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Reading an Article
[bookmark: _GoBack]This worksheet is intended to serve as a guide for reading a scholarly article. Completing this sheet as you read an article will help you understand the point the author is making and how he or she has gone about doing so. It also provides an opportunity to evaluate the clarity and effectiveness of the article.
1) Identify what kind of article it is. Check all that apply and be ready to explain why.
a. ____ New Research. Does it present research on an important topic that has not yet been studied to any real extent? Articles of this type may present new research or the analysis and translation of a significant primary source.
b. ____ Old View/New View. Is the author presenting new research and/or analysis to show how previous analysis of the question under consideration is inaccurate or incorrect?
c. ____ Review Article. Is the author presenting summaries of past research on a topic (usually one that has a long history of study) by a variety of different scholars, in order to show the state of research on the topic?
d. _X_ Standard Textbook or Encyclopedia Entry. Does the author seem to be presenting information in a way that suggests it is generally accepted in the field as correct? Articles of this type usually lack references to other published work and are relatively general and brief.
2) Identify unknown vocabulary and technical terms.
Read through the article, and at the arrow below, list all the unknown words and phrases you encounter. Look up the words you find and add the definition next to each. If you can’t find the meaning of a word (often the case with foreign words), offer a tentative definition for it based on context clues or any other means you can. Bring these to class for discussion.
· Planetary – relating to the Earth as a planet 
· Renaissance – the revival of art and literature under the influence of classical models in the 14th–16th centuries
· Iconoclast – a person who attacks cherished beliefs or institutions
3) Identify the author’s point.
Study the introduction and conclusion of the article and determine what the author’s point is. Authors should state this clearly, but sometimes they make their readers work for it.
a. If it is New Research (a. above), make note of how the author states the question or questions she or he examined and what his answer to the question is.
b. If it is an Old View/New View article (b. above), identify the other scholars the author is responding to, what the old view is, and what the new view is that he or she is offering.
c. If it is a review article, identify the purpose for the author gives for presenting the review, and note if he proposes directions for further research.
d. If it is a Standard Entry (d. above), you need only summarize the material presented, unless a clear point can be determined.
State the author’s point and other information requested above after the arrow below. Be as detailed as you need to be.
· The point of this article is Standard Entry. The information in the article is presented as if it is generally accepted in the field. The document starts by talking about the revival of Greek science. Two of the most visible faces of this revival were John the Grammarian and Leo the Mathematician. John was born sometime during the last quarter of the eight century. Tutor of the future emperor Theophilus, John became Patriarch John VII under his reign, but he was dethroned in 843 by iconodule regents, specifically the widow of Theophilus, Theodora, and Theoktistos, an influential eunuch. Although the Byzantines seem to have abandoned the Greek tradition of making scientific instruments, they inherited the technology of automatons, developed by Heron of Alexandria (first century BCE), including the technique of gears, developed in a magnificent way by the first century BCE in devices such as the famous planetary called the “Antikythera mechanism.” After John the Grammarian’s death, the iconodule patriarchs who succeeded him accused John of magic and had his remains disinterred and burned. At the end of the iconoclast era, interest in the sciences was resuscitating. Leo was born around the turn of the ninth century. Son of an aristocratic family, he found that in the iconoclastic context the teaching of sciences in Constantinople left something to be desired; he could find a teacher for the trivium but not for science (the quadrivium). The story handed down about the life of Leo claims that he followed a path of study that was characteristic of the Western Middle Ages: first find a teacher to acquire the basic knowledge and then dig into the monastic archives for manuscripts that were either hidden or forgotten. The rest of Leo’s story is mixed with legend. Returning to Constantinople, he gave courses in philosophy, specifically the quadrivium. During the reign of Theophilus, Leo conceived the famous optical telegraph to transmit signals from the eastern frontiers of the empire to the capital. The novelty of this system was that it was based on two synchronized clocks, one on the frontier and the other in the capital. The involvement of Leo with the iconoclast emperor and patriarch did not have a negative impact on his career as a scholar. The public education given at the Church of Forty Martyrs undoubtedly inspired the new school. During the reign of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, state power took an additional step toward the institutionalization of nonreligious education when a school administrator was appointed for each town. It seems that Byzantine power, both political and religious, was ready to accept the cultural change brought about by humanism. A statement written by Constantine the Sicilian, a former student of Leo’s, sheds additional light on attitudes toward his master. Historians of science have often stressed the role of ninth-century Byzantium in safeguarding Greek scientific literature. As part of their revival of interest in the sciences, Byzantines copied ancient manuscripts, even when there were no specialists to exploit them fully. The contribution of Leo the Mathematician and his entourage (especially his students) to safeguarding science manuscripts was crucial in the ninth century. I have stressed the prime role played by the Byzantine emperors in relations between science and Orthodoxy. When an emperor was favorably disposed to secular knowledge, then teaching was encouraged and subsidized by the state, which gave science an important status that the clergy and society could not ignore. Michael Psellos is the Byzantine scholar best known in western Europe. His name at birth was Constantine. Son of a civil servant, he studied in Constantinople and Athens and followed a political career. But in 1054 Psellos left the university in disgrace (for unknown reasons) and became a monk under the name Michael. Psellos’s involvement in politics and his aspiration to the highest posts conferred on him an authority in science that went beyond that of a simple savant. Psellos illustrates the complicated and ambiguous relations of the Orthodox world of his day with the sciences. Such pride at knowing the literature of non-Christian civilizations, as well as Psellos’s practice of sciences condemned by the church (astrology and magic), gave his many enemies ample opportunity to attack him. If Psellos’s acts of faith appear to be merely the maneuvers of a politician, there is in fact a text in which he seems to give an explanation from the bottom of his heart for his intellectual contradictions. With respect to nonapocryphal sciences, Psellos’s contributions were to mathematics, astronomy, and the philosophy of nature. Psellos comes across as an independent spirit who dared on several occasions to flout the commandments of the Orthodox Church in the interests of his curiosity, which ran from the traditional secular sciences to any sort of apocryphal science. Psellos may not have had major difficulties with the church, but the same was not true for his student and successor in the post of hypatos of the philosophers, John Italos. The condemnation of John Italos provided an opportunity for the Orthodox Church to condemn secular study more generally. The reforms by Alexius I did not signify the abandonment of secular science, which very probably continued to be taught at the same level as before, but henceforth theology would crown these studies. Simeon Seth, a contemporary of Psellos’s, was an astrologer and doctor who at one time probably withdrew to a monastery in Bithynia, a common practice for Byzantine dignitaries who had fallen into disgrace. Seth invoked God only in discussing the plurality of worlds, where he mentioned that certain philosophers believed in the existence of multiple worlds, each with its own human beings and animals. He repudiated the notion, held by certain Greeks, that the heavenly spheres had souls; for him, all celestial movements were purely natural. Astrology flourished during the Komnenos dynasty. It is notable that arguments advanced by enemies of astrology remained the same as those of the church fathers. Despite the varying attitudes of emperors, the sciences in the twelfth century were well anchored in both higher education and the mentalities of Byzantine savants. Building on a long-standing tradition of charitable enterprises, they began in the fourth century to develop hospitals not only to provide food and shelter for the sick but also to treat their illnesses. The institutionalization of scientific study, the privileges given to professors, and the involvement of the emperor and the patriarchate all gave status to science, which became part of the Byzantine culture of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. These universities, unlike Constantinople’s high schools, had a certain autonomy, at least in the appointment of professors. Thus, the status and the protection provided to science by the heads of the empire carried the seeds of stagnation. Although scientific teaching progressed, there were no vigorous discussions of scientific matters, and Byzantine contributions to science remained marginal. 
4) Determine the organization of the article.
First, if the article has subheadings, identify each subheading with its page number. If there are no subheadings, work through the article paragraph by paragraph and divide the article into subsections that you assign subheadings to, based on what you see the author doing in each subsection. Give the page number on which each of your subsections begins. Then, sketch out a rough outline of the article using the subheadings you have, and briefly describe the sub-point the author is making under each subheading and what evidence the author uses to make each point. Be sure to distinguish between what the author is saying and what the other scholars he is quoting are saying. Also note, if you can, why the author has chosen to organize the article the way he or she has. Provide the information requested above at the arrow below. Give as much detail as you need.
· The Development of Science and Religion in Byzantium (page 242)
· Two of the most visible faces of this revival were John the Grammarian and Leo the Mathematician
· John was born sometime during the last quarter of the eighth century
· Tutor of the future emperor Theophilus, John became Patriarch John VII under his reign, but he was dethroned in 843 by iconodule regents, specifically the widow of Theophilus, Theodora, and Theoktistos, an influential eunuch
· Although the Byzantines seem to have abandoned the Greek tradition of making scientific instruments, they inherited the technology of automatons, developed by Heron of Alexandria (first century BCE), including the technique of gears, developed in a magnificent way by the first century BCE in devices such as the famous planetary called the “Antikythera mechanism.”
· After John the Grammarian’s death, the iconodule patriarchs who succeeded him accused John of magic and had his remains disinterred and burned
· At the end of the iconoclast era, interest in the sciences was resuscitating. Leo was born around the turn of the ninth century
· Son of an aristocratic family, he found that in the iconoclastic context the teaching of sciences in Constantinople left something to be desired; he could find a teacher for the trivium but not for science (the quadrivium)
· The story handed down about the life of Leo claims that he followed a path of study that was characteristic of the Western Middle Ages: first find a teacher to acquire the basic knowledge and then dig into the monastic archives for manuscripts that were either hidden or forgotten
· The rest of Leo’s story is mixed with legend. Returning to Constantinople, he gave courses in philosophy, specifically the quadrivium
· During the reign of Theophilus, Leo conceived the famous optical telegraph to transmit signals from the eastern frontiers of the empire to the capital
· The novelty of this system was that it was based on two synchronized clocks, one on the frontier and the other in the capital
· The involvement of Leo with the iconoclast emperor and patriarch did not have a negative impact on his career as a scholar
· The public education given at the Church of Forty Martyrs undoubtedly inspired the new school
· During the reign of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, state power took an additional step toward the institutionalization of nonreligious education when a school administrator was appointed for each town
· It seems that Byzantine power, both political and religious, was ready to accept the cultural change brought about by humanism
· A statement written by Constantine the Sicilian, a former student of Leo’s, sheds additional light on attitudes toward his master
· Historians of science have often stressed the role of ninth-century Byzantium in safeguarding Greek scientific literature
· As part of their revival of interest in the sciences, Byzantines copied ancient manuscripts, even when there were no specialists to exploit them fully
· The contribution of Leo the Mathematician and his entourage (especially his students) to safeguarding science manuscripts was crucial in the ninth century
· Hellenism and Orthodoxy: The Cases of Psellos and John the Italian
· I have stressed the prime role played by the Byzantine emperors in relations between science and Orthodoxy
· When an emperor was favorably disposed to secular knowledge, then teaching was encouraged and subsidized by the state, which gave science an important status that the clergy and society could not ignore
· Michael Psellos is the Byzantine scholar best known in western Europe. His name at birth was Constantine
· Son of a civil servant, he studied in Constantinople and Athens and followed a political career
· But in 1054 Psellos left the university in disgrace (for unknown reasons) and became a monk under the name Michael. Psellos’s involvement in politics and his aspiration to the highest posts conferred on him an authority in science that went beyond that of a simple savant
· Psellos illustrates the complicated and ambiguous relations of the Orthodox world of his day with the sciences
· Such pride at knowing the literature of non-Christian civilizations, as well as Psellos’s practice of sciences condemned by the church (astrology and magic), gave his many enemies ample opportunity to attack him
· If Psellos’s acts of faith appear to be merely the maneuvers of a politician, there is in fact a text in which he seems to give an explanation from the bottom of his heart for his intellectual contradictions
· With respect to nonapocryphal sciences, Psellos’s contributions were to mathematics, astronomy, and the philosophy of nature
· Psellos comes across as an independent spirit who dared on several occasions to flout the commandments of the Orthodox Church in the interests of his curiosity, which ran from the traditional secular sciences to any sort of apocryphal science
· Psellos may not have had major difficulties with the church, but the same was not true for his student and successor in the post of hypatos of the philosophers, John Italos
· The condemnation of John Italos provided an opportunity for the Orthodox Church to condemn secular study more generally.


· An Eleventh-Century Manual of Natural Philosophy: Seth’s Physics
· The reforms by Alexius I did not signify the abandonment of secular science, which very probably continued to be taught at the same level as before, but henceforth theology would crown these studies
· Simeon Seth, a contemporary of Psellos’s, was an astrologer and doctor who at one time probably withdrew to a monastery in Bithynia, a common practice for Byzantine dignitaries who had fallen into disgrace
· Seth invoked God only in discussing the plurality of worlds, where he mentioned that certain philosophers believed in the existence of multiple worlds, each with its own human beings and animals
· qHe repudiated the notion, held by certain Greeks, that the heavenly spheres had souls; for him, all celestial movements were purely natural
· Astrology flourished during the Komnenos dynasty
· It is notable that arguments advanced by enemies of astrology remained the same as those of the church fathers
· Despite the varying attitudes of emperors, the sciences in the twelfth century were well anchored in both higher education and the mentalities of Byzantine savants
· Building on a long-standing tradition of charitable enterprises, they began in the fourth century to develop hospitals not only to provide food and shelter for the sick but also to treat their illnesses
· The institutionalization of scientific study, the privileges given to professors, and the involvement of the emperor and the patriarchate all gave status to science, which became part of the Byzantine culture of the eleventh and twelfth centuries
· These universities, unlike Constantinople’s high schools, had a certain autonomy, at least in the appointment of professors
· Thus, the status and the protection provided to science by the heads of the empire carried the seeds of stagnation
· Although scientific teaching progressed, there were no vigorous discussions of scientific matters, and Byzantine contributions to science remained marginal. 

The author chose to organize the article this way because it is the best way for the reader to understand the article. The document has a nice flow to it and that is due to the subheadings being properly placed. 
5) Give an evaluation of the article.
At the arrow below, answer the following questions in as much detail as you need:
a. How effective has the author been in making his or her point (as determined in 2) above)?
b. Does the article make the point the author intended, and why or why not?
c. Was the article logically organized and clearly presented? If so, what was effective about it, and if not, what problems were there? If you found the article confusing, explain why, giving specific examples with page numbers in your explanation.
d. State what you learned from the article. What do you know now that you didn’t before? This may include information that was not part of the author’s point.
e. Finally, what questions does the article leave in your mind? What more do you think you need to know to have a fuller understanding of the subject of the article?
· A. The authors were very effective in making their point. The point was standard entry and the information is presented that way, and the reader gains a deeper understanding of Byzantine empire and religion. 
· B. The article does make the point the author intended. The reader truly understands the development of science and religion in Byzantine.
· C. The article was logically organized and clearly presented. It was effective because the proper subheadings make the article organized, clearly presented, and easy to understand. The reader knows the main topics that are going to be covered in the document beforehand. 
· D. One thing I learned from the article was just how influential the early philosophers and scientists were. I didn’t realize that they had so many important inventions.
· E. One question that I have is how did the general public treat the famous mathematicians or philosophers? Were they revered just as much as kings and queens? If I knew this I would have a much fuller understanding of the subject of the article. 
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