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The thesis and arguments
Your thesis is stated with reasonable clairty, but it could be better. I expected you to ls betwe
parallels between politcs and synthesis, and you did address that question, but not that question
alone. The real heart of your paper seems to be the claim that good syntheses will die for lack of
support from one of the poles in the science-and-religion argument. The failure of this paper is in
the lack of persuasion that Gosse’s synthesis was, in fact, a good synthesis.

See points (5) and (8) below. You overstate the role of logic in evaluating the quality of an
argument or proof. It is necessary, but it is not sufficient. Moreover, your parallel with politics
gets weak when you compare Debs and Gosse: you show no evidence of anything other than
reasonable rejections of Gosse’s conjecture.

You had an interesting point with which to work, and you develop some parts of it well, but the
difficult elements of your argument were unconvincing.

The writing
You write well, but too frequently, you divide portions of a sentence to interject supporting phrases,
leaving the final sentence difficult to parse. Simplify.

You exceeded the 4-page limit.

Items marked on the paper
(1) At what point has the influence of science waned? It has never fully dominated, and in
some locations it remains distinctly the weaker of the two, but can you specify one instance where
science’s influence substantially diminished? The pendulum-like oscillations in American politics
is, in this regard, quite different from the slow but consistent trend of science’s wax to religion’s
wane over long periods of time.

(2) Avoid such meaningless and unjustified phrases. You must first establish that theologians and
scientists both failed to understand and also feared Gosse’s work; only then can you assert that the
fear caused them to reject the work. You may not simply assert such a claim without support.

(3) Not to oversimplify conservativism, but fisscal conseratives do not seek governmental sup-
port for businesses. They want neither support nor regulation of business—they seek non-interference.

(4) I was awaiting the punchline that would substantively correlate Gosse and Debs. I just hit it,
and it’s a dud. For Debs, Congress passed a new law etigned to target him (and others like him),
and then he was imprisoned. In what way is that similar to Gosse’s treatment, where his opponents
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argued against his position and then ignored him (that is, moved on)? I see no meaningful analogy
at all. Even if you specify the ts of the incorrect elements of the arguments against Gosse, his
situation was nothing like Debs’.

(5) You fail to predict and answer the questions of a skeptical reader. You choose, without
support, a reason for the scientific rejection of Gosse that fits your argument. What about other
possible reasons? How about this objection: Gosse’s hypothesis is an unscientific one because
it cannot be empirically evaluated, so there can be no scientific stance on its validity. For the
philsopher, if Gosse’s hypothesis were true, then science is exploring, in depth, God’s deception.
This hypothesis would not be the first time that someone claimed that sensory observations may
be unreliable. The simple answer, for the scientist is that we take the validity of observation as an
axiom, and see where we can go from there. Gosse introduces no new twist on this concern about
empiricism, so there’s not much for scientists to say.

In the end, you present no evidence that Gosse’s conjecture was opposed on anything but rational
grounds. You prepare the reader for a conspiracy of the two-part majority, but it doesn’t appear.

(6) But is that somehow wrong? What do you mean that he only succeded because of support
from the base? Darwin’s theory was properly scientific, and he presented evidence to support it.
Why wouldn’t the scientific base support it?

(7) Now that sounds like an interesting observation, except that it’s tautological. I cannot gain
broad support for my ideas (success) unless I have broad support for my ideas (backing of some
base).

(8) Here’s where your argument really fails. The parallels between politics and science-vs-
religion exist, and you highlight them well with regards to influence. However, you’ve shown
one anecdote (Debs), and that hardly justifies the claim that history has shown anything. Worse,
you’ve done nothing to evaluate the quality of the ideas in question (Debs’ and Gosse’s). A skeptic
could reasonably assert that Debs’ ideas may have been valid, but Gosse’s ideas has fundamental
flaws that went beyond the mere lack of a base of support. Logical arguments are persuasive only if
one has reason to believe the premeses. Gosse provides a logical argument that employs premeses
whose truth is both unknown and unknowable, leaving plenty of room for rational rejection. Until
you can address that skepticism, this thesis goes nowhere.

Grade: B
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