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You Can’t Spell Neutral Without Subjectivity

Since the dawn of man “scientists” have been observing the natural world. Most claim that their observations are neutral as well as unbiased. They say that their observations are taken from the standpoint of an individual that has not been influenced by society, and that they can remain neutral despite the (“despite the cultural norms that demand”… or something like that sounds better than gut instinct…)fact that their gut instinct demands that believe something else. Observations can not be neutral because society has (who/what is society- we are part of society – so the beliefs and norms we ascribe to color all our thinking/observations – so something outside of us has not planted anything – be more specific as to who is doing the action) planted ideas in our heads that can not be ignored. This has caused several problems with observation: people are taught truths at a very early age; this forces(forces is fatalistic – how about encourages, or makes it harder for..) us to question less. The status quo is strongly enforced, i.e. scientific 
observation uses historical science as a guide, and the concept of science is inherently linked to culture and religion.

The problem with education and science is that we are embedded with ideas at a 
very young age. Let us take a simple observation to investigate this. When someone observes something as being red they have used a socialized observation. The color red to one person can mean something different to another. Therefore the observation is flawed and no longer neutral. (I think starting with your atom argument and talking how it was an example of a socialized observation is all you need, instead of this color argument) Take the early ideas about atoms. (Put these two sentence together, and way Who thought what and why – then into your argument about what that went) It was thought that hooks and handles held atoms together. This theory was made because Epicurus, Lucretius and the atomists had learned through their lifetimes that hooks and handles held things together. Their assumptions were based on what had been learned, not on a neutral standpoint. Another problem with educations is that at a very early age people are taught a vocabulary. All vocabulary differs, yet we use this system to describe our observations. We are also educated about religion, which to many take as the truth and refuse to further their knowledge of the natural world.(these three precious sentences are the bare bones of a good argument, if you put them together and use a greek example about problems with language – attraction=love- you would have made a strong argument. As it turns out education may actually hinder science. (you haven’t proved that so far)
Perhaps the biggest problem facing science is the status quo.(what is the status quo– who does it involve – and don’t use perhaps if you mean for sure) Scientists will make observations that will be locked away because they counter the status quo. (start with an example of why an observation will be locked away – otherwise, a reader has to read 3 sentances before they get to your actual argument) This problem has occurred throughout history. Epicurus tried to advance science away from religion but encountered many problems with the church.(what did he do/say, why was it problematic?) They said he was going to hell and that people who listened to him were going to hell. This hurt his reputation so much that he was less respected than other scientists at the time. Status quo has great effects on observation in the field but even greater effects politically. One may observe something that may counter a current scientific model. Because of this a great observation may simply be thrown away because it may differ from the status quo. 

Every culture has its scientist and every religion has their idea of science. Culture has a great influence on science. Take the U.S. for example. Our culture is based on money, therefore the science goes where the money is. Research is centered in departments where profit can be made. Therefore scientists observe less in other fields. Religion has also stopped scientific research in America. Stem Cell research is a science 
that could advance medicine, yet religious zealots wish to limit this type of science. The ancient Greek culture had their way of viewing science. Aristotle would make observations without testing them. (put these sentences together – make an argument out of it) Take the observation of two objects of different weight falling from the same height. He said something to the extent of, “when two different weights are dropped from a high place the heavier will fall faster and the lighter slower, in proportion to the two weights. A ten pound weight would reach the Earth by the time a one-pound weight had fallen one-tenth as far.”
 This observation was made without testing. There are several different theories as to why Aristotle didn’t test his hypothesis (mine is that he was lazy). When Aristotle made a hypothesis it was subjectively based on ideas that would fit the suspected outcome, not the actual outcome. 


Most observations are subjective. (put these two sentences together- explain how/why observations are influenced – don’t out the answer three sentences away) This can be for a variety of different reasons. Whether it is through socialization by way of education, adherence to the status quo, religion, culture, or just plain laziness. The closer an observation gets to objective, the closer we get to knowing something about our natural world. Science has been eroded by the influence of religion. For every step that is taken in observation there is always going to be a religious zealot telling us that we are going to hell. We must ignore these people and continue to observe as objectively as possible.

Adam – While you obviously are thoughtful and inquisitive – many of your arguments do not showcase your abilities. I notice a trend that you often break up your argument into three sentences and put the evidence and explanation in the third sentence. So even if you are right on the money with your conclusion – it seems, from the first sentence, that you have a weak argument and no evidence. Maybe you could go an rewrite each of your beginning sentences and make your argument stronger and clearer. 
Even though you argue both questions, I don’t think you used enough evidence to really prove what the consequences of objectivity/ subjectivity are – because you didn’t explain why certain consequences happened in respect to objective and subjective theories. 

Also – even though this is obviously an opinion paper, I wouldn’t write in first person. 
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�Who/what enforces the status quo and why? Who uses historical science as a guide? If you had started your argument with an explanation of those two things – your argument would have been much stronger and clearer.


�Instead writing in first person and using personal pronouns – write in the third person – arguments are then much more professional and strong.


�Why do they wish to limit this? If you are going to talk about other stuff – and introduce some modern evidence – then back it up. Even though every essay is your opinion – that isn’t enough for a good argument. Even if Bothun said it in class. 





