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The thesis and arguments
You begin with a reasonable thesis by claiming that both science and religion are beneficial and
should both continue to exist. You explore syntheses and their problems. Then you dive straight
into hot water. You make outrageous and unjustified (and unjustifiable) claims about how people
would behave without religion. People have never really been without belief. Moreover, it is
possible (and not too much of a stretch) to conjecture that people would behave more or less as
they do now without religion. Too many of your arguments lack support, and are therefore easily
ignored.

Moreover, you spend so much time trying to justify the need for religion (and doing so poorly)
that you never address the question of whether science benefits from the existence of religion (and
vice versa). You were in a good position to address whether the current tensions between the two
is, overall, a net benefit.

The writing
The page limit was 4 pages. Your writing spilled onto page 6. I stopped reading at the end of page
4. These limitations are real and you should expect them to be enforced.

Your writing is loose. Although your grammar and punctuation are reasonably good, you often
employ excess verbiage, and you commit a number of word-choice errors. This writing needed
some critical editing.

Items marked on the paper
(1) Gosse’s conjecture is not an hypothesis. It is subject to neither empirical evaluation nor
disproof, and thus it is not a scientific hypothesis at all.

(2) First, why must God be constrained by logical motivations? Second, motivations are rarely
a matter of logic. Do not confuse rational or compelling arguments with logical ones. A logical
argument requires only that, if the premeses are true, then the conclusion is compulsory. Logical
argument has no place in ascribing motivations to God.

(3) Do you have support for this claim? For example, there’s no need to ascribe offense to
science. Gosse’s conjecture was not amenable to scientific examination. Scientists could, quite
apart from any emotional response, ignore his conjecture as one that science could not address.

(4) This objection is erroneous. Science doesn’t seek truth. It seeks regularities—theories and
laws—that explain and predict physical phenomena as accurately as possible. If the world being
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measured and modeled has been rigged by God, that has little bearing on scientific exploration or
value. It is given that empirical observation requires some level of trust in the senses. If senses
cannot be trusted, then why are the observations so regular? Even if the universe that we think we
see is somehow “false,” our ability to predict its behavior remains highly valuable. That is, there
remains strong reason to “bother trying to learn anything about our world” exactly because we can
still predict, manipulate, and understand our environment. Moreover, trying to deeply understand
God’s fake universe is still deeply compelling, because it still would be a “true” real world.

Overall, I think you’ve simplified this analysis far too much. It’s easy to claim that science is
trivialize by a universe made by God that is a lie. However, that overestimates the role of science
as a “search for truth,” as opposed to an “effective method for exploring whatever type of universe
we occupy.” The consequences of Gosse’s conjecture for science are at least complex, and not so
likely to throw science on the scrap heap so easily.

(5) People who ascribe phenoma to God’s work do not think that they don’t understand the phe-
nomena. They believe that their explanation works perfectly well, and therefore does impart under-
standing. Who is supposed to determine whether religious explanations are being so improperly
applied?

(6) To believers, scripture is the most valid of evidence. Who decides what constitutes evidence?
That’s a central difficulty in this conflict and always has been.

(7) And why is that? Support this bold claim. Certain characteristics of the Christian God may
require this property, but I see no reason why a sufficient but more limited notion of God must also
exist outside of space/time (whatever that means).

(8) You seem to have taken your concept of what is necessary for a synthesis off the deep end.
Why can’t God be benevolent? It seems that we cannot ascribe any characteristics to God. But
none of those characteristics leave any room for scientific contradiction, so what is the problem?

(9) This is the second half of an absurdly strong claim to make without justification. What
evidence do you have that people who act morally wouldn’t do so even in the absence of religion?
Why aren’t atheists largely immoral if religion provides such improvement in the frequency of
moral behavior? There has never been a large scale, truly irreligious society, so we have no idea
how people would behave in it.

Moreover, by asserting that science wouldn’t help people behave morally, you follow a false
dichotomy. There is more to the world than religion and science. There is, even for the atheis-
tic scientist, notions of non-religious philosophy that address problems outside of topics that fall
within scientific purvue.

Grade: C+
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