
Consensus, Creation, and Climate Change: 

Parallels in the media’s skewed treatment of both global warming and evolution reveal 

its power to mislead and manipulate. 

By Tyler Young 

 

“Everybody knows that global warming is real. That’s why Al Gore won the Nobel Prize, right?” 

So said former President Bill Clinton in a speech delivered in January 2008. It is apparent he was 

trying as much to convince as to comment, to suggest as to state. One might be persuaded to 

think,“Surely all sensible people know Al Gore would not have received a Nobel Prize for 

warning us about the perils of global warming if his claims were not true. Right?” In appealing 

to both popular consensus and academic approbation, President Clinton followed the long-

proven modus operandi of the media for directing public opinion to a desired conclusion. 

It is unlikely the average American comprehends the degree to which the mainstream media 

shapes popular thinking on the crucial issues of our time. An informed minority are well aware 

of the anti-Christian, secular bias that runs through dominant print and electronic media outlets. 

Most, though, are ignorant of or in denial over the media’s leftist slant. While often overt, 

frequently this media bias is subtle, making it all the more dangerous. The media’s treatment of 

the latest Great Cause of the liberal establishment in our culture—the alleged crisis of man-made 

global warming—holds some instructive and interesting parallels with its handling of another 

important issue: human origins. The handling of both issues shows the power of the media to 

mislead, at times in ways that are highly consequential. Consider a revealing point of comparison 

in this regard. 

On the global warming issue, the public is being stampeded into accepting (1) that the planet is 

becoming suddenly and dangerously warmer; (2) that this warming trend is being caused by 

man, principally through the wanton consumption of fossil fuels; (3) that a drastic course of 

action must be taken immediately to avert certain destruction. A major segment of the population 

blithely accepts and repeats these contentions largely because they have been led to believe this 

is what “everyone knows,” to use President Clinton’s suggestion. Al Gore, in his so-called 

documentary, An Inconvenient Truth, presents the idea that the scientific consensus supports the 
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man-made global warming crisis scenario he is championing. Since this is what the media tells 

us scientists believe, it must be true. Right? 

Not necessarily. Part of the problem is that John Q. Public is generally not in a position to 

evaluate the evidence behind the allegations. He depends on the media (and/or the educational 

establishment) to tell him what the scientists have discovered. He does not have the facts or the 

expertise to critique the scientific claims, and why should he think it necessary to do so anyway? 

This is a matter of scientific discovery, not subjective beliefs, or so he has been led to believe. 

Actually, there are two assumptions here: (1) That scientists are always objective and therefore 

whatever they tell us they think must be true; and (2) That the media is accurately telling us what 

the scientific community believes. Both are baseless. 

Even if unanimity among scientists itself proved a position—which, or course, it does not—the 

fact is there is no such agreement on global warming. Few recognize this because the media 

simply parrots the claims of certain, selected scientists, as well as other individuals like Mr. 

Gore. They proclaim that there is consensus in the scientific community for the man-made global 

warming theory. However, the reality is that no such consensus exists. There is ample 

documentation that many reputable scientists—climatologists and others who are respected 

experts in the relevant fields—dispute the notion that the earth is warming significantly, if at all. 

They also conclude that even if it is, that human activity is not contributing to it in any 

significant way. 

Many could be given, but a couple of examples will suffice. The British documentary The Great 

Global Warming Swindle, an expanded edition of which will soon be available on DVD, is a 

powerful exposé of the faulty science and erroneous assumptions behind the facade of “fact” the 

media puts before the public on the issue. The film documents the testimony of numerous 

scientists who put the lie to the politically correct view. One of those scientists is John Christy, 

Professor of Atmospheric Science, and Director of the Earth System Science Center at the 

University of Alabama in Huntsville, and lead author of the United Nations Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Ironically, the IPCC summary report was touted by the media 

as proof of a scientific consensus on this issue. Yet in the documentary, Christy states, “I’ve 

often heard it said that there is a consensus of thousands of scientists on the global warming 

issue, and that humans are causing a catastrophic change to the climate system. Well I am one 
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scientist—and there are many—that simply think that is not true.” Also highlighted is the 

testimony of Professor Fredrick Seitz, former President of the National Academy of Sciences. In 

a letter to the to the Wall Street Journal, Seitz said that IPCC officials censored the comments of 

scientists in the much ballyhooed IPCC summary report, omitting statements like this one: “No 

study to date has positively attributed all or part [of the climate change observed to date] to 

anthropogenic [man-made] causes.” 

In December of last year, over one hundred leading climatologists from around the world signed 

a letter to the Secretary General of the United Nations stating, “Significant new peer-reviewed 

research has cast even more doubt on the hypothesis of dangerous human-caused global 

warming.” More recently, several hundred scientists met in New York for the 2008 International 

Conference on Climate Change to shed light on the global warming hysteria. The Conference 

pointed out that a 2003 study of climate scientists in 27 countries found that only fifty-six 

percent of them believed that humans are causing the earth to warm, and even fewer believe we 

can accurately predict future climate conditions. 

Despite this kind of evidence, because global warming is the cause célèbre of the liberal elite and 

the fashionable campaign of the glitterati, the mainstream media simply will not tell us that the 

emperor has no clothes. The media’s failure to point out how widely disputed the man-made 

global warming model is in the scientific community can only be accounted for in terms of gross 

journalistic bias. They are happy to facilitate the current global warming alarmism because it fits 

with their secular worldview and supports a leftist agenda.  

What does this have to do with the creation-evolution debate? The same deception about 

consensus exists on the issue of origins. Most people believe the notion that all living things, 

including man, came into being gradually by purely natural processes over millions of years—

loosely known as “evolution”—is a fact of science. The public accepts this uncritically because 

they have been told that’s what all intelligent, informed people believe. For several generations, 

we have been conditioned to think that all scientists believe evolution is fact, and they do so 

because that is where the evidence has led them. If that’s what the scientists are saying, then why 

should we question it? “Everybody knows” we evolved, right? 

Here again, the media bears a great deal of responsibility for helping to create (Ever heard of the 

“Scopes Monkey Trial’?) and perpetuate a popular myth. Historically, some of the greatest 
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contributors to scientific progress have been creationists. And presently there are numerous, 

reputable scientists and respected philosophers who do not accept the idea that the universe and 

all life within it could have come into being without a designer (Creator), that natural process can 

account for the biological diversity and complexity, that we are merely products of time and 

chance. There is growing dissent from Darwinism from numerous scientific disciplines, 

including cosmology, physics, and biology. Biochemist Michael Behe, retired Berkeley law 

professor Phillip E. Johnson, and even the renown former atheist philosopher Antony Flew are 

just a few of the academicians who reject the idea that biology information could result from 

naturalistic process. The Discovery Institute documents hundreds of scientists, including some 

from prestigious academies and universities around the world, who question the commitment of 

the mainstream science to atheistic materialism—which rejects any supernatural explanation for 

origins a priori—and are skeptical of the evolutionary explanation for the existence and structure 

of living organisms.   

The media, however, continues to assure the public that there is no dispute among “real” 

scientists over the “fact” of evolution. Their misrepresentation of the issue is especially appalling 

when it comes to the controversy over whether Darwinism should be dogmatically taught to 

children in public school, or whether the alternative view of intelligent design or even scientific 

critiques of evolution should be permitted in the classroom. Listening to the mainstream media, 

one gets the impression this is simply a matter of ignorant creationists trying to throw science out 

the window in order to brainwash our kids with their religion. When it is pointed out that some 

of us simply want the scientific facts that contradict evolution presented alongside the arguments 

for it, the media acts as though no genuine scientist believes any such evidence against evolution 

exists. Their favorite way of dealing with the controversy is to tell us that really there is no 

controversy: evolution is a settled matter in the scientific community. This is simply dishonest. It 

might even be argued that, to a great extent, the media is guilty of censorship by omission, 

effectively hiding from the public the views of the growing body of scholars who dare to 

discredit the Darwinist orthodoxy. 

It is naïve to think that journalists are impartial observers, always and only objectively reporting 

facts. Their worldview—typically a secular one—colors the way they see the world, and in turn, 

what they tell us (and do not tell us) about the important issues of our day. They affect as much 

as reflect the public’s perception of reality. We should realize that at times they are telling us not 
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what is, but what they think should be, disguising propaganda as news. Their biased approach to 

the current global warming hoopla also reveals how they have misled the public on evolution and 

other matters of profound importance. They have carefully hidden the disturbing truth that, just 

as with the politically correct agenda of global warming, the naturalistic view of origins is 

driven—not by sound science, but by secular ideology. Thus it falls to those informed with truth 

to take on the task of showing that what “everybody knows” is not really what everybody knows. 

Right? 

 


