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Mr. President:
The world is in flux. Usually, when those around you use that phrase, they are undoubtedly referring to the geopolitical state of the world; they are, of course, correct to do so. The geopolitical world is, in fact, changing, and not necessarily for the better. More and more of our nation’s attention, and accordingly, its money, is being diverted to defense, as new and more terrifying enemies emerge from the cesspool of global hatred and mistrust that is a necessary consequence of globalization and our emergence as the only superpower. This is undoubtedly necessary. As a political authority, the primarily concern of the government is understandably its own political survival, and the survival of its constituents. Nobody is asking for it to be otherwise.
However, in this time of geopolitical instability, it is imperative not to forget, even in the face of other concerns, the importance of the very thing that makes geopolitics possible: science. Without science, there is no politics, because without science, there is no civilization. Science, interpreted as our increasing understanding and subjugation of the natural world, is what allowed human beings to evolve from mere survival, which is the realm of animals, into what we now call human life. However, perhaps this argument is best left to the philosophers; we are concerned with more pragmatic and more recent matters. 

WWII, our last great “hot” war, was ended by the nuclear bomb. The only reason that we developed the bomb before the Germans did was that, in an act of underestimation of the value of science to political survival, the Germans put their political objectives before their scientific ones, and removed all the Jewish scientists from their country. It was there same Jewish scientists that gave us the edge in the race for the bomb, and assured our victory. Had the Third Reich been wise enough to understand the importance of science … well, that line of thought has been well explored, and the conclusion is not something we want to think about.
The point is that science cannot be ignored, even in times of great struggle in other things. Therefore, I have taken it upon myself explain the major problem with science in this country, and propose solutions to it.

Although my perspective may be skewed, it would seem like the problems with science today are not problems within science itself; rather, everything else is the problem. Unfettered, and properly funded, science would advance perfectly without any overriding plan or interventions. Unfortunately, at times it seems as though everyone outside of the scientific community is conspiring to prevent science from advancing. The problem is that, for various unsound reasons, people object to what science has to say, and therefore interfere with it. If these objections were valid, logical concerns, then I would be unjustified in complaining. However, the very problem is that the objections that people have to science are not rooted in logic, but rather the manipulative influences of various activist and religious groups.
Unfortunately, judging by the distribution of intelligence levels in the general population, a portion of this problem is entirely unsolvable; don’t quote me on this, but the general public is far, far too stupid to understand anything significant about logic, science, or anything else for that matter. Therefore, the standard solution of better science education would have little effect on this problem. What average people are tough in schools is irrelevant, because, almost invariably, the average person does not truly make decisions for themselves. The reason that the general public does anything is because they are lead in that direction by someone who is smarter than them. It is this level of people that must be targeted by the solutions that I will propose, the activist who spur the general public to action, but are themselves to ignorant about the subject that they are protesting to make any valid conclusions about it.

At this point, we must raise some questions. Why is this tolerated? How is it that people who know next to nothing about a subject feel that they have right to comment on it? Why isn’t there outrage against groups and individuals that attempt to manipulate the public using half truths and misinterpretations? I daresay that the answers that we are looking for lie in nothing less basic than the intellectual fiber of our society itself. Therefore, as opposed to an in-depth discussion of various scientific issues, I will focus on the overriding problem that makes such discussions all but impossible in our current state.
The ideals of political freedom that define the western world have been overly liberally applied to the concept of intellectual freedom. While, in politics, every idea must get an equal chance to be heard, and, ideally, should be voted upon by the people, the situation is different in science. What is the case, and what our society has somehow failed to realize, is that not all scientific ideas are valid. Unlike in many other things, in science, one can be wrong; no amount of debating, interpretation, or public acceptance of an incorrect scientific idea will make it right. Furthermore, in science, there is no such thing as respecting another point of view; the only reason that a point of view should be considered is not respect, but rather, scientific merit. Unfortunately, the public mindset is dominated by ideas that have no such merit, but are nevertheless treated as worthy of consideration.

This has to be stopped, and the best way to stop it is at the source; education. The reason that many people believe that everyone’s viewpoint should be considered is that they are taught this from an early age.  From the get go, children are stuffed full of the politically correct view that you should seriously consider everyone’s viewpoint, based on such absurd circular logic as that everyone’s opinion is valuable. There is never any consideration or attention given to the fact that some people just don’t know what they are talking about, and therefore should not talk. Instead, everyone is urged to give their opinions, regardless of how baseless and ridiculous these opinions are. Sure, in a debate about what to name the team in a field-day competition, everyone really should have a say; however, it should be explained that not everyone should have a say as to what color the blackboard is. It is black, and anyone who says otherwise is wrong! The feelings of the person who says that it is purple should not be spared, and they should be told at once that they are stupidly wrong, or else they will grow up thinking that they can say things that are wrong, without suffering any consequences. Of course, this is a vast oversimplification. However, the point is that at some point, children need to be taught that their opinions are not valid unless they have some expertise in the subject of discussion. Unfortunately, instead of alleviating the problem, secondary education makes it far, far worse.
In middle school and high school, young adults are introduced to the concept of debate, usually in their history or social studies courses. In most cases, the students are assigned a topic they know nothing about, forced to do a modicum of research about it, and then asked to take a stand on the issue and debate against opposing viewpoints. This seemingly trivial assignment, however, does irreversible damage to the psyche of the students, because it teaches them a veritable cornucopia of wrong ideas about how to find solutions to a problem. First of all, the nature of the project implies that, for any given problem, there are a multitude of logical solutions, which must be debated. For many issues this might very well be true, but not for all; specifically, not for science. However, many of the suggested topics are scientific in nature. 

For example, students may be encouraged to debate the fate of nuclear energy. They are asked to choose between expanding the nuclear energy program, or contracting it. In effect, it is suggested to them that these are two equally valid choices, and they must choose the one that most appeals to them. Unfortunately, this is absolute rubbish. Any reasonable scientific analysis shows that the negative effects of fossil fuel burning power plants are exponentially worse than the environmental impact of nuclear power plants. Any reasonable economic analysis will show that nuclear plants are cheaper to operate than fossil fuel burning ones. Any reasonable medical analysis will show that the health effects of nuclear power plants – even when factoring in the accidents that may or may not occur – are laughably small compared to the effects of breathing the pervasive exhaust fumes of fossil fuel plants. However, students are led to believe, that because there are some crackpot theories that contend the opposite, that both viewpoints are somehow valid. This, of course, leads to a self perpetuating nightmare of misinformation, because, having been taught that both viewpoints are valid, the students go on into adulthood with scientifically ridiculous ideas, and influence politics towards their own scientifically ridiculous views. 
Even more deeply damaging than the specific topic choices is the very idea of how these important issues are debated. The purpose of the debate becomes to convert the opposing side to your side, not to find the actual truth of the matter. This problem has been identified as far back as Plato’s Socratic dialogues, but, still, nothing has been done about it. In these debating assignments, and even more damagingly and forcefully, in debate and model congress / U.N. clubs, the future leaders of the American public are taught that it is honorable to, through oratory and careful and deceitful manipulation of statistics, convert the opposing side to your opinion, regardless of the truth. These are the same people who grow up to become very vocal and influential activists for causes that are clearly illogical; because they can make the cause seem logical, and because of their flawed education, they have no qualms about what they do; because of their conditioning in school, they really believe that because they can convince someone of their viewpoint, it is valid.
This type of error of education allows many illogical and damaging viewpoints into the realm of what is supposed to be logical discussion; however, there is one such viewpoint that is such a disastrous problem that I will dedicate most of the rest of this letter to it: religion.

Don’t get me wrong. People can have whatever religious beliefs they choose to have. In fact, religion is one of the only fields were every opinion really is equally valid. Furthermore, it is a long accepted and inevitable conclusion of metaphysics and epistemology that science requires an equally blind leap of faith as does religion, on a fundamental level. However, we are a society that, ostensibly, makes our decisions on logic, not on divine inspiration or on scripture. Therefore, we absolutely cannot reasonably allow any sort of religious considerations into scientific decisions; religious ideas must stay in the hearts of their holders, for they have no place in the public decision making process.
For example, it is not a valid argument against stem cell research that human tissues have a soul. There is no such thing as a soul, outside of religion. Therefore, human cells, or anything else for that matter, are incapable of possessing this nonexistent property. Similarly, abortion cannot be regulated on this basis, because, scientifically, there is really nothing that separates a fetus from a tumor that the mother may have. It may seem remarkably arrogant that I can claim to solve these two problems, at least one of which has dominated countless hours of political discussion, in a few sentences. However, that is the whole point; once religion is removed from the picture, as it very well should be, there really is nothing to debate; there remains only one answer to each question.
An even more glaring example of the necessity of exiling religion from logical thought in this country is the embarrassing “debate” about the merit of evolutionary science. Of course, there really is no debate; every real scientist is as certain of evolution as they are of the fact that they have two feet. However, some regions of this country are so humiliatingly entrenched in the backward dogmas of their religions that they refuse to accept the scientific fact of evolution, and instead point to various crackpots’ pseudoscientific justifications of creationism. This simultaneously confuses the already disadvantaged students of these regions and makes the regions the laughing stalk of the educated world. 
Of course, these changes cannot be implemented overnight, if ever. These concepts of inclusive debate and religious grounding are deeply rooted in our society. However, at one point, so was slavery. Therefore, I propose that we, as a society, take steps to teach the currently politically incorrect view that some viewpoints, including religion, are inadmissible into logical decision making. We would thereby emancipate science from its bondage at the hands of irrationality and communistically inclusive debates, and allow it to bring its limitless benefits to our already great society. 
Henry Kozachkov
