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The thesis and arguments
Your topic is well chosen, clearly stated, and remains the clear focus of your arguments throughout
the paper. The greatest weakness of your arguments is that they suffer from overstatement. Par-
simony is not as essential and binding as you suggest. Falsifiability is a critical characteristic of
scientific hypotheses, but that is part of the structure of science, and not necessarily (or, at least,
not clearly) an essential element of any theory of knowledge. You come close to making a good
case that it is unjustifiable for a scientists to believe in supernatural causes, but you take it too far
in trying to claim that such beliefs are illogical or irrational, and then failing to justify that claim.

You also avoid the most critical question: What is a scientist? What if someone who disbelieves
that parsimony and falsifiablity are essential or even valuable ideas nonetheless carries out illumi-
nating, influential, and proper scientific experiments? Is the work any less scientific? If the person
carries out scientific work, doesn’t that do more to make him a scientist than any set of internally
held beliefs? Is science a belief system? Or is it a collection of observations and theories that have
been gathered and tested under a particular set of rules?

Overall, however, the arguments are well structured and flow from one into the other to form
a coherent approach. At a more superficial level, you employ mildly inflammatory language and
examples that undermine your attempts to persuade, distracting the reader from the real content of
your claims.

The writing
The mechanics of your writing are good, but you employ some excess verbosity. A bit of ex-
tra editing could have trimmed this paper noticeably. Otherwise, the writing errors were minor,
infrequent, and easily fixed.

You also failed to submit a PDF, instead submitting a Word document that, when I opened it, was
over the four page limit.

Items marked on the paper
(1) This seems a bit strong of a statement. You can claim that religious belief is inconsistent with
scientific principles or philosophy, but it’s another to suggest that education in science change how
the mind/brain operate in a way that should prevent religious belief. This phrase reaches a little
too far in suggesting a consistency in how scientists think that does not, I think, exist.

(2) This summary of the Law of Parsimony contains at least two problematic components. The
first is your use of the word “reasonably.” There is nothing in this law to suggest that it is unrea-
sonable to permit other explanations, but only that it is undesirable to do so. Second, and more
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critically, is that the “simplest explanation” is not at all what Occam’s Razor recommends. New-
ton’s statement suggests that explanations contain only elements that are “true and sufficient”—that
is, that they do not contain superfluous (or false) elements. Simplicity and necessary and sufficient
may not be identical, and the difference here is critical.

(3) Careful with your terminology. It is not upon intuition that we should rely here, and it is not
intuition that guides us to a case of unsound reasoning. An application of the Law of Parsimony
does suggest that one set of rules is more appropriate than the other, but there is no logical basis to
choose one over the other.

Again, in the following paragraph, is another misuse of logic. It is not a logical matter that
prevented Newton from proposing restrictions on gravity. He could have done so, and while those
proposals would have been (before any empirical evaluation) odd and seemingly superfluous, there
would be no logical error in asserting them. Occam’s Razon is not a matter of logic.

(4) Suggesting a supernatural cause need not be a suggestion of an intellgent or omnipotent
God. One can imagine a much weaker, less “perfect” form of God that participated in creation.
Moreover, “almost certainly” is a weak claim, especially without justification. Must an entity be
more complex than what it creates? Why?

(5) First, the phrase “intellectually dishonest” is unnecessarily inflammatory. Worse, you use it
sloppily. People mean many different things by the term “God,” and so it’s an oversimplification
to assume that using “God” in relation supernatural acts of creation must also be an underhanded
attempt to sneak in support for any set of traditional religious beliefs or customs. Your job, as
academician, is not to conflate these separable concerns about notions of god.

(6) How are these two “closely related”? Falsifiability is an essential property for any scientific
theory, while parsimony is merely an informal guide. The two aren’t conceptually related, either.
An assertion could pass or fail either test independently.

Again, you are overusing notions of what is “logical.” A statement is simply not a scientific
hypothesis if it is not falsifiable. It is not logic that determines its status as an hypothesis, but mere
definitions. There is no logical rule that one applies here.

(7) This claim is the heart of your paper, and its has no justification. It is not enough for you
to claim that parsimony and falsifiability must apply pervasively; clearly a number of scientists
would disagree, and claim that those laws apply only to their scientific endevors. You’ve presented
no argument as to why they would be wrong, and I believe that devising such an argument would
be difficult. Parsimony is a guide, not a logical or rational rule. Falsifiability is a property that
helps to define scientific hypotheses. Nothing about either one implies, on their, own universality.
The philosophical step of asserting that scientific knowledge is really the only knowledge requires
additional justification.

Grade: B+

2












