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The thesis and arguments
You clearly state an interesting thesis—one for which I looked forward to your arguments. Un-
fortunately, you engage in a bit of hyperbole and extremism when trying to support your point.
You dismiss religious scientists too easily as people who don’t really know what they believe—an
unfair criticism without substantial support. The lynch-pin of your argument is the consequences
of science one day evaluating some central doctrines. Unfortunately, such evaluation is impossible.
Worse, you consider the limits of science to be imposed by religion, but in fact it is self-imposed
by scientific method itself. You apply the metaphor of blindness and sight too aggresively when it
does not cleanly apply to this situation.

In all, you had a compelling topic, and along the way you made some interesting points. The
structure of the paper lead from one argument to another reasonably well, and remained focused on
supporting the thesis throughout. The great weakness of this paper is the content of the arguments
themselves.

The writing
There are a few errors of diction, and some excess verbiage, but overall your writing was reason-
ably sound. I had no difficulty following your line of thinking, and you communicated your ideas
clearly.

Items marked on the paper
(1) Before any reader is compelled to read a story, he must know why he is reading it. Here, I
have no idea what the purpose of this story is. Don’t lead the reader through unnecessary steps—
come straight to the point.

(2) A sighted person cannot have blind faith? Your claim here doesn’t make sense. Moreover, the
population of religious scientists would argue that they do have faith and skepticism at the same
time.

(3) Isn’t this choice loading the deck in favor of your argument? You must offer justification for
selecting this constraint.

(4) What? If we could disprove religious doctrines—and I’m not sure quite what concept means—
then in what way is that not a victory (so to speak) for science? Wouldn’t that approach to evalu-
ating knowledge become the dominant one? Support your assertions!
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(5) You seem to be misunderstanding, in a significant way, from whence the limitations of sci-
ence are derived. It is scientific method that limits science to the natural world. The inability to
apply science to supernatural phenomena is inherent in empiricism, which tautologically can be
performed only on the natural world. Religion has no place in establishing those limitations—it is
entirely external.

Nor do those limitations make science subordinate. Collins does claim that science is “forced to
remain silent on the topic” of the supernatural, but that hardly implies that Collins view science as
“a child of religion.” The latter is a claim that requires clarification and justification, and I have
difficulty seeing how it would be supported.

(6) This entire line of argument seems to be much ado about nothing. Who has claimed that
science will ever attempt to address these questions? What do we gain by considering this impos-
sibility? The core of your argument rests on doing something that cannot be done, and so your
argument is logical (from false premeses you can infer anything), but devoid of content, let alone
reason or persuasion.

(7) You conclude more than your argument and support allows. One of Collins’ points, and one
that is compelling, is that Christians who deny scientific conclusions do so to the detriment of their
own faith, which loses credibility. Scientists gain little from antagonizing religions—sometimes
even unintentionally. Moreover, many scientists are religious, and must find ways to harbor both
systems of belief within themselves. In what way again would some kind of reconciliation, syn-
thesis, or unification not be desirable? Your argument has only suggested that, for Christians, if
something impossible happened, then it would be to their detriment. That seems a small risk.

Grade: B-
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