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| “We need people to wake up. We need people to start paying attention!” People often say that isv why the apocalyptic
environmental story needs to be shared far and wide. Or, as they argue, the apocalyptic #uth. I get it. On many environmental
issues, we’ve been sleepwalking for a long time. We;ve pushed action futtﬁer and further into the future — happy to do so
because it can take decades or more for enyironmental impacts to hit us. Except the decades ‘have passed and now we are here.
The impacts have arrived: it’s already‘ happening. |

To get this‘ out of the way, let me make (1)one thing absolutely clear: I’'m no climate chahge denialisf or minimiser. I spend

my life — inside and outside work — researching, writing and trying to ﬁhderstand our enviroﬁmental problems and how to solve
them. The world has lacked urgency to act. Bringing attention to the magnitude of potential impacts is essential if we want thlngs
to change. But that is a long way from telling kids they’re ruined.

Let’s, for now, say that total doom is an exaggeration. Does that really do Aarm? (2)If it makes people take these issues

| seriously, that can only be a good thing, surely, and the exaggeration simply acts as a counterbalance to those who underplay the
issue. But I'm convincéd that there is a bettér, more optimistic and honest way forward.

There are several reasons why I think these doomsday messages do more harm than good. First, the doom narratives are
ofuen untrue. I don’t expect you to believe me on that straight away, but I hope that by the end of the book I will have convinced
you that while these jaroblems are big and pressing, they are solvable. We will have a future. By ‘we’ I mean us, collectively, as a
species. Yes, many people could be severely impacted,_ or even have that future taken away from them, so it’s up to us to decidé
how many people, based on the actions we téke. Ifyou believe péople have the right to the truth, then you should be against thesé

exaggerated doomsday stories.

Second, it makes scientists look like idiots. (3)Evérv doomsday activist that makes a big, bold claim invariably turns out to



be wrong. Every time this happens it chisels another bit of public trust away from scientists. It plays right into the hands of
deniers. When the world doesn t end in 10 years, deniers turn aréund and say, ‘Hey, lpok, the crazy scientists got it wrong again.

Why should anyone listen to them?’ In negrly every chapter of this book I'll list dodmsday claims that turmed out to be‘
completély untrue. o

Third, and perhaps most importantly, our impending doom leaves us feeling paralysed. If we’re already screwed, then what’s

the point in trying? (4)Far from making us more effective in driving change, it robs us of any motivation to do s0. I recognise this
from my‘ own dark period when ‘Ivnearly walked av&ay from the field eﬁtirely. I can assure you that after reframing how I saw the
wotld, I have had a much, much bigger impact on changing tllings. When it comes down to it, doomsday attitudes are often no
better than denial.

This option of * gi{/ing up’ is only _possib1¢ from a place of privilege. Let’s séy we stop trying dnd temperatures .vclimb by
another degree ér two, taking us well past our climate targets. If you live in a wealthy country, you’ll probably be okay. It won’t
be plain sailing, but you éan buy your way out of serious danger. (S)Th_at’s not true‘for many less fortuﬁate people, though. Those
in poorer countries cannot afford to protect themselves. Accepting defeat on climate change is an indefensibly selfish position to
take. | | |

— ﬁom Hannah Ritchie, Not the End of the World:

How We Can Be the First Generation to Buz’ld a Sustainable Planet
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(1)Philosophical meditations ébout life present a portrait, not a th‘eory.‘This portrait may be made up of theoretical pieces —
questions, distinctiéns, explanations. Why isn’t happiness the only thing that matters? What would immortality be like and what
would be its point?‘ Should inherited wealth be passed on through many generations? Are Fastern doctrines of enlightenrﬂent
valid? Yet the concatenation of these bits of theory constitutes a portrait nonetheless. Think of what it is like to dwell before a
painted portrait — one by Raphael or *Rembrandt or Holbein, for example“ —and to let it then dwell w1th1n you. Think also of tﬁe
ways this differs from reading a clinical description of a particular person, or a general psychological theory. |

. The understanding gained in examining a life itself comes to permeate that life and direct its course. To live an examined life

is to make a self;portrait. (2)Staring out at us from his later self-portraits, Rembrandt is not simply somedne who looks like fhat
‘but oné who also sees and 1q1c;ws himself as that, with the courage this requires. We see him knowing himself. And he
unﬂinchingly looks out at us too who are seeing him look 50 unﬂinchingly at himself, and that look of his not only shows
~ himself'to us so knowing, it patiently waits for us too to become with equal honesty knowing of ourselves.

Why is it that no photograph of a person has the depth a painted portrait can have? (3)The two embody different quantities of

time. A photograph is a “snapshot,” whether or not it was posed; it shows one particular moment of time and what the person -
looked like right then, what his surface showed. During the extended hours a painting is'sat for, thoilgh, its subject sths arange
of traits, emotions, and thoughts, all revealed in differing lights. Combining different glimpses of the person, choosing an aspéct
here, a tightening of muscle‘there, a glint of light, a déepening of line, the painter interweaves these different portions of surface,
" never befor¢ simultaneously éxhibited, to produce a fuller portrait and a deepef one. The portraitist can select one tiny aspect of
everything shown at a moment to incorporate into the ﬁnai’ painting. A photographer might attempt to replicate this, isolating and
layering and interweaving aspects of many photographs of the face at different times; could these many minute éhoices then

result in a final printed photograph that achieved the full depfh of a painting? (4)However, during the hours he spends with his

subject, a painter can come to know things the visible surface did not show — what the person said, the manner of his behavior

toward others — and hence add or emphasize details to bring to the surface what resides underneath,
The painter concentrates a person over an extended time into a presence at one moment that, however, cannot be taken in
fully in a moment. Because so much more time is concentrated in a painting than a photograph, we need — and want — to spend

more time before it, letting the person unfold. (5)In our own memory, too, perhaps we recall people in a way that is more like

paintings than Sﬁapshot photographs. creating composite images that include details we have culled over many hours of seeing; a



painter then would be doing with greater skill and more control what our memory does naturally.

*Rembrandt L2 7T b, 4T LA OEE (1606~1669)

— adapted from Robert Nozick, The Examined Life: Philosophical Meditations
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