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The thesis and arguments
You present a clear thesis, but it is not until later in the paper that I really understood what you
were proposing. Your arguments are well structured and stay focused on supporting the thesis.
Unfortunately, too much space is dedicated to examples and speculative interpretation, and not
enough is used to predict likely objections and answer them. Nonetheless, the attempt is clever,
and is (like Gosse’s conjecture) logically consistent but of questionably persuasive power.

The writing
The writing is clear, direct, and technically sound. Nice.

Items marked on the paper
(1) It derided the purpose of the circles? Or it derided the scientific enterprise itself? More
substantively, were scientists offended? Or did they simply identify that Gosse’s conjecture was
not a scientific hypothesis at all, and thus science was required to ignore it?

(2) Empricism has always taken, as an axiom, that our senses are reliable indicators of some
objective reality. If our senses are sufficiently unreliable, then science is indeed a lost cause. But
even Gosse’s conjecture would not so obviously invalidate or devalue science. We would still
live in a vast, remarkably constructed universe that exhibits strong regularities. Understanding that
universe and how it works would still have great value, and science could remain the most effective
method for that exploration.

(3) The public’s rejection of Gosse’s book is interesting, but what is its relevance to your argu-
ment here?

(4) OK, this is a creative reading of Job, but doesn’t it still require that humans and dinosaurs
lived at the same time? Scientific dating of dinosaur fossils has never admitted to such an overlap.

Of course, you must address the most likely objection: The Bible is sufficient vast, contradictory,
and vague that one can infer anything from some part of it. What evidence is there, other than
convenience, that this proposed reading of the given passage of Job is the correct one? Aren’t such
readings more likely to be (increasingly) desperate attempts at Biblical interpretation to coincide
with what we’re learned about the natural world? That’s an objection you must answer given your
proposed line of synthesis.
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(5) Is it really likely that religious people would be at all likely to accept this interpretation? It is
a clever attempt to fit things together, and it does have the virtue of not offending, but it could also
be called outlandish.

Grade: B+
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