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Lesson 3: Two Refor mations

“. .. we behold the agreement that is betweerptiesent Design of the Royal Society,
and that of our Church in its beginning. They bty lay equal claim to the word
Reformation, the one having compass’d it in Retigtbe other purposing
it in Philosophy. They both have taken a like cf@jr® bring this about;
each of them passing by the corrupt Copies, aretniafy themselves
to the perfect Originals for their instruction; tlome to the Scripture, the other
to the large volume of the Creatures.”

Thomas Spratistory of the Royal Society667

In the last class, we looked at how the great ahaaltures, including ancient Greece, failed teegbirth to a
self-sustaining scientific enterprise, becauser tharldviews did not provide the necessary fouratatior a
rational, systematic study of the natural world.ddm science arose once in history, during theesith and
seventeenth centuries in Christian Europe. Buhifisfianity was one of the causes of modern sciembg did it
have to wait nearly 1500 years to get off the gdfun

I. The History of Biblical Interpretation

What do we mean by interpretation?

Acts 8:30-31 So Philip ran to him and heard him reading Isarehprophet and asked, “Do you understand what
you are reading?” And he said, “How can |, unlesaeone guides me?” And he invited Philip to comeng sit
with him.

Nehemiah 8:2, 8So Ezra the priest brought the Law before the alslerboth men and women and all who
could understand what they heard, on the firstafaype seventh month. . . . They read from the béwin the
Law of God, clearly, and they gave the sense, atlte people understood the reading.

Interpretation bridges the gap between the textthedreader: it is the art and science of getthrey hessage
across.

Interpretation is a matter of life and death:

1) Pharisees: believed in inspiration of the OT, bddesd written and oral traditions. Jesus said they
nullified the Word of God by their traditions. Thérey crucified the promised Messiah.

2) The Roman Catholic Church: Bible and The Churctharch authoritydetermineshe meaning of
God’s Word.

In the early church, a system of interpretation rgyee that enumerated four senses of the text, sherical, and
three spiritual (Origen — 3; Augustine — 4)

1) Literal — fundamental; basic

2) Allegorical — objects in Scripture are symbolicspiritual realities
3) Tropological — the moral sense; relatione

4) Anagogical — the future/eternal meaning



Every text has all four meanings. Furthermore, @llegorical sense multiplied meanings because Hjects
referred to by the words could themselves refantdiiple spiritual realities. Meanings are therefonultiplied

ad infinitum. This gives free rein to unlimited fantasy with ttext. A text that can mean anything effectively
means nothing. This is why the Middle Ages werbk aigark time.

The heart of the Protestant Reformation was itgroh@c of Scripture: WCF 1:9 - 9. “The infallible e of

interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itsaliid therefore, when there is a question aboutrtleeand full
sense of any Scripturvich is not manifold, but ojeit must be searched and known by other placassiheak
more clearly.”

Il. The Bible & Natural Science in the Middle Ages

Christianity arose out of the ruins of skepticisth adassical culture to become the dominant intéliac
framework of Europe. Of course, it was Roman Ciandty, so it was Roman/Christian view of natureatth
determined the European view of nature during tidM Ages.

Hugh of St. Victor, De tribus diebus: “For the whdaensible world is like a kind of book written tme finger of
God - that is, created by some divine power — auth @articular creature is somewhat like a fignot,invented

by human decision, but instituted by the divinel ¥al manifest the invisible things of God’s wisdoBut in the
same way that some illiterate, if he saw an opavkpbwould notice the figures, but would not compneth the
letters, so the stupid and ‘animal man’ who ‘doed perceive the things of God’, may see the outward
appearance of these visible creatures, but doaswetrstand the reason within.”

For 1500 years, the study of the natural world tplace within the humanities, as part of an ovesaikénce of
interpretation that embraced words and things:utr@hiphilosophy”.

Animals have a story, they have meanings: theyswambols of important moral and theological truthikey are
to be thought of as the hieroglyphics of Egypt:rekters of an intelligible language. God infuseel world with
symbols.

Just as each text in the Bible was attributed hdrigspiritual or allegorical meaning than theréitevords of the
text, so objects in the physical world were undmdtto be symbols of higher, spiritual realities.

It is also this idea that underlay the medievaldbahat there are two books: nature and Scriptlihés is why
natural philosophy is part of the humanities.

This approach to both world and text derives ulteghafrom Origen: “I think that He who made all itigis in
wisdom so created all the species of visible thungsn the earth, that He placed in some of thenesmaaching
and knowledge of things invisible and heavenly, iebg the human mind might mount to spiritual untierding
and seek the grounds of things in heaven.” (Comangmin the Song of Songs)

Though Origen’s theology was viewed with suspicigre was condemned as a heretic at the Council of
Constantinople in 553 for teaching the preexistesfceouls and universal salvation,) his interpretprinciples
dominated the Middle Ages. So influential was hat tiver 1000 years later Dante was still usingnéerpretive
scheme that was essentially the same.

Origen, Commentary on the Song of Songs: “Paulagpestle teaches us that the invisible things of @
understood by means of the things that are visdnid, that the things that are not seen are behedddh their
relationship and likeness to things seen. He tlasvs that this visible world teaches us about thiaich is

invisible, and that this earthly scene containsaiempatterns of things heavenly. Thus it is tgobesible for us to
mount up from things below to things above, angdoceive and understand from the things we seeuh the
things that belong to heaven. On the pattern cfeliee Creator gave to His creatures on earthtaircdikeness
to these, so that thus their great diversity migghtmore easily deduced and understood.”



Origen, Commentary on the Song of Songs: “Eaclhefmanifest things is to be related to one of thbaeare
hidden . . . all things visible have some invisiliteness and pattern.”

We've already seen some examples of the early @haunaterpretation applied to Scripture. How didvibrk out
in the interpretation of nature?

(1) Hexameral literature (moral truths)

Basil's Hexameron: “. . . all poisonous animals aceepted for the representation of the wicked @rdrary
powers.”

Augustine, Confessions: birds believers who had been given instruction in thes@ian faith and could soar to
the heavens

Ambrose, Hexameron: Do not be bent over like catibgys bark in defense of their mastesde ready to defend
Christ’s flock.

(2) The allegorical reading of nature was most @lg compiled in a short book written by a contengpy and
possible disciple of Origen, the Physiologus. ltaizomprehensive work on the allegorical interpi@taof
animals, plants and stones. It was enormouslyéntial in the Middle Ages: “Perhaps no book exdbptBible
has ever been so widely diffused among so manylpeoql for so many centuries as the Physiologug” P.
Evans. It is full of different legends from a vayi®f sources.

The Serpent: “. . . when he grows old, his eyesimecdim and, if he wants to become new again, b@ais and
fasts for forty days until his skin becomes loosefiem his flesh. And if it does become loosenemhfifasting,
he goes and finds a narrow crack in the rock, amerig it he bruises himself and contracts andwiisroff his
old skin and becomes new again. We, too, throwfaffChrist the old man and his clothing through muc
abstinence and tribulation. And you, seek out Clthis spiritual rock and the narrow crack. ‘Theegist narrow
and there is tribulation on the way which leadsaig life, and few are those who enter through it.’

The Pelican: “If the Pelican brings forth young ahd little ones grow, they take to striking thparents in the
face. The parents, however, hitting back kill theung ones and then, moved by compassion, thep weer
them for three days, lamenting over those whom #idsd. On the third day, their mother strikes ls@e and
spills her own blood over their dead bodies .nd the blood itself awakens them from death.”

The result of all this is that features of the pbgsworld are not important for how they work oovir they
interact causally, but for what they signify. Thhygical objects were completely obscured by thebsjin
meanings given to them.

Tertullian famously commented on the Father of &naleilosophy, Thales of Miletus, who fell headloingo a
well because he was looking up at the stars: It W@d#gurative picture of philosophers” who “ind@g stupid
curiosity on natural objects, which they ought eattintelligently to direct) to their Creator an@¥&rnor.”

Augustine, commenting on the account of the Pelinghe Physiologus, said it was “perhaps truehges not,”
but what was important was not the literal trutht the spiritual significance. Commenting on sora&ageous
trait he attributed to the eagle, he remarks thatreader should not worry about the accuracy efréport, but
rather its symbolic significance.

In his Confessions, speaking of the curiosity taiatknowledge, which he calls a “vain and curidesire, veiled
under the title of knowledge and learning” he sdfsom this disease of curiosity are all those reggea sights
exhibited in the theater. Hence men go to searchhmihidden powers of nature (which is besidesend),
which to know profits not, and wherein men desipéhimg but to know.”



So an interest in nature was at best futile: Ifrded meaning were in the spiritual significationhat good would
it do to try to figure out physical meanings of tegmbols? They could only be unintelligible. At wbithis
interest was idolatrous.

Ill: The Discovery of Nature

In the 12th century, a shift in understanding begaemerge. For the first time, the word “univergsgan to
become common in discussing created reality. Theifsiance of this is that it reveals a new awassnef the
wholeness of physical reality.

Up to this time, physical objects were seen syrie$ relating to spiritual realities. Now, whiletaiming the
spiritual significance, there was an additionahtediness to other things. The meaning of an indalidbject
could only be understood as it related to the whals context, relations to other objects, pageorganization,
etc.

So a horizontal dimension of relations is addetthéovertical relations.

This new dimension fostered a new emphasis on eaara book: nature was to be studied and explained
Second, nature was another source of revelatidredame another authority alongside Scripture,stundly of it
took on a religious significance.

Furthermore, it began to be seen that understamdinge could restore knowledge and mastery otioretost at
the fall. The relations existing in God’s mind adlle mirrored in human minds.

So whereas for Augustine, redemption implied disitagn ones self from physical reality, in the 12#ntury
understanding nature began to be seen as parteofeitoring process of redemption. The restoraas
accomplished by becoming like God: in wisdom, knayvand understanding the world; in power, contgliand
subduing it.

IV: The Two Reformations

So with all these necessary elements, why didvie ha wait almost 400 years for Copernicus to cafoag?

The newfound conception of and interest in natuas wot pursued by direct empirical engagement matire,
but was developed along the lines of ancient té&¥asure for medieval scholars was found in books.

If from time to time they add one or two of theiwm observations, they still saw their main taskragsmitting
the world that had already been closely observeldempast.

Many of the creatures described in the ancienidrest were fantastic creatures, like the centadrthe winged
horse. But what was important was not whether tiyagted in nature but whether they existed in boélesv
mythical creatures meet with any skepticism inrtteglieval writings.

The mastery of nature aimed at was the reconstruct the ancient body of knowledge from the Goldeye.
Why go to all the trouble of observation when songesmarter than me has already done it?

All scholastic learning, theology, math, medicimegtural philosophy, history, was dominated by th® t
principles of reason and authority. “Authority” lnded not only the ancient Church Fathers, but &@sten,
Aristotle, etc. It was this unquestioned authoofythe ancients that set the limits of legitimatguiry, e.g.,
Galileo.

What happens when authorities contradict each ®thexktual criticism sorts out errors and which aditres are
more reliable in each instance. E.g., accordinBlitay, the elephant lives 200-300 years, but thes weduced to
120, which was Aristotle’s figure. Questions weeétled by appeal to other texts, not appeal toreatu



In the 16th century a new challenge arose: the geyaof discovery. When all of nature was a fixet cfe
creatures, each of which was known to the anciemtiseach of which had its own familiar symbolicngigance
handed down from the ancients, it was easy to tiadsge significations for granted. A host of hitbemnknown
animals, plants and stones which lacked all thdli@massociations, literary allusions, and symbatieanings,
confronted scholars with the possibility that pghall these meanings were not natural, God-givections of
the objects but were merely conventionally andteabily assigned them by human beings.

The logical end of this movement is the total riegecof allegory, the idea that things have meanirgs did not
happen in the 16th century, but some critical hustafegan to question to symbolic functions otiradtobjects.
Thomas Browne asked how the pelican can serve sgmiol of Christ if it does not actually exhibiteth
behaviors on which the symbolism exists? If lookedh nature, the account of the pelican is sinfiglse.

On August 16, 1513, a young Martin Luther begarfitise of a year long series of lectures on thefRsaHe had
instructed the University printer to prepare a tekthe Psalter in which the large margins weré bédink for
students to write down their own comments and ofagiens. In the medieval schools, these margindavbave
ordinarily been filled with the glosses and comraees of the church fathers, the Glossa Ordinaea picture].
The text of the Scripture was conceptually inseplarrom the official interpretation of the churdrhis step was

of monumental importance: Luther was separatingatitbority of Scripture from the tradition of thieurch. The
insistence on the Scripture alone as the ultimatertcof appeals was the foundation of the Protéstan
Reformation.

Council of Trent (1546): “No one, relying on his wwkill, shall . . . wresting the sacred scripttmehis own
sense, presume to interpret the said sacred seriptutrary to that sense which holy mother Churethose it is
to judge the true sense and interpretation of thg &criptures, - hath held and doth hold; or ewentrary to the
unanimous consent of the Fathers.”

This explains the violence with which the Roman rchuprosecuted those who translated the Bible ihéo
vernacular languages of the people. It broke thangtehold which the Roman Church held over Eurppea
religion. For the reformers, the authority of theuch derives from the Scripture, and not vice aefs enraged
Pope Paul V, in 1606, told the Venetian ambassadBar,you not know that so much reading of Scriptruins
the Catholic religion?”

When the Reformation freed people from ancient@ithto make determinations for themselves abootl'&
Word in Scripture, at the same time it opened ther dor them to make their own determinations abwtture
apart from the approval of approved authorities.

It is difficult to overestimate the way in whichetmedieval universities were dominated by the opisiof
ancient authors, in addition to the Roman chuneti1359 the English physician John Geynes was e&dl@ithm
the Royal College for suggesting that Galen migtit lme infallible. He was not allowed in until hegised a
recantation. Up until the 1630s professors coulgdrelized for contradicting Aristotle.

Finally, the Protestant insistence on the literalaming of Scripture as opposed to the allegoriceédning had
unintended consequences for how nature was intetpréfter all, the allegorical method was basedtloa
assumption that physical objects represented dtiegs. The insistence on literal interpretatiotadad a new,
non-symbolic conception of nature. The void left the removal of this kind of intelligibility from hpysical
objects was replaced by a new kind of intelligtigiliwhat we would call scientific: objects are teth
mathematically, mechanically, and causally.

Contemporary scholars were fully aware of the pelsabetween the “Two Reformations”:

Luther argued that the universities, “where onlattblind, heathen teacher Aristotle rules” needadgbod,
thorough reformation.”



Francis Bacon wrote in 1605 that “in the age okelwes and our Fathers, when it pleased God tahealChurch
of Rome to account for their degenerate mannerscaremonies, and sundry doctrines obnoxious amaeftiato
uphold the same abuses; at one and the same tiwasibrdained by the Divine Providence, that ttsreuld
attend withal a renovation and a new spring obtder knowledges.”

Johannes Kepler called himself “the Luther of detyy’.

In 1655 Thomas Culpeper wrote that the two refoionat could only be accomplished when the “pope in
philosophy” (Aristotle) was dethroned along witle thther Pope.

Presbyterian Thomas Hall, in a petition to Parliatrfer the reformation of the universities calle¢dthis last
peece of Reformation.”

John Webster wrote “Neither is it fit that Authgritwhether of Aristotle or any other) should inahais . . . so
there may be a Philosophical liberty to be bountthéoauthority of none, but truth itself.”

In Thomas Sprat'$listory of the Royal Societhe wrote that “. . . we behold the agreement ithaetween the
present Design of the Royal Society, and that ofGhurch in its beginning. They both may lay egelaim to
the word Reformation, the one having compass’d Religion, the other purposing it in PhilosophyeVy both
have taken a like cours[e] to bring this about;heat them passing by the corrupt Copies, and riefgrr
themselves to the perfect Originals for their instion; the one to the Scripture, the other toléinge volume of
the Creatures.”

Main Theme:The intellectual transformations that constituted Protestant Reformation provided the parallel
transformations that were necessary for the birftience: a rejection of allegorical interpretati@f both nature
and Scripture; the need to go to the sources tHeesst obtain information; the rejection of antiaathorities if
their opinions could not be justified from the ‘@nals” themselves, nature and Scripture. It wasumbil the
Protestant Reformation insisted on taking the Biglgously that anyone began to take nature sdyious

Specific AnswerFor 1500 years in Europe people used Christiaasdningled with non-Christian philosophy,
and the result was disastrous for science. Not Ghtiistians started taking the Bible seriouslyd agjected non-
Christian thought, was science able to get goirfge Bcientific Revolution was contemporaneous with t
Protestant Reformation for a reason: the same aflémmediate and direct reliance on God’s revefaiiself,
Scripture on the one hand and Nature on the otves,indispensible for the birth of science. Thdyeseientists
and the Reformers were well aware of this connectio



