Below is a passage written by a student. It requires editing. 
The revolution Bacon’s methods introduced to scientific progress – which only in the 17th century truly started a new era due to Kepler, Galileo and Newton’s masterly corrections and adaptations – this revolution had already been operating in Spanish science during the 16th century.
Yuval
Bacon’s revolutionary methods introduced scientific progress had already been operating in Spanish science since the 16th century.
This sentence contains two inflected verbs, which is grammatically unacceptable. This error can be corrected by subordinating one of the sentences to the other.
[Revolutionary methods introduced by Bacon into scientific progress] had been operating in Spanish science since the 16th century.
Moshe

Sixteenth century Spanish science had emerged before Bacon’s revolution was introduced in the 17th century.
This version is rhetorically blunt – there is no punch-line. The author’s message is not conveyed.
Yonatan

Although Bacon’s methods contributed to scientific progress only in the 17th century (due to Kepler etc.), similar approach to science had already operated in Spain as early as the 16th century.
I would use “while” instead of “although.” This structure is more contrastive than concessive, I think – hence the choice of the connector. 

Hanan

Not until the 17th century – after being perfected by Kepler etc. – did Bacon’s revolutionary methods introduce [how about “usher”?] a new era of scientific progress. However, this scientific revolution had already been operating [how about “underway”?] in Spain since [how about “as early as”?] the 16 century. 

Nice!
 The first innovative principle was discarding authority as a [valid] argument in scientific matters. The whole problem [of ingenio], is looked at and studied in the Examination from an empirical point of view. Huarte follows the lessons nature gives him, without ever getting swept away by apriorisms or metaphysical theories. Huarte shows the same scientific sense in secondary questions with which he deals incidentally. Astrology, magic and this kind of things have no trace in his book.

This is my attempt – comments are welcome!
Thus, in his Examination, Huarte approaches and explores the problem [of ingenio] from the empirical perspective. Nowhere in his inquiry is he swayed by apriorisms or metaphysical theories, but rather invariably ????  Nor does Huarte’s apply his scientific sense only to the main subject of his investigation; indeed, he displays it in equal measure in dealing with secondary questions, which he touches upon only in passing. His book contains no trace of astrology, magic, or any other metaphysical discipline.  

What do you think is wrong with this “definition”?
Scientific method is a term coined in the 19th century which refers to the means of obtaining knowledge, and is usually related to experimental research, statistical inference, etc. However, applying the terms “science” and “scientific method” strictly to this kind of exploration would exclude most, if not all pre-19th century thinking from the category of science, an exclusion that would be absurd.  A definition more relevant for Early Modern thought would be, then, a method in which reason, or logic, play a more significant role that authority and faith do.
