Dear Dr. Caruso:

The article we submit ("Semantic Holism and Cognitive Science of Religion") is an unusually long one (21 700 words, all in). Allow us to summarize the piece, to justify its length, and to comment on its suitability for your journal.

The basic plan of the article is straightforward. Section I offers a brief sketch of the main features of the cognitive science of religion (CSR) and then of Davidsonian semantic holism (SH). Section II notes various ways in which the two seem harmonious. Section III notes two significant points of tension between the two. Section IV proposes a resolution of those tensions by suggesting specific modifications of both SH and CSR. The overall thesis of the article is that, with these tensions resolved, "we have a valuable symbiosis: SH gains empirical support from CSR, and CSR gains semantic support from SH" (51). 

The unusual length is warranted for three reasons. It was essential to summarize SH and CSR in order to set up the resulting exploration of relations between the two. Significant discussion of competing positions within both SH and CSR was necessary to clarify and support the interpretive work that constitutes our assessment of harmonies and tensions between the two. And, most importantly, our goal was the ambitious one of making substantive contributions to discussion of both SH and CSR through this dialogue between the two. We feel that we accomplished that: we bit off a lot, which required a bit more time than usual to chew thoroughly. 

This article is well suited to Science, Religion and Culture because it offers an original philosophical perspective on the most important scientific approach to the study of religion (CSR) in order to set out a new, semantic-based, argument that CSR must paying attention to a broader range of factors including culture.

We hope that you will consider the article worthy of sending out for review, given its substantive contribution to (i) philosophy (in its argument for a qualification to SH, one that we argue to be consistent with Davidson's own views) and (ii) theories of religion (in its discussion of the semantic dimensions of CSR and the resulting argument for a more dynamic framing of that approach to theorizing religion).

Sincerely,
Mark Gardiner and Steven Engler
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