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Krystyna Cap – HPCA7017 – Essay 2
April 21, 2022


‘Are attempts to reform astrology an important part of its history?’
Word Count: 4787 words

In Indago Astrologica,[footnoteRef:1] the orthodox Anglican clergyman Joshua Childrey (1623-1670) wrote that the ‘old Astrology’, based on Ptolemy’s ‘hypothesis of the world’ and ‘Arabian astrology’, had been demonstrated ‘so fallible, that it hath notoriously proved the scandal of Astrology’.[footnoteRef:2] Taking umbrage with judicial astrologers whose apocalyptic eclipse prognostications had not come to pass, Childrey wrote that contemporary astrologers had become ‘but liberal Juglers’ and that the foundation of astrology was so ‘pur-blinde…that in the very matter of the weather it self…[it was] unable to do more than give a probable conjecture of it’.[footnoteRef:3] Despite these criticisms, Childrey was an astrological enthusiast and ultimately hoped that the practice could eventually aspire to have its own ‘History as much as any other part of Philosophie’.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  Joshua Childrey, Indago Astrologica: or, A brief and modest Enquiry into some Principal Points of Astrology… (London: Edward Husband, 1652), p. 9 <https://www.proquest.com/books/indago-astrologica-brief-modest-enquiry-into-some/docview/2240905128/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 15 March 2022].]  [2:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 9]  [3:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 9. ]  [4:  Joshua Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum: Or, an Ephemeris of the Places and Aspects of the Planets, as they Respect the Sun (London: T. Mabb, 1653), p. A4 <https://www.proquest.com/books/syzygiasticon-instauratum-ephemeris-places/docview/2240956526/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 15 March 2022].] 

Joshua Childrey is often regarded as one of a handful of seventeenth-century English reformers endeavouring ‘to put astrology on a proper natural philosophical footing’.[footnoteRef:5] As a committed heliocentrist subscribing to the idea of the sun’s fixed position in the solar system and the earth’s orbit around it, Childrey’s two major publications, Indago Astrologica and Syzygiasticon Instauratum, represent one thread of astrological thinking aimed at ‘correcting’ the ‘old astrology’. Although Childrey, by his own admission, failed to persuade astrologers to adopt a heliocentric framework,[footnoteRef:6] his contentions nonetheless highlight broader philosophical challenges facing astrological theory in the seventeenth century, including the extent to which astrology could be elevated to an empirically based natural science alongside astronomy. [5:  Patrick Curry, Prophecy and Power: Astrology in Early Modern England (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1989), p. 59.]  [6:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, p. A2.] 

Nicholas Campion has written that reformers, like Childrey, ‘completely failed to capture the popular imagination’,[footnoteRef:7] but it seems that Childrey might have failed to capture the judicial astrologer’s—a line of inquiry that this essay will probe. Further, this essay will examine why reformers like Childrey questioned astrology’s epistemological foundations, as well as how the contemporary labels of ‘astrologer’ and ‘astronomer’ might have shaped Childrey’s own views on the matter. Finally, situating Childrey’s heliocentric reform efforts within a broader English and even continental European discourse around Copernicanism, this essay will explore how reform movements, irrespective of their success, demonstrate valuable insight into astrology’s history.  [7:  Campion, A History of Western Astrology Volume II, p. 167.] 


Joshua Childrey: Astrologer or Astronomer?


Entries in the Alumni Oxonienses 1500-1714 and the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography offer brief overviews of Joshua Childrey’s life. Absent a comprehensive biography, his own publications provide some insight into his intellectual influences, supplemented by a few surviving letters and a cursory mention in the work of another contemporary astronomer, which will be addressed in the discussion that follows. 
Childrey matriculated at Magdalen College, Oxford between 1640-41, pursuing a degree in divinity; a doctorate was eventually conferred in the early 1660s.[footnoteRef:8] For a short time after his matriculation, he worked as a clerk at the university before his expulsion in 1648 under the Parliamentary Visitation, suggesting that he held Royalist sympathies. In the years between Childrey’s expulsion from Oxford and his 1652 publication of Indago Astrologica, Childrey maintained a school in Kent where he likely engaged in astronomical and astrological work. A 1653 publication by Richard Fitzsmith, a contemporary and known acquaintance of Childrey’s,[footnoteRef:9] wrote that ‘Mr. Childrey at Feversham in Kent’ was the first individual to document the appearance of the ‘remarkable comet of 1652’,[footnoteRef:10] suggesting that Childrey was actively observing the visible sky at the time of Indago Astrologica’s publication, if not earlier.  [8:  ‘Chaffey-Chivers’, in Alumni Oxonienses 1500-1714, ed. Joseph Foster (Oxford, 1891), pp. 255-273, British History Online <http://www.british-history.ac.uk/alumni-oxon/1500-1714/pp255-273> [accessed 25 March 2022].]  [9:  Patrick Curry’s Prophecy and Power suggests that ‘Fitzsmith’ may have been a pseudonym Childrey used, though other scholars referencing Fitzsmith’s Syzygasticon Instauratum in other contexts, including Imogen Peck and Graeme J. Watson, do not make similar claims. See Curry, Power and Prophecy, p. 59n42; Imogen Peck, Recollection in the Republics: Memories of the British Civil Wars in England, 1649-1659 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2021), p. 23; and Graeme J. Watson, ‘Political Change and Continuity of Vision in Henry Vaughan’s “Daphnis. An Elegiac Eclogue”,’ Studies in Philology 83.2 (Spring 1986), 158-101 (p. 170) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/4174237> [accessed 7 April 2022].]  [10:  Richard Fitzsmith, ‘A brief Narrative of the Motion of that remarkable COMET, conspicuous in the month of December, anno 1652’, Syzygiasticon instauratum: or, An almanack & ephemeris for the year of our Lord God, 1654 (London, 1653) <https://www.proquest.com/books/syzygiasticon-instauratum-almanack-ephemeris-year/docview/2240951560/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 2 April 2022].] 

Understanding the extent of Childrey’s engagement with contemporary astrologers and astronomers is likewise challenging. His publications indicate that he counted the astronomer and astrologer Vincent Wing (1619-1668) a ‘much honoured friend’, using the tables from Wing’s mathematical-astronomical text, Harmonicon Coeleste (1651), in his own work.[footnoteRef:11] Patrick Curry has also hinted at a friendship with the committed heliocentrist Thomas Streete (1622-1689), who produced a ‘double ephemeris’ for 1653, inclusive of both geocentric and heliocentric calculations.[footnoteRef:12] The extent to which Childrey also engaged with professional judicial astrologers is less certain; Curry suggests that he and the professional astrologer John Gadbury (1627-1704) might have been ‘at least acquainted’,[footnoteRef:13] but further sources documenting engagement with other judicial astrologers, Wing excepted, are lacking.  [11:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, ‘The Radices of the middle Motions of the Planets’. ]  [12:  Patrick Curry, Prophecy and Power, p. 34; Thomas Streete, A Double Emphemeris for the Year of Grace, 1653… (London: M. Simmons, 1652) <https://www.proquest.com/books/double-ephemeris-year-grace-1653-geocentricall/docview/2240954850/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 3 April 2022].]  [13:  Curry, Prophecy and Power, p. 59.] 

Philosophically, Childrey was a Baconian, paying homage to ‘Noble Verulam’ in his various works.[footnoteRef:14] According to Keith Thomas, Sir Francis Bacon (1561-1626) believed that astrology ‘needed to be reformed, but not abolished’,[footnoteRef:15] and Thomas, along with Campion and Curry, have detailed the various tenets of Baconianism underpinning astrological reform; this included dispensing with ‘the imaginary divorce between superlunary and sublunary things’,[footnoteRef:16] testing predictions through past and future experiments,[footnoteRef:17] and believing that a ‘sane astrology’ could be achieved if ‘purged of its superstition’.[footnoteRef:18] Joel Mokyr has noted the irony in Bacon’s elevation to ‘personality cult’ status at the same time that his adherents, like Childrey, were ‘[labouring] to dethrone Aristotle as the great authority on all learning’.[footnoteRef:19] Though this might have been the aim of committed Baconians, Mokyr further notes that Baconianism itself appeared quite flexible, embracing ‘pluralism and diversity…and often contradictory hypotheses’.[footnoteRef:20] This may have been the fluid conceptual framework that permitted Childrey to probe an astrology not yet based, in his view, solely on observable, measurable and predictable phenomena, while still leveraging the precise interpretive schema with which he took issue. For example, Childrey continued to use ‘the division of the Heavens into twelve Houses’, despite noting his objection to them until he or someone else could either ‘ratifie or correct them’.[footnoteRef:21]  [14:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, ‘The Preface’.]  [15:  Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic (London: Penguin Books, 1991), p. 416.]  [16:  Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic, p. 415. ]  [17:  Curry, Prophecy and Power, p. 61.]  [18:  Nicholas Campion, A History of Western Astrology Volume II - The Medieval and Modern Worlds (London and New York: Bloomsbury, 2009), p. 163.]  [19:  Joel Mokyr, ‘Francis Bacon, Cultural Entrepreneur,’ A Culture of Growth: The Origins of the Modern Economy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2017), p. 80 <https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt1wf4dft.11> [accessed 18 March 2022].]  [20:  Joel Mokyr, ‘Francis Bacon’, p. 80.]  [21:  Childrey, Syzygasticon Instauratum, ‘The Preface’.] 

Further speculation might lead one to hypothesize that the die had been cast much earlier with respect to Childrey’s questioning of astrology’s epistemological foundations; his enrolment at Oxford between 1640-41 would have occurred shortly after the university’s 1636 Savilian Statutes ‘utterly debarred’ the professor of astronomy ‘from professing the doctrine of nativities and all judicial astrology without exception’[footnoteRef:22]—a significant pronouncement since, in preceding decades, many dons at both Oxford and Cambridge ‘had been keenly interested in astrology’[footnoteRef:23]. [22:  Oxford University Statutes Volume 1 Containing The Caroline Code or Laudian Statutes, Promulgated in A.D. 1636, trans. by G.R.M. Ward (London: William Pickering, 1845), p. 274 <www.books.google.com> [accessed 16 March 2022].]  [23:  Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic, p. 419.] 

For Childrey’s overall attitude toward astrology, his 1662 Britannia Baconica may be the most illuminating. Although published ten years after Indago Astrologica and therefore potentially reflecting evolutions in his own thinking, Childrey’s words are worth quoting at length:

…I have an affection for the study [of astrology] ...The onely argument that I know against the lawfulness of Astrology, is that it is not true. Were it rectified, it might easily be justified. Now that is partly my aim…to lay a foundation for the rectifying [of] it in the Doctrine of Ascendents, and for redeeming it from that obloquy which it hath for so many ages of the world been obnoxious to. That there is such a Science as Astrology, there is no question... The stars have an influence on us, and some small matter touching this influence Astrology knows...But her vanity is, she promiseth much more than she is able to perform: and is led much more by fancy & plausibilities, then sound reason…There is much to be found out, if men did but well attend to observation, and doubt even the very Principles of Astrology, til they had examined the truth of them.[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  Joshua Childrey, Britannia Baconica: Or, The Natural Rarities of England, Scotland, & Wales (London: 1662), ‘The Preface to the Reader’. <https://www.proquest.com/books/britannia-baconica-natural-rarities-england/docview/2240898441/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 11 March 2022].] 


While Childrey indicates a belief in the ‘science of astrology’, he also notes a need for its ‘rectification’, specifically citing the ‘doctrine of ascendants’. This doctrine is understood by the likes of the judicial astrologer John Gadbury as referring to ‘the rise of a planet in the “first house” of the zodiac’ and is most often attributed to the second-century astronomer Claudius Ptolemy.[footnoteRef:25] Dislodging the primacy of Ptolemy’s work from the practice of astrology would prove difficult for Childrey, not least because of its immense importance to the trajectory of astrological thinking in the centuries following its authorship as scholars like Otto Neugebauer and others have argued.[footnoteRef:26] The enduring nature of Ptolemaic astrology is further supported by references in the works of Childrey’s contemporaries, such as Gadbury and William Lilly (1602-1681),[footnoteRef:27] as well as their immediate predecessors, like Sir Christopher Heydon (1561-1623), who believed that the epistemological foundations for prognostication were ‘gathered out of Ptolomie…of his Quadripartite’.[footnoteRef:28]  [25: John Gadbury, Natura Prodigiorum…with an Appendix Touching the Imposturism of the Commonly-received Doctrine of Prophecies, Spirits, Images, Sigils, Lamens, the Christai, &c. (London: J.C. for Fr. Cossinet, 1660), p. 185, cited in Anna Marie Roos, ‘“Magic Coins” and “Magic Squares”: The Discovery of Astrological Sigils in the Oldenburg Letters,’ Notes and Records of the Royal Society of London 62.3 (2008), 271–88 (p. 274), <http://www.jstor.org/stable/20462678> [accessed 15 April 2022].]  [26:  Otto E. Neugebauer, ‘Exact Science in Antiquity,’ Studies in Civilization (University of Pennsylvania Press, 1941), 23-32 (p. 24) <http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctv4s7jzx.4> [accessed 1 April 2022]; Nicholas Campion, A History of Western Astrology Volume I - The Ancient World (London and New York: Bloomsbury, 2008), p. 208.]  [27:  Gadbury, Natura Prodigiorum, p. 185; William Lilly, Christian astrology modestly treated of in three books (London: Tho. Brudenell for John Partridge and Humph. Blunden, 1647), p.109 <https://www.proquest.com/books/christian-astrology-modestly-treated-three-books/docview/2240946347/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 31 March 2022].]  [28:  Sir Christopher Heydon, A Defence of Iudiciall Astrologie in Answer to a Treatise Lately Published by M. Iohn Chamber…(London: Iohn Legat, 1603), p. 2 <https://www.proquest.com/books/defence-iudiciall-astrologie-answer-treatise/docview/2240870405/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 6 April 2022].] 

Despite Childrey’s ‘affection’ for astrology, he never referred to himself as an astrologer. Historians appear to grapple with his identity as well: Campion calls Childrey a ‘reforming English astrologer’, while Keith Thomas simply labels him a ‘Baconian’. [footnoteRef:29] Although Thomas notes that Childrey ‘urged his colleagues to adapt their calculations to fit the new astronomical facts’, [footnoteRef:30] there is little evidence that Childrey engaged in judicial astrological practices in any professional capacity. Curry also seems careful in his characterization of Childrey’s astrology: in introducing the seventeenth century’s ‘three principal reformers’—John Goad (1616-1689), John Gadbury and Joshua Childrey—Curry only identifies John Gadbury as a professional judicial astrologer, though later acknowledges that Childrey practiced what he himself considered a ‘rational and sound astrology’ that he ‘wished to bring about more widely’.[footnoteRef:31] [29:  Campion, A History of Western Astrology Volume II, p. 164; Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic, p. 417.]  [30:  Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic, p. 417.]  [31:  Curry, Prophecy and Power, p. 59, 66-67.] 

The lack of certainty around whether to label Childrey an astronomer or astrologer underscores arguments that both Curry and Robert S. Westman have made around the difficulty in clearly distinguishing between these two titles during this period. Westman’s studies of Copernicus’ theories and their later reception have shown that, in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the ‘science of the stars’ encompassed the study of both astronomy and astrology,[footnoteRef:32] while Curry’s inquiries into astrology in seventeenth-century England also point to a fluid understanding of these labels, with ‘the distinction between astrologers and astronomers [being] a modern, anachronistic one.’[footnoteRef:33] Vincent Wing, who Curry calls a ‘challenging figure in this context’, straddled the line between these two labels, publishing mathematical texts, like Harmonicon Coeleste, which provided insight into ‘the science of astronomy’[footnoteRef:34], as well as annual almanacs of judicial astrological prognostications.[footnoteRef:35]  [32:  Robert S. Westman, ‘The Literature of the Heavens and the Science of the Stars’, The Copernican Question: Prognostication, Skepticism, and Celestial Order (Oakland, California: University of California Press, 2011), p. 30 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/j.ctt1pn8ng.6> [accessed 17 March 2022].]  [33:  Curry, Prophecy and Power, pp. 31-32.]  [34:  Vincent Wing, ‘To The Reader,’ Harmonicon Coeleste, Or, the Coelestiall Harmony of the Visible World… (London: Robert Leybourn for the Company of Stationers, 1651) <https://www-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/books/harmonicon-coeleste-cœlestiall-harmony-visible/docview/2269047440/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 28 March 2022].]  [35:  Curry, Prophecy and Power, p. 33. ] 

That Childrey’s identity is equally ambiguous seems a byproduct of the period; astrology appeared to be in flux, with those engaged in both astronomy and astrology navigating a growing tension between purely mathematical observation of the heavenly bodies and the continuing validity of prognostication from celestial movements and configurations. Wing’s 1642 almanac illustrates this point, demarcating the ‘vulgar’ use of planetary aspects in judicial astrology—suggesting this application to be ‘common’ or somehow lower—while referring to astronomy as a ‘most noble art’.[footnoteRef:36] Childrey mirrors this language in Indago Astrologica, using the aspects and configurations of the planets as his main point of contention for arguing that the ‘old Systeme of Ptolemy’ was invalid in light of the ‘new’ Copernican theory of the cosmos.[footnoteRef:37] It was upon this basis that his program for astrological reform largely rested.  [36:  Vincent Wing, 1642 an almanack and prognostication for the yeare of our Lord God, 1642… (London: Printed by A.N. for the Company of Stationers, 1642), p. B, <https://www.proquest.com/ books/wing-1642-almanack-prognostication-yeare-our-lord/docview/2248570110/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 1 April 2022]; Wing, Harmonicon Coeleste, ‘To the Reader’.]  [37:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 5.] 


Heliocentrism’s Challenges to the Ptolemaic Order and Astrological Resistance 
In Harmonicon Coeleste, Wing briefly outlined the ‘fallacy’ to which followers of the Ptolemaic system subscribed.[footnoteRef:38] To an unnamed group ‘not much versed in Astronomy’, Wing noted that there was little debate that the sun was the centre of the universe and that the earth moved around it.[footnoteRef:39] That Wing precedes Childrey in expounding the evidence of the Copernican system is worth noting, particularly since Childrey takes up arguments for it one year later and bases his calculations on Wing’s tables from Harmonicon. This may suggest that, by the 1650s, those engaged in mathematical astronomy saw the heliocentric cosmos as unequivocal fact, however, as Wing’s appeals to those still adhering to geocentrism demonstrate, pockets of resistance remained, raising questions around where this resistance resided and why.  [38:  Wing, Harmonicon Coelste, ‘To the Reader’.]  [39:  Wing, Harmonicon Coelste, ‘To the Reader’.] 

Francis R. Johnson contends that historians have largely ignored the widespread acceptance of Copernicus’ heliocentric theories in sixteenth-century England.[footnoteRef:40] Among prominent adherents, Johnson lists half a dozen mathematicians and astronomers, including John Dee (1527-c.1608), John Blagrave (d. 1611) and Thomas Digges (1546-1595), arguing that Tudor England was replete with shifting theories of celestial order, including active proponents of heliocentrism.[footnoteRef:41] Mary Ellen Bowden is less certain of the degree to which these figures might have championed the new theories, citing reservations about Dee in particular as someone whose stance on ‘a geocentric versus heliocentric universe cannot be detected’ from his publications.[footnoteRef:42] Digges’ views are more certain; like his father, he pursued both astronomical theory and astrological prognostication, but he represented a new generation of astronomer. [footnoteRef:43] Digges translated parts of Copernicus’ theories into English and, though publishing the ‘old Theorick’—the Ptolemaic order of the cosmos—alongside the Copernican one, ultimately advanced the idea ‘that the Earth resteth not in the Center of the whole worlde’.[footnoteRef:44] This leads Johnson to conclude that, until at least Galileo’s telescopic discoveries, astrologers could choose between either order, writing that, in the sixteenth century, ‘both theories [of geocentrism and heliocentrism] were…entirely tenable’.[footnoteRef:45] Within decades, however, astronomical observations could no longer support belief in a fixed, geocentric cosmos yet, astrology’s basic framework was predicated on the movements of the planets, including the sun, through the zodiac, not the earth.[footnoteRef:46] [40:  Francis R. Johnson, ‘The Influence of Thomas Digges on the Progress of Modern Astronomy in Sixteenth-Century England’, Osiris 1 (Jan. 1936), 390-410 (p. 390) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/301616> [accessed 27 March 2022].]  [41:  Johnson, ‘The Influence of Thomas Digges’, p. 400; Francis R. Johnson and Sanford V. Larkey, ‘Thomas Digges, the Copernican System, and the Idea of the Infinity of the Universe’, The Huntington Library Bulletin 5 (Apr. 1934), 69-117 (p. 69) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/3818095> [accessed 27 March 2022].]  [42:  Mary Ellen Bowden, ‘The Scientific Revolution in Astrology: The English Reformers, 1558-1686’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, Yale University, 1974), p. 31.]  [43:  Westman, The Copernican Question, pp. 269-270.]  [44:  Leonard Digges, A Prognostication Euerlasting of Right Good Effect, Fruitfully Augmented by the Author…Lately Corrected and Augmented by Thomas Digges His Sonne (London: The Widow Orwin, 1596), p. 44 <https://www.proquest.com/books/prognostication-euerlasting-right-good-effect/docview/2240918239/se-2?accountid=130472> [accessed 25 March 2022].]  [45:  Johnson, ‘The Influence of Thomas Digges,’ p. 392.]  [46:  Lilly, Christian Astrology, pp. 734-741.] 

In early seventeenth-century France, the debate over Copernican and Ptolemaic understandings of the universe polarized astrologers and astronomers. Robert Alan Hatch has studied exchanges between the astronomers Pierre Gassendi (1592-1655) and Ismaël Boulliau (1605-1694) with France’s most notable astrologer, Jean-Baptiste Morin (1583-1656), demonstrating that Morin clung to a belief in the ‘powerful simplicity of a geocentric cosmos’ which allowed astrology to preserve its ‘coherence’—a coherence it was thought to have maintained since antiquity.[footnoteRef:47] Morin’s ‘anti-Copernican’ views may also be indicative of a broader tension in astrological circles between preserving the contributions of ancient philosophers and astronomers within the context of emerging evidence amassed through newer physical observations—the latter appearing to challenge long-held beliefs about the cosmos. In his remarks on ‘Sources of Knowledge and Ignorance’, the twentieth-century philosopher of science Karl Popper has suggested that the ‘authority of tradition’ is often held up as an alternative to chaos, which could potentially assist in understanding Morin’s resistance, raising questions around whether the preservation of the geocentric order in astrology was more about maintaining its epistemological integrity than denying astronomical realities.[footnoteRef:48] Hatch has posited something similar, suggesting that, in Morin’s view, ‘if astrologers abandoned [geocentrism], the celestial efflux would descend at oblique angles and…the astral influence would scatter into chaos’.[footnoteRef:49] [47:  Robert Alan Hatch, ‘Between Astrology and Copernicanism: Morin—Gassendi—Boulliau’, Early Science and Medicine 22 (217), 487-516 (p. 492) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/26567122> [accessed 25 March 2022].]  [48:  Karl Popper, ‘Sources of Knowledge and Ignorance,’ Conjectures and Refutations (Oxford and New York: Routledge, 2002), p. 7.]  [49:  Jean-Baptiste Morin, Famosi et antique problematis de telluis motu, vel quiete (Paris, 1631), pp. 82-83, cited in Hatch, ‘Between Astrology and Copernicanism’, p. 492.] 

Back in Britain, William Lilly might have been aware of the attacks on the Ptolemaic cosmos; in Christian Astrology, he appears to approach Ptolemy with caution, writing, ‘Perhaps some will accuse me for distenting [sic] from Ptolemy; I confesse I have done so, and that I am not the first, or shall I that have done so, be the last; for I am more led by reason and experience, then by the single authority of any one man’.[footnoteRef:50] Whether this indicates acceptance of a heliocentric cosmos is less certain as Lilly does not engage in any theoretical astronomical discussions, however, Lilly’s inferred discomfort with overemphasizing Ptolemy’s influence in his own work is worth noting. [50:  Lilly, Christian Astrology, ‘To the Reader’, p. B2.] 

Keith Thomas has argued that heliocentrism was not inconsistent with astrology,[footnoteRef:51] but the theoretical consonance this statement implies is simpler to reconcile conceptually than translate into astrological practice. Aristotelian physics and its attendant belief in the four elements and geocentrism had formed the predominant model of the heavens in preceding centuries;[footnoteRef:52] while astronomers, like Digges, were aware of the changes Copernicanism posed to the Ptolemaic model, there appeared to be little in the way of emerging astrological frameworks accommodating these new theories. Lilly may have been aware of the perils inherent in astrology’s overreliance on Ptolemy’s hypothesis of the cosmos,[footnoteRef:53] but he, too, did not introduce any theoretical modifications. Morin, on the other hand, may represent an extreme view, believing that the integrity of the Ptolemaic system needed to be preserved lest modifications to it compromised its fundamental order. The tension between Copernican reality and Ptolemaic theory may therefore be reflected in Childrey’s words when he wrote that ‘the Sons of Astrologie are well contented, and hold it an affront to Antiquity to make new’,[footnoteRef:54] though even he appeared to struggle with how to integrate astronomical developments into established astrological techniques.   [51:  Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic, p. 414.]  [52:  H. Darrel Rutkin, ‘How to Accurately Account for Astrology’s Marginalization in the History of Science and Culture: The Central Importance of an Interpretive Framework’, Early Science and Medicine 23.3 (2018), 217–43 (p. 224) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/26567137> [accessed 26 March 2022].]  [53:  Claudius Ptolemy, G.J. Toomer and Owen Gingerich,’ ‘Book I,’ Ptolemy’s Almagest (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988), p. 44 <https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvzxx967.8> [accessed 15 April 2022].]  [54:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 5.] 

In Indago Astrologica, Childrey contends that ‘though Astronomy be corrected [according to the Copernican model]…Astrology (which judges mostly by Aspects) remains uncorrected’.[footnoteRef:55] For Childrey, perhaps not unlike Vincent Wing, dismantling the ‘airy Castles of the Stagirite’ (i.e., Aristotle) and the ‘old Hypothesis of the World according to Ptolemy’[footnoteRef:56] presented an opportunity to put astrology on a more empirical footing. Following the theories of Francis Bacon, Childrey advocated for a correction of the ‘Arabian astrology’; this included dispensation with the calculated point of the almuten—defined by Lilly as the ‘Planet…who hath the most essentiall dignities in the ascendent, mid-heaven, place of the sun, moon and the part of fortune’[footnoteRef:57]—as well as other Hellenistic and Medieval interpretive schema for assessing planetary ‘strength, fortitude or debility’.[footnoteRef:58] Childrey believed that these components of ‘Arabian Astrology’ should be shed in favour of judgments derived from planetary apogees, perigees, culmination, rising, setting, declination and other ‘things not hitherto much regarded’.[footnoteRef:59] Whether Childrey was aware of the extent to which these points had been previously connected to the elemental principles of the planets in the work of Arabic astrologer Abū Ma‘šar cannot be known, however, this may point to both an incomplete understanding of Arabic astrology on Childrey’s part, as well as the declining use of these astronomical points more generally in astrological prediction.[footnoteRef:60]   [55:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. A2.]  [56:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 5.]  [57:  Lilly, Christian Astrology, p. 531.]  [58:  Lilly, Christian Astrology, p. 101.]  [59:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, pp. 6, 13.]  [60:  Abū Ma‘šar, The Great Introduction to Astrology Volume 1, trans. by Keiji Yamamoto and Charles Burnett (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2019), IV.7 (p. 419) <https://doi-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/10.1163/9789004381230_006> [accessed 10 April 2022].] 

Childrey’s proposals for shifting both the astrological framework, inclusive of planetary aspects, as well as ephemerides’ calculations based on the sun, presents certain issues, as Childrey himself acknowledges. For example, by shifting the geocentric ephemerides to a heliocentric model, Childrey notes the inversions of aspects: conjunctions to the sun become oppositions to earth, sextiles become trines, and dexter and sinister aspects—which Childrey does not define, but for which a definition may be sought from Lilly, who indicates that ‘Dexter Aspects are contrary to the succession of the Signes, Sinister in order as they follow one another’[footnoteRef:61]—are also inverted. Childrey’s heliocentric model also allows for Mercury and Venus to form sextiles, squares, and trines to earth—something prohibited in the geocentric astrological model, since Mercury and Venus’ close proximity to the sun precludes them from forming many of the Ptolemaic aspects, the conjunction notwithstanding for both planets, and, in the case of Venus, the sextile being the only Ptolemaic aspect formed. Childrey only permits the moon to retain its geocentric position due to the ‘divers centers’ of planets, however, Childrey notes that the only meaningful aspects are those that the moon forms with the sun.[footnoteRef:62] It might be instructive here to consider how judicial astrologers might have received this last assertion, given the importance placed on the moon in horary astrology, with Lilly himself writing, ‘In every question we doe give the moon as a Cosignificator with the querent or Lord of the Ascendant’.[footnoteRef:63] A system that reduced the importance of the moon in delineation may have proved problematic for judicial astrologers to embrace fully. [61:  Lilly, Christian Astrology, p.109.]  [62:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, pp. 7, 12-13.]  [63:  Lilly, Christian Astrology, p. 124.] 

Childrey’s work is also absent a corresponding framework for interpretation. Childrey notes that ‘Horary, Revolutional, or Genethliaque [i.e., natal], and all other Judgments’[footnoteRef:64] are impacted by his thesis, but he fails to offer a methodology for astrological prediction based on the use of a heliocentric model. Recognizing that the basis of judicial astrology rests on qualitative judgment—on assigning a valence to an outcome or adjudicating the likelihood of an event coming to pass—Childrey offered little in the way of evaluative guidance after advocating for the dispensation with many of judicial astrology’s interpretive techniques. Perhaps cognizant of this shortcoming, Childrey’s subsequent publication, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, tempers some of his previous criticisms. He qualifies that he had not fully intended to cast doubt on the houses and signs, but rather their divisions into ‘Masculine, Feminine, Phlegmatique, Cholerique, &c. and the like; as also the divisions of the Signes into Moveable, fixed and common; bitter and sweet; Orientall and Occidentall’.[footnoteRef:65] It is also interesting to note that while Childrey had taken aim at the Arabic contributions to astrology in Indago Astrologica, he uses the term ‘almuten’ in his quarterly ingress charts in Syzygiasticon Instauratum.  [64:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 11. ]  [65:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, p. A2.] 

Syzygiasticon Instauratum appears far more programmatic in nature than Indago Astrologica, endeavouring to build a case for validating a heliocentric astrological model. Through Childrey’s Baconian-inspired views, he appealed to those well-versed in casting ‘Genethliacall figures’ to support investigation into heliocentrism’s superior accuracy by ‘[altering] the places of the Planets according to Copernicus his Systeme [sic] [to] faithfully compare the accidents of the Native with the will of the figure’.[footnoteRef:66] Further empirical approaches are called for in aggregating notable occurrences, both event-related and meteorological, through examining ‘extant histories and chronologies’; calculating all astrological considerations according to the times of ‘physical occurrences’; and retroactively chronicling the ‘strange public accidents’ that happened as a result of eclipses.[footnoteRef:67]  [66:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, p. A4.]  [67:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, pp. A3-A4.] 

While Childrey offered his own weather predictions for 1653 and acknowledged that this area would be the ‘most obvious’ for ‘justifying this astrology’, [footnoteRef:68] his ingress charts for the four quarters of the year are the closest that he comes to explaining how his heliocentric approach could be implemented. Drawing on the assertions made in Indago Astrologica around the astrological new year, Childrey argued that it would be more appropriate to begin the astrological year in December in the sign of Capricorn, rather than the sun’s symbolic entry into Aries, because ‘at that point the sun hath just finished his furthest Southern progress, and begins to come towards us again’.[footnoteRef:69] Childrey thus began his astrological quarters of the year with winter, rather than spring, and noted that the figures cast represented the earth’s ingresses into the solstitial and equinoctial points—Capricorn and Cancer, Aries and Libra—rather than the sun’s. While he admitted to retaining ‘the old way of erection’ of figures as it is ‘convenient (notwithstanding [his] innovating other parts of Astrology)’, Childrey cast doubt on the meaning of the houses, indicating that all planets in their places ‘must be referred to further observation’.[footnoteRef:70] In these examples, it is clear that Childrey might only have laid the very early ideas for a heliocentric theory of astrology, but lacked a sufficiently robust corpus of work to support his various claims. [68:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, p. D2. ]  [69:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 13. ]  [70:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, ‘Touching the Spring’.] 


Perspectives on ‘Reform’ and ‘Failure’
Richard J. Evans posits that, ‘A text is always written for a readership and framed according to the writer’s expectations of how the intended readers will take it’.[footnoteRef:71] That Childrey expected widespread acceptance of his theories is instructive, since he noted his surprise by the lack of uptake from astrologers, leading him to reflect that he might have paid more attention to ‘[premising] some of the Phenomena, that plainly demonstrate [the veracity of heliocentrism]’ for ‘the satisfaction of doubters’.[footnoteRef:72] Childrey might have underestimated the enduring nature of the geocentric and Ptolemaic framework for prognostication among judicial astrologers in particular, however, even he experienced challenges in completely ‘innovating’ the casting of figures, which could point to broader technical difficulties in convincingly revisioning an established astrological system.  [71:  Richard J. Evans, In Defence of History (London: Granta, 2018), p. 104.]  [72:  Childrey, Syzygiasticon Instauratum, p. A2.] 

Despite this, Childrey continued to believe in his heliocentric framework. As Campion has shown, he even appealed to Royal Society secretary Henry Oldenburg for support, but ultimately failed in these efforts as well.[footnoteRef:73] Paul Kléber Monod takes a different view, arguing that, within little more than a decade of Childrey’s publication, ‘several professional readers of the stars had abandoned the Ptolemaic or geocentric model, and were using heliocentric ephemerides, or tables of planetary movements, such as those calculated by Childrey, Vincent Wing and Thomas Streete’.[footnoteRef:74] Monod does not, however, support this claim with examples, which would have been helpful in ascertaining the extent to which judicial astrologers might have been among those persuaded by this ‘reformed’ system. [73:  Campion, A History of Western Astrology Volume II, p. 164.]  [74:  Paul Kléber Monod, ‘The Silver Age of the Astrologers’, The Occult in the Age of Enlightenment (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013), p. 54 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt32bp95.14> [accessed 19 March 2022].] 

Later attempts to eradicate Arabic astrological contributions—which Childrey, echoing Bacon, viewed as ‘superstitious’—were met by a new wave of astrological reformers seeking a ‘purified’ Ptolemaic system; they, too, were viewed as unsuccessful, leading Curry to argue that, by the closing decades of the seventeenth century, judicial astrology was ‘irredeemably fractured’.[footnoteRef:75] Though Curry believes that Childrey’s reform attempts failed, perhaps perennial challenges to judicial astrology’s foundations and credibility could be counted as an indirect success of reform attempts? The rallying cry for a Baconian-inspired saner astrology might have been heard in the next wave of reformers working to restore astrology to an Aristotelian and Ptolemaic ‘purity’,[footnoteRef:76] but, as Bowden has posited, ‘the reformers were simply attacking a problem that could not be solved’.[footnoteRef:77] The question of what that problem was deserves reflection.  [75:  Curry, Prophecy and Power, pp. 88-89.]  [76:  Curry, Prophecy and Power, p. 81.]  [77:  Bowden, ‘The Scientific Revolution in Astrology’, ‘Abstract’.  ] 

For Childrey, it is possible to surmise that the problem was one of astrology’s credibility in the face of competing astronomical realities. Given his later reflections in Britannia Baconica where he wrote that astrology ‘promiseth much more than she is able to perform: and is led much more by fancy & plausibilities, then sound reason’ points to Childrey’s emphasis on shifting from a heliocentric cosmic model and viewing aspects as they appear in the visible sky rather than the way they appear to the astrologer from a geocentric perspective.[footnoteRef:78] Commenting on Bacon’s theory of ‘interpretation of nature’, Karl Popper might further have couched Childrey’s approach as a literal application of Bacon’s concept: to the empiricist of this period ‘interpretation’ was not translation of a concept in the ‘modern sense’ of the word, but a literal reading of what was manifest in nature[footnoteRef:79]—this is consistent with Childrey’s appeals to reform astrology based on observation carried out ‘by eye’ (ad oculum).[footnoteRef:80] [78:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 5.]  [79:  Karl Popper, ‘Sources of Knowledge and Ignorance,’ p. 18.]  [80:  Childrey, Indago Astrologica, p. 3.] 

While Childrey’s approach might have suffered from an absence of evidence, they also might have been undercut by his continuing reliance on casting figures according to the geocentric scheme with only minor modifications replacing the sun with the earth in a chart. This is a symbolic modification, but an important one. In her monograph on William Lilly, Ann Geneva draws on sociological frameworks that couch astrology within ‘the idea of a humanly-conceived symbolic universe’.[footnoteRef:81] She argues that this context could help historians better ‘integrate different provinces of meaning and encompass the institutional order in a symbolic totality’.[footnoteRef:82] This notion of a ‘humanly-conceived symbolic universe’ may also have been contextually relevant in the seventeenth century; even then, astrology might have been seen as having abandoned its more ‘empiric’ roots in astronomical observation. Childrey’s assault on the calculated points of almutens and the Part of Fortune may indicate a desire to abandon astrology’s more symbolic components, seeking instead to ground the framework in astronomical realities. By the seventeenth century, even the basis for revolutions could not have been viewed as sustainable within the heliocentric model. As William Lilly writes, revolutions presuppose a return of the sun ‘to any certaine point or degree and minute of the Zodiack wherein he was at the beginning of any manner of thing, be it Nativity, &tc’,[footnoteRef:83] indicating an entire conceptual scheme that may have once been predicated on the astronomical realities of a geocentric cosmos; by the seventeenth century, this technique could no longer have been grounded in astronomical fact. [81:  Ann Geneva, Astrology and the Seventeenth-Century Mind: William Lilly and the Language of the Stars (Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 1995), p. 263.]  [82:  Geneva, Astrology and the Seventeenth-Century Mind, p. 263.]  [83:  Lilly, Christian Astrology, p. 734.] 


Conclusion: Are Attempts to Reform Astrology an Important Part of its History?
This essay began by stating that, regardless of whether attempts to reform astrology were successful, their development demonstrates valuable insight into historical discourses. To support this assertion, Karl Popper may seem like a contradictory figure to draw on, given his criticisms of Bacon and his own attacks on whether empirical observation is the ultimate source of knowledge of nature,[footnoteRef:84] but Popper may offer clues into what the study of epistemology can offer the contextualization of reform movements in astrology’s history.  [84:  Popper, ‘Sources of Knowledge and Ignorance,’ p. 28. ] 

Popper writes that the study of knowledge is ‘unconsciously inspired by political hopes and Utopian dreams’, which may be instructive in considering what reform movements—and specifically astrological reform movements—allow historians to study. The seventeenth-century reformers, like Childrey, may not have so much doubted the veracity of astrology as the foundations of its practice and application. Given that Childrey went on to make important contributions to meteorological forecasting suggests that his theories were not entirely groundless, even if they saw limited traction among contemporary judicial astrologers. Although scholars like Curry, Campion and Bowden have all written about the failures of the reformers, their lack of success may be beside the point. The complex and concurrent threads of any epistemological discourse, even a celestial one in which the ordering of the cosmos was critical to understanding how nature functioned, offers a deeper understanding of how astrology might have become more than a simple system of ‘prognostication through astronomy’,[footnoteRef:85] instead evolving into an infinitely more complex tradition of symbolic meaning and approaches for making inferences into terrestrial effects. Moreover, astrology’s often-perceived schism with astrology may say more about two related yet evolving systems of knowledge, each with their own developmental trajectory in the years following these reform attempts.  [85:  Claudius Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos, trans. by F. E. Robbins (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1980), I.1.] 

Although Childrey took issue with many aspects of judicial astrology—specifically its credibility in the hands of those who clung to an antiquated system of knowledge that had been compromised by the addition of superstitious elements and theoretical calculations—he nonetheless saw an important place for astrology, not least in meteorological forecasting. In this way, Childrey may have been less of a dissenter than an advocate for astrology, calling for its reform to ensure it kept pace with concurrent developments in the fields of astronomy and natural philosophy. 
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