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Paper 1
Overall, a good review with both useful high-level comments and low-level corrections. Good.

(1) Not true. There are assertions that are, in principle, unfalsifiable. Russell’s Teapot is designed
to be an example, where the item in question is essentially defined as being unperceivable, and
therefore any experiment that attempts to disprove its existance will be inconclusive. Arguing that
“there is still the possibility that proof of God will one day be found” is a failure to understand the
concept of falsifiability. The hypothesis that God exists is demonstrable—if we were to see and
meet God, that would be the end of the debate—but that is not at all the same as claiming that there
is some empirical observation that will disprove that God exists.

Grade: A-

Paper 2
A good review. The only comment with which I disagreed was your suggestion that the blue-sky
example be kept. When asking, Why is the sky blue, the scientific answer is actually somewhat
complex (and the description given in the paper is flatly incorrect). Worse, the question being
asked from the religious point of view is, Why was the sky made to be blue?, while the scientific
question is By what mechanisms does blueness appear to humans when looking at the sky? They’re
not at all the same question.

Grade: A
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