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Descartes, Newton, and Darwin


Many attempts have been made by scientists to simply (or not simply) explain the universe. Three such scientists, Descartes, Newton, and Darwin, had begun to achieve this goal using three very different methods. Each of their methods was specific and unique to the time in which they were discovered. Descartes used philosophy and religion, whilst Newton, in a more science-open society, addressed physics and math. And Darwin chose to focus on the situation in a more natural way. In any of these cases, the social climate that influenced, or in some cases was influenced by, these scientists allowed three different ordering systems to evolve.


When Descartes wrote about a Mechanical Universe, he molded his idea to fit any situation. In Descartes’ view, the Universe is made up of five or six principle problems which he could discover. When these few problems where discovered then the whole mechanical universe would somehow make sense. He also believed that reason and doubt was needed to discover what made up this type of universe, and we humans are the only one with the right mind to do it, since our mind and body were separate entities. To address the question that; if the universe was mechanical how could God be involved? Descartes stated that “God sets up mathematical laws in nature as a king sets up laws in his kingdom”. Basically if the world was mechanical, God was the mechanic. Also, the idea that mind and matter where totally different entities, made people wonder how they interacted, to which Descartes responded in the pineal gland. However, the fact that dogs possessed the same gland, made his argument much less acceptable. (Good point)

When Newton began to culminate his view of the universe, he took a very different approach. Newton determined that, unlike the mechanical universe, there is an action called momentum that creates the motion in objects. He also didn’t believe that any of his ideas were absolute, just a good observation until a better one come along. Also, Newton converted all of his observations into math, making it a very universal procedure which actually allowed an age of reason to occur, which was consequently one of Descartes principles that allowed the truth to be found. Newton also was able to discover gravity and explain why the moon did not come crashing into the earth. Because Newton was knighted, it tells us something about the society that he brought these ideas into. Newton said, “There is one thing stronger than all the armies in the world; and that is an idea whose time has come.” His books sold and are still considered great works of science today, and even the Queen herself recognized his genius, despite the fact that some of his discoveries show the world as a place where math and science are present, not simply a “mechanic” or God who decides all things. (You need to elaborate more on this last sentence, it is not supported by the rest of the paragraph, yet it is essential to your argument)

Darwin, on the other hand, took a more natural approach to the order of the universe when he published “On the Order of Species”. He believed that in populations certain variants allowed the creation of more offspring than others. This would allow one variant to have a better chance at survival than another, but these changes happen over long periods of time. Even though eventually Darwin’s theory was proven right, there were still those who were very skeptical about his work and how it related to the Christian faith. Samuel Wilberforce said of Darwin’s book that he was “trying by fraud or falsehood to do the work of the God of truth”.  The concept of Social Darwinism was also spurred from his ideas, when in fact Darwin never suggested survival of the fittest. This resolved in such social implications as Hitler twisting his words in WW2 and claiming that the Arian race was the most fit to live on, so in order to quicken what nature was already doing he would eradicate those not fit to survive. However, Hitler didn’t see the flaw in his ideology that Darwin most certainly would have. If the Arian race was truly better and different, then if an Arian where to mate with a Jewish person, the offspring would be sterile which was also a point made by Darwin’s idea of natural selection , however, there are many documented cases on Jewish and Arian children having children together, and there children having children, and so on. So, if one would have simply tested Hitler’s ideas, much like someone should have done with Aristotle, then the social and moral implications that arose from this gross neglecting of Darwin’s genius could have been avoided, or at the very least realized. (this is a good point. Your reasoning is strong.)

In comparison, these three systems have nearly nothing in common, but where accepted in their time for one reason or another. Descartes managed to mold his system to answer any critiques, and also worked in God to his theory as a player in his universe because religion was important for people to believe his theory as true. Newton was able to spread his word in a very science accepting society; he also addressed the idea that his work was not fact, merely a good guess. And Darwin, although not accepted by all, would eventually be justified when his work was proven correct later in the evolution of science. Each of these theories, whether correct or not, where milestones in scientific history. They paved a path for future scientists to take, whether to prove them wrong or build on their work, laying a foundation for science. (there is one commonality you could explore and that is the smaller interaction God has with the universe in each method.)
Not bad. As I said above, your reasoning is good and you make an attempt at supporting your arguments with evidence. However, the Darwin section has no evidence of things Darwin actually said, and you could have used stronger quotes from Newton. By this I mean that while you are quoting the person you are talking about, sometimes the evidence doesn’t match the argument you are presenting and other times there is much stronger evidence out there from these people. You have all the basic ideas down, so if you stick to this same formula on the next paper and on the final, paying close attention to inserting the evidence that is, to quote Nicols, “absolutely essential and not just merely important”, you will do very, very well.

Great job

Recommendation: A-
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