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1 Suggest five criticisms of the statistics presented in the passage below and/or the inferences
drawn from them. [5]

Despite years of research showing the links between smoking and lung cancer, over
one in five British adults smoke. Smoking is thought to be the cause of 28% of all
deaths from cancer. 90% of people who die from lung cancer are smokers. The
proportion of British men who smoke has decreased from 82% in 1948 to 30% in 2002.
Deaths from lung cancer in UK adults have also decreased by 50% over the same
period.

From this we can conclude that smokers have a high risk of developing lung cancer,
and that giving up smoking saves lives.
Questions 2, 3 and 4 refer to Documents 1 to 5.

2 Briefly analyse G9's argument in Document 1: Science and Society, by identifying its main
conclusion and main reasons, as well as any intermediate conclusions and counter-arguments. [6]

3 Give a critical evaluation of the strength of G9’s argument in Document 1: Science and Society,
by identifying and explaining any flaws, implicit assumptions and other weaknesses. [9]

4 ‘Religious convictions ought not to enter discussions about scientific claims.’
To what extent do you agree with this statement? Construct a well-reasoned argument in support

of your view, commenting critically on some or all of Documents 1 to 5, and introducing ideas of
your own. [30]
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DOCUMENT 1
Science and Society

Why bring God into science? The role of science in society is being undermined by the scientific
illiteracy that permeates the world.

It is argued that the two great areas of human intellectual activity, ‘science’ and ‘the arts’ (or the study
of humanities), should have dialogue with each other and build bridges to further the progress of
human knowledge and to benefit society. This would be a worthwhile enterprise, but in reality few
efforts have been made in this direction. Scientists continue to communicate their work to the public
without resorting to literary aids; and those dedicated to humanities, arts and politics remain content
living within the walls of scientific illiteracy.

What is very clear is that the stand-off between science and the arts is set to continue. Scientific
illiteracy is not seen as an impediment to success in business, politics and the arts. Individuals often
proudly proclaim that science is not their thing, almost as if that gives them some additional credit for
their cultural bent.

The importance of science in society is further threatened by introducing discussions on the
relationship between science and religion at such important events as the World Science Festival. It is
alright to accord a special place to religion, and for much of society that is important, but why suggest
that science and religious belief have any connection with each other and should be treated as
equals? Such discussions should not be taking place in the midst of events on the cosmos, embryonic
and stem cell research, quantum mechanics, artificial intelligence and other cutting-edge scientific
fields. This is because they are not on an equal footing either in subject matter or of importance.

Religious fundamentalism, and the notion of a personal God, has made people hostile to the concepts
of evolution and the Big Bang. So science is consistent only with a God that does not intervene in the
daily operations of the cosmos. In any case, most people who tend to call themselves religious only
adhere to those parts of scripture that appeal to them. If we give undue respect to ancient religious
beliefs we will end up overthrowing conclusions drawn from centuries of rational empirical
investigations. It is not religion, but indifference to science that has made people so ignorant. In any
discussion between religion and science, it takes a critically intelligent inquirer no more than an hour
to understand that the only concepts of God that are compatible with science are those which show
that God is irrelevant for our understanding of the laws of nature and how we live our lives.

Attempts at dialogue between science and other disciplines up till now have been unhelpful. We
should accept the world as it is, and reject beliefs that distort our understanding of the world. If we do
not, we will not be ready to meet the urgent technological challenges facing the world community.

G9
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DOCUMENT 2
Science as the Enemy of Reason

Richard Dawkins, the celebrated atheist biologist, has turned away from bashing people who believe
in God to bashing people who believe in alternative therapies such as those offered by faith healers,
psychic mediums, ‘angel therapists’, ‘aura photographers’, astrologers and others.

It is true these trends are not just nutty but sinister. But where Dawkins goes wrong is to assume that
believing in God is as irrational as these trends. The truth is that it is the collapse of religious faith that
has prompted the rise of such irrationality.

We are living in a scientific, largely post-religious age in which faith is presented as scientific
superstition. In reality, we have replaced such faith with demonstrable nonsense. The big mistake is
to see religion and reason as polar opposites. Our post-religious age has proclaimed that there is no
such thing as objective truth, only what is ‘true for me’. How we feel about things has become all-
important. So reason has been knocked off its perch by emotion, and thinking has been replaced by
feelings. But science cannot answer all the questions about human existence.

Our society can no longer distinguish between truth and lies by using evidence and logic. This
undermines science itself. Science cannot explain the origin of the universe. When it attempts to do
so it descends into irrationality. For example, Dawkins claims that Darwin’s theory of evolution, which
sought to explain how complex organisms evolved through random natural selection, also accounts
for the origin of life itself. There is no evidence or logic to this. After all, if people say God could not
have created the universe because this gives rise to the question ‘Who created God?’, it follows that if
scientists say the universe started with a Big Bang, this prompts the question ‘What created the Big
Bang?’

Moreover, 50 years of DNA research have revealed the almost unbelievable complexity of the
arrangements that are needed to produce life. This has thrown into doubt the theory that life emerged
spontaneously in a random universe. These findings have given rise to a school of scientists
promoting the theory of Intelligent Design, which suggests that some force embodying purpose and
foresight lay behind the origin of the universe.

While this theory is, of course, open to vigorous counter-argument, people such as Richard Dawkins
have gone to great lengths to stop the debate on grounds that it denies scientific evidence, such as
fossil records, and is therefore worthless. Scientists who argue against there being evidence that life
spontaneously created itself are being stifled — on the totally perverse grounds that this argument
does not conform to the rules of science which require evidence to support a theory. Far from
upholding reason, science itself has become unreasonable.

Melanie Phillips
The Daily Mail (UK), August 2007
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DOCUMENT 3
The Religion—Science Debate

We need to seek a thoughtful position on the relationship between religion and science. There are
four basic models for understanding this relationship.

Conflict Model: In this model science and religion set themselves up against each other as polar
opposites, leading to direct conflict and competition. Scientists who take this approach would claim
that science is the only way to gain reliable knowledge of the universe and for describing reality. They
insist that religion or acceptance of the idea of God is threatening to the scientific method. On the
other side are the practitioners of religious fundamentalism, who reject scientific concepts, such as
the theory of evolution, or insist they have scientific evidence that can prove the scriptures to be
literally true, such as that put forward by creation science.

Independence model: These are intellectual movements that treat science and religion as having
very different aims, objectives and methods, so that there can be no common ground whatsoever
between them. Each field of inquiry — religion and science — should stick to its own business. This
ensures that there is no possibility of interaction or conflict in such a model.

Dialogue Model: In this model religious thinkers interact with science to answer profound boundary
questions of existence. For example, if the universe expanded from an initial infinitely tiny point, and
science is unable to see beyond the boundary when nothing existed, the question has to be
addressed: how did the fundamental laws of science first come into existence, if they arose from a
point where nothing had existed? Such questions open the door for religion to say something about
God as the creative grounds for the existence and structure of the universe.

Integration Model: This goes beyond the dialogue model and holds that science and religion are
capable of integrating to answer boundary questions of existence. It argues for a close relationship
between religion and science. Religious thinkers are prepared to revise, rethink and reinterpret
religious theories in the light of modern scientific findings, and construct new theories of
understanding the universe and nature.

RRB
Reason and Religious Belief, Oxford University Press, 1998
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DOCUMENT 4
No Arguing

Brian Cox, the UK’s best-known particle physicist, argues that everyone should know more about
science because it puts learning ahead of arguing. He reasons that “Science is not an ‘opinion’. It has
got nothing to do with emotions, personal agendas or prejudices. Throw all that baggage away,
because you don’t need it. For example, take climate change. If | want to know what effect it will have,
| need to study the atmosphere, CO, and fluid dynamics. Then | can put that information into a
computer model and predict an answer. I'm not going to say, ‘My climate model is correct.’ Science
never claims to be right; but it is the most reliable way of finding out what’s going to happen. It's not
my opinion — it’s the best we can do!”

Brian continues, “Science is completely amoral*. Exploration is amoral. We have democracies to
decide what we want to do with our acquired knowledge. Humanity’s survival depends on us doing
our best to eradicate pandemic disease and combat natural disasters. Science is for everyone. It
doesn’t matter who you are, what your religion is, where you come from, or how famous you are.”

Reader’s Digest, May 2011

* Unconcerned with the rightness or wrongness of something.
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DOCUMENT 5
The Origin of Life

According to a survey conducted by Ipsos MORI for the BBC’s Horizon series in January 2006, just
under half of Britons accept the theory of evolution as the best description for the development of life.

When asked what best described their view of the origin of life:
o 22% of the 2000 participants chose creationism;
e 17% opted for Intelligent Design;
o 48% selected evolution theory;
o the rest did not know.

In advance of the 200th anniversary of Charles Darwin’s birthday on 12 February 2009, the Pew

Research Center's U.S. Religious Landscape Survey found that views on evolution differed widely
across religious groups.

Percentage who agree that evolution is the best explanation for the origins of human life on earth
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