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The thesis and arguments
Your thesis is not stated with sufficient clarity, since you don’t define what it would mean for
religion and science to coexist. Your arguments seem to be, at best, a loosely connected set of
anecdotes about episodes of conflict between science and religion with no other clear, unifying
thread. These arguments do not clearly support your thesis. Unfortunately, there’s nothing in the
body of your paper to persuade a reader that coexistence (whatever that means) is impossible.
Worse, you never anticipate a reader’s possible objections. Specifically, science and religion do
coexist, not only in our current culture, but also within individuals. How do you explain this current
state of coexistence?

The writing
Your paper is riddled with excess verbiage, some of it meaningless or distracting. Your writing
mechanics are weak, with many errors in grammar, punctuation, and word choice. These errors
are not merely problems for a pedant; they interfere substantially with the clarity and flow of your
writing.

Items marked on the paper
(1) These explanations cannot be scientifically supported or disproved, and we suspect that they
can be neither proved nor disproved, but there may be some rational or logical form of argument
that can be applied. Therefore, this statement is too strong, asserting a claim that you cannot
support.

(2) You do not have a clear thesis statement. They cannot coexist in what sense? One must
perish from this Earth? A person cannot believe in both? They cannot be rationally reconciled?
Your statement is too vague. Worse, in an important sense, your thesis is demonstrably (and
trivially) refuted by evidence, since science and religion do coexist, and have done so for hundreds
of years.

(3) Not even close. Socrates: 470 BC to 399 BC; Plato: 424 BC to 348 BC; Aristotle: 384
BC to 322 BC. At the very earliest, no gospel was written until approximately 100 years after
Christ was born. The Bible was not established, and Christianity did obtain anything resembling
its current structure, until 200 to 300 years after Christ’s birth. These Greek philosophers predated
the founders of Christianity by hundreds of years.
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(4) The quote from Eusebius does not demonstrate a rejection of the validity of an hypothesis;
rather, it is an assertion that the hypothesis is irrelevant. Its validity is of no interest, because the
topic that it addresses is of no consequence.

(5) You hardly needed to do this type of work to establish that religion (particularly Christianity)
does not require (or even desire) empirical evidence to support a claim, and that it prefers scriptural
support. You could have asserted this observation with little or no support; it’s not controversial,
and it’s not particularly interesting by itself.

(6) Where is faith is this support structure for the theologians arguments? Other than a belief that
scripture is divine, what role does faith have here? It seems that in this context, faith and biblical
text are one in the same.

(7) That is not a logical question at all. A logical argument requires premises that are assumed
to be true (and whose validity is a separate issue), and a conclusion that must follow from those
premises. The example that you provide is nothing more than an appeal to common sense and
everyday experience. It is not a argument based on logic.

(8) First, the Bible doesn’t contain doctrines. Theological interpretation of the Bible is the source
of those doctrines. Second, there is no inherent reason that a religion could not choose to revise
its doctrines in response to new evidence. Many religions don’t change, and they employ (for
many of the reasons we’ve discussed this semester) various tacticts to avoid that change, but they
certainly could change. This claim is one that you needed to support, at least with some kind of
argument.

Grade: C+ and a late submission→ C-
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