Scientiﬁc Consensus
Why is anthropogenic global climate change (AGCC) about the only scientiﬁc topic where
the “consensus of scientists” is still supposed to be the ﬁnal word, shutting down any
further discussion? You don’t hear many other scientiﬁc topics described in that way.
Why is that?
I think it may relate to the worshipful way most people think of democracy. If “everyone”
goes along with one way, it must be the right way.
But does that make sense?
“Ninety-seven percent of doctors agree: This medicine/treatment is all you need, there is
nothing more to discuss on the matter! The science is settled!” How many times in the past
has this been the case, only to be dismantled by those who didn’t consider it settled?
“Ninety-seven percent of physicists agree that physics is done. No need to study or look for
any more forces or particles. We know all we can know. The science is settled.” And, again,
how many times has this been claimed, only to be overturned by some maverick who
wouldn’t go along with the consensus of the crowd?
How often did the general population just accept the “scientiﬁc consensus” at face value–
to their detriment– until the consensus was disrupted?
So, if “all scientists” agree that the climate is changing, the change is due to human
activity, it will be a net negative, it can be ﬁxed, and that governments are the only thing
which can “save the world”, then gullible people jump on that bandwagon. “All scientists”
agree, so it must be true! Right?
Strange how this problem and their proposed solution gives power and money to those who
are largely funding the research. If some other science issue could give this much power
and money to States, how quickly do you think they’d discover some crisis that only
governments could exploit… I mean, “solve”? Maybe if the climate change hysteria dies
down, they will ﬁnd another issue to exploit. Unless political government evaporates before
then.

