observations reflects the arbitrary point that each one aimed to make of it: shadings’[footnoteRef:11] are evoked in the discourse surrounding each text that relate to their university experience and academic ambition. However, these are not immediately transparent to an outsider reader and, [11:  Gerard Genette, Thresholds of Interpretation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), p. 5.] 

though both studies appear substantive in principle, neither is definitive in practice.

Flags in the text and para-text of each article would have alerted current, academic readers of the Journal of magisterial constraint on Wuthnow’s intellectual liberty to pursue his own research methods, in contrast to Feher who was a free spirit to pursue hers. But it is not 
the intention here to debate whether Feher was correct to hold Wuthnow to account 
by adapting his Index to comply with a theory that was not his own, nor to speculate on 
her motives for recycling his methodology to disprove it, to his detriment and her credit. 

Feher’s study was not destined to provide material for her doctoral thesis as Wuthnow’s study had done. Nevertheless, she had already contributed this to ‘Perspectives on 
the New Age’, in press.[footnoteRef:12] In contrast to Wuthnow, she has personal support from female and male academics, with access to influential friends in publishing and society and the  [12:  Shoshanah Feher, ‘Who Holds the Cards? Women and new age astrology’, in Perspectives on the New Age, ed. by James Lewis and Gordon Melton (New York: SUNY Press, 1992).] 

love of her mother. Yet neither text gives a sense of completion and transparency. Both young scientists are seen to be professionally ambitious. Feher was just starting her doctorate at UC Santa Barbara, and Wuthnow had just been awarded his at UC Berkeley, when their studies were published. It was vital for each to be noticed and win approval
from their faculty members and funding bodies. Pragmatically, Wuthnow was under 
more pressure to conform to old-school, academic authority in ‘75 than was Feher in ’92. 
In contrast to Feher, Wuthnow was attached financially and academically to the Survey Research Centre under the direction of Charles Glock who is also his doctoral supervisor.
It is reasonable to presume that he was less free than Feher to dictate the terms of his methodology, or to present an outcome in his study that conflicted with set theories. 
In academia of the 70’s, even in Berkeley, the magisterial tradition was not about to disappear. By ’92, student-centred universities like UCSB would foster confidence and encourage women like Feher to think outside the box in a discipline of their choice.

In retrospect, the studies of Wuthnow and Feher link astrology within a sociological framework that spans almost two decades in the last quarter of the twentieth century, witnessing a massive, cultural shift in the collective paradigm[footnoteRef:13] reflective of the passage [13:  Christopher Booker, The Seven Basic Plots (London: Continuum, 2004), pp..683-692.] 

between the Uranus-Pluto conjunction in ‘65 and the Neptune-Pluto conjunction in ‘93.[footnoteRef:14]  Together, they flank a watershed period in the last quarter when student unrest in the [14:  Thérèse Casati, Manuel d’astrologie: Synthèse des connaissances essentielles (Paris: Éditions du Rocher, 2002), p.341.] 

West Coast spearheaded elsewhere an unprecedented desire in the expectation of individuals in society to be their own authority in how they lived. Whereas Wuthnow 
evokes a sociological cycle of renewal when deconstruction of the old status quo moves towards balance, Feher evokes a time when construction is underway and alternative 
is normalized in a new status quo. Hence, Feher’s study on ‘what types of people were interested in the practice’ becomes historically significant when paired with Wuthnow’s study to ‘examine the social correlates of interest and belief in astrology’.[footnoteRef:15] Both had  [15:  As cited in the abstracts to each study.] 

just witnessed in astrology the continuity of a tradition that is probably unmatched in the intellectual history of the west[footnoteRef:16]  and the renaissance in popular form of an ancient, noble art. As sociologists, did they get what this meant? Or did they misinterpret what real people thought about astrology and its esoteric offshoots as just another New Age manifestation?[footnoteRef:17]  [16:  Anthony Grafton, 'Girolamo Cardano and the Tradition of Classical Astrology', Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 142, 3(1998), p.324 <http:// www.jstor.org/stable/3152240> [accessed 7 December 2018].]  [17:  Nicholas Campion, Astrology and Popular Religion in the Modern West (Routledge: London and New York, 2016), p. 53.] 


For most of history, idealistic belief that mind came first was the religious- spiritual view of 
life until the materialistic or atheistic view put matter first[footnoteRef:18] and perhaps last.  When Feher’s paper raised Wuthnow’s from academic archives and drew it squarely, almost by default, [18:  Jonathan Black, The Sacred History (London: Quercus, 2013) p. xii. 
] 

 into her new world where the intellectual elite recommenced discussion of mystical and 
spiritual experience without derision, this could be the most significant point made in them. 
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