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A Critical Comparison of Two JSTOR Papers
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[bookmark: _GoBack]The question whether astrology can be defined as a kind of science might be clearly deniable from a modern point of view. However, from a historical point of view, astrology is a science by leaving aside assumptions about ‘true’ or ‘false’. The following critical review compares two JSTOR Papers, using the search times ‘Astrology’ and ‘Culture’. The two chosen papers are Lawrence E. Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science: A Critical Analysis', Leonardo, 6 (1973), 121-130, and of David Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', Isis, 83 (1992), 554-563. The statements of the modern 20th century American authors, the former being an engineer and writer, the latter an American university professor of History of Mathematics and Classics, will be contrasted analytically by referring to different definitions of astrology and science, the hiatus between positivism and the sociology of knowledge and the distinction between explaining and understanding.
At the beginning of his article Jerome points out, that astrology is whether science nor art but a system of magic divination based on ancient superstitions, referring to the concept of correspondences.[footnoteRef:1] He contrasts astrology and (modern) science by saying that the former can be seen as a protoscience, leading to astronomy as science.[footnoteRef:2] He supposes an essential difference between ‘science’ and ‘astrology’ before he summarises at the end of his argument, that ‘Astrology can never be made “scientific”, essentially by definition; it belongs to the superstitious past and there it should remain’.[footnoteRef:3] However, he defines ‘science’ by referring to ‘hypothesis’, that rest upon ‘certain basic assumptions’ or ‘axioms’.[footnoteRef:4] The positivistic motivation of his understanding of science gets very clear here but it is not the only one: D. Pingree defines ‘science’ under a historical point of view. According to him, science is ‘a systematic explanation of perceived or imaginary phenomena, or else is based on such an explanation’.[footnoteRef:5] By excluding within this definition questions about the true- or falseness and the one correct methodology, he shows, that claiming astrology not to be scientific only means, that it does not fit into the attempt to find such one truth or methodology. So, in his understanding, astrology is a science. To underline his point of view, he introduces the concept of ‘Hellenophilia’, which he defines as a passionate set of attitudes, that make someone believe that (1) the Greeks invented science, (2) that they discovered a way of truth, (3) that only Greek sciences are real ones and (4) that real science is that one used today, following its Greek roots.[footnoteRef:6] Especially the second and the fourth part of that definition fit to Jerome’s argumentation,  e.g. when he addresses astrology as protoscience and referring to a concept of science in which the test of any hypothesis ‘lies in its ability to explain or predict physically observable events’.[footnoteRef:7] Therefore, the main difference between Jerome’s and Pingree’s definition of ‘science’ lies in its aim to predict observable events vs. to systematically explain a perceived phenomenon without any claims about (the methodological) trueness. [1:  Lawrence E. Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science: A Critical Analysis', Leonardo, 6 (1973), p. 121. ]  [2:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 121.]  [3:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 128.]  [4:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 124.]  [5:  David Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', Isis, 83 (1992), p. 559. ]  [6:  Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', pp. 554-555.]  [7:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 127.] 

Focusing on Jerome’s understanding of science again, astrology can be only seen as protoscience within that framework, as already illustrated. However, to falsify the epistemological/scientific trueness of astrology he first has to treat astrology (paradoxically) as a kind of (proto)science by ascribing to it certain ‘axioms’ that were e.g. collected by the Greek Ptolemy in Alexandria.[footnoteRef:8] He makes that clear by saying that astrology ‘is essentially a hypothesis of the universe and, like all hypotheses, rests upon certain basic assumptions or axioms’.[footnoteRef:9] Again, according to Pingree, one has to take the historical developments into account instead of sticking to the one correct methodology to disclose truth. Pingree points out that the Mesopotamian astrology started to evolve around 2000 B.C. spreading to other cultures which modified the Babylonian astrology into something new dependent on their own local needs.[footnoteRef:10] The different astronomies were e.g. used to detect horizon phenomena (Babylon) or to answer questions concerning philosophical or physical questions (Greek).[footnoteRef:11] Pingree uses that argument to foster his claim of each culture’s power to shape any scientific framework. At this point, to understand the different approaches of Jerome and Pingree on a deeper level, one could discriminate to kinds of knowledge: one that refers to epistemology and finding the ‘truth’ (positivism) and a second one, that is associated with the concept of the sociology of knowledge or, referring to German, Wissenssoziologie.[footnoteRef:12] While the former tries to disclose stepwise the underlying truth of phenomena e.g. through repeated falsification of general or generic hypothesis within processes of scientific investigation, the latter concept aims the sociological dimension by claiming that knowledge is always connected to being (German: Seinsverbundenheit des Wissens) and therefore always embedded in social practices. Historically, these two different paradigms were already highly debated between Popper and Adorno in the 60-ies of the 20th century known under the German label Positivismusstreit which provides the broader historical context for the different approaches of Jerome and Pingree.[footnoteRef:13] Taking this into account, it appears to be evident that Jerome follows the path of positivism and Pingree that of the sociology of knowledge.  [8:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 123.]  [9:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 124.]  [10:  Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', p. 558.]  [11:  Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', p. 558.]  [12:  Harald A. Wiltsche, Einführung in die Wissenschaftstheorie (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht: UTB, 2013) pp. 54-96; Norbert Schröer, 'Wissenssoziologische Hermeneutik', in Sozialwissenschaftliche Hermeneutik. Eine Einführung., ed. by Ronald Hitzler and Anne Honer (Wiesbaden: Springer, 1997), pp. 109-129.  ]  [13:  Gabriele De Angelis, 'The Foundations of a Critical Social Theory: Lessons from the Positivismusstreit', Journal of Classical Sociology, 15 (2015), 170-184. ] 

Having in mind the generic hiatus in the understanding of science between Jerome and Pingree, it gets plausible to further differentiate between two approaches investigating phenomena: to explain vs. to understand. Wilhelm Dilthey, a German philosopher of the 19th century, proclaimed long before the Positivismusstreit that there is a difference between explaining a phenomenon vs. to understand its meaning.[footnoteRef:14] These two distinct approaches can also be found in the texts of Jerome and Pingree. While Jerome refers to astrology as a set of axioms that can be tested and claims that astrology tries to interpret celestial positions in order to ‘ascribe their influences to the physical world’, Pingree’s arguments follow the aim to understand how, why, where and when these systems (here: astrology) worked functionally and how they interacted with other systems.[footnoteRef:15] As already mentioned, the Babylonian astronomy was modified by each culture in a different way, depending on local needs.[footnoteRef:16] Pingree further goes on by outlining the attempt of the 2nd century B.C. Egypt to understand the kosmos by using Babylonian celestial divination, Aristotelean physics and Hellenistic astronomy, making Greek astronomy one of the most comprehensive scientific theories of antiquity.[footnoteRef:17] The term kosmos, therefore, includes the position of the (individual) human being within a higher order. Kosmos itself is a Greek term that can be translated roughly as ‘beautiful order’.[footnoteRef:18] Therefore, the word kosmos refers not to just explain the outer space, but the greater order in which everything is contained. Jerome, though, cites the discoveries of Galileo, Kepler and Newton, which had been the reason why the geocentric worldview and the divine experience of the heavenly events lost followers.[footnoteRef:19] He contrasts scientific astronomy (in its modern sense) with ancient cosmology, the former focusing on the explanation of the universe, the second on the understanding of the living (divine) cosmos as a whole. However, referring to Pingree’s term ‘Hellenophilia’ again, one should not only consider Kepler’s astronomical discoveries in the sense of modern science, but also his urge to unify Platonic philosophy with the planetary orbits.[footnoteRef:20] Kepler, a 16th century German astronomer, astrologer, philosopher, mathematician and theologian tried to find the divine structure of our cosmos by connecting the circumcircles of the five Platonic bodies with the planetary orbits in order to posit all these five bodies in one another.[footnoteRef:21] Although his model turned out to be (astronomically) false, Kepler’s trial to unify philosophical, mathematical and astronomical considerations show his urge to understand a kind of higher order within everything is contained and structured. Taking again into account the difference between explaining and understanding, it can be concluded that Jerome follows the path of explaining phenomena, while Pingree urges to understand their (functional) meaning.  [14:  Wilhelm Dilthey, Die geistige Welt. Einleitung in die Philosophie des Lebens. Erste Hälfte. Abhandlungen zur Grundlegung der Geisteswissenschaften. Gesammelte Schriften, V (Stuttgart: B. G. Teubner Verlagsgesellschaft m.b.H., 1964) pp. 143-151. ]  [15:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 127; Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', p. 554.]  [16:  Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', p. 558.]  [17:  Pingree, 'Hellenophilia Versus the History of Science', p. 560.]  [18:  Nicholas Campion, Astrology and Cosmology in the World's Religions (New York: New York University Press, 2012) p. 4.]  [19:  Jerome, 'Astrology and Modern Science', p. 124.]  [20:  Johannes Kepler, Was die Welt im Innersten zusammenhält. Antworten aus Keplers Schriften, ed. by Fritz Krafft (Wiesbaden: Matrix, 2005). ]  [21:  Kepler, Was die Welt im Innersten zusammenhält] 

Concluding the comparison of the two author’s arguments two main underlying paradigms can be outlined. While Jerome’s understanding of science is evidently shaped by the urge to find (a single) truth, Pingree sticks to the functional aspect of science without making claims about true or false. Furthermore, Jerome’s perspectives show evidence of being informed by positivism, trying to find the truth by systematically falsifying and testing hypotheses. Doing that, he sees astrology as a protoscience because of its (falsified) assumptions about the influences of celestial patterns on earthly events. Pingree’s approach, however, tries to understand the role of astrology within its historical context. Arguing from that point of view, Pingree sees astrology as a science because of its systematic explanation of perceived or imaginary phenomena. He does not evaluate the scientifically core of astrology based on the question of true and false or on methodological issues, but on a sociological understanding of knowledge. Summarising the analysis of the opposing views of both authors on the topic of astrology, one could evidently claim, that a further major difference between both perspectives is grounded in the hiatus between explaining or understanding the world, the former coinciding with the modern understanding of astronomy (or science in general) while the latter builds the fundament of a more cosmological perspective. 
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