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Compare and contrast the treatment of ONE astrological planet, star, zodiac sign or constellation, in at least THREE primary source documents.
Word count – 2208
Introduction:
[bookmark: _GoBack]This essay will compare and contrast the treatment of one astrological planet; the sun, in at least three primary source documents. The primary sources are derived from both ancient (before 500 CE) and modern (19th, 20th, or 21st century), featuring the Tetrabiblios, by Claudius Ptolemy (ancient) and Encyclopedia of Psychological Astrology, by Charles Carter (modern). A third primary source choice is Johannes Kepler’s on More Certain Fundamentals of Astrology Prague 1601, authored by J. Bruce Brackenridge and Mary Ann Rossi. 
These documents were mainly chosen in-line with the essay criteria, while also serving as leading sources of each of the ancient and modern timelines. The Ptolemy and Kepler sources were also chosen for their unique blend of both astronomy and astrology, which provided an interesting ‘compare and contrast’ exercise to Charles Carter’s specialized focus on astrological and humanistic depth psychology interpretations. Finally, the author of this essay has an academic interest with ancient Egyptian sources, and for this additional reason, Ptolemy was also chosen, given his prolific study of the region, during the Ptolemaic dynasty of ancient Egypt in 323BC. This background to Ptolemy’s work will be discussed later within the essay. 
Moreover, as part of the core purpose of this essay, to ‘compare and contrast’ the treatment of the astrological planet of the sun; it will be necessary to offer brief details of each of our primary source documents, for added context, and a deeper understanding of their intended school of thought. This will include the date of document, author, their original language, coupled with the name of translator, date of translation and their general background. Once complete, this will offer an enhanced platform for identifying and raising key themes that will be critiqued and debated.
A more in-depth review of Tetrabiblios, by Ptolemy, states that his notable work consists of a series of four books, published during his lifetime (ca. AD 100-178), with the title in some manuscripts meaning “Mathematical Treatise in Four Books,” and in others “The Prognostics addressed to Syrus.” It was originally written in Greek, and only a few translations and commentaries were made during the 16th century.[footnoteRef:1] The Loeb Classical Library version is the one referenced here, as translated by Frank Egleston Robbins (1884-1963). He was a Professor of Greek at the University of Michigan for 21 years and according to his University memoir, a member of several classical societies.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Claudius, Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos, trans. by F. E. Robbins (Harvard University Press. 1940), pp inside cover.]  [2:  Frank Egleston Robbins https://www.lib.umich.edu/faculty-history/faculty/frank-egleston-robbins [accessed May 30, 2018].
] 

The Encyclopedia of Psychological Astrology by Charles Carter had its first edition published in 1924 and written in English. Acclaimed as the greatest British Astrologer of the Twentieth Century; he is said to be born into a wealthy and well-respected family, with several ‘Carters’ serving as Mayors of a local UK county. During his youth, Carter received professional training as a barrister and joined the army. This is when his interest for astrology commenced, after a debut reading from the prominent British astrologer, Alan Leo (1860-1917). [footnoteRef:3]    [3:  Charles Carter, https://www.charlescarter.com [accessed May 30, 2018].] 

Johannes Kepler’s ‘More Certain Fundamentals of Astrology Prague 1601’, was authored by J. Bruce Brackenridge and Mary Ann Rossi. Kepler’s work is often celebrated only in the traditional textbooks of physics or astronomy, in terms of his contributions to astronomy and three laws of planetary motion. The original language of this particular work was published in Latin, but in others, often in German; and within this chosen respective Appleton edition, translated into English by Brackenridge and Rossi. Both authors have a unique specialization within either classical languages and civilization, or classical physics and the history of science. Their joint mission was to build improvements upon the Clancy Publications of New York in 1942, which was deemed ‘unsatisfactory because at times it was inaccurate in its translation and often incorrect in its interpretation’.[footnoteRef:4]    [4:  Bruce J. Brackenridge and Mary Ann Rossi, Johannes Kepler’s on the More Certain Fundamentals of Astrology Prague 1601, Vol 123, (Apr 27, 1979), pp 88.] 

The key themes that will be identified and raised within this essay include 1.) Interpretation; of both astronomy and astrology. 2.) Cause-Effect Model; rational science or philosophical schools of thought, and the application of physical effect vs. a holistic approach or the psychological influences. 3.) Implication: the extent of deterministic thinking in their models.           
Interpretation 
The title of this essay only references the ‘astrological’ interpretation of a planet, and other related factors. However, all primary source authors have a different treatment of both astronomic and astrological interpretations. For example, in the Tetrabiblos, Ptolemy defines ‘Astronomy’ as ‘aspects of the movements of sun, moon, and stars in relation to each other and to the earth, as they occur from time to time.’ Ptolemy’s definition of astronomy is further accentuated as ‘having its own science’ and thereby juxtaposed from the qualities of astrology which he deems a ‘less self-sufficient method in a properly philosophical way’.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Claudius, Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos, trans. by F. E. Robbins (Harvard University Press. 1940), pp 3.] 

Kepler progresses between the two disciplines with his physical causes model which offers more scientific evidence of the viability of both, using a geometric diversity of influences, which include energy or cyclical activity that is transmitted by planetary heating, humidification, light and harmonics. However, neither Ptolemy or Kepler, include reference to the astrological implications of planets such as the sun across the zodiac signs. In fact, Kepler postulates that ‘nothing is more intolerable in this almost unique concern of certain astrologers than that they distribute with certain infantile credulity twelve houses among seven planets beyond every sound and philosophical reason.’[footnoteRef:6]        [6:  Bruce J. Brackenridge and Mary Ann Rossi, Johannes Kepler’s on the More Certain Fundamentals of Astrology Prague 1601, Vol 123, (Apr 27, 1979), pp 99.] 

Whereas, Carter makes the opposing observation that ‘the astrologer is fortunate in the pursuit of his studies to find himself confronted at the outset with certain ultimate factors, which, handed down from the past, satisfy alike by their logical completeness and their agreement with the order of Nature.’ The allusion to ‘nature’ suggests a more holistic understanding of interpretation of the universe. This is an ongoing theme which is reinforced with his references to the philosophy of Lao Tzse about how ‘In Tao is Unity of Life’ and ‘In Unity is Duality of Life’[footnoteRef:7] etc.  [7:  Charles, Carter, Encyclopedia of Psychological Astrology (published 2003 by Astrology Classics), pp 14.] 

Cause-Effect Model 
The cause-effect model used by each of the authors is also very different, as previously alluded to within the review of their interpretation work. By primarily focusing on astronomically related factors, both Ptolemy and Kepler, have a rationally based science-first approach to their analysis, which draws boundaries against a more holistic school of thought, or for example, any psychological implications of the human condition. 
This seems to be uniquely associated to the realm of astrology, and for that reason, is why Carter dedicates his entire book and career to An Encyclopedia of Psychological Astrology. How do these two different frameworks influence their treatment of a planet like the sun? Ptolemy describes ‘the active power of the sun’s essential nature is found to be heating and, to a certain degree, drying,’ then he speaks of its ‘size and obviousness of its seasonal changes’. [footnoteRef:8] [8:  Claudius, Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos, trans. by F. E. Robbins (Harvard University Press. 1940), pp 34.] 

Kepler, as already stated, reviews the geometric diversity of influences, and only evolves this model further by using it to justify astrologically related phenomenon. In his Thesis 4, he explains ‘the physical function of the sun is to heat’ and how its effectiveness is influenced by ‘elevation, the nature of the atmosphere, and the angle at which the sun’s rays strike the horizon’.[footnoteRef:9] All of this is based on physical and rational analysis.  [9:  Bruce J. Brackenridge and Mary Ann Rossi, Johannes Kepler’s on the More Certain Fundamentals of Astrology Prague 1601, Vol 123, (Apr 27, 1979), pp 91.] 

In stark contrast, Carter talks about the psychological aspects of the sun, in the context of a related zodiac; ‘the Sun-Leo influence is unquestionably behind all manifestation of life, and hence this, acting strongly and harmoniously in the nativity, is of great general assistance to the native and will nearly always produce what is called an able man’. The allusion to how the sun can impact ‘strongly and harmoniously in the nativity’ is another reference which is exclusive to the cause-effect model that pertains to astrology.  
What else could be the reason behind each author’s cause-effect model? Nicolas Campion points out that astrology ‘exists only within a cultural context’.[footnoteRef:10] This also likely extends to all the different schools of thought, including astronomy and rationalism. However, there is a paradox within Campion’s statement, in a world that has evolving cultural boundaries. The bigger question now is how much of an influence did each author suffer from cultural boundaries of their era?  [10:  Nicolas Campion, Divination Symbol Presentation, University of Wales (2018), pp. 6] 

Brackenbridge argues that ‘to Greek philosophers and astronomers the universe was a well-defined structure of directly related bodies. The concept of predictable influence between these bodies is in principle not at all different from any modern mechanistic theory.’ Meantime, the ‘astrological lore did not stem—but rather promoted—superstition and magical practices’. He then points that ‘both [Ptolemy and Kepler] see a purity in astronomy that does not exist in astrology’.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Bruce J. Brackenridge and Mary Ann Rossi, Johannes Kepler’s on the More Certain Fundamentals of Astrology Prague 1601, Vol 123, (Apr 27, 1979), pp 85.] 

Another potential cultural boundary is described by Stephen Heilen in the ‘confrontation between astrology and Christianity in late antiquity’ and its general ‘incompatibility with religious faith, morality and penitence’.[footnoteRef:12] This would have likely been a major risk to Ptolemy and Kepler, particularly with regards to their established and respected careers.  [12:  Heilen, Stephan, ‘Teaching ‘Astrology in Greece and Rome’, The Classical Journal, Vol. 98, No. 2 (Dec., 2002 – Jan., 2003), pp 201-210.] 

How did this contrast with cultural background of era or region? During the Ptolemaic dynasty of ancient Egypt in 323BC, there would have been many indigenous influences from practices of the past, particularly in the art of divination, magic and sacred rituals. Briant Bohleke explains the origins of ‘The corpus of Hermetic writings, consisting of 42 or more works by the 3rd century AD37, comprised the revelations of the mystagogue Hermes Trismegistus to his son and initiate Tat, imparting a divine visionary which was the basis of this pseudo-scientific and philosophical dialogue’.[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  Krogh C. Marilyn and Pillifant Ashley Brooke, Kemetic Orthodoxy: Ancient Egyptian Religion on the Internet: A Research Note Author(s): (Oxford University Press), pp 17.
] 

One must ask the question, as to how much of the ancient Egyptian or hermetic traditions in ‘pseudo-scientific’ and ‘philosophical dialogue’ preserved by Ptolemy’s writings and to what extent did the cultural boundaries of the Greco-Roman era filter unexplained mysteries of how they viewed the universe, or even how they practiced astrology?
Implication 
What was the implication of each author’s cause-effect model? How deterministic are their models and to what extent is empirical research offered? Once again, in the case of Ptolemy and Kepler, being primarily rational, as Brackenbridge argues ‘The concept of predictable influence between these [planetary] bodies is in principle not at all different from any modern mechanistic theory.’ This implies a ‘mechanistic theory’ which is based on the probabilities of certain variables triggering a specific chain-reaction. 
The same theory could hold for the nature of astrological prediction, but in the case of Carter, he states that he has ‘not intended to prove [his] assertions by sheer weight of cases’ and ‘rather sought to give one or two good examples drawn, where possible, from easily accessible and reliable sources such as the nativities of royalty.’[footnoteRef:14] But how probable is a limited data source based on royalty, in predicting the astrological influence on a global and diverse population?     [14:  Charles, Carter, Encyclopedia of Psychological Astrology (published 2003, by Astrology Classics), pp 14.] 

Another point, but different in nature, is that Carter takes a step further in applying deterministic thinking in his treatment of astrology, by predicting his own death. Does this imply there is no free-will in whether we live or die? An argument can be made either way, but the real point is how reliably can we predict such an unpredictable outcome, not least, by only analyzing a person’s natal chart? That said, other famous astrologers such as William Lilly seemed to prove this was possible, by correctly predicting when King Charles I would die.[footnoteRef:15] This serves as a useful and final ‘compare and contrast’ between Carter’s treatment of determinism, against Ptolemy and Kepler’s mechanistic and probabilistic approaches.  [15:  Catherine Blackledge, The Man Who Saw The Future, (published 2015, by Watkins Publishing), pp 188.] 

Conclusion:
This essay compared and contrasted the treatment of one astrological planet, the sun, in at least three primary sources, notably in the work of Ptolemy, Kepler and Carter. The key themes identified and raised within this essay included the interpretation; of both astronomy and astrology. Cause-effect model; rational science or philosophical schools of thought, and the application of physical effect vs. a holistic approach or the psychological influences. Implication: the extent of deterministic thinking in their models. 
It found that Ptolemy and Kepler subscribed to a rational, scientifically-driven approach, and so they both ‘see a purity in astronomy that does not exist in astrology’. Whereas, Carter, is on the other side of the scale, being a traditional astrologer, focusing on humanistic depth psychology and a follower of notable philosophers such as Lao Tzse. 
Moreover, this school of thought filtered through onto their cause-effect models. By primarily focusing on astronomically related factors, both Ptolemy and Kepler, have a rationally based science-first approach to their analysis, which draws boundaries against a more holistic school of thought, or for example, any psychological implications of the human condition. The bigger question that was asked is how much of an influence did each author suffer from cultural boundaries of their era? In stark contrast to the mainstream’s culturally accepted trends of rationalism, Carter talks about the psychological aspects of the sun, in the context of a related zodiac; ‘the Sun-Leo influence is unquestionably behind all manifestation of life’. 
Finally, the implication of each other model was either probabilistic or deterministic. Ptolemy and Kepler’s rationalism, was led by mechanistic and probabilistic approach. The same theory could hold for the nature of astrological prediction, but in the case of Carter, he states that he has ‘not intended to prove [his] assertions by sheer weight of cases’. Another point, but different in nature, is that Carter takes a step further in applying deterministic thinking in his treatment of astrology, by predicting his own death.           
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