
 

 

 

 

A Logical Argument Against Man Made Global Warming  

for the Layman 

 

by 

 

Erik Bays 

 

 

 

5 June 2009 

 

 



1 

 

 

 

Copyright Notice.  This essay may be freely distributed 

and reproduced for non-commercial purposes.  It  is 

licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-

Noncommercial-Share Alike 3.0 United States License.  It 

may be modified or used in part a s long as that 

reproduction carries the same permissions of use.   

About the Author 

This essay was completed as part of the completion of a 

BS in Journalism: Communication Studies from the 

University of Oregon.  The author is a vegetarian, he 

recycles, he uses a bicycle as his primary mode of 

transportation, and his home is powered by wind power.  

He is not employed by any oil or gas company or any 

special interest group.  You can contact the author at 

erikbays@yahoo.com. 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/us/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/us/
mailto:erikbays@yahoo.com


2 

 

 

Contents  (Hyperlinked) 

I. Introduction  ................................ ................................ ................................ ..........  3 

II. The Greenhouse Effect ................................ ................................ .........................  4 

III. An Appeal to Authority Fallacy: The IPCC ................................ ..............................  5 

Revisions to the 1995 IPCC Second Assessment Report ................................ ............  6 

The "Hockey Stick" ................................ ................................ ..............................  10 

IV. An Appeal to Authority Fallacy: Scientific Consensus ................................ ............  13 

V. Argument: Computer Models Are Unreliable................................ ..........................  15 

VI. Argument: Temperature Trends ................................ ................................ .........  17 

VII. Argument: Carbon Dioxide Does Not Drive Temperature ................................ .....  21 

VIII. Argument: The Sun Drives Temperature  ................................ ...........................  23 

IX. Related Topics ................................ ................................ ................................ ... 27 

Water Vapor and Clouds ................................ ................................ ......................  27 

Polar Ice ................................ ................................ ................................ .............  28 

Carbon Dioxide Increases Plant Growth ................................ ................................ . 29 

X. Conclusion ................................ ................................ ................................ ..........  32 

Appendix A: Common Logical Fallacies ................................ ................................ .....  33 

Appendix B: Errors in "An Inconvenient Truth"  ................................ ..........................  35 

Appendix C: Revisions Made to the IPCC 1995 Assessment Report .............................  37 

 

 



3 

 

I. Introduction  

 Did you know that the Earth has been cooling for the last decade?  Did you know 

that t he poles of the planet are gaining about as much ice as they are losing?  Did you 

know that for 4 20,000 years changes in the Earth's temperature have happened before 

changes in atmospheric carbon dioxide?  These are not things that you are likely to 

learn by listening to the mai nstream media.   

 This paper has two goals.  First, it tries to educate the reader about some of the 

issues surrounding manmade global warming (hereafter simply "global warming").  

Second, it makes a logical argument against global warming. 

 This paper does not address the issue of what should or should not be done 

about global warming.  This paper simply addresses the question: Is global warming 

occurring? 

 This paper makes the following arguments: 

1)  The IPCC is driven by politics and is not an objective scientific body.  Its 

conclusions are untrustworthy. 

2)  There is still scientific debate about global warming.   

3)  Computer climate models are unreliable. 

4)  Changes in energy from the sun drive climate change on Earth, not carbon 

dioxide. 

5)  Earth's temperature has been warmer in the past.  It is not hotter than 

normal. 

 Therefore, global warming has not yet been proven . 
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II. The Greenhouse Effect 

 Here is the basic idea of the greenhouse effect.  When sunlight hits the earth  it 

warms its ground temperature.  The warm earth then emits infrared radiation to cool 

itself.  This escaping radiation is absorbed by greenhouse gasses (GHGs) in the 

atmosphere.  These gasses do not absorb most of the incoming shortwave radiation but 

do absorb most of the outgoing longwave radiation.  The cooling earth warms the 

atmosphere, which then radiates some of that heat back down to the earth.  This is  

 
Fig. 1.  The basic principle of the greenhouse effect. Source: IPCC. "Climate Change 2007: The 
Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change" FAQ 1.3. 

http://ipcc-wg1.ucar.edu/wg1/Report/AR4WG1_Print_FAQs.pdf
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called "the greenhouse 

effect" based on how a 

greenhouse can warm up 

when its door is closed.  

Another analogy would be, 

"the car in the parking lot 

effect."  

          Global warming 

skeptics do not debate the 

greenhouse effect.  Without 

the greenhouse effect the temperature of Earth would be about 10° F and the oceans 

would be frozen solid.1  Skeptics also do not deny that man is putting carbon dioxide 

(CO2), a GHG, into the atmosphere.  What is debated is the effect increased CO2 in the 

atmosphere has on the system. 

III. An Appeal to Authority Fallacy: The IPCC  

 Before getting to the actual logical arguments against global warming, it is 

necessary to briefly address the most common fallacies that are used to support it  and 

also give some political background.  The first fallacy is the presumed authority of the 

IPCC. 

 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was created by the UN 

in 1988 to address the growing concern of global warming.  The intention was for the 

 
Fig. 2 : A simplified schematic of energy flows in the atmosphere. 

Source: This figure was created by Robert A. Rohde from published 
data and is part of the Global Warming Art Project.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User:Dragons_flight
http://www.globalwarmingart.com/wiki/Image:Atmospheric_Absorption_Bands_png
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IPCC to be an objective scientific body that could produce reports on climate change for 

politicians worldwide.  In 2007 the IPCC won the Nobel Peace Prize jointly with Al Gore 

for informing the world about global warming. 2 

 When it is said that the there is a consensus in the scientific community that 

global warming is occurring, this is usually referring to the IPCC.3  The IPCC's 

assessment reports are widely seen as authoritative evidence that global warming is 

occurring.  Instead of providing logical evidence to support the idea of global warming, 

someone may say that they believe in it because the IPCC says it is true.  This is a 

reasonable position with a topic as complex as global warming.  After all, we can't do 

field research on global warming ourselves.  At some point we have to rely on some 

scientist we've never met.  However, in the context of a logical discussion, to say global 

warming is true simply because the IPCC says so is a fallacy known as an "appeal to 

authority."   

 This paper will provide some reasons why the IPCC cannot be trusted as an 

objective scientific body.  This is also not a logical argument; it is an "ad hominem" 

(character) attack.  It is  done in this case to overcome the IPCC's presumed authority. 

Revisions to the 1995 IPCC Second Assessment Report 

 In its Second Assessment Report in 1995, the IPCC made headlines when it 

announced for the first time tha t "the balance of evidence suggests a discernible human 

influence on global climate."  This was a groundbreaking change from its position in its 

first assessment report, and it  had heavy political significance.  Shortly after this report, 

http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/assessments-reports.htm
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the United States announced that it would now support " the adoption of a realistic but 

binding target" for emissions.4  I t was also on the basis of this report that the Kyoto 

Protocol was entered into by most of the countries of  the world two years later.  

 A coalition of oil, coal, and utility companies known as the Global Climate 

Coalition quickly accused the IPCC of misconduct.5  Accusations followed from Frederick 

Seitz, a scientist with formidable credentials.  Seitz was a recipient of the National 

Medal of Science and a past president of both the National Academy of Sciences and 

the American Physical Society.6   

 The accusations had to do with revisions that had been made to Chapter 8 of the 

report, the most controversial of the secti ons.  Here is how the chapter was written , 

based on an account of a scientist who was involved with the revisions .7  First, a 

working group of six dozen climate scientists met and debated over each portion of the 

chapter.  Based on this discussion the chapter was written, submitted to the IPCC, and 

accepted.  Then, government representatives had the opportunity under IPCC rules to 

respond to the report.  Benjamin Santer, the lead author of Chapter 8, was required 

under IPCC rules to revise the chapter in response to these government comments.  He 

made the revisions without consulting with the other scientists of the working group.  

 Seitz claimed that this revision amounted to deliberate fraud and " corruption of 

the peer-review process."8 Specifically, the following statement was deleted,  "None of 

the studies cited above has shown clear evidence that we can attribute the observed 

changes to the specific cause of increases in greenhouse gases," and the following 
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statement was added, "The balance of evidence suggests a discernible human influence 

on global warming." 9 This was a fundamental change.  For a more complete listing of 

the revisions see Appendix C.   

 These practices continue to this day.  For the 2007 IPCC Fourth Assessment 

Report, the summary was released months before the text being summarized was 

completed.  Then anything in the scientific text that did not line up with the 

predetermined summary was changed.10 

 

Fig. 3.  Diagram showing the current IPCC report generation process,  
taken from the IPCC website on 13 May 09. 

http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/assessments-reports.htm
http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/assessments-reports.htm
http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/assessments-reports.htm
http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/index.htm
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 Who funds or commissions a scientific study does not necessarily influence the 

outcome of the study if the scientists are left alone to do science.  For example, Exxon 

can fund an environmental study, and that is fine, as long as Exxon does not try to 

influence what the conclusions are.  However, if Exxon pressures or influences the 

scientists to change their conclusions, the science has been corrupted. 

 In short, the IPCC cannot claim to be a scientific body as long as government 

has input into the decision making process.  There is no good reason for government 

review and feedback during the generation of a scientific report .  As Fig. 3 shows, 

government has no fewer than two opportunities to influence IPCC reports as they are 

created.  And historically, governments have used global warming as an excuse to 

expand their control and authority. 11 

ñI have found examples of a Summary [For Policy Makers] saying precisely the 

opposite of what the scientists said,ò  - South African Nuclear Physicist and 

Chemical Engineer Dr. Philip Lloyd, an IPCC co-coordinating lead author who has 

authored over 150 refereed publications.12 

"The IPCC's editors could - and often did - reject the peer-reviewer's comments, 

a reversal of the normal practice in scientific peer -review." - Climate data analyst 

John McLean after reviewing the documents of the 2007 IPCC Fourth 

Assessment Report Working Group I.13 
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The "Hockey Stick" 

 In the 2001 IPCC Third Assessment Report, one of the lead authors, Michael 

Mann, relied heavily on his own research.  Mann's research used a new statistical 

analysis method to analyze temperature data.  His results did not show the past 

temperature periods known as the "medieval warm period" or  the "little ice age."  His 

results showed a relatively consistent temperature for the world up until about 1865, 

when the temperature skyrocketed.14   

 Because of its shape this graph 

became known as the "hockey stick."   

The hockey stick graph was present 

six times in the summary section 

alone, and it was all thorough the 

Third Assessment Report.15 

 In a physics class at the 

University of California, Berkeley, 

Professor Richard Muller, a recognized 

expert on global warming, had this to 

say about the hockey stick:  

"This really galvanized people.  Suddenly we see that it is the warmest it's been 

in over a thousand years, and we're not just coming out of the little ice age.  

This is obviously due to humans.  This became famous.  Every politician in 

 

Fig. 4. The infamous "hockey stick." The actual 
temperature record begins in 1861.  Earlier time periods 

of this graph are disputed.  Source: Summary for 
Policymakers of the 2001 IPCC Third Assessment 
Report, pg 3. 

http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/assessments-reports.htm
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/climate-changes-2001/scientific-basis/scientific-spm-en.pdf
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/climate-changes-2001/scientific-basis/scientific-spm-en.pdf
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/climate-changes-2001/scientific-basis/scientific-spm-en.pdf
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/climate-changes-2001/scientific-basis/scientific-spm-en.pdf
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Washington knew about ité The problem with this plot is it's wrong, and this is 

now a deep embarrassment to the people in the climate community .16 

 The hockey stick was first refuted in 2003 in a paper published by Stephen 

McIntyre and Ross McKitrick.17 In 2006 a committee led by renown statistician Edward 

Wegman reported to the US House of Representatives on the problems with Mann's 

methodology.  Wegman reported to Congress: "Mann's methodology does not create 

the hockey stick out of whole cloth.  Rather, it 'mines'  the data to find it.  If there is a 

hockey stick in the data somewhere, Mann's algorithm will bring it back alive a nd 

magnify its importance. "  Wegman stated that Mann's errors were fairly obvious to an 

expert statistician.18 

 The IPCC removed any mention of the hockey stick in its following reports, but  

has never acknowledged any error.  The 2001 report is still publi cly available on the 

 
Fig. 4. Widely accepted view of global temperature before the hockey stick.  Source: 
Wegman, Edward, David Scott, and Yasmin Said. "Ad Hoc Committee Report on the 
'Hockey Stick' Global Climate Reconstruction." Presented to the U.S. House of 
Representatives Committee on Energy and Commerce, 14 Jul 06. 

http://www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/WegmanReport.pdf
http://www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/WegmanReport.pdf
http://www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/WegmanReport.pdf
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IPCC's web site, hockey stick and all. 

 The story of the hockey stick is significant to the IPCC's reputation as a scientific 

body because it reflects on the scientific process that is used.  This is an error that the 

IPCC's peer-review process should have uncovered.  Also, as a lead author, it was 

inappropriate for Mann to rely so heavily on his own work.    

 An analysis by the Science & Public Policy Institute has shown that IPCC 

contributors are largely part of a group of coworkers th at have a predetermined opinion 

about global warming and are not receptive to contrary opinions. 19  McIntyre has 

recently made requests for information regarding the formulation of the IPCC's most 

recent assessment report, but was told by a lead author that  all the records had been 

destroyed in violation of IPCC rules.20 The number of respected scientists that have 

spoke out about the unscientific  methods of the IPCC are too numerous to list here, but 

here are a few examples: 

"éit would not be surprising if working scientists would make special efforts to 

support the global warming hypothesis. There is ample evidence that this is 

happening on a large scale.... Data that challenges the hypothesis are simply 

changed. In some instances, data that was thought to s upport the hypothesis is 

found not to, and is then changed. " - MIT Climatologist Richard Lindzen21 

ñThe IPCC has actually become a closed circuit; it doesnôt listen to others. It 

doesnôt have open mindsé I am really amazed that the Nobel Peace Prize has 

been given on scientifically incorrect conclusions...ò - Indian geologist Dr. Arun 
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D. Ahluwalia at Punjab University and a board member of the UN-supported 

International Year of the Planet. 22 

"These [IPCC] Summaries are prepared by a relatively small core writing team 

with the final drafts  approved line-by-line by government representatives. The 

great majority of IPCC contributors and reviewers, and the tens of thousands of 

other scientists who are qualified to comment on these matters, are not involved 

in the preparation of these documents. The summaries therefore cannot properly 

be represented as a consensus view among experts." - Physical chemist Dr. Peter 

Stilbs, chairman of the climate seminar Department of Physical Chemistry at the 

Royal Institute of Technology (KTH) in Stockholm23  

IV. An Appeal to Authority Fallacy: Scientific Consensus  

 

 Consensus is a political concept, not a scientific concept.  At the heart of science 

is the struggle to constantly challenge and test accepted norms.  Consensus is usually 

achieved within members of an organization in order to represent a unified position  to 

those outside the group, even when the members within the group may disagree .   

 Stating that global warming is occurring because there is a scientific consensus 

to th at effect is another appeal to authority fallacy.  Scientists throughout history have 

held contrary views that later turned out to be correct.  Regardless,  claims to a 

scientific consensus are untrue.   
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 Much of a discussion of a scientific consensus comes from "An Inconvenient 

Truth," 24 where Al Gore states that a survey of 928 random abstracts published in 

scientific journals that use the word "climate change" showed that 75% of them agreed 

with the consensus and that none of them disagreed.  Al Gore went on to say that not 

believing in global warming is as ridiculous as believing that the Earth is flat.  However, 

it has been shown that th e study was flawed, and that the majority of abstracts did not 

mention manmade effects on climate at all. 25   

 In the las t section we already discussed the problems with the IPCC consensus.  

It should also be recognized that statements from organizations such as the National 

Academy of Sciences and the American Meteorological Society endorsing the 

"consensus" view represents the handful of members on the governing boards and do 

not represent every member in the organization.  

 The fact is that a  large number of notable scientists have spoken out against 

global warming.  More than 31,478 US scientists have signed a mail-in petition rejecting 

global warming as part of the Global Warming Petition Project,26 including 9,029 

scientists with PhDs.  Additionally, a minority report from the US Senate Environment 

and Public Works Committee27 has released a list of over 700 scientists rejecting global 

warming.  This list is perhaps more significant because it includes biographies from the 

scientists as well as specific quotes.  The list includes many current and former IPCC 

members as well as several Nobel Prize winners. 

http://www.petitionproject.org/review_article.php
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=83947f5d-d84a-4a84-ad5d-6e2d71db52d9
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 A short amount of time spent reading through statements in the report listed 

above is enough to verify that the global warming discussion is not over.    

V. Argument: Computer Models Are Unreliable  

 How confident are you that the weather forecast for a week from now is 

accurate? Forecasting the weather more than about two weeks ahead is fairly 

unreliable.  If this is the case, how can we expect computer models to predict the 

climate in 2050?    

 Comparing local weather and global climate is not an equal comparison; they are 

really two different things.  They are similar, however, from  the perspective that they 

each have an incredible number of variables involved.  A computer climate model is 

only as good as the person who programs it, and there is still a lot we donôt know about 

climate.  A computer model is also subject to the preconceived ideas of the person who 

programs it, like the idea that CO2 is warming the Earth. 

 James Hansen, head of the NASA Institute for Space Studies, gatekeeper of the 

satellite temperature data used by the IPCC, outspoken supporter of global warming 

and friend of Al Gore, once said to the US Senate, "The forcings that drive long-term 

climate change are not known with an accuracy sufficient to define future climate 

change."28  The 2007 IPCC Fourth Assessment Report states that of the nine variables 

that affect climate change, they have a "low" to "med" level of scientific understanding 

for seven, and only a "high" level for two. 29  It is with this data that they program their 
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computer models.  The IPCC's current stated level of confidence in their conclusions 

would not be enough to warrant scientific publication on other subjects.30 

 Our current lack of understanding of Earth's climate prohibits us from accurately 

determining future climate change.31  Climate models used by the IPCC predict that the 

tropical troposphere and polar troposphere should be much warmer than they are .32    

Doctor and author Michael Crichton explained it well in 2007 at a global warming 

debate when he said:  

"In 1988 when James Hansen had talked to Congress and said that global 

warming had finally arrived, the 'New York Times' published a model result that 

suggested that in the next hundred years there would be a 12° C increase.  A 

few years later, the increase was estimated to be 6°, then 4°.  The most recent 

UN estimate is 3°.  Will it continue to go down?  I expect so." 33 

 Hundreds of respected scientists, listed in a US Senate report,34 have voiced their 

opinions that climate models are unreliable.  Ultimately, the best way to understand our 

climate is to examine what it has done in the past.  

"Since I am no longer affiliated with any organization nor receiving any funding, 

I can speak quite franklyé.As a scientist I remain skeptical...The main basis of 

the claim that manôs release of greenhouse gases is the cause of the warming is 

based almost entirely upon climate models. We all know the frailty of models 

concerning the air-surface system." - Atmospheric Scientist Dr. Joanne Simpson, 

http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=83947f5d-d84a-4a84-ad5d-6e2d71db52d9
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the first woman in the world to  receive a PhD in meteorology, formerly of NASA, 

who has authored more than 190 studies.35 

"Are there other possibilities to explain the temperature increase of the last 40 

years? Yes! Current warming is consistent with the 300 year trend.  Changes in 

solar activity could explain much of it. Then there is the climate m odel-predicted 

mid-troposphere 'hotô' zone that is supposed to exist over the tropics. 

Temperature measurements show that the hot zone is non-existent. This is more 

than sufficient to invalidate global climate models and projections made with 

them!"  - Steven M. Japar, PhD atmospheric chemist who worked on the IPCC's 

Second (1995) and Third (2001) Assessment Reports.36  

VI. Argument: Temperature  Trends  

 Now we can actually discuss the main merits of the case against global warming.  

The obvious place to start is temperature.  The IPCC states that humans have been 

affecting climate since about 1957 by adding CO2 to the atmosphere, and that since 

that time the Earth has warmed about 1° F (0.6°  C).37  Lately, however, it hasn't been 

warming.  From 1998 until 2009 the Earth has cooled about .25° C despite the fact that 

CO2 levels have continued to climb.   

 Another significant time period is between about 1942 and about 1976.  During 

this time temperatures also fell despite increasing levels of CO2. Scientists worldwide 

were afraid t hat we were entering into another ice age. 38   
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Fig. 5.  Surface temperature of the Earth since 1996. The Goddard Institute for Space Studies 
is the source the IPCC uses for its temperature data. Source: Goddard Institute for Space 

Studies. Retrieved 17 April 09. 

 

Fig. 6.  US Surface temperature since 1880. Source: Arthur B. Robinson, Noah E. Robinson, 
and Willie Soon, "Environmental Effects of Increased Atmospheric Carbon Dioxide" Oregon 

Institute of Science and Medicine. Undated. Retrieved 17 May 09. 

 

http://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/
http://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/
http://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/
http://www.oism.org/pproject/s33p36.htm
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 Some people will argue that a 10 or 15 year time period is not long enough to 

gauge a climate trend, and they would be right.  It is all a matter of what time period 

you want to look at and how you present the data.  Over a 3000 year period the Earth 

has been cooling.  Over a 1500 year period it has been warming.  Over a 1000 year 

period it has been cooling.  Over a 400 year period it has been warmin g.  Actually, it 

has pretty much been steadily warming for 400 years as we have come out of a time 

period known as the "little ice age."   It cooled last night , and it has been warming since 

the sun came up this morning.  

 

Fig. 7 . Surface temperatures in the Sargasso Sea, a 2 million square mile region of the Atlantic Ocean, as 

determined by isotope ratios of marine organism remains in sediment at the bottom of the sea. The 
horizontal line is the average temperature for this 3,000 -year period. Source: Arthur B. Robinson, Noah E. 

Robinson, and Willie Soon, "Environmental Effects of Increased Atmospheric Carbon Dioxide" Oregon 
Institute of Science and Medicine. Undated. Retrieved 17 May 09. 

 

http://www.oism.org/pproject/s33p36.htm
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 As you can see from Fig. 7, the climate is constantly changing.  The climate was 

not steady and stable until humans came along and upset the balance.  The climate 

constantly changes all on its own.  And it hasn't just been warming for 50 years.  It's 

been warming for 400 years.  The glacier on Mt. Kilimanjaro that Al Gore highlighted in 

his movie "An Inconvenient Truth" 39 has been melting for 125 years,40 much longer 

than the time (since about 1957) the IPCC says humans have been affecting climate.  

In fact, glac iers in general have been melting and sea levels have been rising for 180 

years.41 

 Also, current temperatures do not lie outside of historic ranges.  It has been 

warmer on Earth many times before and the human race survived.  The current 
temperature of the Earth,  in and of itself, does not in any way suggest that anything is 

wrong with our 

climate.  

Fig. 8 . Glacier shortening, sea level rise, and atmospheric CO2. Source: Arthur B. Robinson, Noah E. 
Robinson, and Willie Soon, "Environmental Effects of Increased Atmospheric Carbon Dioxide" Oregon 

Institute of Science and Medicine. Undated. Retrieved 17 May 09. 


