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Additional Comment:  I agree, writing “cleverly” only works if your write

Extremely well.  The over use of metaphor simply confuses your argument

And the made of use of new words (e.g. un-pinpoint-able) does not help.

Finally, if you declare there are infinite shades – you should back that up –

Seems highly unlikely that there are.

Rose Colored Glasses: The Non-Existence of Scientific Objectivity

In a world made up of individual personalities, differences in: motives, unrealized independent bias, and un-pinpoint-able
 perspectives, the fusion of our own cultural and religious beliefs with our own perception and scientific translation of the world is difficult to ignore
.  Over the years, morphing theologies and scientific philosophies have formed and reshaped the way in which we view science.  This metamorphosis comes with every new discovery, and every thrown-out
 theory, it changes with the ever-mercurial dance between religion and science, yet is forever affected by the remnants in the history of scientific thought.  As concepts of ourselves change, so do our ideas of rationality and reason, so while we may be looking for a deeper meaning in a field tagged as “science” our connection to that deeper meaning will forever make our scientific observations subjective.

Despite the undeniable existence of our infinite shades of rose colored glasses
, many do, indeed, believe that scientists are a group of objective observation gatherers who hypothesize, test, and prove or disprove the inner and outer workings of a true reality.  It is through the works of Plato and Aristotle that our embedded Western scientific ideologies take root.  Plato taught that, “a divine craftsman… formed the cosmos according to a rational and mathematical plan.”  (Gregory)  Aristotle expanded Plato’s belief of a rational world and both believed that if human reason was utilized in the right manner, we could observe and investigate natural phenomenon, and through public debate eventually come to realize the laws of the natural universe.  


It is through Plato’s “ideal” world and Aristotle’s equivalent, defined as “essence”, that the before mentioned modern day definition of science took its first baby steps.  The potency of rationality in Greek thought as well as the focus on purpose stressed the importance of human reason to observe natural occurrences; at that point in history there was no difference between what was rational and what was observed.  Somewhere between that period of scientific philosophy and the seventeenth century, a disjunction occurred between these two fields of thought.


No longer was it accepted that the combination of observation and reason concluded in empirical evidence, in fact we needed the addition of some type of methodology in which to regulate and in turn filter out the added variable of individual bias.
  We
 came to the conclusion that while science within itself may be pure in essence, any individual interaction with that science taints that purity because humans by nature are not objective.  In Greek thought, social constructs did not interfere with collected observations because it was thought that our minds were at one with the universe, but when this concept was no longer commonly accepted among the masses, a new creation appeared on the scene; the scientific method.  The scientific method is our modern day attempt to recapture rationality through systematic and repeatable tests and observations.


But even the religious use of the scientific method has been unable to escape the airtight grasp of subjectivity. There is a plethora of loopholes in the Scientific Method as outlined in, “The Nature and Philosophy of Science” but the one which I wish to outline here is the unavoidable bias of the process of data analysis.  Even if we were to attempt to mechanize experiments by collecting data through objective machines, the one conducting the experiment in the first place is looking for something in particular, something has lead him/her to that very question and regardless of whether we know it or not, our eyes, ears and intentions are tuned to hear whatever tone it is we are subconsciously searching for.


It is here that our word painting titled, “The Non- Existence of Scientific Objectivity” brings all of its true colors to light.  The generation of scientific data through observation is anything but neutral.  The first tipping of the neutral scale is the permeating affect that scientific history will forever have on modern day theories; there is no denying our roots.  As the complexities of human nature and bias come into the limelight, ideas that natural phenomenon are purely rational are no longer prominent and  the incorporation of human error is a constant, despite our attempts to limit that error through various methodologies.  Past theoretical, cultural and religious beliefs, as well as their modern counterparts, will forever cause our giant canvas of Science to be seen with an iridescent pair of rose colored glasses.
Good paper. You may want to concider using fewer metaphors as it can take away from the core ideas of your paper. They can be distracting when overused. Your ideas are great, but the flow of the essay needs work. You also neglected to use much evidence. I think it would be wise to spend more time on the skeleton of your essay first, make an outline, then you can be sure to include everything needed.  “B” to “B-“ 
�Think of a different word. 


�Though all of these points are valid, consider cutting down a bit.


�Vague word usage.


�This is a little cliché for a college paper, but you could think of another way to say what you mean because it is a good point. And reword this sentence to make it more concise. 


�Good point


�This paragraph is a little hard to understand, a bit muddled. 


�Good. 


�Be careful with “we.”  It is not necessarily true that everyone has come to that conclusion.


�Good.





