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Chitre, Panama – While riding on a tour bus near here today, I overhead one of our traveling companions declaring that recent weather events in Panama and in the U.S. were “concrete evidence” that global warming was indeed taking place.  She went on to state firmly that “anyone who does not believe in climate change is an idiot.”  
Because we are in a small group which was going to be traveling together over the next week, I chose not to debate her (and she is a very nice person whom I like).  However, I do plan to tell her on the last day of our trip that (1) I am very skeptical about those who assert that “climate change is settled science,” and (2) I do not consider myself, or her, an idiot - we are simply two humans with differing perspectives.
My own view is that the jury is still out on climate change, at least in terms of two aspects:  what is causing changes, and what humans can, or cannot, do to affect these changes.   One fact would appear to be without argument, that is, that the five billion year history of our planet has involved an essentially continuous change in the environment.  Most of this evolution has taken place over not just centuries, but millions of years.   Some have involved brief cataclysmic changes due to volcanic eruptions or other essentially “instantaneous” events such as a meteor strike.  There is no doubt that our planet is in a continuously evolutionary mode in which the period of human existence has been akin to a blink of the eye.  Earth has had elongated ice ages and periods of intense heat/drought/floods - you name it weather-wise.  What is different is that we now have the ability to monitor changes with greater precision on an almost instantaneous basis.  On these facts we should be able to agree.  In other words, there should be consensus that our world and its weather continues to evolve around us.
The uncertainty comes from differing interpretations of the available data.  Many argue that rising temperatures on Earth are due to human activities which must be reversed to ameliorate, or reverse, this climate trend.  Others interpret the same temperature increases as probably human-related, but that a better approach than radical shifts in energy use is to use ingenuity to adapt to the changes.   Their concerns (which I share) are that most of the solutions being proposed (e.g., the New Green Deal) cannot effect change without serious unintended consequences.  For example, if we decide to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by eliminating the use of fossil fuels, vast numbers of people in poorer nations will see an immediate decrease in their standards of living.   Other citizens see the current temperature rise as simply a temporary natural blip in historical variations of Earth’s warming and cooling.  It is an ongoing debate.
What concerns me is that proponents of climate change consider anyone who does not agree with them to be a “denier” of “settled science” who foolishly (or in ignorance) opposes the large number of scientists currently espousing the theory.  I find such reasoning to run counter to the actual purpose of science which is, by definition, continuously challenging accepted theory.  In short, in science, nothing is settled.  
Several historical examples come immediately to mind.  For centuries, settled science asserted that Earth was the center of the universe and that everything visible in the sky above circled Earth.  To suggest otherwise one could not only be called a denier, but could even be imprisoned or put to death (e.g., Galileo’s famous imprisonment in 1633 until his death in 1642)..  Eventually it was shown that science was not so settled and that Earth (and the other planets) circled the Sun.  From Isaac Newton’s discoveries of Laws of Motion in the late 1600’s onward for the next several centuries science again was settled - at least until Albert Einstein developed the Theory of Relativity which created a new settled science.  But less than 30 years after this discovery the field of Quantum Mechanics proposed new concepts which even Einstein and most other scientists of the time argued was crazy because relativity had, in their minds, settled the discussion.  However, Einstein eventually became convinced that his view of how things work was not so settled and that quantum mechanics was indeed a better way to help us understand how the world around us operates.  I doubt that you can find many current scientists who would argue that we now have all the answers and that what we think that we know now is “settled.”  
Yet some of these same scientists are leaders in labeling climate change skeptics as deniers.   They and many politicians with an agenda are quick to denigrate, mock, and stigmatize those with the temerity to  suggest that perhaps there are other factors involved and/or that the policy prescriptions flowing from this latest variant of  “settled science” may be incorrect or not in the best interests of society.  
What I find particularly disturbing is that in most schools throughout the world, including here in Panama, children are now being taught climate change essentially as a religious belief because it is settled science.  
Don’t drink the Kool-Aid, kids, it ain’t so settled!   If he were here, you could ask Einstein.
I thought that you might like to know.
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