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ing that Mircea Eliade, in the article devoted
to him, has neglected the ideological and social
functions of religion. It is one thing to criticise
a scholar of religion like Eliade, and quite
another to criticise any religious doctrine or
practice. This sort of criticism seldom if ever
happens in this dictionary. The article on
‘Popular Religion’ frankly states that what
constitutes a religion should be determined by
those who practice it and not by “...the biases
of those who determined what the study of
religions should be from their elitist or class
background...’

To claim to have no biases is of course the
greatest bias of all. This dictionary is new not
only because it is a new edition or traces new
religious movements, but most of all because
it openly embraces the new paradigm of plu-
ralism, rooted in the Enlightenment. Stand-
ing behind every dictionary is a theory about
how and why words have meaning. A New
Dictionary of Religions is no exception to this
general rule. It is somewhat ironic that relig-
ious phenomena should be defined based on
criteria advanced by a trend of thought, the
Enlightenment, that was arguably essentially
irreligious, or even anti-religious. Given the
need to provide ‘objective’ definitions, the use
of the Enlightenment model was probably in-
escapable. But it must be admitted that a
dictionary of religions of comparable size and
ambition, published in Delhi, India and writ-
ten by non-Westerners, might look very differ-
ent indeed.

It may be unfair to accuse a reference book
of promoting a particular worldview. Yet the
sociology of knowledge, itself a product of the
Enlightenment, has alerted us that words sel-
dom and probably never have meaning in
themselves. Words mean something according
to persons, contexts, situations, and events.
Understanding the particular intellectual
context of A New Dictionary of Religions will
help interested browsers and students to mine
its undoubted riches while yet remaining
aware of it definitional presuppositions.

Roderick T. Leupp
Manila, Philippines
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RESUME

Le livre de Feldhay est l'un des ouvrages les
plus récents, venant s’ajouter & ceux qui, selon
la tendance actuellement majoritaire parmi les
spécialistes, rejettent linterprétation popu-
laire de laffaire Galilée opposant Galilée a
UEglise ou la science a la religion. Le livre est
unigue par sa concentration sur la théologie et
sur le contexte complexe intellectuel et institu-
tionnel dans lequel Uaffaire Galilée sest
développée.

Les Dominicains et les Jésuites représen-
taient deux orientations culturelles différentes
qui divisaient U’Eglise institutionnellement
aussi bien que théologiquement. Galilée, agis-
sant sous la protection d’'une cour, menagait
léquilibre culturel précaire qu’on avait atteint
a cette époque. En considérant Galilée a la
lumiére de ce contexte, Feldhay met en lumiére
Uimportance culturelle de sa perspective et de
ses méthodes. Le livre nous laisse sur notre
faim en ce qu’il ne parvient pas, a partir de
cette analyse perspicace, & donner une bonne
perspective sur les développements ultérieurs.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Bei Feldhays Buch handelt es sich um eine der
Jiingsten Ergdanzungen zu der inzwischen
dominanten wissenschaftlichen Tradition, die
das populdre ‘Galilei gegen die Kirche’ bzw.
“Wissenschaft contra Glaube”-Verstindnis der
Galilei-Affire in Frage gestellt hat. Das Buch
ist jedoch einzigartig hinsichtlich seiner Kon-
zentration auf theologische Aspekte sowie den
komplexen intellektuell-institutionellen Hin-
tergrund, vor dem sich die Galilei-Affdre ab-
spielte. Die Dominikaner und . Jesuiten
reprdsentierten zwei verschiedenartige kul-
turelle Pragungen, die die Kirche sowohl insti-
tutionell als auch theologisch spalteten.
Galilei, der unter der Schirmherrschaft des
Hofes operierte, bedrohte ein zur damaligen
Zeit unsicheres kulturelles Gleichgewicht. In-
dem Feldhay Galilei in diesen grofieren Kon-
text hineinstellt, zeigt er die kulturelle
Bedeutsamkeit von dessen Standpunkt und
Methoden auf. Das Buch enttduscht jedoch
darin, dafl es versdumi, diese einsichtige
Analyse mit der Darstellung spéterer Entwick-
lungen abzurunden.

Since Galileo was forced to recant by the Inqui-
sition in the 17th century, science and religion
have been engaged in a bitter sectarian battle for
hearts and minds.

(Peter Stanford)!
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The persisting dominance of the Galileo
myths is reason enough for EJT to take note
of a book on Galileo. Indeed, in the science and
religion debates, the ‘Copernicus/Darwin/
Freud’ dogma is very much alive and well.
Interestingly, the latter was actually
launched by Sigmund Freud himself:

the psycho-analytical view of the relation of the
conscious ego to an overpowering unconscious
was a severe blow to human self-love. I described
this [in 1917] as the psychological blow to men’s
narcissism, and compared it with the biological
blow delivered by the theory of descent and the
earlier cosmological blow aimed at it by the
discovery of Copernicus.?

What is therefore so remarkable is that the
scholarship of the last 30 years has thoroughly
debunked the myths and revealed hgw very
complex the Galileo affair really was.” A sim-
ple ‘Galileo versus the Church’ or ‘Science
against Religion’ reading of the affair simply
can no longer be sustained. Feldhay’s excel-
lent book is one of the most recent additions
to this scholarly tradition. But with thousands
of titles in the bibliographies of ‘Galilean
studies’ can yet another book be justified?
Indeed it can, and it is a remarkable achieve-
ment. The book stands firmly in the modern
tradition in its deconstruction of the binary
oppositions underlying the myths — between
reason and faith, knowledge and authority,
Scripture and Nature. But in other respects it
is unique. Feldhay is a female Jewish scholar
and that alone is a very welcome confirmation
of changing times. More remarkably, this is a
book with a major focus on theology; specifi-
cally on the complex intellectual/ institutional
field in which the Galileo affair unfolded.

Feldhay begins her account with the well-
known contradictions among the documents
of Galileo’s trials. Disdaining the temptation
to interpret these in terms of forgery or duplic-
ity, she rereads them as expressions of contra-
dictions within the Counter-Reformation
Catholic Church itself. The bulk of her book is
then a detailed analysis of the documentary
evidence to sustain that thesis. She paints a
picture of a Church with deep institutional
and theological divisions. Throughout the pe-
riod, the traditional intellectual elite of the
Dominicans defended medieval Thomist or-
thodoxy with its synthesis of Christian belief
and Aristotelian philosophy. They supported
the received organisation of medieval culture
with its clear demarcation and hierarchy of
disciplines. Their emphasis was on the con-
templative life and their training was for

78 o Euro)Th 7:1

separation from the world. For them specula-
tive knowledge was purely preparatory and
they rejected innovation in the name of
Thomist rationalism. Their reaction to the
challenges raised by the Counter-Reformation
was doctrinaire Thomism.

The Jesuits reacted to the same challenges
by developing their vocation as educators of
the entire Catholic society. Active life was
central, entailing involvement in the world,
especially in the variegated scientific culture
of the time. They did not hesitate to recon-
struct the Thomist synthesis by assimilating
new scientific knowledge and by reinterpret-
ing the theology. Their Thomism was prag-
matic. Here were two different cultural
orientations, two rival intellectual elites en-
gaged in a struggle for cultural hegemony. The
interrelationships of these traditions with
each other and the wider Church evolved dur-
ing this period in ways that had important
implications for Galileo and his science.

Feldhay traces the developments, dealing
en route with key theological controversies
(especially over grace and free will) which
divided the two orders. In the late 16th cen-
tury, Jesuit educational practices appeared to
endorse new forms of knowledge which threat-
ened the Thomist synthesis. However the Do-
minicans triumphed (temporarily) in the
succeeding power struggle and by the end of
the century the Jesuits were legitimating
their cultural position and programme by re-
imposing Thomist orthodoxy. Jesuit mathe-
maticians and philosophers (which latter
includes what have now become known as
‘scientists’) might accept the new scientific
perspectives, but had to operate circumspectly
within strict institutional constraints.
Galileo, by contrast, was a court mathemati-
cian and philosopher. His patrons set a pre-
mium on discoveries — spectacles and marvels
— that would fit in with their desire for power.
Galileo naturally looked to the Jesuits for
intellectual interaction and support, but his
unyielding insistence on attempting to con-
struct a ‘new science’ that trampled over the
old cultural boundaries, could only embarrass
the Jesuit scholars. In their eyes Galileo was
threatening what was then a precarious cul-
tural balance, and so they finally collaborated
with the Dominicans in his condemnation.

Feldhay’s story is told well and I find its
major thesis convincing. Where she is disap-
pointing — and here there is still plenty of room
for further research and further books! — is
that she makes no attempt to relate her story
to science and culture today. To anyone
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familiar with the modern literature,* the par-
allels are striking and cry out for scrutiny.

In her story, Feldhay focuses (ch 13) on the
dispute on sunspots that took place between
Galileo and the Jesuit astronomer Scheiner.
Both scholars embraced the new scientific (ob-
servational and experimental) possibilities,
both used mathematical proofs, and both were
seeking truth and reality (not just hypotheti-
cal explanations (such as epicycles) that would
‘save the phenomena’). But in the end, Sche-
iner observed his institutional constraints, af-
firming the traditional discipline boundaries
and hierarchies and looked for a consensus
among astronomers and philosophers. In con-
trast, Galileo erased the boundaries and set
out to establish the cultural authority of a new
kind of astronomer-philosopher.

Galileo reinterpreted the image of ‘God’s
Two Books’ (Scripture and Nature).5 The
image had fitted well with the medieval
Nature/Supernature  dualism. Scripture
(Revelation) belonged to Supernature and
thus its interpretation was the sole preserve
of the Church theologians. In this realm cer-
tainty was attainable. Nature was the realm
of reason and the preserve of the philosophers,
but the resulting knowledge was probable
rather than certain. Galileo disagreed. He
claimed not only nature as his preserve, but
also all Scriptural passages that deal with
nature. The book of nature, he claimed, was
much easier to understand than Scripture,
once one knew its language — that of mathe-
matics. And it was not — as with Scripture — a
matter of interpretation (and thus disagree-
ment and dispute), but rather of decoding
(Feldhay, p 281). If the right procedures were
followed, then certainty, proof, was attain-
able. Galileo was claiming cultural hegemony
for the scientists and their mathematical
methods.’

In the Galileo affair lie the roots of the
tradition of scientific objectivity and neutral-
ity that has don;zinated Western thought in
recent centuries' and has wrought much
havoc in fields as diverse as Biblical criticism

and education.” Feldhay’s fascinating book

uncovers those origins and sets them in a
much fuller context than ever before. I hope
she or others will soon fill out the story into

the present. The time for some radical reflec-
tion and reconsideration is long overdue.

Arthur Jones
Bristol, England
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