Don't let the AGW deniers con you!  They're all over the media and the web.  Many are funded by the fossil fuel lobby and right-wing groups that misread it as a political issue.  They outgun the climate scientists heavily, and sway the opinion of politicians and the public.

Denier or sceptic?  A sceptic goes with the weight of evidence.  All scientists are sceptics by definition, and the majority of the experts are persuaded of AGW.  For a denier, the scepticism is entirely one-sided, not being sceptical for a moment about their own position. 

Is AGW completely certain?  No, science never is; but it can become trusted enough that we fly in planes, take medicine, and use microwaves.  Climate science is complex, and there are unresolved questions.

How to spot a denier  A denier may raise some valid issues, but mostly trot out furphies easily dismissed.  This guide is to help you spot denialist arguments and know what's wrong with them.  For fuller discussions see: http://www.climatechangebr.org

 HYPERLINK "http://www.climatechangebr.org/page32.htm"
→Denier Arguments 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.skepticalscience.com/argument.php"
http://www.skepticalscience.com/argument.php
http://bravenewclimate.com/2009/04/23/ian-plimer-heaven-and-earth/ 

"Warming has stopped"

The pause in the last 10 years proves nothing.  It's like watching waves on a beach for thirty seconds and claiming the tide has stopped rising.  A consistent trend only emerges by taking at least 30 years together.

ClimateGate

The seemingly most damaging emails turned out to be extracts taken out of context and deliberately misrepresented.  Successive inquiries have cleared the researchers of any wrongdoing, falsification, or bias.  Fault was found with their statistical methods, a sadly frequent failing in much research.  

"Old CO2 increases followed temperature increase"

Hotter planet means more CO2 means hotter planet.  If a comet impact or volcanoes heated the ancient earth, the ice cores show both going up, but temperature first.  Without the CO2 we would not be able to explain just how hot it got.

"Non-believers don't have to prove anything"

CO2 is not innocent until proven guilty. The cost of making serious strides to reduce emissions is as nothing to that of a 3oC rise in global temperature.  There's 25% more CO2 up there than at any time from the dawn of man to 1750.  We are in uncharted territory.  As with releasing a new drug, the burden of proof is on those doing so.

"Australia's emissions are only 1.5%"

Yes, and my taxes are only a tiny percentage of what the ATO collects, so it doesn't matter if I don't pay them, right?  Wrong: it's the emissions per head of population that matters.

"The CO2 greenhouse effect is already saturated"

The science is not that simple: it's the thickness of the CO2 blanket and the way temperature varies with altitude.  That's how CO2 keeps Venus so hot despite having no water vapour.

GlacierGate 

The "2035" date was a blunder, but makes little difference to the overall picture.  There is a huge delay from what we do to the effect on the climate. We have to act now to avoid disaster in 300 years.

"Arctic Sea Ice is stable"

Since 2007, summer extent has recovered some, but the new ice is very thin.  A main cause of melt has been patterns of wind and ocean currents carrying more heat into the Arctic. The shift may or may not have resulted from global warming.  Whatever the cause, it leads to more warming because ice reflects a lot of sunlight.

"Medieval Warm Period was warmer than today"

The "MWP" was only in the northern hemisphere, and in different places at different times. The Earth as a whole was cooler than today.  It was probably caused by the large number of active volcanoes at the time, so not really relevant.

"Arctic undersea volcanoes melt the ice" 

The amount of heat from undersea volcanoes is tiny compared with the observed ice melt. 

"No extra Cyclones seen"

The number of cyclones is not expected to increase; their average strength is.

"It's the Water Vapour"

Water vapour makes 90% of the Earth's greenhouse effect, CO2 only 4%.  But if the CO2 increases, the temperature rises a little, more water evaporates, and the temperature goes up much further.  That is exactly why increased CO2 is so dangerous. 

"Only 3.4% of CO2 emissions are anthropogenic" 

There's a vast natural cycle of CO2 between soil, oceans and air.  What we add is only 3% of that cycle, but that adds up over time. Atmospheric CO2 has risen from 280ppm to 390ppm since the start of the industrial revolution, so that's 28% and rising. 

"It's the Sun"

None of the many ways it's been suggested the Sun could cause the current warming stack up.  There is some evidence it alters wind patterns, resulting in a large redistribution of the heat. Shifts in the jet stream can produce cold winters in Europe.

"Rudd's 5% ETS would cost each Australian taxpayer $10,000s"

Taxes/permits are not a cost to the economy.  The government would make it revenue neutral, handing it back in the form of reduced income tax etc.  Treasury estimated an impact of 1.3% on GNP and 2.6% on wages in 2020.

"A 25% target will cost 5 times what a 5% target costs"

Those targets are relative to 2000 levels. The business-as-usual prediction for 2020 is 30% higher.  As a reduction on that anticipated 2020 level, 5% below 2000 is a 33% cut and 25% below 2000 is a 47% cut.  So, if the cost is proportional to the cut, it would only be 50% more.

AGW = Anthropogenic (human-induced) Global Warming
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