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The thesis and arguments
Your thesis is clearly state, and your arguments directly and cleanly support your claim. Unfor-
tunately, you fail to consider more compelling objections to your own proposal. There are (see
(7), below) far more difficult problems with separating science and religion to non-overlapping
domains. The division that you’ve suggested is a commonly proposed one, and the overlaps are
easy to find and (likely) impossible to resolve. Therefore, you tried, but you failed effectively to
anticipate a skeptic’s most compelling counter-arguments.

The writing
This paper is well written. The mechanics are sound and the text flows well. Good job.

Items marked on the paper
(1) Why is this statement unidirectional? Why are we concerned only with science examining
religious claims, and not the other way around? More importantly, can you give an example
of science examining a religious claim? There are instances such as double-blind experiments
on the efficacy of prayer on hospitalized people. However, most of the time, science examines
natural phenomena, and it just so happens that some religions assert their own explanations of
those phenomena. These are not cases of science examining religious claims.

(2) Are you describing something like Stephen Jay Gould’s non-overlapping magesteria? It’s
not entirely clear what you mean here, and that makes your thesis more difficult to comprehend.

(3) Do you have any evidence to support this claim? The philosophy of science has always
acknowledged that sensory perception may be unreliable. However, it also claims that sensory per-
ception is all that we have, and if our senses are faulty, then we cannot know anything. Moreover,
if Gosse’s conjecture is correct, then science becomes the means by which to explore the illusory
world that we continue to occupy, and that is not so obviously a valueless exercise.

Perhaps the scientific community rejected Gosse’s synthesis because it is not a scientific hy-
pothesis. It is not empirically testible, and it is not falsifiable. Therefore, the scientific process
cannot address it, and so it is of no interest. Science can go marching onward with its assumption
that our senses are as good a window into reality as we will ever have.

(4) Either Slifkin presented an absurd argument, or you’ve failed to capture and communicate
some essential feature of that argument here. In particular:
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These things are evidence of a past, which Adam did not have. Therefore, Adam’s
false history will necessarily be incomplete . . .

Why must the history be incomplete? So Adam has evidence of a past that didn’t exist, just like
the rest of the Earth. Why is that a problem? Is the concern that the Bible reveals that Adam did
not really have such a past? If so, that’s not much of a concern—I see nothing that prevents God
from introducing inconsistencies that would reveal that the Earth is perhaps not as old as many
physical indicators would suggest. That’s hardly any kind of logical inconsistency.

(5) This objection of Russell’s is not a logical argument. Russell merely suggests that the illu-
sion, if it was performed by god, leaves us unable to distinguish different possible “true” ages of
the Earth—they’re all equally probable. That does not reveal any failure of logic on Gosse’s part;
he only eliminates the possibility of ever determining the true age of the Earth.

(6) That’s an absurdly strong assertion. Humans and their cultures constantly deal with conflict-
ing views and poorly defined domains. It’s what we do. While there may be compelling reasons to
want these two separated into disjoint domains, I see little reason to expect that are likely to do so.

(7) You are missing the compelling difficulties with this proposal. First, if religions are to have
authority over morals and ethics, then it is inevitable that some form of scientific exploration is
going to incur moral considerations and objections. Witness research on embryonic stem cells,
where the majority of the opposition is motivated by Christian morals. For such problems, in what
way could these two be “cleanly separated”?

Similarly, morality, spirituality, faith, belief, and religion itself are already considered by some
scientists as natural phenomena to be explored scientifically (e.g., Dennett). For example, there is
an ongoing debate about whether morals are provided by religion, or whether they are an evolved
trait that we inserted into our man-made religions. There’s no good reason for scientists to back
away from such a compelling line of research, but to follow it is to intrude on space that you’ve
clearly given to religion.

Grade: A-
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