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I dedicate this book to my wife and daughter, who have long put up with “Daddy upstairs” when they might have preferred him elsewhere.
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The Rock

I find this Rock and inscribe upon it

The image of my heart,

For here amid the redressed stones of ancient yesterdays,

I found the source and plan, of a quest,

Another man: to whom I look when no one dares.

The sky, the sky draws its cosy sheet above our heads,

And western minarets, grounded in their mass,

Huddled in their mass

Remain an image for my heart,

Permanent in their watchfulness.

A cloistered, ingrown abscess upon commercial man,

A monk who keeps his prayers and tolls his bell,

Never ceasing, nor forgetting

The harmony in the Plan.

The sky above has laid his hands,

Declaring: Separate you shall be,

Not to wander down the red-brick tiles of alleyways,

Nor consort with the fading stones corruptible,

For with their flags, decrees and bars

Forever incompatible.

I trod the rounded, tiny debris

Of past and new construction,

And wondered, Who could build this basilica of eternity?

Turning back as one: the few who shun modernity.

They’ve tried their best to deck you

With that faded flower, advertisement,

And put their fancy hat

On well-proportioned battlement.

Yet beneath the stumbling, invading sneakers,

The refugees from dole,

I sense the cries of anguish from your weathered,

battered Soul.

We’re now at peace in leaving

The erosion of the crowd,

Only wind and elements delay

The progress of the shroud.

TOBIAS CHURTON

CARCASSONNE, CITÉ MÉDIÉVALE,

SEPTEMBER 1979



INTRODUCTION

When I was a student at Oxford in the late 1970s, esoteric theology was about as popular with the university authorities as Jewish studies would have been under the 
Nazis. To be frank, the subject simply did not exist. The theology courses had been established with the needs of the Catholic and Protestant Churches uppermost in mind, and all that churchmen needed to know was that there was something called “heresy” and that it was contemptible. Why was it contemptible?—because it did not conform to the teachings of the churches.

I have racked my brain to determine when I first became aware that there was a different way of looking at the matter of religion, a vision neither Catholic nor Protestant, but something wholly spiritual—and real. I do not think I can really say when that awareness came to me. When I was a boy, everything was spiritual. We lived, as it were, from out of ourselves into the world. The inner and the outer worlds were magically one.

This innocent state was a lot of fun, most of the time. There was little need for ritual, art, books, and other supports when there was such a fabulous range of toys and playmates around. The “material world” meant model soldiers, cowboys and 
Indians, Batman and Robin.

Toys are material fantasies, living links between imagination and hard matter, like the idols and icons of old. TV (before journalists predominated) was just dream stuff, though it packed a surprising emotional punch. Almighty God had blessed the world with such delights for boys and girls, and it all proved he must have been a thoroughly Good sort, because we had defeated the Germans, and the communists were having a miserable time. What could they expect if they tortured people for being honest?

Furthermore, there were cinemas, showing mostly American films, where good people often won because they were good. How very spiritual! The best films were wonderful exercises in techniques of imagination: fantastically positive, stylish, witty, and chock-full of ideas for fresh games. It was often bliss to be alive. And when you felt bliss, something that was so very good welled up from deep inside: pure spirit. The spiritual world came gushing out, ready to wash about anything analogous that came into view. It was so intoxicating it is amazing there was not a law against it.

There was; but I had not hit it yet. “A little Child shall lead them”—but who will follow?

The magic lantern was magic, all right—light in the darkness, with exit signs on either side of the screen, just like life.

It was not to last.

Someone said that growing up is a crime. When Herod tried to kill Christ, the first thing he did was to murder the newborn of 
Bethlehem.

Childhood and innocence are central to the genuine gnostic tradition. Gnostics have been accused of practically everything wicked over the centuries, but child abuse has never appeared on the indictment. That seems to be a specialty of a suspiciously large number of more orthodox religious teachers.

How do you judge a religion? How about this? Look at how they treat the children. The same goes for the state—any state. Yes, I know. “They” are not all “like that.” Sure, most are benign enough much of the time—until you challenge them directly. I speak from experience.

I have often wondered if it might have been the experience of seeing Alexander Korda’s film The Thief of Baghdad (1940) that first turned me on to the Rosicrucian tradition. In that film, there is a scene when the boy-thief 
Abu is projected “out of this world” into an obscure desert place after smashing the “all-seeing eye.”

In the desert a group of pure-white tents appears. Inside one of them, Abu encounters “the relics of a golden age” (“Gold because gold was nothing; no more than the sand beneath your feet,” as one of the film’s characters states). The “relics” are a welcoming committee of wise old men dressed like Eastern magi, with wonderful silk turbans like some old representations of the mystic hierophant 
Hermes Trismegistus.

Abu is addressed warmly by the master and told that his arrival has long been expected: “For you we have been waiting twice ten thousand years.” Despised by the world, lowly and condemned, the boy-thief is to them a figure bright with transformative promise, a real pearl. What he must otherwise steal, they will give him.

The coming of the Child wakes them from the unconscious dream state (“the land of legend”) to a fabulous moment where these wise men, formerly “petrified [literally] with horror at the evil done among men,” may speak again to one who will listen.

As the old masters are awakened from stony slumber, so is the Child. He is given the arrows of truth to fire at the dark princes of murder and injustice. Naive to the political realities, 
Abu wants only “to help his friend”; he succeeds where the politicians have failed.

The scene must have pushed a few subconscious buttons, because to my mind this fantasy had more “realism” about it than Goodfellas, Saving Private Ryan, and all those black-and-white “gritty” dramas set in the north of England put together. It all depends on how much of “the real” you are acquainted with.

The right kind of fantasy may capture the depth of reality far more powerfully than the mere imitation of materially perceptible events. Realism is reflective; fantasy may be truth. The reason most modern films fail to satisfy after the initial sensation is that their makers are generally out of touch with spiritual reality. But let’s face it, some film producers seem out of touch with any reality! The old Hollywood was not afraid of the dream state, and it was not afraid of religion and spirituality either. You could say they were naive, but what good has “knowledge” done them? The long rank of self-protecting cynics can always make way for another disappointed romantic who has lost faith; the queue leads nowhere.

All right, this is not a book about the movies. But it is a book about a fantasy, a game, and it is quite possible that had movies been around at the time of the creation of this particular fantasy, it may have been a movie we should be discussing. As it is, we are discussing the effect of a particularly potent booklet, first published in the spring of 1614.

What have I been trying to say? Perhaps this: when I was studying theology, I was all the time aware that there was another story I should have been studying, that I wanted to study. But no one had heard of it; I would have to look for it.

A quarter of a century later, that story has coalesced into an academic discipline. It is called Western Esotericism. This is not a great title. In its favor, “Western Esotericism” does sound suitably academic and does not immediately suggest manifestations of the Devil to the drier guardians of academe. At least we know we are talking about esoteric matters, even if it is somewhat presumptuous to call them “Western.”

The “Western” idea seems to have come about because back in the past, many thought (following Madame 
Blavatsky’s Theosophy movement) that spirituality was a preserve of the so-called mystic East. The 
Beatles, for example, apparently had to go to Rishikesh by the Himalayas to learn about meditation. They should have been able to learn about it at school. The knowledge was there, but it had been quietly suppressed in oh-so-scientific Europe.

The only people who knew about esoteric theology in those days were dismissed and often feared as “occultists” or just plain “nutters,” two steps out of the mental asylum. The constant battle over “alternative medicine” shows just how bitter the debate still is. The inquisitors are still about, claiming reason is on their side; they are not much fun: unlike children, they have no time for magicians.

I remember going back to my college to find an old book for a TV documentary I was making. I was told that it was in the “cupboard.” The cupboard turned out to be a tiny stockroom locked up behind some old tables near the communal washrooms, the kind of place where repressed and repressive Victorians might have locked up naughty children.

At some point in the college’s past, it had been decided to put all the classics of renaissance hermetic and 
Neoplatonist philosophy together, out of sight of students. There they were, dusty on the shelves: Ficino, 
Hermes Trismegistus, Pico della Mirandola—spiritual brothers-in-arms, unloved and unwanted. They had not been banned, exactly; they had 
been removed. Humanity had moved on. This “stuff ” was from the pre-scientific era and had no more to say to the mind than astrology had to the practitioners of the 
Hubble telescope.

Before there was “Western Esotericism,” there was the odd, rare herald.

In 1980, I chanced upon a little book at the Pusey House Theological Library, 
Oxford, a library specializing in Anglo-Catholic theological learning. Somehow, this little gem had slipped through the net. I seized this work, entitled The Occult Philosophy in the Elizabethan Age, like an old friend. Little did I know that its author, Dame Frances Yates, was living but half a mile away at Lady Margaret 
Hall.

Scholarship today is inclined to remove itself from certain aspects of Frances Yates’s often pioneering work. You will see in this book, The Invisible History of the Rosicrucians, for example, that a number of her cherished themes regarding the origin of the Rosicrucian movement no longer hold water in the light of recent investigation. Nevertheless, for a student in 1980, this modest little book seemed a tumultuous breakthrough: clear water in a parched desert. I wondered who else might be reading it; I felt alone, but was not.

The Occult Philosophy in the Elizabethan Age was slim, but what it did in its brief tenure of the reader’s attention was to link up coherently certain themes of philosophical debate in the Elizabethan era (late sixteenth century). The author found that these themes all had something significant in common. What that thing was has been called the “Hermetic” and sometimes the “Rosicrucian” philosophy. In short, though Yates was hesitant to give the idea more weight than mild suggestion, the philosophy that moved the most advanced and most outspoken minds of the era was, according to her analysis, fundamentally gnostic.

The thinking of Francesco Giorgi, Johannes Reuchlin, Pico della Mirandola, Cornelius 
Agrippa, Giordano Bruno, Marsilio Ficino, Robert Fludd, John Dee—and the “Rosicrucians”—was based on a spiritual insight or experience of liberating gnosis (spiritual knowledge). This knowledge could free its practitioner from the bonds of earth and acquaint him or her with a higher knowledge tradition that could, in its clear and visionary way, take human beings out of the material realm back to the innocence of Adam on his first morning in the unspoiled Garden. Humans could overcome the effects of the Fall, or at least some of them.

If all this was heresy, then heresy had an awful lot going for it. It spoke to the Child with a message a child could understand.

It was nice to know that the first truly human being had been put out to play in a Garden just like a middle-class boy in a leafy town in the 1960s. I too had found the spirit of eternity in a garden. The story related by Frances Yates chimed in with the perceptions of innocence. This was the kind of thing I wished I had read before entering the hoary groves of academe. But I could not have; it had only just been written. And yet, as I read it, all I could think about was the idea that I somehow knew this already. The overriding impression was of a consistent process of confirmation. Here was scholarly flesh on the dry bones of my deepest suspicions.

What was more, it seems that these very suspicions had been entertained by outstanding men of learning five hundred years before, and—if we are to believe the tradition—long before that as well. The history that everyone could hear from orthodox sources concealed a secret process of transmission that went back, apparently (or not apparently), to the beginnings, the genesis of civilized human awareness. The story was somehow written within.

Frances Yates had been drawing from the same well as the subjects she wrote about; this was too personal an approach for many scholars. Not for me. She was following her intuition. Her reason was enlightened by something higher than itself. She overstepped the constraints of rational scholarship. This naughtiness got her into trouble, and in an absence forced upon her only by death, her calumniators have not been slow to apply scholars’ pitch to her reputation; she had gone too far.

I am so glad she did. The road of excess leads to the palace of wisdom.


MY ROSICRUCIAN ADVENTURE

Now we come to the Rosicrucian tradition itself. This was a movement that we can investigate and trace from its origins in the very early seventeenth century, as well as track (by paths of inspiration) its curious journey to the present day. However, the movement’s dominant writings claimed to go back even further, to the adventures of a runaway monk from the fourteenth century who had escaped the narrow-mindedness of his cloister to explore the limitless vistas of the Middle East. The movement began with a fantasy, a story that seemed to ring curiously true in the minds of some outstanding men and women.

Then, there was another dimension. The fantasy suggested that this particular manifestation of wisdom—the 
House of the Holy Spirit founded by frater C.R.—was only an instance of a much older tradition. The older tradition, revealed to fratres R.C. by the wise men of “Damcar” in Arabia (according to the first “Rosicrucian manifesto”), had, it was alleged, provided the secret language of a pristine, angelic religion, unspoiled by fallen human hands. Knowledge of that supernal tongue had manifested itself among the truly wise (the chosen vessels) since time immemorial.

The Rosicrucian tradition, then, was not only a historic movement, it was also an example of a secret metahistory manifesting through time, glimpsed by many but understood by only a few. “Narrow is the way, and few be they that find it” are words attributed by the canonical Gospels to Christ, but they belong to the argot of gnosis, of esoteric or inner spiritual awareness.

What could I do about it?

In the absence of any ecclesiastical interest, I would have to go straight to the people by the most direct means available: television. Once I had embarked on this tortuous road of communication, you could say my long, extraordinary Rosicrucian adventure began in earnest.

In 1985, I began work on the Channel 4 TV series Gnostics, the like of which had not been seen before and has not been seen since; the series has disappeared.

In the course of research I had the very good fortune to encounter a wealthy Dutch businessman, a man with a fabulous Gnostic library—and, to cap it all, he was a practicing Rosicrucian, or perhaps I should say neo-Rosicrucian. (We analyze what we might mean by the word “Rosicrucian” in chapter 13.)

Joost Ritman encouraged by all means available a much deeper—and challenging—acquaintance with the Rosicrucian tradition. Through my association with his unique library, the 
Bibliotheca Philosophica Hermetica in Amsterdam, I was able to encounter at close quarters the cutting edge of global Rosicrucian research, as it happened. It was a heady, privileged experience. Suffice it, for now, to say I was still studying that tradition and working its implications through my inner life ten years later. I enjoyed many adventures; they might one day make a very interesting book.

The fruit of the first phase of research manifested in The Golden Builders: Alchemists, Rosicrucians and the First Free Masons. This book appeared nine years after I had embarked on a detailed study of Freemasonry, a tradition that owes a great deal to the lines of thought and tradition dubbed “Rosicrucian” (see also my Freemasonry: The Reality). However, there is still a lot more to communicate. A great deal of first-class scholarly work has been accomplished since the time of the Gnostics series, now nearly a quarter of a century ago.

The researches of the uncrowned king of Rosicrucian studies, Carlos Gilly, have taken the subject completely out of its former residence in occult discourse and set it firmly in the world of concrete social, bibliographical, and philosophical history. It makes sense now in a way undreamed of by writers on the subject only a century ago. French scholar 
Roland Edighoffer has applied great sensitivity and psychological and philosophical insight to the subject, illuminating the creative mind of the imaginary fraternity’s creator, Johann Valentin 
Andreae, as never before.

Susanna Åkerman has taken her own track through the manifestations of Rosicrucian influences in the 
Baltic countries and through northern Germany, while Christopher McIntosh and Renko D. Geffarth have shown the historical reality behind the eighteenth-century Gold- und 
Rosenkreuzer (Gold and Rosy Cross) movement in a series of penetrating and revealing analytical studies.

The work advanced under the editorship of Wouter Hanegraaff (chair of Hermetic 
Studies, University of Amsterdam) and his team of contributors in producing the world’s first Dictionary of Gnosis and Western Esotericism has brought great swaths of gnostic and neo-gnostic history before the gaze of scholarship. The last twenty-five years has been 
a golden age for Gnostic and associated Rosicrucian scholarship, and I am very glad to have been able to play my part in it.

In 2005, Nicholas Goodrick-Clarke succeeded in establishing the U.K.’s first graduate course in Western Esotericism at the university of Exeter. He kindly invited me to write the course modules on Rosicrucianism and Freemasonry and to join the faculty, lecturing to growing numbers of students. Without that experience, I am sure this book would not have been written.

The Invisible History of the Rosicrucians is a second portion of the first fruit of a new era in esoteric scholarship, an era for which I may now say I should have been far less fit had I not first received a solid education in orthodox or Catholic theology. The circle has been joined, a possibility I could only have dreamed of thirty years ago. The esoteric belongs with the exoteric and vice versa.

Esoteric, by the way, refers to knowledge of the inner nature of things. This knowledge comes when a person has an insight opened to the inner eye either by another person or by gift of insight and initiation. A person with esoteric knowledge has entered into a mystery (or what appears to the outside or exoteric world as a mystery) and may therefore be described as a mystic. A mystic is someone initiated into an interior mystery. Liberating knowledge peculiar to the mystic is gnostic knowledge, or gnosis. As St. Paul said, “Spiritual things are spiritually discerned.” Those without esoteric experience can tell you little about the meaning of the word and thus are quite likely, in my experience, to disparage it.

We have nevertheless come a long way since the days when close familiarity with esoteric subjects was considered objectionable by much of the Western academic status quo.

It is now time that the general reader gain access to the best of what has been discovered in the exciting field of Rosicrucian research during the last quarter of a century. This provision has been my principal aim with this book: to throw open a window on a wondrous vista of previously unseen history and experience. The mysterious story of Rosicrucianism, told through its dominant characters, is, I believe, a marvelous and important story, revealing much that is significant with regard to all our pasts and much about ourselves, our truly human nature.

It goes without saying that aspects of the true story, often skewed, garbled, mythic, or plain fanciful, have been pushed onto the stage of a now notorious “alternative history.” This alternative history has seized the public’s attention in a series of books promising every kind of revelation, recently synthesized and manifested in a skillfully told bestselling novel, The Da Vinci Code, by Dan 
Brown.

While it might be argued that fiction is where this pseudo-revelatory material properly belongs, it is worth bearing in mind two things. First, the public interest may demonstrate a justifiable hunger for the “real thing” that has otherwise not been catered for by conventional religious authorities. Second, the Rosicrucian story itself began with a fiction, a game, even a naughty alternative history. History is often made by the operation of actualized myths, potent forces that link into unconscious life. Myths are powerful. Only saints are prepared to suffer for the plain truth.

The fundamental approach taken in this book is that of an investigation.

The Invisible History of the Rosicrucians is a narrative of questions as well as statements of evidence and comparisons of interpretation. I have tried to take nothing for granted, and to give the chief players their own voice, wherever pertinent and possible. This has been a demanding task; much of Rosicrucian history has until recently consisted of little more than a perpetual (and sometime shameless) accretion of mythology. You can write about Rosicrucianism as a series of, or collection of, mythologies. I have preferred to see the story as a series of scenarios shaped by dominant individuals. Following the impact of those dominant minds on sympathetic groups, we may then observe those groups working with and reacting to the inherited knowledge and traditions. From those groups have emerged new dominant individuals to continue the process of tradition, reaction, innovation, and development.

The work and motives of both individuals and groups are, where evidence permits, open to investigation. This book thus represents a critical investigation into that evidence. I wish to answer the hardest questions that the subject has to offer while leaving definitive judgment to the mind of the reader: no mean balancing act.

Another unusual challenge to be encountered when writing on this subject lies in the fact that we are investigating the activity of so-called invisibles. This word does not apply only to commonly held superstitions regarding the Rosicrucians themselves while in this world, but also to numinous figures frequently held to be pulling the strings from another dimension. There are numerous invisible factors inseparable from the fabric of the historical record.

The Rosicrucian movement is essentially a spiritual movement; its hold on the human imagination has been from within. The movement’s appeal is rooted deeply in the unconscious dimensions of the mind. Carl Jung, who had so much to teach us about the unconscious, was nevertheless of the opinion that he was only projecting a narrow beam of light into a cavernous realm that for the most part remained unexplored. This mysterious aspect of the story poses all kinds of interesting problems for the rational narrative-maker; science abhors mystery.

There is a tendency in some “Rosicrucian” minds to assume a position as far apart from material reality as possible. This position, stronger in some Rosicrucian traditions than others, is open to criticism even from within the movement’s own traditional premises. Surely, the foundation documents of the Rosicrucian 
Brotherhood maintain that its principal raison d’être was to acquire a universal knowledge whose implicit benefit included the ability to heal the sick, gratis. There has always been in Rosicrucian traditions a world-reforming role. Such a role requires constant interplay with the world and its weaknesses, so long as it exists, even if the good work should be cloaked in invisibility.

Should the Rosicrucian Brotherhood depart from this world entirely, the brotherhood itself would be the poorer for it; purposeless, it could only dissolve into a tedious eternity. Spiritual light might be very boring if light is all there is. Color, contrast, and dynamism give the Rosicrucian story its interest to human beings. The belief that one has become more than human usually entails becoming something less than human. Christianity, as Dean Inge once wrote, is a divine life, not a divine science.

There was a lot of science in the first Rosicrucian movement, as we shall see. However, when the science has been confused with theological categories, the result has often been a kind of spiritual anemia: arid theosophic systems that short-circuit the brain and render remote the voice of the soul. The result is an arrogant intolerance of the created world and its foolish denizens. It is little wonder, then, that the abode of the “secret Chiefs” is often sited in the remotest parts of the world—the once impenetrable 
Himalayas, for example. Any “Secret Chief ” worth his salt today had better get on the streets if he wishes to be taken seriously. Nevertheless, it appears that the invisibles, like their servants, are just born romantics, preferring the tower, the cavern, and the desert fastness to the teeming malls, private estates, government housing projects, slums, and back streets of sinful humankind. Can you blame them?

In fact, these imaginary locales of the superhuman tell us everything about the nature of Rosicrucianism; these are interior landscapes belonging to inner planes of consciousness. The mountain, the cavern, and the desert place are archetypal images of divine—or demonic—encounter. We have every reason to be wary of supposed Masters of the 
Universe. We already know far more than we are aware of.

There is, however, a real, possibly universal, need at the root of the Rosicrucian myth. If the brotherhood did not exist, we should have to invent it. In doing so, we should only be confirming the existence of the real one.

Of such paradoxes is this magical—and true—story made.

What began as a game became a religion. This book shows how and why it happened.
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ONE

THE STARS

And it shall come to pass afterward, that I will pour out my spirit upon all flesh; and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, your old men shall dream dreams, your young men shall see visions: And also upon the servants and upon the handmaids in those days will I pour out my spirit.

     And I will show wonders in the heavens and in the earth, blood, and fire, and pillars of smoke. The sun shall be turned into darkness, and the moon into blood, before the great and the terrible day of the LORD come.

JOEL 2:28–32

Our connection to the stars is profound. We spend all our lives under their passionless gaze and, when feeling ambitious, speak of reaching for them. People in love “wish upon a star,” while in 
Hollywood and elsewhere, people worship them in human guise. The real stars, of course, rather like old-fashioned royalty, never come significantly closer to us, nor we to them. Where there is distance, there is respect. The stars, being far above us, suggest closeness to God, so our ancestors believed. The stars look down on us; we must look up to them. Deduction: the stars were close to God’s 
High Table and deserved worship.

Even today, when we know that the distance between ourselves and the stars is so great as to induce more indifference than respect, many of us find the idea of God inseparable from our vision of the stars. Infinity is incomprehensible, beyond our understanding. Is not God supposed to be like that?

Everyone knows the story of the Christmas star that announced the birth of the Christian savior. The Gospel of Matthew tells us that magi from “the east” saw “his star” and “followed it” to Judea.

A remarkable stellar sign announced the beginning of Christianity. Far from being mythological, as has often been supposed, the story of the magi interpreting the “new star” and investigating its import is probably one of the most historically likely events recorded in the Christian 
Bible. Indeed, something very similar seems to have happened at the beginning of the spiritual movement known as Rosicrucianism.

It happened in the year 1603, four years before the planting of Jamestown initiated the beginnings of the United States of America. And, in the intellectual world of Europe at that time, a revelation in the night sky carried tremendous power.


THE IMPORTANCE OF REVELATION

In the early seventeenth century, knowledge about the universe and humankind’s place in it derived, as it does today, from daily experience, observation of nature, and scientific testing of hypotheses. However, two further means of gaining knowledge dominated the schools, universities, and popular mind. The first was the power of inherited tradition, often handed down from ancient Greek and 
Roman times, and frequently employed—and tempered—with the all-important blessing of the Bible. The second and most controversial senior source of knowledge was divine revelation. Divine revelation provided the blessing—and the meaning.

It was universally allowed that it was God who revealed (or obscured) his creation to the human mind. The laws of the universe reflected God’s will. He made it; he wrote the rules. However, beyond the relatively slim volume of known rules lay a dimension of action that people recognized as being miraculous. Their expectations could be shattered by miraculous interventions of God’s will. Such occurrences threw people back into a position of awestruck dependency, mindful of the perils of sin and the 
need for salvation. In short, whatever humans might discover by themselves, the most significant knowledge came from God’s revelation.

Humans could measure, but only because God had made the archetypes of measurement. He dispensed this knowledge through his 
Son and through the angels (or messengers) who ruled the stars and the planets beneath his throne.

The universe was rational because it expressed God’s mind; the cosmos had been measured into being. God enlightened the “higher reason” (intellectus) of the wise; humankind’s ordinary capacities of reason were not autonomous and were limited, as humans without God were woefully finite, even damned. The wise relied on wisdom from above. They needed inspiration.

Inspiration means the spirit, breath, or life of divine intelligence coming into the person. God was the “stone” that fell on the fortunate wise, winnowing their minds—separating the wheat from the chaff, the gold from the dross. If the inner cup was clean, God could pour his new wine into the truly open mind of the savant. This experience gave the individual dramatically increased powers of perception. Higher knowledge and spiritual experience were thus inseparable.

For those blessed with the eyes to see, aspects of the divine mind could be found expressed within nature. As both Genesis and 
Aristotle taught, without God’s creative hand, matter was formless, a void. Real knowledge of the universe was knowledge of God’s creative being and will. This knowledge was invisible to men and women in their ordinary, unenlightened condition.

Our word rational comes from a Latin word meaning “calculation.” Our dim calculations were seen as shadows or copies of God’s mighty, pristine calculations. Mathematically speaking, God worked with infinite series; humans, being mortal, could only really comprehend finite series. God was the Master, we were the pupils with the copybooks. The creation was writ with God’s radiant finger on the blackboard of space. The universe was a manifestation—a projection—of God’s creative nature, his Wisdom. Wisdom could be discerned throughout the cosmos, and it was a wise person who sought it. Science was a province of wisdom. That explains why the magi (members of a tribe of astronomers) are known to us as “the wise men.” They followed the patterns of wisdom, discernible in the stars.

The universe was a book: an open codex or mystic scroll; the stars could be read.

Reading the celestial text was possible because the planets moved. The planets were observed as moving from constellation to constellation—and the planets moved in relation to one another. Take Venus, for example. Sometimes she would rise into view just before the sun rose in the east; sometimes she appeared as the sun set in the west. Equipped with four compass points, a background of observable stars—and occasional “guest stars” called comets—and seven moving bodies (the sun, moon, Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter, and 
Saturn), the ancient astronomers had all the players necessary for an amazing nightly drama series—and, what is more, everything that happened out there was, in the profoundest sense, reflected in life here on earth, the apparent center of it all. Life was one, and its essence was movement.

As above, so below . . . that was the ancient principle. Our lives mirrored the heavens. If you knew how to read the celestial text, the truth was, indeed, out there. While for mystics the truth was not only discerned by external observation, the kingdom of the heavens was, at the same time, within you. If you looked hard enough and were graced with divine revelation, you would see how the workings of the stars and planets were reflected in the mind and the body, in the soul and the spirit. God’s creative Wisdom was all-pervading. The wise person followed it, tracing its wanderings both without and within.

God’s Wisdom was sometimes personified as the female figure Sophia (Greek for wisdom). Sophia’s visible body was the night cloak of stars. This idea came through the 
Hebrew books of Psalms, Proverbs, and other, more mystical sources where “Lady Wisdom” had adventures in the cosmos of which she was cocreator. Lady Wisdom came as the world-stranger, negated, despised, or simply unseen by the blind folly of humans, but to those who truly recognized the value of her services, virgin or whore, her price was far above rubies. Giving herself freely to all who sought her and were worthy of her, Lady Wisdom remained ever pure, virgin spirit, wise mother, wife, sister, whore.

So, without God’s enlightening power, measurements by themselves had only superficial meaning, and the wisdom of the world was incomplete. Deeper meaning came from deeper knowledge, and this deeper knowledge came from revelation. The primary source of revelation for humankind was the Bible, interpreted by God’s chosen ministers. In the biblical books of Wisdom, you could read about the divine 
Sophia. After that, revealed knowledge had an earthly, practical aspect called scientia (science) and a spiritual aspect we might call gnosis—the Latin and Greek words for “knowledge,” respectively. Spiritual knowledge came to the spiritual receptive faculty, known as the intellectus (spiritual mind or intellect); practical knowledge came to the rational faculty of the soul, called the ratio. The calculations of the soul’s mind were regarded as inferior to the wisdom of the intellect.

The relative claim of these secondary sources of knowledge was continually debated. Mystical knowledge and scientific knowledge could both find themselves in competition with the church. It was therefore customary to couch new discoveries in the language of the Bible and other recognized written authorities. The church demanded the right to interpret all forms of knowledge.

Men of learning did the best they could with the situation, often having to shadowbox with ecclesiastical authority. A powerful patron was de rigueur; this made the universities highly dependent on the goodwill of princes and the aristocracy, a situation encouraging subtle and not-so-subtle corruption. Granted the privilege to do so, the learned could investigate the natural revelation. Once the wise one had learned to apply the knowledge of nature—especially in the realms of physics and mathematics—he had at his disposal what was generally called “natural magic.” (The word magic came from the science of the “magi.”) Modern science emerged from natural magic, though not always peaceably.

Natural magic did not depend on obtaining favors from demons or angels but on a rational knowledge of nature’s laws obtained through virtue, hard work, and, above all, God’s grace. Revelation occurred when God took something formerly occluded or hidden from ordinary human understanding and “revealed” it, or made it make sense to the human mind—when, that is, he chose to.

Knowledge was revealed in accordance with a divine timetable known only to the angels. The wise person’s mind had to be morally and spiritually ready for divine enlightenment. In principle, the wise person’s consciousness, or awareness of reality, could be expanded in an ascending series, so long, that is, as the person’s will and God’s will were in harmony. Furthermore, while special stellar alignments and conjunctions in space could be seen as the moments when the divine calendar marked a change (leaving the future calendar still unannounced), the ingenuity of the astronomer enabled the possibility of predictions, due to the rational nature of the heavens. Alignments and conjunctions appeared at periodic, calculable intervals.

The line between prediction and prophecy is a very thin one, as we shall soon see.




THE REFORMATION

The so-called Reformation of the Western Christian Church began in Germany under Martin Luther’s inspiration in 1517. 
Unfortunately, the whole church was not reformed but, in fact, split up. Not that many Protestants saw it that way. They took the view that they were the true church and the Roman Church (like the Babylon that had divided the 
Hebrews from their homeland) was a corrupted husk from which they had been freed, by the grace of God. “Babylon,” they believed, as so many other idealistic hopefuls before and since have believed, would soon fall.

Liberation from Babylon-Rome was not the end of the matter. Protestant men and women in Europe believed that their liberation had rendered them more open to God’s favor and gifts. The new Christian had come out of darkness into the light. Protestants were now, they believed, in a better position to hear God’s authentic voice than Roman Catholics. If you could hear God’s authentic voice, then you could speak it; you could prophesy. You could be a prophet—and sixteenth-century Europe had more prophets than all the books of the 
Hebrew Bible put together.

In liberating the Bible—now revealed in the native language and sense of the populace—from the church’s control, the reformed movements opened the way for the liberation of the angelic and prophetic voice, after centuries of Roman suppression. The voice of the 
Spirit—and the spirits—could now be heard in Protestant territory (mostly northern Europe) without Vatican interference.

And the voice of the Spirit—the flavor of revelation—could not only be tasted in moral and ethical messages (in the development of apostolic puritanism and inward piety); it could also be drunk from the leaf and soil and stream and sky as German theosophy (the philosophy of man, God, and nature) was combined with sympathetic new science. That is to say, there was another liberated and prophetic voice emerging from the political tumult of the 
Reformation. For those who cared about such things, humankind was now—at least potentially—back in touch with God’s communicating universe. Wonder-works could now be expected.

By 1595, German alchemist Heinrich Khunrath (1560–1605) could declare that the Word was made flesh in the womb of 
Nature, as well as in the first chapter of the Gospel of John. It was, in short, the belief of a small number of highly educated people in Europe that the new evangelical freedom led directly to scientific freedom.

Christ was not only up there crucified on the high altar, or beyond the fixed stars on God’s right hand, Christ was in the heart of the believer, and once enthroned in the center of man’s being, Christ could be found everywhere, for Christ was the Mind of the universe who had drunk the milk of holy wisdom and become all-wise.

“Split a piece of wood, and you will find me there; lift up a stone and you will find me there, for the kingdom of heaven is spread out upon the earth, but men do not see it,” as the (then unknown) Gospel of Thomas puts it.

The Christian Bible was not, as biblical fundamentalists have asserted, the only source of divine revelation. God’s Word—God’s Mind—was also revealed in nature, on Earth, and in realms beyond this globe. This insight was hardly new—and was certainly not a product of the preaching of the most famous reformers. However, in the general freeing up—even occasional anarchy—of religious discourse that followed Luther’s first stunning rebellion, the voices of Continental magi—or scientists—began to be heard more clearly.

Theirs was a new, unexpected voice. “Seek and ye shall find,” they cried (quoting Jesus), not just “Sit down and think what you’re told to think”!

Get out there and find things out! Christ, they believed, held the torch for scientific liberty. Was not Christ, after all, a “natural magician,” a wonder worker? Seek and ye shall find—the very action-principle of science!

This little-known phenomenon of the so-called Reformation partly explains the Catholic Church’s frequent hostility to new scientific discoveries and interpretations, such as the heliocentricity written about by Copernicus from his study of the planets (publication was delayed until after his death for fear of persecution by the church).

The point is that science had come to represent what the old church could only see as a competing source of revelation. The fact that nearly all the major protesting churches took on similar proprietorial attitudes to revelation explains much of the tension between theology and science experienced around the world to this day.




THE LAST LIGHT

It had long been a staple of Christian apocalyptic beliefs that before the almighty finally wound up the scroll of the created—and fallen—universe, there would be a fabulous golden age, sometimes called the “Last Light,” associated with a massively expanded realization of the free, godly spirit, and of spiritual reality everywhere.

In this Last Light, God would pour out his hidden knowledge of the universe. Taken up in the fiery foam of revelation, humankind would acquire vastly increased knowledge of the cosmos, of themselves, and of their ultimate destiny.

The Answer was at the End.

This idea may come as a surprise to some readers, for today we tend to think of the word apocalypse as linked inseparably to the image of Armageddon, a holocaust and horror story for our planet—an image that curiously attracts many people who bear grudges against the world, its inhabitants, and possibly themselves.

The word apocalypse means to take something out of hiding, to reveal something formerly hidden. “Occult” knowledge was only occult to, or occluded from, those not granted the eyes to see it. Thus, for the redeemed, the apocalypse was not something to be feared, but something to be longed for—a great enlightenment. The light would be preceded by signs, like morning stars before the rising sun.

There were all kinds of signs to be expected and to be perceived in the wake of Luther’s revolt against the power of the Roman Church. One of the signs was doubtless the outward expression of an evangelical, inner joy in the presence of the 
Holy Spirit: happy people, freed from sin and dancing merrily with God. Signs of spiritual liberty (which might include great clarity of mind or deep spiritual awareness) were especially observable among the followers of so-called radical reformers such as Caspar 
Schwenckfeld (1489–1561) and Sebastian Franck (1499–1542), among many others held in suspicion by more orthodox reformers such as John Calvin and Martin Luther.

While Calvin and Luther had great institutional concerns (running churches), the radical reformers looked away from the “church of wood and stone” to the total renovation and revelation of the spiritual being hidden within material humanity. The spiritual radicals’ idea of being “reborn” was not just a sudden moral turnabout and a pledge of good behavior accompanied by a temporary ecstasy in the “blood of the Lamb,” followed by a life of religious conformity as insurance against ultimate destruction. Spiritual rebirth for the radicals involved a totally transformed conception of the human being and his or her perception of the cosmos; it was to be a new god, the inner logos (divine “word” or mind) realized as microcosm, in touch with the universe, clothed in new, progressively spiritualized flesh: a transformation of fleshly lead into spiritual and psychological gold. The new Man would be like the old 
Adam—before he fell.

This was all heady stuff, and there was more to come.

The Reformation can hardly be separated from other movements stemming in part from fifteenth-century 
Italy and later called collectively the Renaissance, or rebirth, of classical, ancient learning. As well as new prophets, the sixteenth century saw new artists, new scientific discoveries, a new medical and spiritual revolution around the works of 
Swiss doctor and magus Paracelsus (1493–1547), not to mention a host of geographical, philosophical, and astronomical discoveries and novelties. Had it not been for poverty, disease, persecution, and war, it could have been an unalloyed joy to be alive—like our own time, perhaps.

The sixteenth century definitely seemed to be leading somewhere—even perhaps to the end of the world, or the beginning of a new one. But who could be sure?

There was widespread disquiet as the early 1600s rolled in; Europe was still bitterly divided, poverty was rife, doubt was in the air, and war was never far away.

Perhaps the Last Light would not last long.

Within a century of Columbus setting foot on what came to be called the New World, Europe itself had also become a new world, in many respects unrecognizable to the viewpoint of someone—like Columbus—born before Luther. Indeed, much of the gold and silver of the 
New World now lay in the princely coffers and merchant banks of the old. And while desperate adventurers still dreamed of El Dorado in the Americas, new treasures were expected to be discovered in Europe, imminently; there were prophecies to prove it.




JOHANNES KEPLER AND THE NEW STARS

In 1601, Johannes Kepler succeeded Tycho Brahe as imperial astronomer to the 
Holy Roman Emperor Rudolf II of Bohemia. Rudolf was a great patron of scientists of many kinds and has gone down (and up) in history as an enlightened monarch who granted freedom of religious observance to Protestants in 
Bohemia. His enemies thought he was mad; Rudolf seemed more interested in alchemy than in the political challenges of his time.

Kepler (1570–1631) has gone down in history as the man who discovered, among other things, the elliptical movement of planets, replacing the ancient model of perfect circular movement.

The “mad” emperor put the Hradcyn Observatory in Prague at Kepler’s disposal, and it was there on December 17, 1603, that Kepler observed a very close conjunction of the planets 
Saturn and Jupiter in the constellation of Pisces. At its closest, the conjunction involved only one degree of angular separation between the planets: about twice the diameter of the sun to the observing eye.

A conjunction takes place when planets appear close to one another. When planets come close together (from the point of view of the observer) three times in one year, it is called a triple conjunction. Such a triple conjunction of 
Saturn and Jupiter occurred (in Pisces) between May and December in the year 7 BC, the period which, surviving evidence suggests, would be the most likely time of Jesus’s birth, given that the stories of stellar peculiarities associated with that birth are more or less true. The conjunction itself was not a story; it was a calculable fact.

Kepler recognized that the conjunction of December 1603 might have astrological significance and consulted the records of Jewish astronomer 
Rabbi Isaac Abarbanel, whose commentary on the book of Daniel, The Wells of Salvation, was completed in 1497. Abrabanel observed that conjunctions of Saturn and Jupiter were significant, occurring every twenty years in a different zodiacal constellation. The significance depended in part on the constellation in which the conjunction occurred.

Abarbanel reckoned a conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in Pisces foretold important occurrences with a special significance for 
Israel. Abarbanel stressed the importance of the magnitude or closeness of any conjunction, outlining five classes of conjunction whose significance rose in proportion to the rarity of the occurrence: from 20 to 60 to 239 to 953 to 2,860 years or so. A mighty conjunction (one in Pisces would be mighty), called mahberet’asumah, signified the birth of great prophets, miracle workers, revealers of secrets, and even the Messiah.

Kepler was not entirely convinced by the interpretations or the calculations of the rabbi but nonetheless recognized that the conjunction was significant and worth writing about. The imperial astronomer noted the similarities to the time of Christ’s birth in his book De anno natali Christi (on the year of Christ’s birth), suggesting the conception of Mary took place in 7 
BC, with Jesus’s birth occurring in 6 BC. The idea was rejected by theologians, who were not really interested in speculations that meant the Christian calendar was six or seven years in error; surely Providence would not permit such a thing.

However, the game was not yet played out, for it appears that it was not so much the conjunction of December 17, 1603, that really excited Kepler, but a massing of planets that occurred not long after, when Mars joined Jupiter and Saturn. The massing reached its highest intensity in 
September 1604 at the edge of Scorpio and Sagittarius.

The date 1604 will loom large in Rosicrucian mythology.

Kepler reckoned a similar massing had occurred in 7 BC. He took that massing to indicate what was later described as the “star” of 
Bethlehem and calculated that similar phenomena had coincided with seven other epoch-marking events, beginning with 
Adam in 4032 BC, followed by Enoch (3227 BC), the Great Flood (2422 BC), Moses (1617 
BC), Isaiah (812 BC), Christ (7 BC), Charlemagne (AD 799), and something significant to begin in 1604.

Could it be a new Reformation?

And then, something truly extraordinary happened. In October 1604, as Saturn and Jupiter neared conjunction in 
Sagittarius, a supernova exploded. To the eyes of the world, it looked as though a new star had appeared out of nowhere.

Kepler first observed the phenomenon on October 9, three degrees to the northwest of Mars and Jupiter and about four degrees east of Saturn. The supernova itself was observed by the public in the constellation of 
Serpens, the snake, where it remained clearly visible for almost a year. Kepler naturally wondered if it was not this very sequence that had given birth to a new star called the 
Star of Bethlehem between years 7 and 6 before Christ. Indeed, he was forced to wonder whether it was the earlier massing of the planets that had somehow triggered the appearance of the “new star.”

According to astronomical theory, there were not supposed to be new stars at all, since God had made the heavens long before and had done so for all time. Surely it was against every principle of science to think the universe was mutating! The only immediate cause for such an event that would spring to mind to a person of his time was that if it was indeed the revelation of a star, then it was a signal action of God. In print, Kepler modestly speculated that the star might indicate the appearance of a new sect or some significant political event (De stella nova in pede Serpentario . . . I. De stella incognito Cygni, II. De Jesu Christi servatoris vero anno natalito . . . , Concerning the new star in the foot of serpentarius . . . I. On the unknown star of Cygnus, 
II. On the true year of the birth of our savior Jesus Christ . . . ; Prague, 1606).

Kepler was not the only person speculating on the appearance of the “new star.” To other stargazers, the idea of the conjunction itself causing the new star to come to birth (as they saw it) suggested a significant triangle. Saturn and Jupiter were, as it were, crowned by the new star. Furthermore, the conjunction was taking place in 
Sagittarius at the time.

Following the works of the Sabian astronomer Abu Ma’shar al-Balki (AD 787–836), it had become customary to divide the twelve signs of the zodiac into four “trigons.” Each trigon grouped three zodiacal signs into each of the four elements. Thus Gemini, Libra, and 
Aquarius made up the “airy trigon”; Taurus, Virgo, and Capricornus constituted the “earthy trigon”; Cancer, 
Scorpio, and Pisces made up the “watery trigon”; while Ares, Leo, and 
Sagittarius formed the “fiery trigon.”

As related to the conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in Sagittarius in October 1604, the new star that had appeared above the conjunction was directly related to the fiery trigon (trigonus igneus). According to a system of correspondences that related astrology to alchemy and other sciences, the element of fire, especially with the presence of Mars near the conjunction, suggested several possibilities. Fire is related symbolically to religious inspiration, spiritual prophecy (the fire of the spirit); it is also linked to creativity (alchemical transformation of substance); and it is, of course, related to cataclysm, destruction, and war.

In the light of the options available, Kepler was wise to hedge his bets. All he was reasonably sure of was that something new and of significance to a divine scheme was likely. We now observe a phenomenon that has seldom changed in history.

Whenever a scientist makes a new discovery, a discovery that receives widespread publicity, he or she is most likely to resist “outsiders” commenting on the discovery beyond the discoverer’s initial careful assessment. This urge must be even more intense when the discovery, as in this case, was linked to the notion of interpretation. The scientist is likely to say, “No, that’s going too far. No, we don’t know enough about it yet.” “Calm down, we can’t be sure.” “No, if you don’t understand the science, you’ll get this out of proportion.” “No, this thing is just starting. I know there’s much more to it; give me time, and get off my back.”

Kepler was one of the many scientists of the time who thought partly in what we would call “old ways,” such as that astrology was still bound up with astronomy, and partly in the new, in which measurement and careful weighing of evidence would be used to form ethically neutral hypotheses. This was the period when modern science was born; there was going to be blood on the floor.

Kepler was not happy when many writers began interpreting the scientific facts for themselves. He was soon embroiled in controversy. It is not difficult for us to see Kepler’s point. Kepler reckoned only skilled mathematicians had a serious claim to understand astronomical phenomena. Even skilled mathematicians should not rush at interpretation, which was, anyhow, a secondary and often doubtful interest. He recognized that astral events soon joined themselves to mythology and came to mean what the writers supposed they meant. In his own time, he knew that mythologies had powerful political and social repercussions. You could not tear religion away from politics, and you could not tear religion away from science. Only four years before Kepler observed the supernova, 
Italian philosopher Giordano Bruno had been burned at the stake in Rome for his belief that the earth went around the sun and that the universe was infinite, not closed.

In the case of the Rosicrucian phenomenon, we can see, right at its birth, that Kepler had a point, for within two decades of the celestial events of 1604, a Rosicrucian mythology would quickly solidify. The mythology would thrust together into a “mystic whole” a comet (later called a “new star”) that appeared in the constellation of the 
Swan (Cygnus) in 1602, the supernova in Serpens of 1604/5, the conjunction in Sagittarius (in trigono igneo), and a heavenly host of other astronomical events and apocalyptic prophecies.

What began as science was turned into a game—and became a religion.




A CONJUNCTION ON THE PONT NEUF, PARIS

Twenty years after Kepler observed the close conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in December 1603, the phenomenon occurred again—right on time.

In 1623, Saturn and Jupiter formed a conjunction in the sign of Leo: Leo the Lion.

This was not without significance. For half a century, learned people and politico-religious propagandists had been excited about the imminent appearance of a kind of Protestant redeemer figure, sometimes identified with a 
Scandinavian king or German prince, who would complete the Reformation and finish off the “evil empire” dominated by the pope. This figure had been symbolized as the “Lion of 
Septentrion” or the “Midnight Lion.” “Septentrion” means the northern stars or constellations around 
Ursa Major and Ursa Minor. Leo is very prominent in the northern hemisphere, and so a prophecy based partly on words attributed to Paracelsus and partly on prophetic texts in the biblical books 
Amos and Esdras came to associate the epiphany of the Midnight Lion with events in the stars.

Furthermore, one of those politico-religious propagandists, a learned man called 
Simon Studion of Württemberg, had, in a massive work completed in 1604, predicted the date of the 
Second Advent of Christ. Christ, Studion calculated, would return in the year 1623. Could the Lion and Christ have been one and the same? (A prophecy identifying the two had been made in 1526 by one Jacob Fincelius, humble scrivener of 
Schmalkalden.)

What Studion did not predict was that in 1623, the Thirty Years’ War would be raging across Germany, involving the political attentions of all northern European states, as well as France and 
Spain. The war was a vicious struggle between the Catholic Holy Roman Empire (which included 
Austria, Bohemia, and Bavaria) and the Protestant states and peoples of Germany. Like all wars, it was full of propaganda.

Simon Studion’s home territory of Württemberg was now overrun by a rampaging Catholic army. The Protestant cause looked forlorn. As rebellious Protestants were slaughtered in France, with no sign either of the Midnight Lion or of the second Coming to save them, an otherwise calm Paris suddenly became flustered over the imminent appearance (or disappearance) of groups of people called the 
Brothers of the Rose Cross. Only these were not really people in the ordinary sense at all. These brothers of the 
Rose (or Rosy) Cross were, when they chose to be, invisible. After Rosicrucian leaflets were posted on the recently constructed Pont 
Neuf (New Bridge) and placards appeared around the city, it was feared that the devilish invisible ones were some kind of Protestant supermen on a mission impossible: to plot the overthrow of Catholic Europe.

What a difference a couple of decades makes! The last time Jupiter and Saturn had conjoined, these 
Invisibles had never been heard of. Perhaps they had been invisible then! on the other hand, could it be that Johannes Kepler was a better predictor than 
Simon Studion? While Studion’s apocalyptic predictions had been consistently proved wrong, Kepler had modestly suggested that the triple conjunction and supernova of 1604 heralded a significant war, or the appearance of a new sect.

In Paris in 1623, it appeared that Kepler’s prediction had come true. There was war, all right, and there was, as Catholic Parisians thought, a new sect—and the war and the sect were connected. And there was a conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in Leo, in the fiery trigon—what did it all mean?

We, being deputies of the principal College of the 
Brothers of the Rose Cross, are making a visible and invisible stay in this city through the Grace of the Most 
High, towards whom turn the hearts of the just. We show and teach without books or marks how to speak all languages of the countries where we wish to be, and to draw men from error and death.1

Commenting on the mysterious declaration, a posse of French writers attempted both to calm nerves and to excite sensational interest in the invisible ones through descriptions that have persisted in popular mythology about the Rosicrucians from that time to this. The late-twentieth-century English horror writer Dennis Wheatley might easily have purloined one of his plots (often turned into popular movies) from the following account:

We deputies of the College of the Rose Cross, give notice to all those who wish to enter our society and Congregation, that we will teach them the most perfect knowledge of the Most 
High, in the name of whom we are today holding an assembly, and we will make them from visible, invisible, and from invisible, visible.

The anonymous author of Horrible Pacts Made Between the Devil and the Pretended Invisible Ones 
(Paris, 1623), from which this passage is taken, goes on to describe how thirty-six of the 
Invisible Ones were placed around the world in groups of six. Of these, six were given a special posting in Paris.

That’s a lot of sixes; three would be sufficient to get the idea.

It seems the Devil had indeed ridden out—and in the sign of the blood-red cross as well. Indeed, one of the infernal one’s servitors had even appeared in glory at a Grand 
Sabbath held in Lyon on June 23 to the ecstasy of a collegiate assembly who fell to worship the satanic prince. According to this wholly unsubstantiated account, a pact was sealed whereby, in return for the abjuration of all Christian practices, the deputies would obtain the means to travel anywhere incognito, to never want for cash, and to enjoy the gifts of inspiring eloquence to attract the admiration of the learned, who would consider them wiser than the prophets of old.

Not everyone greeted the Invisible Ones with the salivating relish of a yellow journalist in a vulgar 
Sunday newspaper. Another anonymous writer of 1623 penned a document entitled Recherches sur les Rose-Croix (Researches into the Rose Cross), now in the 
Bibliothèque Nationale (Ms. Dupuy 550), from which the following, more considered and considerably more interesting account is taken:

The Rose Cross is an imaginative invention by a group of persons who use it as their symbol and mark. Besides this it means nothing. They claim that an ancient wisdom has been transmitted from 
Adam through Seth, Noah and Moses to Solomon, and that this wisdom was revealed by the 
Arabs to the foreigners in 1413. . . . It has since been preserved in obscure terms by the alchemists 
Basilius Valentinus, Theophrastus, Isaac the Hollander, Severinus Danus, Paracelsus, 
Raymond Lull, Valentin Conrad, and Robert Fludd . . . and the labour of kindred spirits will by a continuous application for one hundred years reach a point where they will reveal themselves to the world as paramount examples of illumination and union. . . .

They believe in a universal agent, which is nothing but an internal fire or general soul that operates among the elements through the three principles Mercury, 
Salt, and Sulphur [a Paracelsian doctrine]; and claim to be able to confer renewed life to animals and vegetables alike, thus drawing upon the doctrine of 
Averroes and Theophrastus. Following Paracelsus, they have great knowledge in medicine, narcotics, and alexipharmaka; and through the observance of the stars, they know exactly when to harvest their medical herbs.

Their religion is drawn exclusively from Genesis, from the book of Wisdom, and the Psalms of David, but they approach them with a formal conception to create a semblance that these great personalities wrote only to justify their own belief. In this endeavour they are greatly assisted by their knowledge of the roots of languages.2

Whether the Brothers of the Rose Cross were in fact devil worshippers or, as the author of the above study maintained, “Protestant monks, formerly of the Cistercian order, who live on a rock on the shores of the Danube in an almost inaccessible place,” fraternization with their beliefs or literature incurred dire consequences.

Three years before the Invisibles were supposed to have floated about Paris, two students of Marburg 
University in Hessen, Philipp Homagius and Georg Zimmerman, were tried by the university. Homagius was accused of burning all his books except his Rosicrucian works and a magical textbook attributed to “Arbatel” (De magia veteri, 
On ancient magic; Basel, 1575). Homagius was sentenced to “eternal imprisonment” in a frontier fort.

Meanwhile, the University of Paris condemned all works by, or inspired by, Paracelsus—and that included Rosicrucian works as a matter of course. In the same year as the Parisian scare, Rosicrucian defender and mathematician 
Heinrich Nollius was expelled from the University of Giessen for his professional interests in sacred magic and hermetic philosophy. Two years later he would try to form a new group, “the Keepers of the Celestial Wheel.”3

In 1624, a year after the Paris scare, Catholic authorities at the University of Leiden in the 
Netherlands set up a tribunal to try Rosicrucian writings. The Leiden trials would be followed in 
Haarlem in 1627 by the trial, torture, and imprisonment of a sometime pornographic 
artist, Jan Symonsz van der Beek. According to Susanna Åkerman, the Leiden judges “correctly saw that the Rosicrucian fiction stemmed from 
Arabic magic, from Hebrew wisdom, and from dangerously subversive Paracelsian themes.”4

That is quite a case for the prosecution. So the Rosicrucian beliefs were a fiction? Why then were people all over northern Europe and elsewhere getting into trouble for paying attention to a fiction? it is not as if they did not have novels in the seventeenth century. They knew the difference between a novel and a serious book. What was it about this fiction that was causing so much trouble? Were the invisibles real, or were they . . . 
invisible, that is to say, imaginary?

Who were they? Would one of them stand up and be counted? People were, after all, suffering in their name. Even where it was not physically dangerous, mere rumor of association with the 
Brothers of the Rose Cross could make life very inconvenient. Take the case of (now) world-famous philosopher 
René Descartes. According to Adrien Baillet’s biography (La vie de Monsieur Descartes, 
Paris, 1691), Descartes returned to Paris from his travels with the duke of 
Bavaria’s army in 1623, only to find the Rosicrucian scare in full force. In fact, Descartes had vainly sought the 
Brothers of the Rose Cross in the winter of 1619, hoping for help with his internal struggles and obscure mathematical studies. (The 
Brothers of the Rose Cross had promised a new mathematics.)

A year later, Descartes had met up with an excellent mathematician, Johann Faulhaber, whose less advanced ideas inspired Descartes to new heights of original genius. Faulhaber had been an early defender of the mysterious brothers, having responded eagerly to their promise of a reformed science. Descartes was unlikely to have swallowed the calumnies about satanic brethren invisibly subverting the capital, but he took seriously the advice given him that he was a potential suspect, having returned from Germany by himself, with none to vouch for his activities there—and doubtless being a mathematician and philosopher too. Should he hide? 
No, he concluded. He made himself visible about town. How, he reasoned, could anyone suspect he was a brother of the 
Rose Cross? Had not everyone heard? The infernal brethren were invisible! Furthermore, he reasoned, having sport with the credulous inquiries of friends, it was that very invisibility that must have prevented his finding the fraternity in Germany!

It is good to know the philosopher had a sense of humor; there are not many laughs in his Discourse on Method.

What were people afraid of? Why were even the more enlightened writers, such 
as Descartes’s mentor Father Marin Mersenne and well-informed commentator 
Gabriel Naudé, so suspicious? What had the Brothers of the Rose Cross done?

To find out how such a powerfully subversive group of conspirators had come out of nowhere, only to manifest themselves without manifesting themselves, only to be seen in the imagination while remaining distinctly and indistinctly invisible—only to be dismissed as harmless by some, yet perceived by others as a threat to the stability of the whole Catholic world (and all in the space between two celestial conjunctions)—we need to go back to the beginning of what 
Simon Studion thought (in 1604) was the end.





[image: image]

TWO

TÜBINGEN AND THE UNIVERSE

What Johannes Kepler did as imperial astronomer in Prague was of great interest to Tübingen 
University in the German duchy of Württemberg. This is because Kepler was born near 
Stuttgart in Württemberg, and Tübingen was his old university. Kepler’s colleagues took a keen peer interest in his work. For example, Kepler’s book on the periodic succession of the great conjunctions, Mysterium cosomographicum (The cosmographical mystery), was published in Tübingen in 1596, before he took up his post in Prague. The good name of Tübingen—and the tutors—was at stake when Kepler went to print.

Kepler’s old tutor in mathematics at Tübingen was Michael Mästlin, and Mästlin taught mathematics to several other key figures in our story. For example, when academic poet and astro-prophet 
Simon Studion (born in Urach, Württemberg, in 1543) completed his 1,800-page manuscript Naometria in 1604, Studion assured anyone who doubted his amazingly complex computations of an imminent apocalypse that they had all been checked for mathematical precision by Tübingen’s very own jewel of mathematics, Michael Mästlin himself.

Naometria means “measurement of the Temple,” and the Temple concerned was the spiritual house of God that would emerge apocalyptically from the old world, now nearing its end, according to 
Studion. Studion combed and interpreted the Bible for every scrap of symbolic and numerical inference, then combined what he found with the history and meta-history of celestial conjunctions.

It should be understood that from the point of view of the biblically minded Christian believer, everything that happened after the time of the 
New Testament was, according to the book of Revelation, governed by a time schedule, expressed in symbolic numbers and the traditions of Jewish and Christian Cabala. The infamous “666” is an example of this, but there are many more examples of mysterious numbers that some have taken literally, others symbolically. Interpretations may be as varied as the perturbations of the calculating brain. Problems emerged when commentators named names, tying in the ancient texts with contemporary events, such as the appearance of comets.

Studion’s work was not approved of in the university (there were notable exceptions to this), whereas Kepler was a “good boy,” an alumnus in high standing. That did not mean everyone would agree with his interpretations of celestial phenomena. Nevertheless, what Kepler discovered had ramifications for mathematics, astronomy, theology, and, when we see Kepler’s role in the evolution of scientific knowledge, life on Earth in general.

Kepler’s work was exciting, and universities thrive on talk. Theology was always going to be the sticking point. This is partly why Kepler insisted that only mathematicians could properly understand his discoveries; theology was a dangerous occupation. The problem was that few theologians were interested in truth in the scientific sense; they tended to fall into defensive/aggressive camps, hurling abuse and threats at one another.

Nevertheless, the intersection of science and theology would constitute the battleground out of which the 
Brothers of the Rose Cross would emerge, if, as yet, unseen. Indeed, there seems little rational ground for doubting that it was the period of debate in Tübingen following Kepler’s observations of the triple conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter, and the supernova of 
October 1604 in Serpentarius, that provided the soil in which the idea of the Brotherhood of the 
Rose Cross grew to fruition. And it is precisely the tumultuous area of intersection between theology and science that gave the Rosicrucian idea its extraordinary multidimensional strength and purpose.

The temporal origin of the Rosicrucian movement lay in questions of science, for sure, but in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries it was practically impossible to keep the controversies of science out of the controversies of theology. Genesis was seen as a scientific handbook written by the all-knowing Moses, touched by the 
Absolute on Mount Horeb. Likewise, the position of the sun was a vital matter to religion (theologians thought) because it suggested the way God had planned his scheme of salvation. If the Earth moved, it made the Earth “just another planet.” Was God interested in saving Jupiter? From the point of view of the theologian, Earth was the center of God’s saving interest, and science ought to confirm this.

As we have seen, scientific discovery was also understood as a form of divine revelation. Much of what we today call “scientific method” reflects this struggle to operate scientifically without fear of the inquisition bursting in and closing down the laboratory for heresy.

Many have argued that in freeing itself from the perceptions of religion, a divine baby was thrown out with the material bathwater, and a reconciliation of science and religion is therefore desirable. Indeed, when some commentators have looked at the Rosicrucian movement (such as Frances Yates in her book The Rosicrucian Enlightenment), they have perceived that the subject’s interest for us today lies in the realization that here was a movement that combined science and religion without denying anything to either, in a holistic universe where matter and spirit interacted. If science had not bitten the hand that fed it, the argument goes, there might never have been an atomic bomb, and gentle hot-air balloons would be the preferred mode of transatlantic passage. This is a heady vision and has found many adherents since people became “friends of the earth” and of esoteric philosophies.

However, there is a problem with this viewpoint. When we investigate what Susanna Åkerman, for example, considers to be authentic Rosicrucian science in her Rose Cross over the Baltic, we find that this alleged Rosicrucian science (where science and religion met in amity) was, in fact, no more than a reflection of a number of key scientific assumptions and (sometimes controversial) theories current at the time.

These assumptions and theories became “time frozen” into the web of Rosicrucian mythology, so attached did they appear to be to the very few original statements of the 
Brothers of the Rose Cross (or, as the authors signed themselves, fratres R.C.).

Sympathetic scientists liked the sound of the fratres R.C. for a wide variety of reasons. They expressed support for them, while using the brothers’ fame to further their own interests. For example, Johann Faulhaber was a mathematician with very interesting mathematical ideas that he thought fulfilled the prophetic promise of a new mathematics he found in the writings of the fratres R.C.

Indeed, the fratres R.C. could probably have established a brilliant Continental publishing outfit producing the best of modern science and philosophy, had they not remained invisible. Clearly, money was not their interest.

However, a curious trick has blinded adherents to the Rosicrucian cause ever after. The trick works because it happened that the 
Brothers of the Rose Cross emerged at precisely the time when modern science was emerging. We can see this phenomenon in Kepler’s resistance to overinterpreting the evidence of the supernova, and, a few years later, in Galileo’s resistance to the 
Inquisition regarding the movement of the Earth around the sun. Indeed, some ideas associated with the brothers should be seen as part of this general, halting movement for liberating scientific study from a generalized state into a more systematic and empirical state.

The trouble is that the science current at the time (by its very nature) became attached to the spiritual movement of Rosicrucianism in such a way as to be inseparable from it. For example, a person joining a Rosicrucian organization today might be enjoined to study alchemy or to relate organs of the human body to cosmic principles held at a time when people thought it was the blood and not electrical impulses that communicated thoughts and will to the limbs.

The Rosicrucian movement has preserved elements of a scientific view of the cosmos that would otherwise have mostly disappeared. Why there has been a desire to maintain the validity of such ideas is another intriguing question. People have risked—and lost—their lives for these ideas; there may be something in at least some of them.

It is true that Rosicrucian manifestations throughout the four hundred years since the movement began have operated in a scientific time capsule, such that if we wish to understand Rosicrucian spiritual ideas today, a lot of these ideas can be understood when we simply examine the main scientific and theological debate out of which the fratres R.C. 
actually emerged—the debate around the supernova of 1604.

Susanna Åkerman has herself expressed the concern that the “loss of the pre-modern scientific framework has often obscured the Rosicrucian school to such an intolerable degree that it no longer even can be understood.”1 I take this to mean scientifically understood; there are a good number of spiritual commentators on Rosicrucian ideas.

The Rosicrucian ideas were simply premodern scientific ideas.

Indeed, the key Rosicrucian concept most natural to the movement was isolated some 350 years ago by the Czech genius Comenius (1592–1670), when he expressed an initial enthusiasm for “Pansophia” in his masterpiece The Labyrinth of the World and the Paradise of the Heart, written, significantly, in 1623. The drive to create a pansophy was widespread in the seventeenth century: an integration of all knowledge in a single scientific system that included spiritual causes and celestial correspondences—a global, celestial, and supercelestial harmony.

Pansophia was defined by Heinrich Nollius (expelled from Giessen in 1623 for his pro-Rosicrucian stance) as theosophy plus alchemy and astronomy, but in the hands of men inspired by 
Sir Francis Bacon and the writings associated with the fratres R.C., Pansophia could also mean a universal system of everything, 
with a strong dose of Hermetic, as-above-so-below, all-unifying, universal-in-scope philosophy. Mechanics, music, meteorology, architecture, botany, zoology, archaeology, physiology, agriculture—indeed, the classical seven liberal arts were only parts of the pansophic enterprise.

When we add to this treasury the original medical, physical, and theological theories of Paracelsus, we have pretty much the knowledge-itinerary associated with the original writings of the fratres R.C. They were apparently interested in everything. But was it the original intention of the 
Rose Cross Brothers to form or encourage the formation of a Rosicrucian science?

If it was, then we might expect that the Rosicrucians would hold a worthy name within the context of the history of science; they do not. Take a trip to 
Oxford’s Museum of the History of Science (stored in a museum built at the behest of 
British Rosicrucian enthusiast Elias Ashmole in the 1670s) and ask the director whether he or she thinks a cabinet should be devoted to the Rosicrucians. I do not imagine that it would be an idea greeted with warmth. To our modern scientist, “Rosicrucian” suggests “occult,” “spiritual,” “New 
Age,” “astrology,” “Masonic,” and many other things the modern scientific inquisition (at least in Great Britain) wishes, for the time being, to be kept coolly separate from.

The roots of the problem may be traced in part to the kind of debate that ensued in Tübingen after Kepler’s observations of 1604. Indeed, the nature of the debate seems to have shaped the thinking of the people who gave first (literary) form to the invisibles.


THE SCIENCE

It has been a shortcoming of most works published to date on the Rosicrucian phenomenon that they do not trouble to investigate the science. Consequently, when dealing with, for example, eighteenth-century manifestations of Rosicrucianism, the uninitiated reader’s mind is immediately assaulted by bizarre conceptions, often alchemical in nature and surrounded by zodiacal symbols, that simply look like the “chimaeras of little worth” that the fictional Victor Frankenstein was warned of by his wise tutor at 
Ingolstadt University, in Mary Shelley’s famous novel of science gone horribly wrong.

While the science was disputed, debated, dismissed, and often repressed in Kepler’s 
time, arguments over the Bible and the stars were nonetheless regarded as 
scientific debates—debates of knowledge. To understand the nature of these 
debates—and what came of them—we need to know something of the science. First of 
all, we all know that the people of the Renaissance had been taught in childhood 
that the planets—and the sun—went around the Earth. Beyond the planets were the fixed stars, and beyond the fixed stars were the heavenly realms governed by hierarchies of angels and archangels. Beyond these realms was the mystery and perfection of God, who had created everything with the command Fiat lux! Let there be light!

And there was light. And there was quite a lot of darkness, too. Hard knowledge was hard to come by. When Kepler first observed the conjunctions of Saturn and Jupiter, he did not have the benefit of Galileo’s 10× magnification telescope; that was still some five years away (1609). Many of the observations of the heavenly bodies that mattered had been made eight hundred years and more previously, in the Middle East, where 
Arabic-speaking astronomers also thought the sun went around the Earth.

That idea, at least, was changing, though slowly. Copernicus reckoned the sun’s central position was implied by 
Hermetic philosophy dating back (he thought) to the time of Moses. Hermes the philosopher described the sun as the “visible” and “second” God.

Since God did not go around the Earth, it was not impious to suggest that the Earth might in fact go around the 
Almighty’s solar regent—though in a spiritually perfect circle. Nevertheless, the theologians, by and large, did not like the idea, and even many an honest scientist found it hard to adjust to a concept that appeared counterintuitive when everyone could see the sun (not the Earth) rising in the east and setting in the west. The sun moved; you could watch it. If the Earth moved, why don’t we feel it, or fall off? Kepler demonstrated that mathematics worked better than the human eye alone. This showed that God-as-Mind was in the mathematics. That the divine mind was manifest in numbers was also a preconception of Pythagoras and was manifest in the 
Alexandrian geometer Euclid before the time of Christ. Works by Greek-writing authors were valued in Mesopotamia and 
Syria while Vikings were pillaging the coasts of Dark Ages Europe.

Greek-written geometry formed the basis of much of the scientific knowledge of the eighth- and ninth-century 
Baghdad mini-renaissance, fleshed out with original observations and additional, often brilliant, conclusions. Works translated from 
Arabic to Latin dominated the scientific physics and astronomy of the European Renaissance, as they had the science of the Middle 
Ages.

The philosophy was largely Aristotle’s: matter had no measurable meaning without form, which was implicit by divine fiat in the origin of a thing (the potential in the seed), the particular form derived by degrees from the absolute, beyond-form, above. The energy that created change of form derived from the movement transmitted by the unmoved Prime Mover whose movement was communicated to the powers of the fixed stars. This energy made the planets move. Thus Saturn, the outermost planet (as was supposed), received the first pristine shot of energy from the stars and projected it onto the other planets. That is why Saturn was the star representing the first god of the Greeks (Chronos, or Time) and why Saturn (old Father Time) was associated by 
Semitic peoples with the supreme God—literally, “the Highest.”

Saturn could be both the planet of melancholy (meditations on time and age) but also the “humor” of high insight and genius, being closest to the heavenly realms.

How was this energy from the stars communicated? According to Abu Yusuf Ya’qub ibn 
Ishaq al-Kindi (born AD 850 in the southern Arabian peninsula), the energy that established movement and change was communicated through rays. We get our word radiation from rays, and, according to the science of Kepler’s time, a great deal more besides, for it is in the understanding of rays that science and magic became for many scientists inseparable.

Rosicrucianism inherited and transmitted the ancient ray theory.




RAYS

Al-Kindi’s study De radii (Concerning rays) gave medieval scientists like 
Roger Bacon (1214–1294) and Robert Grosseteste (ca. 1175–1253) a scientific explanation for astral and other effects perceived as coming from the stars. “Magical” effects covered inexplicable phenomena of change that were thought to have something to do with the stars. The point was that magical effects (like the power of lenses, mirrors, medicines, or even music) could be explained by a natural philosophy. This made those effects licit, that is, tolerable to the church, to a point.

The propagation of astral rays—rays from the stars—was seen as part of natural philosophy; no demons were involved, nothing wicked at all. Once you saw energy being projected from the star as a ray, you could make general assumptions about the rays by applying the time-honored laws of geometry with their scales of number. Numbers indicated not only size but also value, as in ordinary human relations. We call the boss “Number 
One”; the “lower orders” used to travel third class.

The natural philosophy of rays asserted that the nature of a star was emitted as a ray. The ray expressed the flux of a star; stars received energy and passed it on, according to their nature. The lines were there to be drawn, if not to be seen.

From this supposition, scientists concluded that all events on Earth were the product of all the rays of the heavens touching Earth and penetrating its living organisms, metals, and minerals.

According to the theory, the effects of any given stellar activity could be plotted geometrically with lines and figures. Since this activity was also in some respects a study of light, a mystical and metaphysical atmosphere colored these researches. According to Grosseteste, for example, light was the essential principle of the universe’s form and structure. The universe was the result of a union between formless matter and the essence of light, of which visible light was the only aspect available to the human material senses. Other activities of rays were invisible, occluded from ordinary perception. There was light in the dark too; God dwelled in an unfathomable darkness. In a remarkable prescience of modern physics, Grosseteste theorized that light was the basis of spatial dimension and thus of physical extension.

Medieval science also knew of a Neoplatonic and gnostic tradition wherein the human being’s essential nature, in its origin or “archetype,” was called Light (Phos). According to this principle, if the inner nature of a human being was of the same substance as the formative principle of the cosmos, then there was a structural symmetry conceivable between the human and the universe. In the fullness of the human’s nature—or fulfilment of his or her potential—the human being was a microcosm. The powers at a human being’s disposal were therefore, ultimately, unlimited. The “starman,” as in David 
Bowie’s popular song, was waiting to be recognized.

Scientists conceived of the possibility of superman even when the biggest thing they had to offer was gunpowder. It must have been very frustrating.

Al-Kindi, who was the source of Roger Bacon’s initial work on optics, also translated the 
Neoplatonist Porphyry’s commentary on books 4–6 of Plotinus’s Enneads, thinking them to be the work of Aristotle. The Neoplatonist works had a decidedly more mystical flavor than 
Aristotle’s authentic writings. The human being was not simply the observer of the universe but was in a sense a creator of the universe, insofar as the human perceived it into being. According to this idea, the human soul produces the sensible world—the world the human sees and touches—out of the soul’s longing to give visible and sensible form to the intellectual forms discerned by the imagination in the created world. The soul recognizes something of its own, in spite of the limitations of our optical apparatus, since, according to the 
Neoplatonists, the soul derives its origin from the original expression of the divine mind—and so does the cosmos.

Taking this idea a bit further, we have the idea that the human being’s full dimension is in small what the universe “out there” is in gross. The human being is a little cosmos: a microcosm. The stars are our cousins.

So we can see how a little bit of natural philosophy very soon becomes an inspiring ideal of metaphysical philosophy. However, leaving the metaphysical implications of natural philosophy aside for a while, and returning to geometry, we can see that, as with the case of light, causes of natural effects (growth in plants, for example) could be seen to operate according to lines, angles, and figures—the stock-in-trade of the geometer.

By using geometry as a means of plotting and discussing ray effects, differences between phenomena depended for their scientific expression on the laws of optics and perspective. Thus, geometric optics became the basis for a mathematical theory of nature. It all looked pretty suspicious to those who did not understand the game.

The insight of a possible mathematical theory of nature, also known as “natural magic” or simply “science” (referring to knowledge of a particular craft or “mystery”), provided the theoretical basis for much of modern science. Practical demonstrations of the theory were in their infancy, but it was understood that there were great things to come, as long as God saw fit to enlighten the wise.

One area of knowledge that gained through the mathematical and geometrical application of the ray theory was astronomy, very much bound into the issues of value that made astronomical prognostications inseparable from astrology, the predictive science. How did natural philosophy affect astrology?

The mathematical theory bolstered astrological predictive power by providing a scientific framework for understanding why the positions of the stars in relation to the Earth were causative. For example, a stellar “virtue” (the nature of the star emitted as a ray) was thought to act more strongly when concentrated perpendicularly on the Earth. This relative strength could be shown numerically by the higher and lower angles of incidence that occur when the ray touches the Earth, obliquely or otherwise. Laws of refraction and reflection also inhibited the power or stellar virtue of the ray. These influences could be plotted by number (degrees), giving judgments of magnitude and of value. The greater the distance of the celestial body from the Earth, the narrower the “cone” would be (where the body provided the base, and the Earth the tip), and therefore the influence would be stronger (because more concentrated), depending on its angle of incidence. Thus, astrological influences could be shown as being perfectly natural, even if not absolutely determinative. God’s will, human will, and meteorological conditions could affect results. Therefore, science had to take the stellar virtues into account; those objects “out there” had meaning because they influenced life on Earth. However, computing them in detail was more theoretically than practically possible, as critics of the theory (such as 
Nicole Oresme, ca. 1320–1382) observed.

Mathematics, then, had a dual character, both as natural philosophy and as divine science. Kepler, for example, could not deny that some kind of effect could be expected from celestial conjunctions, but who was best placed to know what precisely might be expected—and on what grounds?

Kepler argued from the principle that an increase in knowledge of mathematical and physical laws—from repeated observations and experiment (experience)—was necessarily generated as illumination increased in an ascending knowledge scheme. Older theories would have to change as illumination brought greater perspective. Kepler and the natural science wing of prediction were aware that there was still a great deal more to know, and biblical computations could be as much a hindrance as help, since interpreters of the Bible tended to the belief in immutable constants, often where such appeared irrational. Anyhow, it was hard enough to assess the science, never mind the symbolism!

This reticence becomes immediately apparent when we come to look at Kepler’s debate with his acquaintance and friendly rival 
Hesilaus Röslin (1554–1616), a skilled stargazer who used much of the same inherited science as Kepler did, but who came to a very different kind of conclusion. Since 
Röslin’s conclusion has become associated with the magical-apocalyptic wing of early Rosicrucian interpreters, we need to look a little deeper into the knowledge base shared by 
Röslin and Kepler.




ABU MA’SHAR AL-BALKI

The most important work common to Kepler and Röslin was a work first printed at 
Augsburg in 1489, De magnis coniunctionibus et annorum revolutionibus (On the great conjunctions and cycles of the ages) by 
Abu Ma’shar (AD 787–886), or Abumasar, as he was known to many Western writers. It was 
Abu Ma’shar’s work that laid out the four elemental “trigons” discussed earlier and bound them to issues of prediction.

It is significant that Abu Ma’shar’s work reflected the teachings of 
Sabians from Harran in northeastern Syria and (possibly) Yemen who were active in Baghdad in 
Abu Ma’shar’s lifetime. Abu Ma’shar himself came from Khorasan (the land of the sun) in northeastern 
Iran and what is now western Afghanistan.

The Harranian Sabians worshipped the seven planets (including the sun and moon) in seven temples whose foundations went back far into pre-Christian history. They were tolerated by Muslim religious authorities because they were seen as “people of the 
Book” who accepted belief in a supreme God and a last judgment.

The Sabians’ “book” was a collection of Greco-Egyptian writings attributed to 
Hermes Trismegistus, identified also as Idris or Enoch, and composed during the heyday of 
Neoplatonism in late antiquity (second, third, fourth centuries AD). Hermes enjoyed great currency in the medieval and 
Renaissance annals of knowledge because he was seen as a kind of pagan Moses who had predicted Christ—and, of course, because of the wonderful things he wrote.

Hermetic writings often spoke of God as a universal Mind that was present in everything and which yet transcended everything, and humans could have a portion of this Mind (nous) if they chose to heed the call and immerse themselves in it (the analogy for this was baptism in a special bowl sent from heaven). The potential for response was there in practically everyone, but most ignored it. Those who did not received gnosis, or divine perception, the ability to grasp the invisible as well as the visible—and thus were able to rise above mere material existence. Hermes became master of the unseen universe, in humans, in nature, and in the stars above. Hermes joined alchemy to astrology and humans to God. The Latin form of 
Hermes was Mercurius, divine messenger and transformative quick-change artist par excellence. In the words of Paracelsus, “There are as many mercuries as there are things.”

Abu Ma’shar’s work, influenced by Hermetic concepts, was translated into Latin in about 1120 by John of 
Seville, at a time when the only Hermetic works known in their entirety in the West were the Asclepius and the Emerald Table of Hermes Trismegistus, an alchemical text.

As well as the astronomical traditions of the so-called Sabians (a word from the Koran with no absolutely certain definition), 
Abu Ma’shar could also draw on the Greek Ptolemy’s Tetrabiblos (The book of four), which discussed how the germination and fruition of the seeds of plants and animals were molded by celestial influences. This teaching was easily allied to concepts of alchemy (which also depended on the stars) and 
Aristotelian theories of formation and de-formation. These conceptions are not in principle very far from modern ideas of mutation through radiation effects on the chemistry of DNA.

Since everything was seen to be made up of combinations of four elements, we can see how a fiery trigon, watery trigon, earthy trigon, or airy trigon might in principle affect human and terrestrial history. We can also see how the theories could be applied to timetables for the end of the world, with new trigon schemes relating to the superior planets marking movements toward the final celestial revolution, when the 
Almighty would wrap up the system.

Abu Ma’shar’s work was enormously influential on the sixteenth-century apocalyptists and scientists John Dee (Monas hieroglyphica, 
The Hieroglyphic Monad; 1564), Cyprian Leowitz (De coniunctionibus magnis, Concerning the Great Conjunctions; 1564), Johannes Trithemius (De 
septem secundadeis intelligentijs sive spiritibus orbes post Deum moventibus, 
Concerning the seven secondary intelligences or the spirits of the world after the movements of God; 1547), Guillaume Postel (De nova stella . . . judicium, Judgment on the new star; 1573), Jacob 
Brocardo (Mystica et prophetica libri Levitici interpretatio, 
Mystical and prophetic interpretation of the book of Leviticus; 1580), and others who wished to stretch the science of their time both to and beyond its limits.

In a letter from John Dee to Queen Elizabeth I’s chief minister, Robert Cecil, in 1562, Dee explained that the highest vocation of the philosopher or adept lay in the explanation of “supercelestial virtues and metaphysical influences” through a combination of magic, Kabbalah (Jewish gnosis), and alchemy. These interests were fundamental to the reform of the world promised in the first Rosicrucian writings. Dee’s book on the sign or hieroglyph of cosmic unity, Monas hieroglyphica, went through at least ten German editions before 1610.

To the mind of Dee and those who shared his visionary as well as practical outlook, the secrets of the universe were primarily invisible. The adept or magus-scientist could, in theory, uncloak the invisible while himself remaining cloaked from the jealous greed of the uninitiated. Privileged access to knowledge was a keynote of the science of the period, and Kepler might be distinguished from the apocalyptic interpreter in this regard mainly by his belief that the “pure” mathematician was more privileged (and more accurate) than the symbolic interpreter. That is to say that while we can see the Kepler debate beginning in 1604 as a marker (in retrospect) of a growing attitude in science (realized more fully by Descartes and his followers), magical and empiricist attitudes were still inextricably—and creatively—mixed.

For example, while John Dee (1527–1608) believed that the universe was rational and governed in its operation by natural law (only its initial creation violates reason), he was still deeply interested in works that combined natural philosophy with “straight magic” of the angelic, even demonic, kind. Known throughout Europe as an authority on Euclid, Dee also inherited and applied a concept first used by the alchemist Thomas 
Norton (Ordinal of Alchemie, 
1471), namely, archemastrie.

Dee and many like him simply ignored the fact that alchemy had practically no disciplinary status in universities (it would in the future) and took 
Norton’s term, which meant “full mastery,” to mean investigation by experience, or “experiment.” This not only meant the careful recording of data and tentative hypothetical approach to knowledge that we understand today as the experimental method. Archemastrie could mean any experience that provided knowledge, including spiritual and psychological experience, since these took place within the reality of the mind operating at what was considered its highest pitch.

As geometry and ray theory had helped formulate an astrology and astronomy based on natural causes, it was supposed that science would eventually penetrate the natural laws operative in things that offered no immediate rational explanation.

Thus Dee and others of a similar outlook joined to their natural philosophy works such as the magical compendium Picatrix (originally the Arabic work Ghayat al-hakim). Picatrix 
explained how to attract celestial spirits into talismans (at the right astrological moment), along with a ceremonial demonic magic operating on the 
Neoplatonic principle of a spiritual continuity and sympathy existing throughout the universe.

A work similar to Picatrix was that infamous text for possession of which (along with Rosicrucian writings) Marburg student Philipp 
Homagius was imprisoned in 1620. Arbatel was the pseudonym for the author of a work called De magia veterum, which appeared in 1574. Arbatel appealed to those who were hungry for the knowledge that natural philosophy unaided could not provide. Since the stars that projected their nature as rays were each seen to be governed by an angel, then, went the theory, you should be able to obtain superior knowledge direct from the angels themselves.

Enthusiasts looked at the apocalyptic writings in the Bible and elsewhere and saw that it was the angels who showed the keys to the prophets: 
Uriel, Gabriel, Michael, and other celestial ministers had opened their secret books to the vision of Ezekiel, Daniel, 
St. John the Divine, Ezra, and Enoch.

The word angel is Greek for messenger. If they had a message, those with the ears to hear should hear it—and the angels should oblige. Surely, in this new age of revelation, with the universe crying out for messages from heaven for understanding, surely the angels would, if approached properly, not deny their knowledge to the worthy. After all, was not the human being the microcosm, the bridge between Earth and heaven?

And had not a new age begun?

So instead of being seen as another old medieval grimoire for manipulating demons, 
Arbatel’s work was seen as a ritual-magic text offering a divine revelation through God’s ministering angel: a boon to science. The purpose was high—to restore a lost wisdom. Practitioners might at least, if favored, gain knowledge of the hidden secrets of nature. Through this divine, cabalistic magic, practitioners might escape the bonds of the material world that limited the scope of human understanding and soar in spirit to the celestial and supercelestial realms, experiencing union with the divine mind and consequent illumination. Such a one could bring the heavenly gift to a wayward humankind, could bring knowledge to the uncertainty of the world, and thus could secure experience of, not just faith in, God.

Such a one might be the harbinger of the return of Christ himself, when all knowledge would be found to be one: a perfect sphere—and Christ would be found to be all within all. This supracosmic vision was either the cutting edge of a new science (or reformed science, as, say, Dee saw it) or a capitulation to 
Arabic magic, Hebrew mysticism, and the violation of an ordered universe (as the Catholic authorities at the 
University of Leiden in 1623 saw it). What, for example, was the concept of natural causes to make of Dee’s and others’ view that celestial virtue (the power of the stars) was vital to transmutation, that the alchemist must work in conformity to the stars and should observe them and the world affected by them constantly?

All the elements were star-sensitive; divine secrets in nature were elusive. At first sight, the idea simply follows from the long established principle of cosmic rays being causative, but in the hands of the new science of the Paracelsians and the revived science of 
Roger Bacon (revived by John Dee and his contacts from Paris to Prague), the science soon ascended to prophetic magnitudes.

What kind of alchemy, for example, would the supernova of 1604 make possible?

Would a new kind of being appear? Would he change the world? This is not so strange an idea as might appear at first sight. When a new star appeared in Cassiopeia in 1572 (debate about which conditioned much of the response to the 1604 triple conjunction), Kepler’s predecessor at Prague, Tycho 
Brahe, argued against a series of prophecies that had identified the new star as a “cometa rosa.” The rosy comet had been mentioned by the Roman naturalist Pliny in his Historia naturalia (2,22). Tycho’s De stella nova, anno 1572 (Concerning the new star, 
Uraniborg, 1593) stated that since Pliny’s term rosa referred not to a star, but to a comet, it was inappropriate. The “new star” was not a comet.

Kepler, in his 1606 work on the 1604 supernova, was not prepared to push aside the 
Rosa idea. He was struck by the supernova’s rosy appearance (referring in a poem to its “unparalleled redness”). He examined Pliny’s term rosa and believed Pliny was trying to distinguish between the glare from ordinary comets and “an intense radiance, transforming into a spear-like apparition” that might indeed fairly refer to what he had seen in the constellation of 
Serpentarius.

Abu Ma’shar also wrote on comets and described the Rosa as one of ten types of known comet. Kepler compared notes and identified 
Abu Ma’shar’s description of it with the 1604 phenomenon. Abu Ma’shar called his sixth category of comet “rosa, because of its rosy colour; it is also large and round as the sun, with the face like a man, a kind of yellow of gold and silver colours mixed.” 
Abu Ma’shar was clearly describing a dying star, a supernova, mistaking it for a comet.

But there was more to this Rose than met the eye.

According to Susanna Åkerman, medieval Arabic physiologists had also linked the 
Rosa to Avicenna’s theories of bodily fluids.2 We are in “elixir of life” territory here, and the following concepts will firmly enter Rosicrucian lore to appear mysteriously, over a century and a half later, to be combined with Mesmerism.

Healthy tissues were thought to contain a fluid called ros (Latin for “dew”), which might undergo a kind of transmutation in the wake of such a new star appearing. Think of the history of humankind as a great alchemical experiment or Work, and you will see why Dee, for one, considered life on Earth as being nourished by the fluxions of a heavenly dew, 
a manna from heaven—the quality of which could alter in response to astral conditions.

The idea of an invisibly transformed fluid did not pass by the followers of Paracelsus. For example, in the Köln 1567 edition of Paracelsus’s Philosophia Magnae (Great philosophies), a curious picture may be seen near a portrait of Paracelsus himself. The picture has been taken mistakenly as a proof that the Rosicrucian fraternity existed before the seventeenth century. In the picture, we see a field strewn with books and pages of manuscript. In the foreground a torn sheet bears the words “Rosa” and “Rx.” in the background, a child’s head emerges from the earth (grave?) saying, “What is that?”

Rx is an abbreviation of the word “Response,” used to head alchemical recipes. The child signifies the reborn: renewed, perhaps, by the life-prolonging medicine, an elixir courtesy of the transmuting power of 
Abu Ma’shar’s comet, the fluid-enhancing Rosa.

Since the 1604 supernova was preceded in 1602 by a comet in Cygnus (which looks like a cross), it should not surprise us that later commentators on the Rosicrucians saw the 
Rose Cross Brothers as related to these phenomena, announced by Providence in the heavens and at whose pregnant sign the order underwent a kind of inspirational rebirth with the discovery of their founder’s body “whole and unconsumed” (fluids intact) in 1604.

It is an open question whether the authors of the earliest Rosicrucian writings took up these clues for themselves or whether the phenomena were delightfully or magically coincidental.

From the point of view of alchemy, the returning star liberates spirit from matter, causing new developments in consciousness, thought, and the world. These were consummations devoutly to be wished and devoutly resisted. Just how deep the resistance could get we may see from a clear look at what divided Kepler from his old friend 
Röslin and those who thought like him in the debate following the controversial nova of 1604.




RÖSLIN VERSUS KEPLER

Like Kepler, Helisaus Röslin came from the area around Stuttgart in 
Württemberg. The son of a pastor from Pleiningen, he early on developed contacts among the theologians of Tübingen (Röslin sent his son 
Nicolaus to Tübingen to study in 1591).

Around 1579 Röslin was studying astronomy and alchemy in Baden-Durlach. He then joined the practical alchemical work of 
Samuel Eisenmengern of Pforzheim. Eisenmengern, patronized by the Elector Prince of the 
Rhine, Georg Johan, was a Paracelsian doctor and follower of radical spiritual theologian and knight Caspar 
Schwenckfeld (1489–1561). Circles that combined Paracelsian medicine and alchemy with radical spiritual ideas are central to our story; they provided the networks through which the 
Rosicrcucian writings would spread.

Moving on to become medical doctor to the bishop of Strasbourg in 1578, Röslin corresponded with the astronomer and mathematician Michael Mästlin, who taught both Kepler and the principal author of the original Rosicrucian writings, a remarkable man whom we shall encounter shortly.

Röslin was fascinated by the interplay of symbolic and biblical chronology with astronomy. His first major work on the subject, Speculum et harmonia mundi (The mirror and harmony of the world, 1579) was available only in manuscript, but it was pirated in a printed version made at 
Amersbach in 1605. That version also contained excerpts from one of Kepler’s treatises on the new star of 1604. This was hardly Röslin’s fault, but it doubtless annoyed Kepler, especially as the work was dedicated to his employer, Emperor 
Rudolf II. It looked like Kepler’s work was endorsing that of Röslin. Kepler felt forced to denounce Röslin’s prophecies in 1606, launching an intellectual tussle that went on for years over the interpretation of astronomical phenomena. The most significant arena of that tussle was Tübingen.

Kepler felt that Röslin’s work was simply not in the same category as his own; Kepler distinguished “cosmological” writings from “chronological” writings, arguing that Röslin’s predictions were not properly supported by astronomy, insofar as they were far too specific. How could astronomy really be supposed to back up interpretations for a climactic new age, involving the complete defeat of the Roman Church, of which his patron was supposed to be a loyal—if unusually tolerant—member?

Astronomy should not, Kepler believed, be used as an add-on to primary chronological speculations, no matter how accurate the astronomical knowledge of the prognosticator. The astronomy should come first; mathematical science could not necessarily certify the interpretation. We see here perhaps the birth pangs of a long and painful struggle that would eventually separate questions of scientific fact from judgments of value, or, as we say, “value judgments.” 
Nevertheless, in retrospect we can see that that is the essence of the debate—a debate that seems old hat to us today but was unpleasantly indicative at the time of something peculiar happening in science. Was not the point of science to acquire wisdom and to help God’s scheme of salvation?

Not really, implied Kepler. That would mean taking sides. Protestants and Catholics had different notions of what the scheme entailed, and who could play. Kepler could see how Röslin’s calculations—a painstaking combination of precise astronomy and the 
Sabian “seven ages” theory to be found in 
Abu Ma’shar—were to be used by Protestant activists searching for heavenly signs of a Protestant redeemer figure. This figure would soon come to revivify the last—or seventh—age. This, Kepler implies, is a religious debate, not a scientific one. But he could not quite say that, because that would upset the churches—both Catholic and Protestant—for, in their view, questions of science were not independent of religion; Kepler knew that well enough. It must have been very painful for men like him to have to bite their tongues.

There is no doubt that Röslin’s predictions, inspired by the supernova of 1572, were not only of a religious nature, but of a politically volatile character. That is because Röslin was influenced by two unusual figures: a schoolmaster from Lüneburg named Paul Grebner and the brilliant—if eccentric—French millenarian Guillaume Postel.

Postel’s Panthenousia (Everywhere and everything) was published in Paris in 1547, sixteen years before the French geometer and prophet met England’s star genius John Dee in that city to discuss a conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in Cancer that Cyprian Leowitz in Prague believed portended wars in central Germany, as well as the revelation of secret arts and knowledge. Leowitz also predicted the return of the “Lion from the woods” who would make his terrific presence known in 
Bohemia. The common source, as ever, was the Sabian wisdom of 
Abu Ma’shar.

Postel argued for the imminence of a universal reformation led by the prophet Elijah, or Elias, whom Postel identified with himself. As Elia Pandocheus, Postel foresaw a union effected among Christians, Jews, and the 
Islamic sect of Ishmaelites, since all looked to the arrival of a messiah figure. Postel’s ideas of the messiah were, however, beyond the thought of his day.

Formerly a lecturer in geometry at the Sorbonne (1539–44), then an enthusiastic member of the Jesuits, Postel was ejected from 
Ignatius Loyola’s new order for his unconventional ideas. Characteristically, he thought there should be a new order of Jesuits, perhaps called Jesuives. The existing Jesuits, we should hardly be surprised, condemned his view that the new messiah would be female, and that the true redemption would occur through a couple, since God was androgynous or perfect.

Postel found his messiah in the form of Johanna, a learned sister of the hospital attached to the Church of 
St. John and St. Paul in republican Venice: she was the “new Eve,” and he declared himself her spiritual son. Spiritual redemption could come to anyone, he believed, who united with the female 
Sophia, the feminine spirit in man, Wisdom, the Schekhina or glory of God, the indwelling of Lights.

On March 13, 1604, seven months before the appearance of the new star in Sagittarius, the 
Swedish mystic, court archivist, and critical reader of Postel (and, later, the Rosicrucian writings) Johannes 
Bureus (1568–1652) himself had a dream of the divine Sophia, the lady cloaked with stars. Bureus took it as a spiritual sign and imagined an impending great council of reformers.

Postel had many other inspiring ideas that contemporaries put down to madness. For example, he envisioned a new world order that would emerge with a reformed monarch and a wholly reformed pope sitting in the 
Holy Land. It was Postel who returned from the East with a translation of the primary classic of 
Hebrew Kabbalah, the Liber Iezirah (The Book of Creation), which explained the secret structure of God’s universe in terms of divine emanations. This work would have a great impact on later 
Rosicrcucian conceptions.

How far Postel influenced later Rosicrucians in other respects cannot be known for certain, but it is worth mentioning that in his Candelabri typici in Mosis Tabernaculo (Emblematic candlesticks in the Tabernacle of Moses; Venice, 1548), he took ideas from the kabbalistic Zohar and came up with a prediction of an earthly kingdom and a new order of priests based on the biblical figure of Melchizedek (lord of righteousness; see Psalm 110:4, 
Heb. 7:1–4). The idea of a special order of Melchizedek would become a feature of eighteenth-century Rosicrucianism over two centuries later, while some 1,300 years earlier, Melchizedek had been a “revealer-figure” dear to Gnostics. There is a book bearing his name within the Coptic Gnostic 
Nag Hammadi Library, discovered in 1945.
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The Liber Iezirah (The Book of Creation), a key work of Kabbalah attributed to Abraham the Patriarch, translated by Joannes Stephanus Rittangelius (1606–1652), Amsterdam, 1642.

Postel’s new order of priests may have influenced the imaginative conception of the Fraternity 
R.C. One of the key figures associated with the first Rosicrucian writings at Tübingen, Christoph 
Besold, professor of law, was interested in Postel. Postel’s De nativitate mediatoris ultima 
(on the ultimate birth of the mediator; basel, 1547) was in Besold’s extensive library. Tübingen’s brilliant professor and student of Christian mysticism also quoted from Postel’s book on universal reformation, De orbis concordia terra, in his treatise “On the religious sects of the 
Saracens,” published in Tübingen in 1619 (Consideratio legis et sectae Saracenorum). It is significant again that Besold shared Postel’s interest in the more obscure spiritual societies in the Middle East, since it was from such a source that the Rosicrucian wisdom was thought to have been derived in the first place.
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Artis Kabbalisticae, Paris, 1621. (Artwork courtesy of the Bibliotheca Philosophica Hermetica, Amsterdam.)

Arguably, the true mystic source of the creator of the Rosicrucian mythology’s ideas was Christoph 
Besold’s library in the duchy of Württemberg.




GREBNER AND STUDION

As well as taking seriously Postel’s announcement of the imminent arrival of the seventh age, when the seventh candelabrum of the last times would be lit, Röslin also commented on the prophecies of Paul Grebner in a ten-page manuscript, now in the 
Herzog August Bibliotek, Wolfenbüttel, entitled “Bedencken und Censur über Pauli Grebneri 
Apparitiones oder göttliche Erscheinungen Sericum Mundi filum” (Consideration and censure of the apparitions of Paul Grebner or divine appearances—a thread of the Far Eastern world).

Grebner’s visions began on the eve of June 23 (John the Baptist’s day), 1573, at Lüneburg in north Germany. The visions seem to have been first inspired by the sight of the supernova of 1572. Grebner associated the new star with the image of a boiling pot about to explode. The woeful stir of the vision was whipped up by the appalling massacre of 
Huguenots (French Protestants) that had taken place in Paris in 1572 and that cried out for revenge and restitution. Grebner envisioned a German Lutheran invasion of France, followed by a council of the most learned men, who would meet and encourage “a silvery, golden, well celebrated and everlasting age.”

Grebner also called out for a union of Protestant princes to counter Spanish atrocities against Protestants in the 
Netherlands. According to the visions, the conflict would end with the return of the Messiah and the election of Christian 
August, elector of Saxony, as emperor of Germany.

Grebner had to wait thirteen years before he was summoned to Hamburg in 1586 to meet 
Ségur-Pardaillon, diplomat of the Huguenot-tolerant House of Navarre, and, among others, 
British emissary Sir Thomas Bodley (founder of the Bodleian Library, 
Oxford). Were Grebner’s prophecies coming true?

As a result of the encounter with Bodley, Grebner’s work was translated into Latin and presented to Queen Elizabeth 
I. A copy surfaced sixty-five years later in London in which appeared the words “The Lyon having the 
Rose shall utterly destroy the Pope; so that after there shall be never any Popes.” Curiously, this phrase does not appear in the Wolfenbüttel version of the prophecies, where, instead, there is a reference to a host of lions with the Protestant king of Denmark as the lion with an anchor.

This phrase about the Lion having the Rose is significant to our story, because it has long been held that the origins of the Rosicrucian fraternity might be sought in a militant evangelical league (Confederatio Militiae Evangelicae) called the cruce signati (the cross-signed), founded among north European Protestant nobility (particularly the queen of England, king of Denmark, and 
House of Navarre) in 1586 to protect the Reformation from Habsburg-Guise extermination.

The “Rose” in the quotation would seem to be the English Tudor Rose, while the “Lion” would seem to symbolize the united strength of Protestant monarchs (with more than a hint of apocalyptic prophecy). England was doing its best to help the Dutch militarily in the 1580s; Protestant leaders hoped for more from England.

This combination of forces appeared in Simon Studion’s Naometria, completed in 1604 and influenced by Röslin’s 
astro-chronological work. Naometria, with its chronology for the rebuilding of the Temple, was the cause of bitter controversy in Tübingen. Studion himself was not far away. He had received his master’s degree there in 1565, studying history with Martin Crusius (1526–1607), and had been working as a pastor at Marbach, outside 
Stuttgart. Furthermore, it was the combination of political forces in Studion’s massive work, among other indices, that led 
British historian Dame Frances Yates to link the genesis of Rosicrucianism to British political and chivalric movements promoted by John Dee in central Europe during the 1580s and 1590s, movements (in Yates’s view) leading ultimately to the marriage of the elector Frederick of the Palatine to James 
I’s daughter Elizabeth in London in 1613.
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