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Apocalyptic Rhetoric K

**NOTES** 
This K argues that representing the environment through an apocalyptic lens generates both fascist discourses and undermines human agency/will to solve. It also argues that it fuels skeptics by allowing them to label environmental alarmists as loons, which undermines/polarizes the entire warming debate, and kills public/governmental motivation to act. 
There are two versions—a generic environment K and one that is climate change/warming specific. This K’s usefulness partially derives from very specific links, so utilize them whenever possible. The generic sections are all compatible with the warming cards.  You could also read the generic version of the alt with a warming link.  
This K can very easily be read as a PIC out of the AFFs representations if you’d like to go that route, as it doesn’t deny the truth value of climate change/environmental problems, just criticizes the way such problems are represented. 

The “Alt is a Pre-Req” block is pretty important because it is the impact to public perception.  Those cards argue that individual choices are the real root cause of environmental problems so public motivation/trust is critical.
**SHELLS** 

1NC-Generic-Short

Claims of catastrophe claims don’t motivate – they alienate. And when they do motivate, all you get is fascism.  Turning away form apocalyptic rhetoric is key to addressing environmental problems in a meaningful way.

Davidson, 2000 BioScience 50(5):433-440. 2000  Economic Growth and the Environment:Alternatives to the Limits Paradigm CARLOS DAVIDSON Carlos Davidson is a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is currently studying landscape-scale patterns of amphibian decline in California in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis

Is the limits metaphor a politically useful way to conceptualize environmental problems? If someone thinks that there is a cliff ahead in the road, she tells the driver, “There's a cliff.” If that is not sufficient, she says, “It is a big cliff and we all are going to die if we go over.” The limits approach assumes that “if only people understood” (i.e., saw the cliff and how big it is), they would stop their environmentally destructive practices (put on the brakes). After all, if the car crashes, everyone dies. All sane people are assumed to share a common interest in preventing a crash. The hope is that the existence and recognition of ecological limits external to society will force society to stop destructive practices. The limits perspective leads people to focus on pointing out limits and to emphasize the catastrophe that awaits if the limits are transgressed. As a consequence, writing about environmental degradation often has an apocalyptic tone. Environmentalists have often predicted impending catastrophes (e.g., oil depletion, absolute food shortages and mass starvation, or biological collapse). This catastrophism is ultimately damaging to the cause of environmental protection. First, predictions of catastrophe, like the boy who cries wolf, at first motivate people's concern, but when the threat repeatedly turns out to be less severe than predicted, people ignore future warnings. Secondly, the belief in impending catastrophe has in the past led some environmentalists to support withholding food and medical aid to poor nations (Hardin 1972), forced sterilization (Ehrlich 1968), and other repressive measures. Not only are these positions repulsive from a social justice perspective, they also misdirect energy away from real solutions. And, by blaming poor and third world people for global environmental problems, these views have tended to limit support for environmentalism to the affluent in the first world. Fortunately, environmentalists of widely differing political perspectives, including some leading limits thinkers, now see alleviating human misery and poverty as essential to solving global environmental problems (Athanasiou 1996, Daily and Ehrlich 1996, Ehrlich 1997). In addition to recognizing the need to address poverty and inequality, recent limits writing has reduced its focus on catastrophe. Historically, the limits metaphor has been part of a broader environmental and social analysis developed by authors such as Donella and Dennis Meadows, Paul and Anne Ehrlich, and Herman Daly. I refer to this broader analysis as the limits perspective. By focusing on aggregate quantities of natural resources, consumption, and population, the limits perspective depoliticizes our understanding of environmental destruction. What we consume, how much we consume, and how goods are produced are all political decisions that change over time and vary from country to country. Yet in the limits perspective, consumption and production technology are seen as more or less fixed, and significant social change is not even considered a possibility. In the most simplistic analyses, human population growth becomes the only variable in explaining environmental destruction. Similarly, many biologists who write on environmental issues erroneously apply the concept of carrying capacity to human society, and as a result ignore the social and political aspects of resource use. In animal populations, carrying capacity is the maximum population that can be sustained on the available resources in a given area. For human societies, however, carrying capacity has no real meaning unless consumption, technology, and a whole host of social variables are set at fixed levels (Cohen 1995). Viewing technology, consumption, and all social variables as fixed is implicit in the limits perspective, yet these variables are key to understanding the problem (Cohen 1995). For this reason, a recent high-profile statement of the limits perspective (Arrow et al. 1995) suggests moving away from the use of the carrying capacity concept.The environmental destruction that is decried by the limits perspective is often real, even if it does not result from a transgressed limit, but there is something missing from this perspective. The focus on the cliff and catastrophe means that important political questions are often not asked: Why are we driving so fast? Who benefits from driving in this manner? Who has the right to decide how we drive and why? What views and beliefs support the current arrangements? Who benefits least from the current arrangements and might support change?

Eco-fascism would require massive human die-off and would dramatically accelerate degradation. 

Lewis, 94 Martin Lewis, 1994. Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 8, Google Books.

Finally, the radical green movement threatens nature by advocating a return to the land, seeking to immerse the human community even more fully within the intricate webs of the natural world.  Given the present human population, this is hardly possible, and even if it were to occur it would result only in accelerated destruction.  Ecological philosophers may argue that we could follow the paths of the primal peoples who live in intrinsic harmony with nature, but they are mistaken.  Tribal groups usually do live lightly on the earth, but often only because their population densities are low.  To return to preindustrial “harmony” would necessarily entail much more than merely decimating the human population.  Yet unless our numbers could be reduced to a small fraction of present levels, any return to nature would be an environmental catastrophe.  The more the human presence is placed directly on the land and the more immediately it is provisioned from nature, the fewer resources will be available for non-human species.  If all Americans were to flee from metropolitan areas, rural populations would soar and wildlife habitat would necessarily diminish.  An instructive example of the deadly implications of returning to nature may be found when one considers the issue of fuel.  Although more common in the 1970s than the 1990s, “split wood not atoms” is still one of the green radicals’ favored credos.  To hold such a view one must remain oblivious to the clearly devastating consequences of wood burning, including suffocating winter air pollution in the enclosed basins of the American West, widespread indoor carbon monoxide poisoning, and the ongoing destruction of the oak woodlands and savannahs of California.  If we were all to split wood, the United States would be a deforested, soot-choked wasteland within a few decades.  To be sure, the pollution threat of wood stoves can be mitigated by the use of catalytic converters, but note that these are technologically sophisticated devices developed by capitalist firms.  If the most extreme version of the radical green agenda were to be fully enacted without a truly massive human die-off first, forests would be stripped clean of wood and all large animals would be hunted to extinction by hordes of neo-primitives desperate for food and warmth.  If, on the other hand, eco-extremeists were to succeed only in paralyzing the economy’s capacity for further research, development, and expansion, our future could turn out to be reminiscent of the environmental nightmare of Poland in the 1980s, with a stagnant economy continuing to rely on outmoded, pollution-belching industries.  A throttled steady-state economy would simply lack the resources necessary to create an environmentally benign technological base for a populace that shows every sign of continuing to demand electricity, hot water, and other conveniences.  Eastern Europe shows well the environmental devastation that occurs when economic growth stalls out in an already industrialized society.

Our alternative is to reject the affirmative in order to oppose their representations of the environment and replace them with the metaphor of the tapestry of nature.  

Representing environmental degradation in terms of passing limits that risk catastrophic collapse is a political manipulation that is not based in science.  Degradation is more akin to the slow unraveling of the tapestry of nature—that is better frame for crafting environmental policy.

Davidson, 2000 BioScience 50(5):433-440. 2000  Economic Growth and the Environment:Alternatives to the Limits Paradigm CARLOS DAVIDSON Carlos Davidson is a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is currently studying landscape-scale patterns of amphibian decline in California in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis

The relationship between economic activity and environmental quality is extremely complex. It is difficult to define, let alone meaningfully measure, the size of the economy or environmental quality. Consequently, our understanding of the interaction between the economy and the environment is primarily conceptual. Basic conceptual assumptions often take the form of metaphors (or conceptual models). Metaphors are not merely in the words we use but in the very concepts; therefore, they can shape the way we think and act (Lakoff and Johnson 1980). Often, we are not even aware of the content and power of our metaphors. What is meant by ecological limits to economic growth can best be seen in the rivet metaphor developed by Paul and Anne Ehrlich (1981). In this well-known metaphor, an airplane is analogous to Earth. Each act of environmental destruction (loss of a species, in the original metaphor) is like pulling a rivet from the plane's wing. The wing has lots of rivets, so nothing happens when the first few rivets go. But eventually and inevitably, as more rivets are pulled, the wings break off and the plane crashes. In a related metaphor, environmental destruction is likened to speeding toward a cliff in a car. If the car does not stop, it will eventually go over the cliff. Figure 1a presents a graphical representation of these limits metaphors. Three essential aspects of the rivet and cliff metaphors shape thinking about environmental problems. First, the transition from no effect to effect is abrupt. That initial changes have little effect contributes to a false sense of security and unwillingness to recognize limits and change course. Second, when limits are reached, the results are catastrophic—the plane crashes, the car goes over the cliff. Limits theorists generally predict that, if limits are reached or exceeded, there will be an ecological collapse which will in turn force a collapse of the human economy (in Figure 1a, both economic scale and environmental quality collapse when limits are reached). Limits are seen as absolute constraints on economic activity, not just as points beyond which economic growth results in environmental degradation. For example, Ludwig (1996) writes, “Either we will limit growth in ways of our choosing or it will be limited in ways not of our choosing” (p. 16). The third essential component of these metaphors is that, in the event of a catastrophe, everyone suffers and therefore everyone has a clear self-interest in avoiding a crash. The limits concept has been heavily criticized by neoclassical economists who believe that technical change will allow the economy to overcome all resource constraints and expand indefinitely (Nordhaus 1992). The basic neoclassical conceptual model, however, predicts either no environmental destruction or destruction only until the economy reaches a certain level of affluence (Figure 1c; Grossman and Krueger 1993); because of this prediction and others, this model has been criticized by ecological economists (e.g., Daly 1996). A metaphor based on a tapestry provides a more accurate and useful view of the relationship between economic activity and the environment than either the limits metaphors of rivets and cliffs or the technological optimist model of neoclassical economics. Tapestries have long been used as metaphors for the richness and complexity of biological systems (e.g., the tapestry of life). As a metaphor for environmental degradation, each small act of destruction (akin to removing a rivet) is like pulling a thread from the tapestry. At first, the results are almost imperceptible. The function and beauty of the tapestry is slightly diminished with the removal of each thread. If too many threads are pulled—especially if they are pulled from the same area—the tapestry will begin to look worn and may tear locally. There is no way to know ahead of time whether pulling a thread will cause a tear or not. In the tapestry metaphor, as in the cliff and rivet metaphors, environmental damage can have unforeseen negative consequences; therefore, the metaphor argues for the use of the precautionary principle. The tapestry is not just an aesthetic object. Like the airplane wing in the rivet metaphor, the tapestry (i.e., biophysical systems) sustains human life. However, the tapestry metaphor differs from the rivet and cliff metaphors in several important aspects. First, in most cases there are not limits. As threads are pulled from the tapestry, there is a continuum of degradation rather than any clear threshold. Each thread that is pulled slightly reduces the function and beauty of the tapestry. Second, impacts consist of multiple small losses and occasional larger rips (nonlinearities) rather than overall collapse. Catastrophes are not impossible, but they are rare and local (e.g., collapse of a fishery) rather than global. The function and beauty of the tapestry are diminished long before the possibility of a catastrophic rip. Third, there is always a choice about the desired condition of the world—anywhere along the continuum of degradation is feasible, from a world rich in biodiversity to a threadbare remnant with fewer species, fewer natural places, less beauty, and reduced ecosystem services. With the rivet and cliff metaphors, there are no choices: no sane person would choose to crash the plane or go over the cliff. This difference is key for the political implications of the metaphors. Finally, in the rivet or cliff metaphors, environmental destruction may be seen primarily as loss of utilitarian values (ecosystem services to humans). In the tapestry metaphor, environmental destruction is viewed as loss of utilitarian as well as aesthetic, option, and amenity considerations. 
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Claims of catastrophe claims don’t motivate – they alienate. And when they do motivate, all you get is fascism.  Turning away form apocalyptic rhetoric is key to addressing environmental problems in a meaningful way.

Davidson, 2000 BioScience 50(5):433-440. 2000  Economic Growth and the Environment:Alternatives to the Limits Paradigm CARLOS DAVIDSON Carlos Davidson is a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is currently studying landscape-scale patterns of amphibian decline in California in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis

Is the limits metaphor a politically useful way to conceptualize environmental problems? If someone thinks that there is a cliff ahead in the road, she tells the driver, “There's a cliff.” If that is not sufficient, she says, “It is a big cliff and we all are going to die if we go over.” The limits approach assumes that “if only people understood” (i.e., saw the cliff and how big it is), they would stop their environmentally destructive practices (put on the brakes). After all, if the car crashes, everyone dies. All sane people are assumed to share a common interest in preventing a crash. The hope is that the existence and recognition of ecological limits external to society will force society to stop destructive practices. The limits perspective leads people to focus on pointing out limits and to emphasize the catastrophe that awaits if the limits are transgressed. As a consequence, writing about environmental degradation often has an apocalyptic tone. Environmentalists have often predicted impending catastrophes (e.g., oil depletion, absolute food shortages and mass starvation, or biological collapse). This catastrophism is ultimately damaging to the cause of environmental protection. First, predictions of catastrophe, like the boy who cries wolf, at first motivate people's concern, but when the threat repeatedly turns out to be less severe than predicted, people ignore future warnings. Secondly, the belief in impending catastrophe has in the past led some environmentalists to support withholding food and medical aid to poor nations (Hardin 1972), forced sterilization (Ehrlich 1968), and other repressive measures. Not only are these positions repulsive from a social justice perspective, they also misdirect energy away from real solutions. And, by blaming poor and third world people for global environmental problems, these views have tended to limit support for environmentalism to the affluent in the first world. Fortunately, environmentalists of widely differing political perspectives, including some leading limits thinkers, now see alleviating human misery and poverty as essential to solving global environmental problems (Athanasiou 1996, Daily and Ehrlich 1996, Ehrlich 1997). In addition to recognizing the need to address poverty and inequality, recent limits writing has reduced its focus on catastrophe. Historically, the limits metaphor has been part of a broader environmental and social analysis developed by authors such as Donella and Dennis Meadows, Paul and Anne Ehrlich, and Herman Daly. I refer to this broader analysis as the limits perspective. By focusing on aggregate quantities of natural resources, consumption, and population, the limits perspective depoliticizes our understanding of environmental destruction. What we consume, how much we consume, and how goods are produced are all political decisions that change over time and vary from country to country. Yet in the limits perspective, consumption and production technology are seen as more or less fixed, and significant social change is not even considered a possibility. In the most simplistic analyses, human population growth becomes the only variable in explaining environmental destruction. Similarly, many biologists who write on environmental issues erroneously apply the concept of carrying capacity to human society, and as a result ignore the social and political aspects of resource use. In animal populations, carrying capacity is the maximum population that can be sustained on the available resources in a given area. For human societies, however, carrying capacity has no real meaning unless consumption, technology, and a whole host of social variables are set at fixed levels (Cohen 1995). Viewing technology, consumption, and all social variables as fixed is implicit in the limits perspective, yet these variables are key to understanding the problem (Cohen 1995). For this reason, a recent high-profile statement of the limits perspective (Arrow et al. 1995) suggests moving away from the use of the carrying capacity concept.The environmental destruction that is decried by the limits perspective is often real, even if it does not result from a transgressed limit, but there is something missing from this perspective. The focus on the cliff and catastrophe means that important political questions are often not asked: Why are we driving so fast? Who benefits from driving in this manner? Who has the right to decide how we drive and why? What views and beliefs support the current arrangements? Who benefits least from the current arrangements and might support change?

Eco-fascism would require massive human die-off and would dramatically accelerate degradation. 

Lewis, 94 Martin Lewis, 1994. Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 8, Google Books.

Finally, the radical green movement threatens nature by advocating a return to the land, seeking to immerse the human community even more fully within the intricate webs of the natural world.  Given the present human population, this is hardly possible, and even if it were to occur it would result only in accelerated destruction.  Ecological philosophers may argue that we could follow the paths of the primal peoples who live in intrinsic harmony with nature, but they are mistaken.  Tribal groups usually do live lightly on the earth, but often only because their population densities are low.  To return to preindustrial “harmony” would necessarily entail much more than merely decimating the human population.  Yet unless our numbers could be reduced to a small fraction of present levels, any return to nature would be an environmental catastrophe.  The more the human presence is placed directly on the land and the more immediately it is provisioned from nature, the fewer resources will be available for non-human species.  If all Americans were to flee from metropolitan areas, rural populations would soar and wildlife habitat would necessarily diminish.  An instructive example of the deadly implications of returning to nature may be found when one considers the issue of fuel.  Although more common in the 1970s than the 1990s, “split wood not atoms” is still one of the green radicals’ favored credos.  To hold such a view one must remain oblivious to the clearly devastating consequences of wood burning, including suffocating winter air pollution in the enclosed basins of the American West, widespread indoor carbon monoxide poisoning, and the ongoing destruction of the oak woodlands and savannahs of California.  If we were all to split wood, the United States would be a deforested, soot-choked wasteland within a few decades.  To be sure, the pollution threat of wood stoves can be mitigated by the use of catalytic converters, but note that these are technologically sophisticated devices developed by capitalist firms.  If the most extreme version of the radical green agenda were to be fully enacted without a truly massive human die-off first, forests would be stripped clean of wood and all large animals would be hunted to extinction by hordes of neo-primitives desperate for food and warmth.  If, on the other hand, eco-extremeists were to succeed only in paralyzing the economy’s capacity for further research, development, and expansion, our future could turn out to be reminiscent of the environmental nightmare of Poland in the 1980s, with a stagnant economy continuing to rely on outmoded, pollution-belching industries.  A throttled steady-state economy would simply lack the resources necessary to create an environmentally benign technological base for a populace that shows every sign of continuing to demand electricity, hot water, and other conveniences.  Eastern Europe shows well the environmental devastation that occurs when economic growth stalls out in an already industrialized society.

Our alternative is to reject the affirmative in order to oppose their representations of the environment and replace them with the metaphor of the tapestry of nature.  

Representing environmental degradation in terms of passing limits that risk catastrophic collapse is a political manipulation that is not based in science.  Degradation is more akin to the slow unraveling of the tapestry of nature—that is better frame for crafting environmental policy.

Davidson, 2000 BioScience 50(5):433-440. 2000  Economic Growth and the Environment:Alternatives to the Limits Paradigm CARLOS DAVIDSON Carlos Davidson is a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is currently studying landscape-scale patterns of amphibian decline in California in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis

The relationship between economic activity and environmental quality is extremely complex. It is difficult to define, let alone meaningfully measure, the size of the economy or environmental quality. Consequently, our understanding of the interaction between the economy and the environment is primarily conceptual. Basic conceptual assumptions often take the form of metaphors (or conceptual models). Metaphors are not merely in the words we use but in the very concepts; therefore, they can shape the way we think and act (Lakoff and Johnson 1980). Often, we are not even aware of the content and power of our metaphors. What is meant by ecological limits to economic growth can best be seen in the rivet metaphor developed by Paul and Anne Ehrlich (1981). In this well-known metaphor, an airplane is analogous to Earth. Each act of environmental destruction (loss of a species, in the original metaphor) is like pulling a rivet from the plane's wing. The wing has lots of rivets, so nothing happens when the first few rivets go. But eventually and inevitably, as more rivets are pulled, the wings break off and the plane crashes. In a related metaphor, environmental destruction is likened to speeding toward a cliff in a car. If the car does not stop, it will eventually go over the cliff. Figure 1a presents a graphical representation of these limits metaphors. Three essential aspects of the rivet and cliff metaphors shape thinking about environmental problems. First, the transition from no effect to effect is abrupt. That initial changes have little effect contributes to a false sense of security and unwillingness to recognize limits and change course. Second, when limits are reached, the results are catastrophic—the plane crashes, the car goes over the cliff. Limits theorists generally predict that, if limits are reached or exceeded, there will be an ecological collapse which will in turn force a collapse of the human economy (in Figure 1a, both economic scale and environmental quality collapse when limits are reached). Limits are seen as absolute constraints on economic activity, not just as points beyond which economic growth results in environmental degradation. For example, Ludwig (1996) writes, “Either we will limit growth in ways of our choosing or it will be limited in ways not of our choosing” (p. 16). The third essential component of these metaphors is that, in the event of a catastrophe, everyone suffers and therefore everyone has a clear self-interest in avoiding a crash. The limits concept has been heavily criticized by neoclassical economists who believe that technical change will allow the economy to overcome all resource constraints and expand indefinitely (Nordhaus 1992). The basic neoclassical conceptual model, however, predicts either no environmental destruction or destruction only until the economy reaches a certain level of affluence (Figure 1c; Grossman and Krueger 1993); because of this prediction and others, this model has been criticized by ecological economists (e.g., Daly 1996). A metaphor based on a tapestry provides a more accurate and useful view of the relationship between economic activity and the environment than either the limits metaphors of rivets and cliffs or the technological optimist model of neoclassical economics. Tapestries have long been used as metaphors for the richness and complexity of biological systems (e.g., the tapestry of life). As a metaphor for environmental degradation, each small act of destruction (akin to removing a rivet) is like pulling a thread from the tapestry. At first, the results are almost imperceptible. The function and beauty of the tapestry is slightly diminished with the removal of each thread. If too many threads are pulled—especially if they are pulled from the same area—the tapestry will begin to look worn and may tear locally. There is no way to know ahead of time whether pulling a thread will cause a tear or not. In the tapestry metaphor, as in the cliff and rivet metaphors, environmental damage can have unforeseen negative consequences; therefore, the metaphor argues for the use of the precautionary principle. The tapestry is not just an aesthetic object. Like the airplane wing in the rivet metaphor, the tapestry (i.e., biophysical systems) sustains human life. However, the tapestry metaphor differs from the rivet and cliff metaphors in several important aspects. First, in most cases there are not limits. As threads are pulled from the tapestry, there is a continuum of degradation rather than any clear threshold. Each thread that is pulled slightly reduces the function and beauty of the tapestry. Second, impacts consist of multiple small losses and occasional larger rips (nonlinearities) rather than overall collapse. Catastrophes are not impossible, but they are rare and local (e.g., collapse of a fishery) rather than global. The function and beauty of the tapestry are diminished long before the possibility of a catastrophic rip. Third, there is always a choice about the desired condition of the world—anywhere along the continuum of degradation is feasible, from a world rich in biodiversity to a threadbare remnant with fewer species, fewer natural places, less beauty, and reduced ecosystem services. With the rivet and cliff metaphors, there are no choices: no sane person would choose to crash the plane or go over the cliff. This difference is key for the political implications of the metaphors. Finally, in the rivet or cliff metaphors, environmental destruction may be seen primarily as loss of utilitarian values (ecosystem services to humans). In the tapestry metaphor, environmental destruction is viewed as loss of utilitarian as well as aesthetic, option, and amenity considerations. 
This is a political act because the rhetorical strategies we use to pass laws dictate their content and effectiveness.  It’s impossible to evaluate the desirability of a policy without making the representations used to justify them a prior question.
Doremus, 2000-The Rhetoric and Reality of Nature Protection: Toward a New Discourse  NAME: Holly Doremus *  BIO: Professor of Law, University of California at Davis. J.D., 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11, *  Washington & Lee Law Review  Winter, 2000 
Rhetoric matters. That is almost too basic to be worth saying, but it bears repeating because sometimes the rhetoric we use to describe problems becomes so ingrained as to be almost invisible. Even if we are unaware of it, though, rhetoric has the very real effect of severely constraining our perception of a problem and its potential solutions.  Terminology is one aspect of rhetoric. The words we use to describe the world around us condition our response to that world. Whether we use the word "swamps" or "wetlands," for example, may determine whether we drain or protect those areas. n1 Not surprisingly, the battle to control terminology is an important one in the environmental context.  n2 But there is far more to the rhetoric of law. The way words are put together to form stories and discourses shapes the law and society. Stories, which put a human face on  [*13]  concerns that might otherwise go unnoticed, exert a powerful emotional tug. n3 "Discourses," loose collections of concepts and ideas, provide a shared language for envisioning problems and solutions.  n4  This Article focuses on the use of rhetoric in political battles over the extent to which law should protect nature against human encroachment. At some level, all rhetoric in a democratic society can be tied to the political process; any statement that any member of the political community encounters may influence his or her views, votes, financial contributions, or other political activities. But some communications are more likely than others to affect political outcomes or to play a privileged role in the implementation and interpretation of law. The discussion that follows concentrates on such "political rhetoric," including communications directed to legislatures, agencies, or voters with the intention of influencing the outcome of political decisions; statements made by legislators or agency personnel to explain or justify their decisions; and legislative, administrative, and judicial actions. Part II details the three principal discourses called into service in the domestic political arena by advocates of nature protection. n6 The first, trotted out most frequently in the political debates, treats nature as a material resource for human consumption.  n7 The second, encountered less often, treats nature as an esthetic resource.  n8 This discourse is still instrumental in the sense that it views nature as an object of human use and enjoyment. But it envisions a different sort of use. The aesthetic discourse recognizes nature not just as a source of material goods, but as a source of enjoyment and mental or spiritual sustenance. The third discourse, nearly omitted from the political arena until  [*14]  recently, argues that humanity has an ethical obligation to protect nature independent of any instrumental value nature may have. n9  Many variations on each of these discourses have been elaborated. But only a handful appear in the political rhetoric. In this context, the material discourse has often been reduced to the ecological horror story, warning that careless treatment of nature may result in ecological catastrophe. n10 A more recent variant calls for sustainable development, suggesting that protection of nature can coexist with economic development.  n11 The most distinctive modern version of the esthetic discourse has been the vision of a pure wilderness, free of all human taint.  n12 Although the ethical discourse once lacked distinctive form, the biblical story of Noah saving the animals from the flood has recently become pervasive.  n13  Part III addresses the power and peril of these political stories. Deliberately crafted by nature advocates for maximum political effect, these stories have strongly influenced the law of nature protection. In fact, they have been remarkably effective in spurring legislation addressing the problems they describe. Yet nature advocates remain unsatisfied. One explanation, offered by Gregg Easterbrook, is that environmentalists simply do not recognize the extent to which they have prevailed. n14 I propose an alternative explanation. Nature advocates have obtained much of what they have asked for, but they have not asked for what they really want. In the interest of achieving political success, nature advocates have deliberately limited the vocabulary they use to describe the problem of nature protection. Not surprisingly, the political success they have achieved does not go beyond the problem they have articulated.  The political rhetoric of nature has been directed squarely at what Daniel Esty and Marian Chertow refer to as a "first order problem," n15 that of implementing basic protections to avert the immediate crisis. But it does not address, and therefore cannot solve, the second-order, long-term problem of creating a viable and appropriate human relationship with nature. Part IV details the gap between the political rhetoric and the reality of the nature problem today. The political stories push us toward a strategy of dividing the world between nature and humanity. The second-order problem, however, is  [*15]  how to integrate nature and humanity, creating both a place for humans in nature and a place for nature in human lives. In order to solve that problem, we must address what nature means in a world dominated by human impacts, what aspects of nature we should seek to protect, how, and what costs we are willing to accept.  It might be argued that the solution to this second-order problem must come through changes in attitudes rather than through law and, therefore, that it is not important that political rhetoric address this problem. Undoubtedly changing attitudes, convincing people to care more about the fate of nature, is crucial to effective long-term nature protection. All kinds of tools other than law can and should be turned to the task of seeking those changes. But nature advocates cannot afford to ignore the law's potential to change, or to reinforce, cultural attitudes toward nature. n16 Moreover, as discussed in Part IV below, nature is either the cause or the subject of many current conflicts. Inevitably, law plays a role in the resolution of these conflicts. If it is to do so in a way that advances progress toward a solution to the modern nature problem, it must be informed by a fuller understanding of that problem.  Even so, it might be argued that although the law itself is important, the precise nature of the rhetoric that produces that law is not. After all, some might say, politicians do not always (or perhaps even generally) believe all the things they say. They employ rhetoric cynically, to manipulate voter opinions. Nature advocates should exploit this tendency by offering rhetoric that provides political cover for votes made with the legislators' own personal ends in view.  Perhaps in some circumstances such manipulation can be effective, and political rhetoric can be used to hide the true basis of a political decision that achieves quite different ends. But in the context of nature protection, that strategy is demonstrably ineffective. The laws that have been enacted to protect nature respond directly to the political stories used to argue for their passage. In other words, they are aimed at the problems those stories describe. As a result they are not likely, as I explain in Part IV, to solve the fundamental problem of nature protection in the modern world. Nor does the political rhetoric become irrelevant once a law or regulation is in place; that rhetoric necessarily forms the background against which the law or regulation is interpreted. 

1NC-Warming-Short 
Apocalyptic framing of global warming is a fascist discourse that undermines faith in science and the political will to act
Barrett and Gilles 12 (Mathew Barrett served as the Director of Internet Communications for Howard Dean's 2004 presidential campaign. Mel Gilles is the Director of Sol Kula Healing, “How Apocalyptic Thinking Prevents Us from Taking Political Action,” 4/23/12, http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2012/04/how-apocalyptic-thinking-prevents-us-from-taking-political-action/255758/) Gangeezy

This over-reliance on the apocalyptic narrative causes us to fear the wrong things and to mistakenly equate potential future events with current and observable trends. How to discern the difference between so many apocalyptic options? If we ask ourselves three basic questions about the many threats portrayed apocalyptically in the media, we are able to separate the apocalyptic wheat from the chaff. Which scenarios are probable? Which are preventable? And what is the likely impact of the worst-case model of any given threat? In answering these questions, it becomes clear that much of what the media portrays as apocalyptic is not. The apocalyptic scenarios involving global disaster -- from meteor impacts to supervolcanic eruptions -- are extraordinarily rare. An asteroid could hit the Earth and lead to the extinction of all mammals, including us, but the geologic record tells us that such massive strikes are unlikely, and logic tells us that there is little we can do to prevent one. Nor are terrorist attacks or an outbreak of avian flu likely to destroy humanity; their impact is relatively small and usually localized, because we can be prepared for such threats and can contain and mitigate their effects. The apocalyptic storyline tells us that most of these events are probable, largely unpreventable, and destined to be catastrophic. But none of this is true -- their probability is either low or can be made lower through preventive means, or their impact is containable. The danger of the media's conflation of apocalyptic scenarios is that it leads us to believe that our existential threats come exclusively from events that are beyond our control and that await us in the future -- and that a moment of universal recognition of such threats will be obvious to everyone when they arrive. No one, after all, would ever confuse a meteor barreling toward Earth as anything other than apocalyptic. Yet tangled up in such Hollywood scenarios and sci-fi nightmares are actual threats like global warming that aren't arriving in an instant of universal recognition; instead, they are arriving amid much denial and continued partisan debate. For example, annual climate-related disasters such as droughts, storms, and floods rose dramatically during the last decade, increasing an average 75 percent compared to the 1990s -- just as many climate models predicted they would if global warming were left unchecked. Yet this rise in natural disasters hasn't produced a moment of universal recognition of the dangers of climate change; instead, belief in climate change is actually on the decline as we adjust to the "new normal" of ever-weirder weather or convince ourselves that our perception of this increased frequency is a magnifying trick of more readily available cable and Internet coverage. To understand why fewer people believe in climate change even as evidence mounts, we must look beyond the industry-funded movement to deny the reality and effects of climate change. Perhaps equally important -- if not quite equally culpable -- has been the extent to which both the proponents and opponents of human-made climate change have led us down a cul-de-sac of conversation by exploiting the apocalyptic metaphor to make their case. Whether by design or by accident, the initial warnings of environmentalists -- of oceans rising to engulf our most beloved metropolises, of amber waves of grain scorched into a desert landscape -- activated the apocalyptic impulse. The focus on disastrous repercussions for our behavior at some point in the future echoed the warnings of the Israelite priests to wayward Jews in Babylon or, later, to those who submitted too willingly to Alexander's process of Hellenization. It was a familiar story: change, and change radically, or face hell on earth. Perhaps there was no other way to sound the alarm about the devastating threat presented by global climate change, but that echo of apocalyptic warning was quickly seized upon by the naysayers to dismiss the evidence out of hand. We've heard this story before, the deniers insisted, and throughout history those who have declared the end of the world was near have always been proven wrong. As early as 1989, the industry front man Patrick Michaels, a climatologist and global warming skeptic, was warning in the op-ed pages of the Washington Post of this new brand of "apocalyptic environmentalism," which represented "the most popular new religion to come along since Marxism." That the solutions to global warming (a less carbon-intensive economy, a more localized trade system, a greater respect for nature's power) parallel so perfectly the dream of environmentalists, and that the causes of global warming (an unrestrained industrial capitalism reliant on the continued and accelerating consumption of fossil fuels) parallel the economic dream of conservatives, has simply exacerbated the fact that global warming has now become just another front in the culture wars. By seizing upon and mocking the apocalyptic imagery and rhetoric of those sounding the alarm, the industry front groups succeeded in framing the debate about global warming into a question about what one believes. Thus, entangled with the myth of apocalypse -- and its attendant hold on our own sense of belief and self-identity -- the debate about anthropogenic climate change has reached an impasse. You believe in the Rapture; I believe in global warming -- and so the conversation stops. But global climate change is not an apocalyptic event that will take place in the future; it is a human-caused trend that is occurring now. And as we expend more time either fearfully imagining or vehemently denying whether that trend will bring about a future apocalypse, scientists tell us that the trend is accelerating. Talking about climate change or peak oil through the rhetoric of apocalypse may make for good television and attention-grabbing editorials, but such apocalyptic framing hasn't mobilized the world into action. Most of us are familiar with the platitude "When the only tool you have is a hammer, everything looks like a nail." In a similar way, our over-reliance on the apocalyptic storyline stands between us and our ability to properly assess the problems before us. Some see the looming crises of global warming and resource and energy depletion and conclude that inaction will bring about the end of civilization: only through a radical shift toward clean energy and conservation, those on the Left argue, can we continue the way of life that we have known. Those on the Right dismiss the apocalyptic threats altogether, because the proposed solutions to peak oil, global warming, and overpopulation conflict with core conservative beliefs about deregulation and the free-market economy, or with a religious worldview that believes humanity is not powerful enough to alter something as large as our climate. Still others dismiss the catalog of doom and gloom as mere apocalypticism itself. Surely, we convince ourselves, all the dire warnings about the effects of global warming aren't that different from the world-ending expectations of the Rapturists? The result is that the energy we could expend addressing the problems before us is instead consumed by our efforts to either dismiss the threat of apocalypse or to prove it real. Ultimately, the question becomes not what to do about the threats before us but whether you believe in the threats before us. By allowing the challenges of the 21st century to be hijacked by the apocalyptic storyline, we find ourselves awaiting a moment of clarity when the problems we must confront will become apparent to all -- or when those challenges will magically disappear, like other failed prophecies about the end of the world. Yet the real challenges we must face are not future events that we imagine or dismiss through apocalyptic scenarios of collapse -- they are existing trends. The evidence suggests that much of what we fear in the future -- the collapse of the economy, the arrival of peak oil and global warming and resource wars -- has already begun. We can wait forever, while the world unravels before our very eyes, for an apocalypse that won't come. The apocalyptic storyline becomes a form of daydreaming escape: the threat of global warming becomes a fantasy to one day live off the grid, or buy a farm, or grow our own food; economic collapse becomes like a prison break from the drudgery of meaningless and increasingly underpaid work in a soul-crushing cubicle; peak oil promises the chance to finally form a community with the neighbors to whom you've never spoken. Yet despite the fantasia peddled by Hollywood and numerous writers, a world battered by natural disasters and global warming, facing declining natural resources and civic unrest, without adequate water or energy or food, with gross inequalities between the rich and the poor, is not a setting for a picaresque adventure, nor is it the ideal place to start living in accord with your dreams. The deeper we entangle the challenges of the 21st century with apocalyptic fantasy, the more likely we are to paralyze ourselves with inaction -- or with the wrong course of action. We react to the idea of the apocalypse -- rather than to the underlying issues activating the apocalyptic storyline to begin with -- by either denying its reality ("global warming isn't real") or by despairing at its inevitability ("why bother recycling when the whole world is burning up?"). We react to apocalyptic threats by either partying (assuaging our apocalyptic anxiety through increased consumerism, reasoning that if it all may be gone tomorrow, we might as well enjoy it today), praying (in hopes that divine intervention or mere time will allow us to avoid confronting the challenges before us), or preparing (packing "bugout" packs for a quick escape or stocking up on gold, guns, and canned food, as though the transformative moment we anticipate will be but a brief interlude, a bad winter storm that might trap us indoors for a few days or weeks but that will eventually melt away). None of these responses avert, nor even mitigate, the very threats that have elicited our apocalyptic anxiety in the first place. Buying an electric car doesn't solve the problem of a culture dependent on endless growth in a finite world; building a bunker to defend against the zombie hordes doesn't solve the growing inequities between the rich and poor; praying for deliverance from the trials of history doesn't change that we must live in the times in which we were born. Indeed, neither partying, nor preparing, nor praying achieves what should be the natural goal when we perceive a threat on the horizon: we should not seek to ignore it, or simply brace for it, but to avert it. 
Eco-fascism would require massive human die-off and would dramatically accelerate degradation. 

Lewis, 94 Martin Lewis, 1994. Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 8, Google Books.

Finally, the radical green movement threatens nature by advocating a return to the land, seeking to immerse the human community even more fully within the intricate webs of the natural world.  Given the present human population, this is hardly possible, and even if it were to occur it would result only in accelerated destruction.  Ecological philosophers may argue that we could follow the paths of the primal peoples who live in intrinsic harmony with nature, but they are mistaken.  Tribal groups usually do live lightly on the earth, but often only because their population densities are low.  To return to preindustrial “harmony” would necessarily entail much more than merely decimating the human population.  Yet unless our numbers could be reduced to a small fraction of present levels, any return to nature would be an environmental catastrophe.  The more the human presence is placed directly on the land and the more immediately it is provisioned from nature, the fewer resources will be available for non-human species.  If all Americans were to flee from metropolitan areas, rural populations would soar and wildlife habitat would necessarily diminish.  An instructive example of the deadly implications of returning to nature may be found when one considers the issue of fuel.  Although more common in the 1970s than the 1990s, “split wood not atoms” is still one of the green radicals’ favored credos.  To hold such a view one must remain oblivious to the clearly devastating consequences of wood burning, including suffocating winter air pollution in the enclosed basins of the American West, widespread indoor carbon monoxide poisoning, and the ongoing destruction of the oak woodlands and savannahs of California.  If we were all to split wood, the United States would be a deforested, soot-choked wasteland within a few decades.  To be sure, the pollution threat of wood stoves can be mitigated by the use of catalytic converters, but note that these are technologically sophisticated devices developed by capitalist firms.  If the most extreme version of the radical green agenda were to be fully enacted without a truly massive human die-off first, forests would be stripped clean of wood and all large animals would be hunted to extinction by hordes of neo-primitives desperate for food and warmth.  If, on the other hand, eco-extremeists were to succeed only in paralyzing the economy’s capacity for further research, development, and expansion, our future could turn out to be reminiscent of the environmental nightmare of Poland in the 1980s, with a stagnant economy continuing to rely on outmoded, pollution-belching industries.  A throttled steady-state economy would simply lack the resources necessary to create an environmentally benign technological base for a populace that shows every sign of continuing to demand electricity, hot water, and other conveniences.  Eastern Europe shows well the environmental devastation that occurs when economic growth stalls out in an already industrialized society.

The alternative is to reject the affirmative’s apocalyptic representations of climate change 
Representations about warming come first—reframing the tragic apocalypse is key to human agency and solvency 
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Second, we believe that careful attention to the various perspectives on time scale may combat tragic apocalyptic risk, which leads to resignation (or at least inaction).  In particular, we advise rhetors to avoid framing their estimates in terms of ultimatums, which exacerbate a tragic denial of human agency. Rather than threatening that the public must ‘‘act in ten years or face an apocalypse,’’ rhetors may rearticulate the current crisis as an opportunity to avoid potential disaster for our families and communities. Communication scholars and climate scientists must work together on the difficult task of providing appropriate perspectives toward time, such that readers may experience the urgent effects of global warming as something they have opportunities to manage.  Finally, rather than maintaining the tragic apocalyptic assumptions that global warming is fated by the cosmos, rhetors may frame narratives to promote human agency. Instead of beginning stories with mysterious rises in carbon dioxide concentrations, journalists should focus on global warming as it relates to human activities, such that human agency is at the heart of the narrative. A comic apocalyptic scenario casts humans as mistaken, in need of*and capable of*correction.  Reframing the tragic apocalypse cannot end with vaguely interpretive or individualized agency. While becoming educated and expressing one’s support for the growing coalition are important, in order to reduce emissions, such agency must be joined by concrete changes in our daily routines. Furthermore, while small behavioral changes (such as installing compact fluorescent light bulbs) are important to prepare individuals for the major changes to come, they must be connected to collective efforts and structural changes. To positively influence the global warming narrative, rhetors should, for instance, stress human agency in a number of sites, from altering heating and cooling practices; advocating for and using mass transit, bicycling, walking, and tele-commuting; to public support for funding alternative energy infrastructure.  Along with supporting diverse sites of human agency, rhetors may want to avoid the inherent conservatism of apocalyptic discourse. Apocalyptic rhetoric suggests that received sense-making systems (i.e., common sense) cannot explain great changes, but that various prophets can (Brummett, 1991). In the case of climate change, apocalyptic framing endows an array of experts and elites (including scientists, actuaries, politicians, and journalists) with the power to understand, frame, and perhaps resolve the issue; helping fuel the common sentiment that ordinary people cannot do anything to reduce global warming (Lorenzoni et al., 2007), or that they will not need to because ‘‘‘someone will invent the gizmo’ that solves the problem’’ (Gregg Easterbrook, quoted in Nocera, 2007, p. C1). Perhaps by linking climate change solutions to common sense*especially Americans’ notions of sacrifice, conservation, community, and family (Moser & Dilling, 2004)*we may free scientists from their role as controversial prophets, while expanding agency beyond Fate. As our analysis suggests, simply creating awareness of an issue is not enough to create an active public. Rather, that awareness needs to work toward arousing the public toward action (Hallahan, 2001).  In conclusion, an apocalyptic structure permeates the global warming narrative in the American elite and popular press, with the potential to force the predicted tragedy into being, due to its limitations on human agency. We echo the call for communication scholars of all methodological commitments to join environmental advocates, climate scientists, and others, in their efforts to build a collective will to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (Moser & Dilling, 2007). A great part of this effort is in reframing the way the press constitutes climate change discourse (Boykoff, 2007b). These efforts also must extend beyond the media to include other arenas in which an active public is aroused, from kitchen tables and water coolers, to board rooms and classrooms. By providing the public, agenda-setting professionals (e.g., public relations practitioners and journalists), and community leaders with ways to structure communication that promote agency, rhetoricians might advance wide- spread public action on climate change. The apocalyptic frame, particularly in its tragic version, is not an effective rhetorical strategy for this situation. It has been developed over at least the last decade of press coverage, a time in which the US has refused all but the most paltry political action on greenhouse gas reductions. Tragic apocalyptic discourse encourages belief in prophesy at the expense of practicing persuasion, even as it provokes resignation in the face of a human-induced dilemma. Given the tragic apocalyptic frame’s ineffectiveness at inspiring action*or, at least its persistent evacuation of agency* we must promote more action-oriented rhetorical strategies. Together, we may advance the climate change narrative from an apocalyptic tragedy to a more comic telos for humanity.
1NC-Warming-Long
Apocalyptic framing of global warming is a fascist discourse that undermines faith in science and the political will to act

Barrett and Gilles 12 (Mathew Barrett served as the Director of Internet Communications for Howard Dean's 2004 presidential campaign. Mel Gilles is the Director of Sol Kula Healing, “How Apocalyptic Thinking Prevents Us from Taking Political Action,” 4/23/12, http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2012/04/how-apocalyptic-thinking-prevents-us-from-taking-political-action/255758/) Gangeezy

This over-reliance on the apocalyptic narrative causes us to fear the wrong things and to mistakenly equate potential future events with current and observable trends. How to discern the difference between so many apocalyptic options? If we ask ourselves three basic questions about the many threats portrayed apocalyptically in the media, we are able to separate the apocalyptic wheat from the chaff. Which scenarios are probable? Which are preventable? And what is the likely impact of the worst-case model of any given threat? In answering these questions, it becomes clear that much of what the media portrays as apocalyptic is not. The apocalyptic scenarios involving global disaster -- from meteor impacts to supervolcanic eruptions -- are extraordinarily rare. An asteroid could hit the Earth and lead to the extinction of all mammals, including us, but the geologic record tells us that such massive strikes are unlikely, and logic tells us that there is little we can do to prevent one. Nor are terrorist attacks or an outbreak of avian flu likely to destroy humanity; their impact is relatively small and usually localized, because we can be prepared for such threats and can contain and mitigate their effects. The apocalyptic storyline tells us that most of these events are probable, largely unpreventable, and destined to be catastrophic. But none of this is true -- their probability is either low or can be made lower through preventive means, or their impact is containable. The danger of the media's conflation of apocalyptic scenarios is that it leads us to believe that our existential threats come exclusively from events that are beyond our control and that await us in the future -- and that a moment of universal recognition of such threats will be obvious to everyone when they arrive. No one, after all, would ever confuse a meteor barreling toward Earth as anything other than apocalyptic. Yet tangled up in such Hollywood scenarios and sci-fi nightmares are actual threats like global warming that aren't arriving in an instant of universal recognition; instead, they are arriving amid much denial and continued partisan debate. For example, annual climate-related disasters such as droughts, storms, and floods rose dramatically during the last decade, increasing an average 75 percent compared to the 1990s -- just as many climate models predicted they would if global warming were left unchecked. Yet this rise in natural disasters hasn't produced a moment of universal recognition of the dangers of climate change; instead, belief in climate change is actually on the decline as we adjust to the "new normal" of ever-weirder weather or convince ourselves that our perception of this increased frequency is a magnifying trick of more readily available cable and Internet coverage. To understand why fewer people believe in climate change even as evidence mounts, we must look beyond the industry-funded movement to deny the reality and effects of climate change. Perhaps equally important -- if not quite equally culpable -- has been the extent to which both the proponents and opponents of human-made climate change have led us down a cul-de-sac of conversation by exploiting the apocalyptic metaphor to make their case. Whether by design or by accident, the initial warnings of environmentalists -- of oceans rising to engulf our most beloved metropolises, of amber waves of grain scorched into a desert landscape -- activated the apocalyptic impulse. The focus on disastrous repercussions for our behavior at some point in the future echoed the warnings of the Israelite priests to wayward Jews in Babylon or, later, to those who submitted too willingly to Alexander's process of Hellenization. It was a familiar story: change, and change radically, or face hell on earth. Perhaps there was no other way to sound the alarm about the devastating threat presented by global climate change, but that echo of apocalyptic warning was quickly seized upon by the naysayers to dismiss the evidence out of hand. We've heard this story before, the deniers insisted, and throughout history those who have declared the end of the world was near have always been proven wrong. As early as 1989, the industry front man Patrick Michaels, a climatologist and global warming skeptic, was warning in the op-ed pages of the Washington Post of this new brand of "apocalyptic environmentalism," which represented "the most popular new religion to come along since Marxism." That the solutions to global warming (a less carbon-intensive economy, a more localized trade system, a greater respect for nature's power) parallel so perfectly the dream of environmentalists, and that the causes of global warming (an unrestrained industrial capitalism reliant on the continued and accelerating consumption of fossil fuels) parallel the economic dream of conservatives, has simply exacerbated the fact that global warming has now become just another front in the culture wars. By seizing upon and mocking the apocalyptic imagery and rhetoric of those sounding the alarm, the industry front groups succeeded in framing the debate about global warming into a question about what one believes. Thus, entangled with the myth of apocalypse -- and its attendant hold on our own sense of belief and self-identity -- the debate about anthropogenic climate change has reached an impasse. You believe in the Rapture; I believe in global warming -- and so the conversation stops. But global climate change is not an apocalyptic event that will take place in the future; it is a human-caused trend that is occurring now. And as we expend more time either fearfully imagining or vehemently denying whether that trend will bring about a future apocalypse, scientists tell us that the trend is accelerating. Talking about climate change or peak oil through the rhetoric of apocalypse may make for good television and attention-grabbing editorials, but such apocalyptic framing hasn't mobilized the world into action. Most of us are familiar with the platitude "When the only tool you have is a hammer, everything looks like a nail." In a similar way, our over-reliance on the apocalyptic storyline stands between us and our ability to properly assess the problems before us. Some see the looming crises of global warming and resource and energy depletion and conclude that inaction will bring about the end of civilization: only through a radical shift toward clean energy and conservation, those on the Left argue, can we continue the way of life that we have known. Those on the Right dismiss the apocalyptic threats altogether, because the proposed solutions to peak oil, global warming, and overpopulation conflict with core conservative beliefs about deregulation and the free-market economy, or with a religious worldview that believes humanity is not powerful enough to alter something as large as our climate. Still others dismiss the catalog of doom and gloom as mere apocalypticism itself. Surely, we convince ourselves, all the dire warnings about the effects of global warming aren't that different from the world-ending expectations of the Rapturists? The result is that the energy we could expend addressing the problems before us is instead consumed by our efforts to either dismiss the threat of apocalypse or to prove it real. Ultimately, the question becomes not what to do about the threats before us but whether you believe in the threats before us. By allowing the challenges of the 21st century to be hijacked by the apocalyptic storyline, we find ourselves awaiting a moment of clarity when the problems we must confront will become apparent to all -- or when those challenges will magically disappear, like other failed prophecies about the end of the world. Yet the real challenges we must face are not future events that we imagine or dismiss through apocalyptic scenarios of collapse -- they are existing trends. The evidence suggests that much of what we fear in the future -- the collapse of the economy, the arrival of peak oil and global warming and resource wars -- has already begun. We can wait forever, while the world unravels before our very eyes, for an apocalypse that won't come. The apocalyptic storyline becomes a form of daydreaming escape: the threat of global warming becomes a fantasy to one day live off the grid, or buy a farm, or grow our own food; economic collapse becomes like a prison break from the drudgery of meaningless and increasingly underpaid work in a soul-crushing cubicle; peak oil promises the chance to finally form a community with the neighbors to whom you've never spoken. Yet despite the fantasia peddled by Hollywood and numerous writers, a world battered by natural disasters and global warming, facing declining natural resources and civic unrest, without adequate water or energy or food, with gross inequalities between the rich and the poor, is not a setting for a picaresque adventure, nor is it the ideal place to start living in accord with your dreams. The deeper we entangle the challenges of the 21st century with apocalyptic fantasy, the more likely we are to paralyze ourselves with inaction -- or with the wrong course of action. We react to the idea of the apocalypse -- rather than to the underlying issues activating the apocalyptic storyline to begin with -- by either denying its reality ("global warming isn't real") or by despairing at its inevitability ("why bother recycling when the whole world is burning up?"). We react to apocalyptic threats by either partying (assuaging our apocalyptic anxiety through increased consumerism, reasoning that if it all may be gone tomorrow, we might as well enjoy it today), praying (in hopes that divine intervention or mere time will allow us to avoid confronting the challenges before us), or preparing (packing "bugout" packs for a quick escape or stocking up on gold, guns, and canned food, as though the transformative moment we anticipate will be but a brief interlude, a bad winter storm that might trap us indoors for a few days or weeks but that will eventually melt away). None of these responses avert, nor even mitigate, the very threats that have elicited our apocalyptic anxiety in the first place. Buying an electric car doesn't solve the problem of a culture dependent on endless growth in a finite world; building a bunker to defend against the zombie hordes doesn't solve the growing inequities between the rich and poor; praying for deliverance from the trials of history doesn't change that we must live in the times in which we were born. Indeed, neither partying, nor preparing, nor praying achieves what should be the natural goal when we perceive a threat on the horizon: we should not seek to ignore it, or simply brace for it, but to avert it. 

Eco-fascism would require massive human die-off and would dramatically accelerate degradation. 

Lewis, 94 Martin Lewis, 1994. Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 8, Google Books.

Finally, the radical green movement threatens nature by advocating a return to the land, seeking to immerse the human community even more fully within the intricate webs of the natural world.  Given the present human population, this is hardly possible, and even if it were to occur it would result only in accelerated destruction.  Ecological philosophers may argue that we could follow the paths of the primal peoples who live in intrinsic harmony with nature, but they are mistaken.  Tribal groups usually do live lightly on the earth, but often only because their population densities are low.  To return to preindustrial “harmony” would necessarily entail much more than merely decimating the human population.  Yet unless our numbers could be reduced to a small fraction of present levels, any return to nature would be an environmental catastrophe.  The more the human presence is placed directly on the land and the more immediately it is provisioned from nature, the fewer resources will be available for non-human species.  If all Americans were to flee from metropolitan areas, rural populations would soar and wildlife habitat would necessarily diminish.  An instructive example of the deadly implications of returning to nature may be found when one considers the issue of fuel.  Although more common in the 1970s than the 1990s, “split wood not atoms” is still one of the green radicals’ favored credos.  To hold such a view one must remain oblivious to the clearly devastating consequences of wood burning, including suffocating winter air pollution in the enclosed basins of the American West, widespread indoor carbon monoxide poisoning, and the ongoing destruction of the oak woodlands and savannahs of California.  If we were all to split wood, the United States would be a deforested, soot-choked wasteland within a few decades.  To be sure, the pollution threat of wood stoves can be mitigated by the use of catalytic converters, but note that these are technologically sophisticated devices developed by capitalist firms.  If the most extreme version of the radical green agenda were to be fully enacted without a truly massive human die-off first, forests would be stripped clean of wood and all large animals would be hunted to extinction by hordes of neo-primitives desperate for food and warmth.  If, on the other hand, eco-extremeists were to succeed only in paralyzing the economy’s capacity for further research, development, and expansion, our future could turn out to be reminiscent of the environmental nightmare of Poland in the 1980s, with a stagnant economy continuing to rely on outmoded, pollution-belching industries.  A throttled steady-state economy would simply lack the resources necessary to create an environmentally benign technological base for a populace that shows every sign of continuing to demand electricity, hot water, and other conveniences.  Eastern Europe shows well the environmental devastation that occurs when economic growth stalls out in an already industrialized society.
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Second, we believe that careful attention to the various perspectives on time scale may combat tragic apocalyptic risk, which leads to resignation (or at least inaction).  In particular, we advise rhetors to avoid framing their estimates in terms of ultimatums, which exacerbate a tragic denial of human agency. Rather than threatening that the public must ‘‘act in ten years or face an apocalypse,’’ rhetors may rearticulate the current crisis as an opportunity to avoid potential disaster for our families and communities. Communication scholars and climate scientists must work together on the difficult task of providing appropriate perspectives toward time, such that readers may experience the urgent effects of global warming as something they have opportunities to manage.  Finally, rather than maintaining the tragic apocalyptic assumptions that global warming is fated by the cosmos, rhetors may frame narratives to promote human agency. Instead of beginning stories with mysterious rises in carbon dioxide concentrations, journalists should focus on global warming as it relates to human activities, such that human agency is at the heart of the narrative. A comic apocalyptic scenario casts humans as mistaken, in need of*and capable of*correction.  Reframing the tragic apocalypse cannot end with vaguely interpretive or individualized agency. While becoming educated and expressing one’s support for the growing coalition are important, in order to reduce emissions, such agency must be joined by concrete changes in our daily routines. Furthermore, while small behavioral changes (such as installing compact fluorescent light bulbs) are important to prepare individuals for the major changes to come, they must be connected to collective efforts and structural changes. To positively influence the global warming narrative, rhetors should, for instance, stress human agency in a number of sites, from altering heating and cooling practices; advocating for and using mass transit, bicycling, walking, and tele-commuting; to public support for funding alternative energy infrastructure.  Along with supporting diverse sites of human agency, rhetors may want to avoid the inherent conservatism of apocalyptic discourse. Apocalyptic rhetoric suggests that received sense-making systems (i.e., common sense) cannot explain great changes, but that various prophets can (Brummett, 1991). In the case of climate change, apocalyptic framing endows an array of experts and elites (including scientists, actuaries, politicians, and journalists) with the power to understand, frame, and perhaps resolve the issue; helping fuel the common sentiment that ordinary people cannot do anything to reduce global warming (Lorenzoni et al., 2007), or that they will not need to because ‘‘‘someone will invent the gizmo’ that solves the problem’’ (Gregg Easterbrook, quoted in Nocera, 2007, p. C1). Perhaps by linking climate change solutions to common sense*especially Americans’ notions of sacrifice, conservation, community, and family (Moser & Dilling, 2004)*we may free scientists from their role as controversial prophets, while expanding agency beyond Fate. As our analysis suggests, simply creating awareness of an issue is not enough to create an active public. Rather, that awareness needs to work toward arousing the public toward action (Hallahan, 2001).  In conclusion, an apocalyptic structure permeates the global warming narrative in the American elite and popular press, with the potential to force the predicted tragedy into being, due to its limitations on human agency. We echo the call for communication scholars of all methodological commitments to join environmental advocates, climate scientists, and others, in their efforts to build a collective will to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (Moser & Dilling, 2007). A great part of this effort is in reframing the way the press constitutes climate change discourse (Boykoff, 2007b). These efforts also must extend beyond the media to include other arenas in which an active public is aroused, from kitchen tables and water coolers, to board rooms and classrooms. By providing the public, agenda-setting professionals (e.g., public relations practitioners and journalists), and community leaders with ways to structure communication that promote agency, rhetoricians might advance wide- spread public action on climate change. The apocalyptic frame, particularly in its tragic version, is not an effective rhetorical strategy for this situation. It has been developed over at least the last decade of press coverage, a time in which the US has refused all but the most paltry political action on greenhouse gas reductions. Tragic apocalyptic discourse encourages belief in prophesy at the expense of practicing persuasion, even as it provokes resignation in the face of a human-induced dilemma. Given the tragic apocalyptic frame’s ineffectiveness at inspiring action*or, at least its persistent evacuation of agency* we must promote more action-oriented rhetorical strategies. Together, we may advance the climate change narrative from an apocalyptic tragedy to a more comic telos for humanity.
Apocalyptic framing of climate change denies the power of small-scale politics that could actually change consumption patterns that are the root cause of warming.  Thinking in terms of expert macro-management fails again and again.  
Swyngedouw 10-Professor of Geography @ the University of Manchester in the School of Environment and Development, PhD entitled “The production of new spaces of production” @ Hopkins University [Erik, Theory, Culture & Society, “Apocalypse Forever? Post-Political Populism and the Spectre of Climate Change,” 5/24/2010, Sage Journals, DKP]

The Desire for the Apocalypse and the Fetishization of CO2 It is easier to imagine the end of the world than to imagine the end of capitalism. (Jameson, 2003: 73) We shall start from the attractions of the apocalyptic imaginaries that infuse the climate change debate and through which much of the public concern with the climate change argument is sustained. The distinct millennialist discourse around the climate has co-produced a widespread consensus that the earth and many of its component parts are in an ecological bind that may short-circuit human and non-human life in the not too distant future if urgent and immediate action to retroﬁt nature to a more benign equilibrium is postponed for much longer. Irrespective of the particular views of Nature held by different individuals and social groups, consensus has emerged over the seriousness of the environmental condition and the precariousness of our socio-ecological balance (Swyngedouw, forthcoming). BP has rebranded itself as ‘Beyond Petroleum’ to certify its environmental credentials, Shell plays a more eco-sensitive tune, eco-activists of various political or ideological stripes and colours engage in direct action in the name of saving the planet, New Age post-materialists join the chorus that laments the irreversible decline of ecological amenities, eminent scientists enter the public domain to warn of pending ecological catastrophe, politicians try to outmanoeuvre each other in brandishing the ecological banner, and a wide range of policy initiatives and practices, performed under the motif of ‘sustainability’, are discussed, conceived and implemented at all geographical scales. Al Gore’s evangelical ﬁlm An Inconvenient Truth won him the Nobel Peace price, surely one of the most telling illustrations of how eco logical matters are elevated to the terrain of a global humanitarian cause (see also Giddens, 2009). While there is certainly no agreement on what exactly Nature is and how to relate to it, there is a virtually unchallenged consensus over the need to be more ‘environmentally’ sustainable if disaster is to be avoided; a climatic sustainability that centres around stabilizing the CO2 content in the atmosphere (Boykoff et al., forthcoming). This consensual framing is itself sustained by a particular scientiﬁc discourse. 1 The complex translation and articulation between what Bruno Latour (2004) would call matters of fact versus matters of concern has been thoroughly short-circuited. The changing atmospheric composition, marked by increasing levels of CO2 and other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, is largely caused by anthropogenic activity, primarily (although not exclusively) as a result of the burning of fossilized or captured CO2 (in the form of oil, gas, coal, wood) and the disappearance of CO2 sinks and their associated capture processes (through deforestation for example). These undisputed matters of fact are, without proper political intermediation, translated into matters of concern. The latter, of course, are eminently political in nature. Yet, in the climate change debate, the political nature of matters of concern is disavowed to the extent that the facts in themselves are elevated, through a short-circuiting procedure, on to the terrain of the political, where climate change is framed as a global humanitarian cause. The matters of concern are thereby relegated to a terrain beyond dispute, to one that does not permit dissensus or disagreement. Scientiﬁc expertise becomes the foundation and guarantee for properly constituted politics/ policies. In this consensual setting, environmental problems are generally staged as universally threatening to the survival of humankind, announcing the premature termination of civilization as we know it and sustained by what Mike Davis (1999) aptly called ‘ecologies of fear’. The discursive matrix through which the contemporary meaning of the environmental condition is woven is one quilted systematically by the continuous invocation of fear and danger, the spectre of ecological annihilation or at least seriously distressed socio-ecological conditions for many people in the near future. ‘Fear’ is indeed the crucial node through which much of the current environmental narrative is woven, and continues to feed the concern with ‘sustainability’. This cultivation of ‘ecologies of fear’, in turn, is sustained in part by a particular set of phantasmagorical imaginaries (Katz, 1995). The apocalyptic imaginary of a world without water, or at least with endemic water shortages, ravaged by hurricanes whose intensity is ampliﬁed by climate change; pictures of scorched land as global warming shifts the geopluvial regime and the spatial variability of droughts and ﬂoods; icebergs that disintegrate around the poles as ice melts into the sea, causing the sea level to rise; alarming reductions in biodiversity as species disappear or are threatened by extinction; post-apocalyptic images of waste lands reminiscent of the silent ecologies of the region around Chernobyl; the threat of peak-oil that, without proper management and technologically innovative foresight, would return society to a Stone Age existence; the devastation of wildﬁres, tsunamis, diseases like SARS, avian ﬂu, Ebola or HIV, all these imaginaries of a Nature out of synch, destabilized, threatening and out of control are paralleled by equally disturbing images of a society that continues piling up waste, pumping CO2 into the atmosphere, deforesting the earth, etc. This is a process that Neil Smith appropriately refers to as ‘nature-washing’ (2008: 245). In sum, our ecological predicament is sutured by millennial fears, sustained by an apocalyptic rhetoric and representational tactics, and by a series of performative gestures signalling an overwhelming, mind-boggling danger, one that threatens to undermine the very coordinates of our everyday lives and routines, and may shake up the foundations of all we took and take for granted. Table 1 exempliﬁes some of the imaginaries that are continuously invoked. Of course, apocalyptic imaginaries have been around for a long time as an integral part of Western thought, ﬁrst of Christianity and later emerging as the underbelly of fast-forwarding technological modernization and its associated doomsday thinkers. However, present-day millennialism preaches an apocalypse without the promise of redemption. Saint John’s biblical apocalypse, for example, found its redemption in God’s inﬁnite love. The proliferation of modern apocalyptic imaginaries also held up the promise of redemption: the horsemen of the apocalypse, whether riding under the name of the proletariat, technology or capitalism, could be tamed with appropriate political and social revolutions. As Martin Jay argued, while traditional apocalyptic versions still held out the hope for redemption, for a ‘second coming’, for the promise of a ‘new dawn’, environmental apocalyptic imaginaries are ‘leaving behind any hope of rebirth or renewal . . . in favour of an unquenchable fascination with being on the verge of an end that never comes’ (1994: 33). The emergence of newforms of millennialism around the environmental nexus is of a particular kind that promises neither redemption nor realization. As Klaus Scherpe (1987) insists, this is not simply apocalypse now, but apocalypse forever. It is a vision that does not suggest, preﬁgure or expect the necessity of an event that will alter history. Derrida (referring to the nuclear threat in the 1980s) sums this up most succinctly: . . . here, precisely, is announced – as promise or as threat – an apocalypse without apocalypse, an apocalypse without vision, without truth, without revelation . . . without message and without destination, without sender and without decidable addressee . . . an apocalypse beyond good and evil. (1992: 66) The environmentally apocalyptic future, forever postponed, neither promises redemption nor does it possess a name; it is pure negativity. The attractions of such an apocalyptic imaginary are related to a series of characteristics. In contrast to standard left arguments about the apocalyptic dynamics of unbridled capitalism (Mike Davis is a great exemplar of this; see Davis, 1999, 2002), I would argue that sustaining and nurturing apocalyptic imaginaries is an integral and vital part of the new cultural politics of capitalism (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2007) for which the management of fear is a central leitmotif (Badiou, 2007). At the symbolic level, apocalyptic imaginaries are extraordinarily powerful in disavowing or displacing social conﬂict and antagonisms. As such, apocalyptic imaginations are decidedly populist and foreclose a proper political framing. Or, in other words, the presentation of climate change as a global humanitarian cause produces a thoroughly depoliticized imaginary, one that does not revolve around choosing one trajectory rather than another, one that is not articulated with speciﬁc political programs or socio-ecological project or revolutions. It is this sort of mobilization without political issue that led Alain Badiou to state that ‘ecology is the new opium for the masses’, whereby the nurturing of the promise of a more benign retroﬁtted climate exhausts the horizon of our aspirations and imaginations (Badiou, 2008; Žižek, 2008). We have to make sure that radical techno-managerial and socio-cultural transformations, organized within the horizons of a capitalist order that is beyond dispute, are initiated that retroﬁt the climate (Swyngedouw, forthcoming). In other words, we have to change radically, but within the contours of the existing state of the situation – ‘the partition of the sensible’ in Rancière’s (1998) words, so that nothing really has to change.
**LINKS**
Link-Economics
Combing economics and the environment cedes power to special interest groups – prompts public backlash and makes change impossible.

Bricker, 12 (Brett Bricker, Professor of Communications @ the University of Kansas, “Salience over sustainability: environmental rhetoric of President Barack Obama” Argumentation and Advocacy 48.3 (Winter 2012): p.159, Online @ Gale ht)

Despite these benefits, it is clear that this definition "is not likely to be sufficient in the long run and on a large enough scale" because it foregrounds economic concerns and backgrounds environmental values (Carcasson, 2004, p. 277). There are three possible drawbacks to foregrounding economics as the primary justification for environmental policy. First, Obama's use of economic justifications did not successfully motivate (even short-term) public environmentalism. The tradition of foregrounding non-environmental justifications, while backgrounding environmentalism, has molded a public sentiment that is unwilling to sacrifice unrestrained and unregulated growth for environmentalism. For example, for the first time in the 25-year period that Gallup has polled the issue, "a majority of Americans say economic growth should be given the priority, even if the environment suffers" (Newport, 2009, para. 1). This decline in public support for growth-limiting environmental policy mirrors an overall decline in public environmentalism. For the first 16 months of the Obama presidency, the public saw no urgent environmental exigence, not even global warming, despite scientific consensus on the threat it poses to humanity (Dyer, 2008). Despite this scientific consensus and Obama's framing of the environment in terms of national security and economics, a 2009 Pew poll found a sharp decline of 13 percent from 2008 to late 2009 of individuals who believed there was solid evidence the earth is warming (Newport, 2010). For those who supported the global warming hypothesis, there was a nine percent increase during Obama's first year as president in those who believed it was not a serious problem (Newport, 2010). As of March 2010, Gallup found that "the percentage of Americans who now say reports of global warming are generally exaggerated is by a significant margin the highest such reading in the 13-year history of asking the question" (Newport, 2010, para. 3). One explanation for this declining support was the failure by Obama to define environmental policy in such a way that environmental values were foregrounded. The decline in public support for strict environmental policy, in turn, makes congressional action less likely because, absent public support, overcoming special interest groups and big business opposition is much more difficult. For Obama, a change in public opinion in favor of environmental policy was crucial. The second possible disadvantage of foregrounding economics is that any environmental policy that limits growth, or can be negatively portrayed as limiting growth, will fail. Economic prioritization creates a policy environment in which positive incentives and voluntary measures become the only possible approaches because regulations may impose "unnecessary" costs on businesses. Environmental and rhetorical scholars Cannon and Riehl (2004) have described this definition as the "'we can have it all' theme" that "works to meld environmental quality with economic prosperity" (p. 222, 226). Historically, this strategy has been a politically "attractive theme" because it has allowed environmental advocates to "declare a win-win on environmental issues" (p. 228). This definition of environmental policy foregrounds the argument that environmental regulation will induce no economic cost. However, this politically expedient definition is problematic because new regulations inevitably impose some cost. Moreover, this definition that prioritizes economic values backgrounds the core arguments for environmental improvement. Obama's rhetorical plea for "green jobs" is an example of the failure of environmentalism supported primarily by arguments for economic prosperity. Green jobs were originally depicted as having "no downside" (Morriss, Bogart, Dorchak, & Meiners, 2009, p. 4) because they would help the environment and the economy. However, foregrounding economic arguments meant that, over time, the green part of green jobs lost importance. For example, the Labor Department developed an extremely broad definition of "green jobs" that allowed virtually any job to be defined as environmentally beneficial (Morriss et al., 2009, p. 18). Because of this broad definition, stimulus money designated to legitimately green jobs was diverted to environmentally harmful companies (York, 2010, para. 1). Given the prioritization of economic values, this result is unsurprising. Third, Obama's choice to emphasize economic competitiveness foregrounded a definition of his environmental policy that was easily co-opted by anti-environmentalist factions. Less than a decade ago, George W. Bush used the exact same economic justification as Obama to oppose signing the Kyoto Protocol, arguing that it would unfairly hinder the competitiveness of businesses inside of the United States. Under the foregrounded economic definition, any regulation that could hinder the United States' industrial competitiveness should be discarded. Because economic performance is often subjective and uncertain, "a politician would always be able to find some distressing sign of economic trouble to justify reducing environmental activism" (Carcasson, 2004, p. 276).

Link-Pollution

The concept of pollution treats humans as separate and dangerous to nature—this rhetorical frame has failed over and over.  Environmentalism needs to be about quality of life, not constraints, to gain public support. 

Nordhaus & Shellenberger, 07-Break Through: From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics of Possibility, Ted & Michael, Managing Directors of American Environics, A social values research and strategy firm 24-26
Environmental leaders and activists today overwhelmingly believe that these images are the lifeblood of their movement, responsible for motivating the public and policymakers to take action. And so they return again and again to the same idea: if they can just show Americans what is happening to nature, the people will rise up and demand action. Environmentalists believe this to be so because they strongly associate the images of an earlier political moment - the Cuyahoga on fire, the first images of Earth - with the birth and great accomplishments of the modern environmental movement. In one sense, the dependence upon visual imagery is a kind of nostalgia masquerading as political strategy. And like almost all expressions of nostalgia, it is reductive and simplifies a much more complex picture, ignoring the values and context that defined the moment and obsessively returning to the same partial memories the exhilaration of seeing images of Earth, the shock and outrage at seeing a river on fire, the imagery painted by Rachel Carson in Silent Spring of a world in which the birds had ceased to sing, and the feelings of great accomplishment as millions of Americans poured into the streets demanding action and Congress passed powerful new laws in response. But in another sense, the over reliance of environmentalists on visual evidence of humans' degradation of nature is a consequence of the environmentalists' interpretive framework; principally, the idea of pollution. Consider that the meaning of the word pollution depends on the concept of nature as pure, harmonious, and separate from humans. Pollution is this kind of contamination, or violation, of nature by humans. Similarly, human development is an encroachment upon nature. These are not simply analytical categories but moral ones as well. Nature has been unjustly violated by mankind. These stories are hardly marginal; they can be found in the most mainstream environmentalist discourses, from Rachel Carson's Silent Spring to Jared Diamond's Collapse to AI Gore's An Inconvenient Truth. Environmentalists are constantly telling nostalgic narratives about how things were better in the past, when humans lived in greater balance with nature. These stories depict humans not as beings as natural as any other but as essentially separate from the world. And while these narratives are easy to recognize, they are difficult to exorcise. They are deeply embedded in the stories environmentalists have long told, the strategies they have become accustomed to using, and the institutions they have built. But faced with a new set of problems that refuse to reduce themselves so simply to visual explanations of human violations of nature, environmental leaders are at a loss. They complain that the challenge of mobilizing the public to fight global warming is due largely to the fact that global warming is invisible. But the problem is not that global warming is invisible; it's that environmentalists depend too much on the visible. When all you have is a hammer, the old saying goes, the whole world looks like a nail. Environmental leaders rely on the idea that their political project is to show Americans the ways in which nature is being violated, whether through mailing or beaming those images into Americans' homes, sponsoring nature walks and environmental education programs~ or proving through the sciences that human activities are degrading nature. Environmentalists believe that getting Americans to protect the environment is a simple and rational process: Expose them to the beauty of the natural world. Show them how it is literally being destroyed by human activity. Advocate actions to stop the destruction. But if getting Americans to see the destruction of nature were enough to galvanize action, why wasn't modern environmentalism born in 1912 or 1952, when fires on the Cuyahoga actually killed people and caused significant damage? If environmental protection is so obvious, natural, and rational a reaction to visible pollution, why didn't the environmental movement begin decades earlier, when pollution was much worse in most American cities? 
Link-Resource Depletion/Wars
Apocalyptic claims of resource depletion backfire because it is not credible in the eyes of the public 

Doremus 2000 (Holly, Professor of Law, University of California at Davis, “The Rhetoric and Reality of Nature Protection: Toward a New Discourse,” Winter 2000, Washington and Lee Law Review, http://scholarlycommons.law.wlu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1311&context=wlulr
Notwithstanding its attractions, the material discourse in general, and the ecological horror story in particular, are not likely to generate policies that will satisfy nature lovers. The ecological horror story implies that there is no reason to protect nature until catastrophe looms. The Ehrlichs' rivet-popper account, for example, presents species simply as the (fingible) hardware holding together the ecosystem. If we could be reasonably certain that a particular rivet was not needed to prevent a crash, the rivet-popper story suggests that we would lose very little by pulling it out. Many environmentalists, though, would disagree.212 Reluctant to concede such losses, tellers of the ecological horror story highlight how close a catastrophe might be, and how little we know about what actions might trigger one. But the apocalyptic vision is less credible today than it seemed in the 1970s. Although it is clear that the earth is experiencing a mass wave of extinctions,213 the complete elimination of life on earth seems unlikely.214 Life is remarkably robust. Nor is human extinction probable any time soon. Homo sapiens is adaptable to nearly any environment. Even ifthe world of the future includes far fewer species, it likely will hold people.215 One response to this credibility problem tones the story down a bit, arguing not that humans will go extinct but that ecological disruption will bring economies, and consequently civilizations, to their knees.2 6 But this too may be overstating the case. Most ecosystem functions are performed by multiple species. This functional redundancy means that a high proportion of species can be lost without precipitating a collapse.217 Another response drops the horrific ending and returns to a more measured discourse of the many material benefits nature provides humanity. Even these more plausible tales, though, suffer from an important limitation. They call for nature protection only at a high level of generality. For example, human-induced increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide levels may cause rapid changes in global temperatures in the near future, with drastic consequences for sea levels, weather patterns, and ecosystem services.21 Similarly, the loss of large numbers of species undoubtedly reduces the genetic library from which we might in the future draw useful resources.219 But it is difficult to translate these insights into convincing arguments against any one of the small local decisions that contribute to the problems of global warming or biodiversity loss." ° It is easy to argue that the material impact of any individual decision to increase carbon emissions slightly orto destroy a small amount of habitat will be small. It is difficult to identify the specific straw that will break the camel's back. Furthermore, no unilateral action at the local or even national level can solve these global problems. Local decisionmakers may feel paralyzed by the scope of the problems, or may conclude that any sacrifices they might make will go unrewarded if others do not restrain their actions. In sum, at the local level at which most decisions affecting nature are made, the material discourse provides little reason to save nature. Short of the ultimate catastrophe, the material benefits of destructive decisions frequently will exceed their identifiable material costs.22

Link-Securitization

Defining environmental policy through economics and national security provokes public apathy and causes policy failure.

Bricker, 12 (Brett Bricker, Professor of Communications @ the University of Kansas, “Salience over sustainability: environmental rhetoric of President Barack Obama” Argumentation and Advocacy 48.3 (Winter 2012): p.159, Online @ Gale ht)

Definitions impose frames that organize reality in such a way that alternative depictions of a situation are either deemphasized or forgotten. Thus, valuable insight can be derived from asking not only "what is foregrounded?" but also "what is backgrounded?" Given the explicit choice made by the Obama campaign to foreground economic and national security arguments, and background environmental justifications, this case study is valuable for answering both questions. The backgrounding of environmental values influences the evolution of environmental arguments in two ways. First, a definition of environmental issues as a security/economic issue privileges an alternative thematic construction. In this case, the primary message is shifted from environmental sustainability to producing jobs and reducing dependence on oil. Thus, backgrounded environmental values become unimportant. Second, the foregrounded definition emphasizes an alternative criterion for assessment. Debates about environmental policy are no longer to be decided on environmental grounds, and economic and national security counterarguments are given added salience because of the values supported by the foregrounded definition. When the opposite approach is taken, environmental values are foregrounded, and economic and national security values are defined as secondary, or even tertiary, concerns. In this alternative approach, counterarguments concerning economics and national security are given less salience because the environmental benefit is the primary argument used to define policy. Obama, facing a public unexcited about environmental issues, encountered strong pressures to background environmental justifications in favor of more salient approaches. Although his environmental rhetoric during his presidential campaign was characterized by moral suasion (such as appeals to environmental values and biodiversity), the evolution of the rhetorical situation caused Obama to foreground non-environmental issues when arguing for environmental policy once he was elected. Arguments supporting his environmental policy evolved from environmental definitions, to a "green jobs" definition for the stimulus, to an "energy independence" definition in the post-BP oil spill climate. Similar to previous studies of definitional argument, each of Obama's new definitions commanded "wide adherence and hegemonically exclude[d] alternative frames of reference" (Zarefsky, 1997, p. 6) because of the salient nature of economic and national security arguments. At the same time, the audience members' perception of economic and national security issues as the primary focus of Obama's environmental policy limited their environmental concerns. By re-defining his environmental policy in non-environmental terms, Obama allowed other justifications to become "dominant frame[s]" (Conca, 2001, p. 67). This rhetorical construction made "visible" the economic and national security arguments that were previously "invisible" (Zarefsky, 1997, p. 2), a result that backgrounded environmentalism. Thus, the audience dissociated environmentalism from environmental policy because the definition of the situation left little concern for environmental valuations per se. Because economics and national security became the definitions that "dominate[d] debate," environmental arguments were either backgrounded or were forced to "withdraw from the policy debate" (Miller & Riechert, 2003, p. 113). As Miller & Riechert (2003) predicted, when environmental justifications were given less "credence in the media and public discourse," economic and national security benefits became the "prevailing definition of the situation" (p. 113). Obama's repeated reliance on appeals to economic and national security created a salient frame, one that overshadowed and backgrounded his brief mentions of the environmental benefits of his policies. In this way, debates about environmental policy focused on economic and national security values, which failed to promote concern for the environmental impact of the administration's policies. Two likely criticisms of my argument are important. First, several policy scholars (e.g., Best, 1999; Fletcher, 2009; Lehrer & Becker, 2010; Shen, 2009; de Vreese, 2004) believe that foregrounding economics and national security is a promising path to pro-environmental policies due to the wide appeal of these frames. In this view, politicians who would otherwise "not typically prioritise" environmental issues start to "take climate change seriously" (Fletcher, 2009, p. 811). This criticism is addressed in the final section of the essay. Second, some in the environmental far-left (e.g., Darier, 1999; Luke, 1995; McWhorter, 1992; Thiele, 1995) question the ability of any pragmatic, anthropocentric or statist argument to succeed in promoting a tufty healthy environment. Instead, they argue that a more radical change in the relationship between humanity and nature is necessary. Seen this way, Obama's approach was doomed from the start. While rebutting this argument is beyond the scope of this essay, and has been sufficiently covered elsewhere (e.g., Bradley, 2009; Hirokawa, 2002; Lewis, 1992), it is important to note that this concern does not call into question the theoretical accuracy of the backgrounding theory of definition. Even if Obama's pragmatic, anthropocentric, and statist environmental agenda would have been in some way environmentally debilitating, the backgrounding theory of definition explains why he was unable to change the status quo, and why his rhetorical strategy failed to motivate the public to support said agenda.

Attempting to preserve national security and hegemony through environmental goals guarantees failure – their discourse sidesteps a true focus on ecology.

Bricker, 12 (Brett Bricker, Professor of Communications @ the University of Kansas, “Salience over sustainability: environmental rhetoric of President Barack Obama” Argumentation and Advocacy 48.3 (Winter 2012): p.159, Online @ Gale ht)

However, there are two risks associated with foregrounding national security justifications. First, the national security justification dissociates the value of the environment from discussions about environmental policy. Similar to the drawbacks of foregrounding economics, the rhetorical decision to emphasize national security benefits backgrounded the environmental impact of his environmental policy. Corn-based ethanol is a tangible example of the risks associated with this approach. The ethanol boom of the late 1990s and early 2000s was a political boon for both President Clinton and President George W. Bush. Ethanol had the advantages of being produced in the politically important agricultural Midwest and was rhetorically framed to appeal to the public's national security concerns. Clinton supported both the tax credit and the federal excise tax exemption at the pump and argued that "ethanol production" was necessary to reduce "American reliance on foreign oil" (as cited in Hagel, 2002, p. 4428). George W. Bush, while generally holding dissimilar environmental views, also avidly supported corn-based ethanol, stating that biofuels were "gentle on the environment, and they are made in America so they cannot be threatened by any foreign power" (as cited in Hagel, 2002, p. 4428). With the Renewables Fuels Mandates of 2005 and 2007, government support jumpstarted 124 new ethanol plants, with "most located in corn-growing states" (Graham, 2010, p. 151). This support continued into the Obama administration and, in October 2009, Obama (2009e) emphasized the importance of developing biofuels for both economic and national security gains. Four months later, Obama lobbied for an increase in the Congressional mandate for corn-based ethanol by over two billion gallons per year (Fahey, 2010, para. 3). Although this mandate also included new incentives for second-generation cellulosic ethanol, the new incentives for corn made it extremely difficult for other renewable sources to compete. The net effect on the environment was negative. Comprehensive environmental studies indicate that corn-based ethanol has harmed United States farmland sustainability, increased emissions that contribute to climate change, and actually increased the United States' oil dependence (Scharlemann & Laurance, 2008). A group of agricultural scientists reported that government subsidies for corn-based ethanol encourage farming practices that degrade the soil at an unrecoverable rate, and do not decrease fossil fuel use because of the petrochemical inputs required to create and transport corn-based ethanol (Patzek et al., n.d.). In order to displace domestic oil consumption, corn-based ethanol would require five times the amount of land available for agriculture in the United States (Patzek et al., n.d., p. 2). Why did public and political support continue for an energy source that, as early as 1997, was understood to have largely negative effects on both oil consumption and the environment? Corn-based ethanol gained mythic force largely because foregrounded arguments for national security overshadowed backgrounded environmental arguments. Similarly, arguments in support of biofuels mandates often appealed to economic concerns because they would help farmers in politically important states. Despite the fact that there were "real and concrete" differences among environmentalists over the effectiveness of corn-based ethanol, the "shared national security discourses" and economic arguments "helped create a sense of commonality among their perspectives" and placed actual environmental impact of the policies firmly in the background (Lehrer, 2010, p. 151). Patriotic discourses, both economic- and security-based, "were in fact a more powerful driver of biofuels' influence on farm and energy policies than the substantive benefits of the biofuels themselves" (Lehrer, 2010, pp. 151-152). Thus, the debate about environmental policy shifted to a debate about national security and energy, which allowed powerful interest groups whose interests were non-environmental, or even anti-environmental, to control the discourse of the debate. Absent a debate where environmental sustainability is a core concern, environmental policy risks cooptation that may worsen the state of the environment. In this way, ethanol acts as a representative example for how rhetorical definitions contribute to policy failure in the environmental arena. Given these risks, a reframing of environmental policy holds significant potential for supporting environmentalism in the 21st century. The study of the foregrounding and backgrounding of values, through definition, provides theorists and practitioners with an important avenue to enhance civic engagement on environmental issues. Understanding the complex dynamics of definitional argument may make evident new argumentative approaches. One approach that may re-invigorate public environmentalism is to define environmental policy in such a way that environmental values are foregrounded as the primary justification. However, even this strategy may not succeed. Because of the complexity of the rhetorical situation faced by environmentalists, any alternative definition undoubtedly introduces a new set of rhetorical constraints. The choice to foreground environmental values may be incompatible with conservative ideology, or may background other salient arguments for environmental policy. The conclusions drawn from this case study show the importance of evaluating and assessing the range of variables found in any rhetorical situation. Thus, those hoping to enhance civic engagement through environmental communication must account for the inherent tension between rhetorical salience and sustainability.
Link-Species Loss

Predictions of ecosystem collapse as a result of species loss is inaccurate and devalues species whose loss does not cause an apocalypse.  Focusing on the effects of slow degradation, not some future crisis, will do more to protect biodiversity.  

Davidson, 2000-BioScience 50(5):433-440. 2000  Economic Growth and the Environment:Alternatives to the Limits Paradigm CARLOS DAVIDSON Carlos Davidson is a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is currently studying landscape-scale patterns of amphibian decline in California in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis
The original rivet metaphor (Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1981) referred to species extinction and biodiversity loss as a limit to human population and the economy. A wave of species extinctions is occurring that is unprecedented in human history (Wilson 1988, 1992, Reid and Miller 1989). The decline of biodiversity represents irreplaceable and incalculable losses to future generations of humans. Is biodiversity loss a case of limits, as suggested by the rivet metaphor, or is it a continuum of degradation with local tears, as suggested by the tapestry metaphor? In the rivet metaphor, it is not the loss of species by itself that is the proposed limit but rather some sort of ecosystem collapse that would be triggered by the species loss. But it is unclear that biodiversity loss will lead to ecosystem collapse. Research in this area is still in its infancy, and results from the limited experimental studies are mixed. Some studies show a positive relationship between diversity and some aspect of ecosystem function, such as the rate of nitrogen cycling (Kareiva 1996, Tilman et al. 1996). Others support the redundant species concept (Lawton and Brown 1993, Andren et al. 1995), which holds that above some low number, additional species are redundant in terms of ecosystem function. Still other studies support the idiosyncratic species model (Lawton 1994), in which loss of some species reduces some aspect of ecosystem function, whereas loss of others may increase that aspect of ecosystem function. The relationship between biodiversity and ecosystem function is undoubtedly more complex than any simple metaphor. Nonetheless, I believe that the tapestry metaphor provides a more useful view of biodiversity loss than the rivet metaphor. A species extinction is like a thread pulled from the tapestry. With each thread lost, the tapestry gradually becomes threadbare. The loss of some species may lead to local tears. Although everything is linked to everything else, ecosystems are not delicately balanced, clocklike mechanisms in which the loss of a part leads to collapse. For example, I study California frogs, some of which are disappearing. Although it is possible that the disappearances signal some as yet unknown threat to humans (the miner's canary argument), the loss of the frogs themselves is unlikely to have major ecosystem effects. The situation is the same for most rare organisms, which make up the bulk of threatened and endangered species. For example, if the black toad (Bufo exsul) were to disappear from the few desert springs in which it lives, even careful study would be unlikely to reveal ecosystem changes. To argue that there are not limits is not to claim that biodiversity losses do not matter. Rather, in calling for a stop to the destruction, it is the losses themselves that count, not a putative cliff that humans will fall off of somewhere down the road.

Link-Sustainable Development 

The rhetoric of sustainable development reduces nature down to purely economic value, rendering it disposable. 

Doremus, 2000-The Rhetoric and Reality of Nature Protection: Toward a New Discourse  NAME: Holly Doremus *  BIO: Professor of Law, University of California at Davis. J.D., 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11, *  Washington & Lee Law Review  Winter, 2000 
The second-generation discourse should not emphasize the role of nature as a material resource. Any discourse of nature protection must acknowledge that role, and ecologists surely should point out material values that might otherwise escape notice, such as ecosystem services. Nonetheless, despite its political appeal, a discourse grounded primarily in the material value of nature is unlikely to justify protection sufficiently broad to satisfy nature advocates. Nature's economic value offers only a limited reason to protect it. A discourse focused on the material is far more likely to emphasize the competing economic values, increasing nature's vulnerability rather than its security. For that reason, nature advocates should not rush to jump on the sustainable development bandwagon. Sustainable development is fundamentally a material story, which cannot solve the non-material nature problem. The sustainable development story does have two important elements of a second generation discourse. It promises to balance the human with the natural, and to balance the needs of the present with those of the future. n298 The problem with the sustainable development concept is that it is subject to a variety of interpretations. Economists and ecologists tend to think it means sustaining different things. Economists typically worry about sustaining the level of human well-being, broadly defined, over time.  n299 If resources, including the resources of nature, are fungible or substitutable, as economists are accustomed to believe they are, aggregate capital is the proper focus of sustainability.  n300 Ecologists and others who support strong protective measures are less likely to view natural capital as fungible with human-made resources.  n301 They see the maintenance of ecosystem processes, and even individual species, as important in order to provide options for the future. The emphasis that sustainable development places on nature as material resource may give the economic interpretation the upper hand. The rosy assumption voiced by some sustainable development advocates that environment, economy, and equity necessarily point in the same policy direction n302 makes it unlikely that sustainable development will produce robust tools for resolving conflicts among those different goals. It seems more likely that this rhetoric could be used to paper over the nature problem, giving lip service to esthetic and ethical concerns while giving primacy to economic uses. What is needed to foster further progress in nature protection is not a better explanation of the economic value of nature, but a better explanation of why nature should be protected when economics points in the other direction. That explanation must come from the esthetic and ethical discourses, which can address nature's other contributions to a fulfilling and honorable human life.

Global environmental politics and sustainable development has been reframed via market rationality which prevents reductions in consumption—turns case 

Charkiewicz 9-academic researcher and activist with an interest in critical globalization studies and in feminism and ecology as new social critiques, she worked with the Institute of Social Studies in the Hague, coordinated the World Bank External Gender Consultative Group, and worked with DAWN as its research coordinator on sustainable livelihoods, Ewa also held a Rockefeller fellowship on engendering human security at the National Research Council on Women in New York. Since 2005, Ewa has been involved with the Feminist Think Tank in Poland [Ewa, Dossier on Alternative Climate Change Policies, “A feminist critique of the climate change discourse. From bipolitics to necropolitics?” 2009, http://www.ekologiasztuka.pl/pdf/Charkiewicz-climate_change.pdf, DKP]
In the period from the signing of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) at the Rio summit in 1992 up to today, global environmental politics have been fundamentally reframed in line with the rationality of the market, and have became one of the avenues through which the neoliberal revolution came affect more and more areas of human life. The changes in environmental policy were effected in two steps: first, the techno-managerial and fiscal instruments gained ground; second, [and] a shift from material to virtual took place. Thirty years ago, after the demise of attempts at control and prevent measures, the solutions to global environmental crisis were framed with multilayered concept of sustainable development. The peak point of these debates was global program of action known as Agenda 21 (Agenda for the twenty first century), formulated at the UN conference in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. Agenda 21 was a multilayered document that accommodated different vocabularies, including changing consumption patterns, linking poverty eradication with safeguarding of environment, as well as techno-economic language of clean technologies and fiscal instruments. While the strategy of offering women as better environmental managers was debatable, nevertheless the intergovernmental Agenda 21 gave unprecedented visibility to women. At the time, political space of UN global conferences made possible the articulation of dissent in the form of alternative treaties from Rio, or Women’s Agenda 21 which represented an alternative vision of social and ecological justice and participatory democracy with women. In the course of only 10 years, former critics of Rio who in 1992 had rejected the summit’s compromise between ‘the environment’ and ‘development’ by 2002 turned into defenders of Agenda 21. The turning point was the ‘Rio+10’ conference on sustainable development in Johannesburg (WSSD), where the battle for the North-South deal on environment and development, and for keeping the Agenda 21 intact was lost. In Johannesburg, at the World Conference on Sustainable Development in 2002 (Rio + 10) the question of ecological and social limits of economic growth was displaced from the summit agenda. In the final documents of the Rio + 10, the conceptualization of sustainable development was reduced to global environmental management, poverty was no longer an issue of access to sustainable livelihoods. With two minor exceptions, women disappeared from final document. Sustainable development morphed into global environmental management, the threads of which were already in the Agenda 21. To quote the former general secretary of the U.N., Kofi Annan (2001), in the preparation of the “Rio+10”conference in 2002: “We have to make globalisation work for sustainable development.” 2 In fact, it was the other way round; sustainable development was retooled to work for neoliberal global governance. Now, the solution to interlinked global crises no longer lay in fundamentally changing consumption and production patterns, but in liberalising global trade and investment flows. Trade as the new saint and the new saviour of development was supposed to raise all boats, thus rendering any discussion of poverty redundant. According to the script of free market-ideology, liberalising investment flows was o lead to reduction of poverty and to generate funds for environmental improvements. With the help of fiscal policy incentives, environmental management and new technologies, the environmental mess will be cleaned up. In reality, designed and implemented to speed up capital flows and turnover, the policies of liberalising trade and investment flows further intensified pressures on the environment. Ironically, in the light of man-made climate change, the persuasive neoliberal metaphor of raising all boats literally comes true…

Link-State

Environmental lawmaking externalizes guilt and gives a false sense of satisfaction – this façade prevents true reform.

Bobertz, 95 (Bradely C. Bobertz- assistant professor of law, University of Nebraska College of Law, Texas Law Review, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory,” Lexis Nexis) 

Questions of guilt lead to matters of atonement. "The real question," one author writes, "is not how one gets into guilt but how one gets out of [*747] it." n200 According to psychologists, theologians, and the voice of common experience, feelings of guilt engender a desire for forgiveness. n201 This desire for absolution lies at the core of many religions. Rituals of guilt redemption -- however counterfeit they might appear to nonbelievers -- are vital to the devout. n202 But in a religiously heterogeneous society like the United States, there can be little hope for consensus about which religious ceremonies carry the true powers of redemption. n203 What we do share, however, is a common faith in the power of law. One might argue that the legalistic character of American society fills the vacuum created by the lack of common religious values. Law thus becomes our secular religion, having its own sacred texts and its own priesthood -- whether they wear the robes of judicial power, fill the seats of Congress, or occupy the Presidency. n204 [*748] Without commonly accepted religious ceremonies to expiate guilt, Americans turn instead to the sanctifying rituals of lawmaking. The ritualistic elements of legislative action are difficult to dismiss. In environmental law, we have our own sacred clerics, scapegoats, and rites of redemption, even though they inhabit the seemingly a sectarian world of law and politics. Indeed, the inherent spiritualism associated with nature provides a special religiosity to environmental lawmaking, as twenty-five years of incantatory rhetoric from the mouths of our leaders amply prove. n205Unfortunately, when society retrofits the simple calculus of blame, sacrifice, and redemption to resolve complex social problems, it leaves a legacy of legislative overbuilding and conceptual chaos -- precisely the condition of environmental law today. The enactment of environmental laws also includes a less virtuous tendency to return with one hand what is taken away by the other. We wish to exorcise our demons, but still retain the pleasures of their company. A law that strikes at the external manifestations of an environmental problem satisfies the common desire for identifying and banishing the guilty. On a personal level, however, no one wants her own habits exposed to the same harsh light. By acting with righteous vehemence against the visible end-products of pollution, we avoid asking harder questions about global resource allocation and the sustainability of existing industrial, agricultural, and personal patterns of behavior. Enactment of environmental laws not only releases us from guilt -- or the state of being "part of the problem" -- but also enables us to avoid scrutinizing deeper patterns that implicate our personal habits and appetites. Few would like to admit that these habits, and not simply the immediate targets of environmental law, create the very problems the law appears to address. In this manner, laws aimed at curtailing pollution can ultimately create barriers to lasting reform by legitimizing the more deeply rooted causes of pollution that the very process of lawmaking has exonerated from blame. Except for the environmental scapegoats -- duly shamed and punished -- the rest of society is liberated, free to pursue its old ways without fear of reprisal.
Environmental legislation creates unnecessary complexity through institutionalization – this cedes individual agency that is the root cause of environmental damage. 
Bobertz, 95 (Bradely C. Bobertz- assistant professor of law, University of Nebraska College of Law, Texas Law Review, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory,” Lexis Nexis) 

The phenomenon of environmental scapegoating helps to foster the massiveness, disorganization, and incomprehensibility that plague environmental law. n176 When lawmakers react to a social problem by enacting legislation that hinges on a distorted picture of reality, a legal regime that lacks appropriate formative principles is an unsurprising result. Moreover, a law that depends on false diagnoses will grow in complexity as its legal [*742] suppositions come into increasing conflict with the facts. n177 As a coping strategy, lawmakers opt to adjust (and complicate) legislative programs only enough to accommodate the current problematic factors instead of starting fresh with new models that conform more accurately to the true problem. n178 The Clean Air Act's "nonattainment program" (a euphemistic name for a failing system) provides a good example. Its length and complexity increased geometrically between its initial enactment in the mid-course correction amendments of 1977 and its second, monstrously intricate iteration in the 1990 amendments. n179 Explaining the nonattainment provisions and other aspects of the 1990 Clean Air Act amendments to lawyers ordinarily accustomed to reading and understanding statutory law continues to provide lucrative business opportunities for continuing legal educators. n180 Overcomplexity in the law by itself imposes costs on society. Initially, regulated entities must add to their ordinary cost of compliance the cost of simply understanding what the law requires them to do. Complicated laws also increase the likelihood of noncompliance, n181 undermining the attainment of environmental goals and creating pressures for extending [*743] deadlines and raising permissible emission levels -- a pattern endemic in environmental law. n182 Even more troubling is the fact that unnecessary legal complexity deprives society at large of a common, comprehensible vocabulary for debating environmental policy. A system of democratic rule implies discourse not only among a select group of experts, but also among the voting public. Environmental law has swollen into a fortress of specialized concepts and jargon practically impregnable to ordinarily informed and aware citizens. n183 Creating barriers to public understanding of, and involvement in, environmental law frustrates the theoretical virtues of democratic self-rule and also engenders a problem of more practical import -- a spirit of confusion and anger that characterizes most public encounters with environmental problems and the laws erected to correct them. n184 Such encounters typically result in resignation and apathy toward the law, qualities that impoverish any legal system directed toward social reform. n185 Ultimately, the legacy of environmental scapegoating may be the paradox of legitimizing polluting activities while simultaneously appearing to curtail them. The legitimizing effect of environmental lawmaking involves two factors that will be discussed in detail in separate sections below. The first section notes that environmental legislation does not merely punish the blameworthy; it exonerates the "innocent." Upon the conviction of one suspect, the others are set free. Thus, the appearance of positive action in Washington (or the state capitol) creates the impression that a problem has been solved and repairs the perceived break in the social order that had given the law its initial momentum. The second section [*744] observes that enacting any social reform legislation, including environmental laws, n186 creates new expectations and patterns of behavior that harden with time into societal structures that, however flawed, prove nearly impossible to alter. Today's innovative solutions can become tomorrow's institutionalized nightmares, n187 a pattern from which environmental law enjoys no immunity.

Viewing environmental solutions through the government ignores individual roles in destruction

Bobertz, 95 (Bradely C. Bobertz- assistant professor of law, University of Nebraska College of Law, Texas Law Review, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory,” Lexis Nexis) 

In the eyes of many observers, environmental law suffers from two vital defects: incomprehensibility and ineffectiveness. Throughout the Gordian passageways of environmental law, one repeatedly confronts the arbitrary, the unintelligible, and the futile. Environmental statutes have been called, among other things, "hollow," n1 "mind-numbing," n2 and the product of pathological law-making. n3Professor Joseph Sax polled the nation's environmental law professors and found despair with the subject endemic among those who teach it. n4 In fact, many environmental statutes bring to mind Gertrude Stein's impression of Oakland, California -- there is no there there. n5 And what is there, once uncovered after painstaking [*713] study and acronym translation, often turns out to be nothing more than incantations of impossible promises, n6 strategies of deadline avoidance, n7 loopholes for favored industries, n8 and heaping piles of regulatory minutiae usually reserved for the Code of Federal Regulations or more obscure legal sources. n9 To date, explanations for the intellectual bedlam of environmental law have included analyses of the byzantine organizational and jurisdictional structures of congressional subcommittees, n10 models of public choice and game theory, n11 lessons from evolutionary biology, n12 and visions of [*714] impersonal institutionalized corruption. n13 This Article offers an alternative theory for understanding both the convolutions and the failures of environmental law. Drawing on insights from the fields of anthropology, psychology, and media studies, I examine the phenomenon of societal scapegoating as a means for developing collective solutions to complex, poorly understood problems. My thesis is straightforward: Environmental lawmaking provides an important avenue for alleviating what we -- individually and collectively -- experience at some level as guilt or shame for the environmental degradation we witness through a world view shaped, in large measure, by the media. By offering this scapegoating or guilt-redemption theory, I do not attempt to provide a full explanation of environmental law and its genesis, and I certainly do not purport to diagnose the American psyche. However, I do attempt to explore some of the most basic, yet least understood, questions of the field: Why have we chosen to control pollution through the particular means we have, and why do we create legal responses to some environmental problems but not to others? n14 The theory advanced in this Article relocates federal environmental law, a relative newcomer to the legal scene, to a more traditional place in the geography of social reform legislation. Rather than manifesting an unprecedented legal experiment, environmental law simply reflects a recent iteration of an old problem -- the attempt to influence mass behavior through the instruments of the legal system. In environmental law, one witnesses the same issues that for decades have provided grist for reform-minded lawmakers: struggles to define desirable and undesirable behavior; debates over incentives, deterrence, and punishment; and questions about who makes the rules and when these rules might violate other aims and values of society. As with other areas of the law, these issues all emerge in the context of a complex, multitiered system of delegated collective power and individual liberty. [*715] In contrast to other areas of social reform, however, environmental law presents some unique problems. While the causes of crime, poverty, and other social problems can, without too much intellectual turmoil, be attributed to individual behavior, environmental degradation appears to implicate all of us. Pollution can strike observers as the integral by-product of the relatively comfortable lifestyle enjoyed by a majority of Americans in the late twentieth century. Yet, with images of smokestacks, dying lakes, and oil-drenched otters constantly intruding on the public consciousness, we are forced to live out Pogo's dilemma: We have met the enemy, and he is us. n15 Because the deep-seated causes of pollution tend to implicate us all, we feel the desire for psychological guilt release or redemption with special force. Thus, laws that externalize blame to outside forces allow us to preserve a way of life to which we have grown accustomed and one that we are reluctant to change -- the very way of life that generates pollution in the first place. Environmental laws help us escape this psychological dilemma. They establish clear lines between the perpetrators and the victims, maintaining our position safely on the side of the innocent by treating pollution not as a natural, expected outcome of industrialization, but instead as an aberration from a norm of cleanliness. Environmental laws and the social patterns they reflect raise troubling questions. If we reduce the purpose of environmental law to merely stopping end-point pollution, we inevitably discourage scrutiny of our basic habits and ways of life. With pollution being "taken care of" by the government, only the most guilt-sensitive will take action to change their own behavior, and only the most fervently committed will press for deeper changes in our systems of production and waste disposal. Unfortunately, these ardent few occupy a marginalized position in mainstream America, and as the process of environmental lawmaking marches onward -- identifying and punishing its scapegoats -- the underlying causes of pollution are rarely mentioned, let alone acted upon. 16 Thus, environmental legislation presents a striking example of how the law can legitimize an existing state of affairs while simultaneously creating the appearance of reforming it.
Their methodology relies on preserving the current system – only shifting reliance away from government regulation and towards individual responsibility solves

Bobertz, 95 (Bradely C. Bobertz- assistant professor of law, University of Nebraska College of Law, Texas Law Review, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory,” Lexis Nexis) 

The passage of environmental laws, as with the creation of any legal regime of social reform, establishes new expectations and incentives and results in new patterns of behavior. Unavoidably, laws rely on and institutionalize the regnant assumptions of their period. When the engines of lawmaking produce the kind of massive legal system epitomized by environmental law, that system (with its then-prevailing wisdom) solidifies over time into a set of expectations around which subsequent legal and technological developments must adapt. The fact that regulated businesses desire consistency in the application of the law only hastens the fossilization of assumptions buried within the system's original framework. Although any number of assumptions about the nature of environmental problems could be extracted from a study of environmental law, one in particular has driven the system from the beginning: the idea that "pollution" -- the stuff billowing from the top of the smokestack -- is itself the problem on which the legislative eye should focus. Pollution is not viewed as the result of other problems; it defines -- or is -- the problem itself. Deeply ingrained in our vocabulary and world view, this idea has clearly molded American "pollution control" laws and their emphasis on treatment and disposal at the end of the pipe (that is, the point at which pollution itself becomes manifest). In turn, this emphasis reinforces the cultural view that pollution itself, rather than its deeper roots, is the evil to be eliminated by acts of legislation. A preoccupation with pollution qua pollution is not the only -- or most desirable -- means for achieving the aims of environmental law. Within the past decade, a devoted group of regulators, environmentalists, and businesses have championed the idea of "pollution prevention" as a new approach to environmental protection. n206 The idea behind pollution prevention is simple. Instead of concentrating on end-of-the-pipe solutions to pollution abatement, society should concentrate its energies on developing cleaner ways of producing waste-generating products. n207 In other words, environmental problems are viewed from the front end, before pollution is generated, instead of from behind, when adequate treatment may be too late, too costly, or simply impossible. n208 [*750] Despite the seeming obviousness of this idea, pollution prevention was hailed as the novel innovation in environmental policy in the late 1980s. In its twentieth annual report, the Council on Environmental Quality wrote that "the term 'pollution prevention' may well become the hallmark of environmental quality in the 1990s and beyond," n209 and similar claims were made by the Environmental Protection Agency. n210 Yet, despite its intuitive, practical, and economic attractiveness, pollution prevention remains on the outskirts of environmental law. Congress gave a brief nod to the idea in 1990 in a short and mainly hortatory measure shoehorned into that year's omnibus budget reconciliation act. n211 The EPA has also acted to implement some preventive approaches, n212 but the magnitude of its efforts pale before the agency's rhetorical devotion to the idea. n213 The disappointments of the pollution prevention movement illustrate both the persistence of traditional end-of-the-pipe conceptions of environmental problems and the difficulty of altering the initial premises of social reforms once they crystalize into legislation. Like it or not, we must deal with a system of environmental law that looks at pollution through the back end of the cycle. This approach seemed entirely sensible in the early 1970s when images of smokestacks and discharge pipes visibly portrayed the problems of pollution. Our faith in technological fixes to technological problems was at that time defined by the Apollo 11 landing, not the Challenger explosion. With billions of dollars at stake and more than twenty years of adjustments to the original system, maintenance of that system, with all its flaws, is by far the preferred alternative to thoroughgoing reform for most of the system's participants. In this way, the erroneous assumptions of 1972 become the institutionalized truths of 1995. The legislation that emerged in the early 1970s to eliminate pollution "in our lifetimes" has in fact created a system wedded to fundamentally mistaken ideas. Unfortunately, few people have an interest in changing that system because [*751] it has evolved into the background reality around which other decisions are made. The price of significant change is simply too high, and the original structures and assumptions of the system remain largely unchallenged. In short, by preserving the structures and assumptions of our original environmental legislation, we maintain a system that both legitimizes "pollution" as the article of regulation and rejects alternative approaches. We have legitimized pollution through the very laws that were intended to eliminate it. 

**LINKS-CLIMATE SPECIFIC** 

Link-General 
Apocalyptic rhetoric leads to a focus on a bloody “end-time” and takes away from productive discussion about climate change 

Brinsmead 8-[Robert, “Apocalyptic and Climate Change Alarmism,” August 2008, http://www.bobbrinsmead.com/e_apocalyptic.html, DKP]
Apocalyptic has a 100% failure rate. Yet the question is raised whether climate change apocalyptic might be the one awful instance when apocalyptic proves to be right - like the boy who repeatedly cried “Wolf!” Apocalyptic takes its name from an aberrant form of Judaism that developed around 200 B.C. It prevailed until the bar Cochba revolt in 135 C.E. That was when it finally managed to destroy itself in an ill-conceived “end-time” conflict with the Romans. After this, Rabbinic Judaism pronounced a curse on any Jew who persisted with apocalyptic. Scholars of apocalyptic literature and apocalyptic movements recognize that this development within Judaism was the classical form of apocalyptic, providing a kind of paradigm for other apocalyptic movements right down to our day, including especially America’s religious Right, Marxism and Environmentalism. Apocalyptic has been called “a theology [or a world view] of despair,” meaning that it is an outlook that has lost faith in the historical process. After Judaism had been ruled by one great power after another (Babylon, Persia, Greece and Syria), it lost faith that its aspirations for independent statehood under its own Davidic king would take place within the ordinary historical process. It therefore focused on a very bloody “end-time” solution that would terminate the ordinary historical process. The hallmark of apocalyptic is to see the world getting worse and worse – whether that is the ruling powers getting worse and worse (Jewish apocalyptic), humanity getting worse and worse (Christian apocalyptic), capitalist society getting worse and worse (Marxist apocalyptic), or the environment getting worse and worse (Greenpeace-style apocalyptic). In the case of the apocalyptic Zealots within Judaism, (if I may borrow some striking imagery from Albert Schweitzer) they threw themselves on the wheel of history in a last desperate effort to make it turn. The wheel turned, but it crushed them rather than ending Greco-Roman civilization and the historical process. With its 100% failure rate, apocalyptic movements illustrate one thing that apocalyptic environmentalism is yet to learn: it is people who are fragile, not the world with its historical process. Its climate change alarmism is just another form of Salvationism - in this case the salvation of a supposedly fragile earth that is about to be destroyed by human activity. When even school children are being conscripted to play a role in “saving the planet” by doing good little deeds like cutting back on water and energy consumption, planting trees and riding bikes instead of using cars, we may see how far this apocalyptic salvationism has penetrated the popular culture. Suppose we ask a good geologist such as Professor Ian Plimer to tell us, especially in the context of the current global warming panic, whether the earth is so fragile that it calls for human efforts to save it. Plimer has already given his published answer, and it is almost like a snort of derision. In The Past is the Key to the Present, Plimer says: “For at least the last 2500 Ma, the continents have been pulled apart and stitched back together. Every time the continents are pulled apart, huge quantities of volcanic H2O, CO2 and CH4 are released into the atmosphere and greenhouse conditions prevail. When continents stitch together, mountain ranges form. Mountains are stripped of soils, new soils form and remove CO2 from the atmosphere, these soils are stripped from the land and the CO2 becomes locked in sediments on the ocean floor. When atmospheric CO2 is low, glaciation occurs. Large climate cycles can be related to plate tectonics.” (The full paper may be viewed at www.climatechangeissues.com/files/science/Plimer.doc ) Plimer goes on like this for page after page, portraying planet earth being pelted and pummelled with asteroids, intense global volcanism, mass extinctions, great ice ages, inter-glacial periods much warmer than our present “five minutes” of global warming, enormous sea-level changes, variations in atmospheric carbon dioxide from 6% to our present 0.037% and lower. In short, a planet that has survived what planet earth has survived for 4.5 billion years is anything but fragile. Plimer has also said that he wrote A Short History of Planet Earth because he “was inspired by a Greenpeace banner which read ‘Stop Climate Change.’ To stop climate change, one must stop supernova eruptions, solar flaring, sunspots, orbital wobbles, meteorites, comets, life, mountain building, erosion, weathering, sedimentation, continental drift, volcanoes, ocean currents, tides and ice armadas – no mean feat, even for Greenpeace!” www.smedg.org.au/plimer0701.html Whether the earth, including its climate system, is fragile or resilient goes to the heart of the climate change debate. The kind of world view that we bring to the debate determines how the facts about C02 and the climate are interpreted. For instance, if in discussion with a climate alarmist you point out that CO2 represents only 3.6% of all greenhouse gases, and that humans produce only about 3% of all CO2 emissions, you may then make the point that the human contribution is only 0. 18% - not much more than 1 part in a 1000 of all greenhouse gases. If anyone quibbles on the exact percentages here, you can double the human contribution and it is still comes out a very tiny number in the whole greenhouse equation. When the warming alarmists are confronted with these facts, they must resort to the argument that the climate is so finely tuned and earth’s systems are so fragile that this small human contribution – a human burp in a thunderstorm when compared with the vast natural greenhouse emitters - will cause a catastrophic tipping point in the earth’s fragile climate system. There is no danger that this super-tough, resilient old planet will not be able to take a bit of extra CO2 in its stride as it has repeatedly done in its past history anyway. So much for the myth of the fragile earth! It is also a dangerous myth because like all apocalyptic myths it has the capacity to hurt people. The policies being advocated by the climate change alarmists call for drastic economic and social changes, and they won’t be satisfied until they have destroyed civilization as we know it. If climate apocalyptic goes the way of all apocalyptic in being impatient and intolerant, no changes are going to be rapid enough or severe enough to inaugurate its post-industrial age. It will therefore throw itself on the wheel of history to force it to turn. We should already know the outcome.

Link-Inevitability
Rhetoric of an inevitable apocalypse erodes human agency to solve warming 

Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 157, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
A number of discursive features constitute global warming tragically: verbs which express the certainty of catastrophic effects, a lack of perspective or shortening of time from beginning to telos, and analogies which equate global warming with foretold apocalyptic outcomes. Each feature forecloses human agency or frames climate change as a matter of Fate. Within the tragic variation of apocalypse, global warming (not other ‘‘natural’’ or divinely ordained events or processes, such as a steady decline to extinction which inevitably befalls all earthly species) is viewed as the demise of humanity. A close reading of the discourse reveals important differences in the verbs, ‘‘is,’’ ‘‘will,’’ and ‘‘could,’’ which call attention to variations in human agency. Predicting global warming through the word could frees space for human action, including adaptation and mitigation. Asserting that the catastrophic telos of climate change is happening or will occur, however, may reduce the potential for human intervention. As Revkin (2006a) quotes British chemist James E. Lovelock, a 14-degree temperature rise ‘‘means roughly that most of life on the planet will have to move up to the Arctic basin, to the few islands that are still habitable and to oases on the continent. It will be a much-diminished world’’ (p. F2). Declaring with certainty that these negative impacts of global warming will happen suggests that a cosmic, extra-human force determines the outcome of events. 

Link-Climate refugees
Their migration impacts demonstrate the racism inherent in their politics – securitizing against the “other” creates dichotomies that result in exclusionary ethics.

Samaan, 11 (Jean-Loup Samaan, Professor of Strategic Studies @ NATO Defense College, PhD in Political Science, “Chapter 16 A Critical Review of the Linkage Between International Security and Climate Change” Climate, Linkov, Igor; Bridges, Todd S.; 1st Edition, Chapter 16, 2011, Online @ SpringerLink ht)
Resource wars are only one of many fads that can be found in defense publications. The other very questionable idea is the one of climate refugees. As a matter of fact, the expression, “climate refugees,” has become a standard term in the literature dedicated to environmental security. True, the United Nations has estimated that there could be “millions” of environmental migrants by 2020 [7]. Simply said, the expression is based on the following syllogism: (1) climate change will displace population; (2) migration generates international instability; (3) migration caused by climate change will create conflicts. This syllogism is at the core of several strategic assessments of climate change. For instance, looking at the prospects in South Asia, John Podesta and Peter Ogden assume: … the combination of deteriorating socioeconomic conditions, radical Islamic political groups, and dire environmental insecurity brought on by climate change could prove a volatile mix with severe regional and potentially global consequences [16]. Obviously problematic, this general idea includes climate change as part of a deadly combination with Islamism and failing states without clearly characterizing the interaction between these factors. But Podesta and Ogden’s appraisal is even more debatable when it comes to the indirect consequences for Europe: Because most African and South Asian migration will be internal or regional, the expected decline in food production and fresh drinking water combined with the increased conflict sparked by resource scarcity will force more Africans and South Asians to migrate further abroad. The result is a likely surge in the number of Muslim immigrants to the European Union, which could exacerbate existing tensions and increase the likelihood of radicalization among members of Europe’s growing and often poorly assimilated Islamic communities [16]. In other words, in the authors’ perception, the issue of climate change should be addressed because of the collateral effects on the tense relation between European countries and their immigrants. This belief relies upon two assumptions: first, the unprecedented nature of the climate refugees phenomenon; and second, the causeconsequence chain (as mentioned by the syllogism above) between migration and instability. But both assumptions are debatable: natural disasters (earthquakes, hurricanes…) have always led to massive population displacements so the phenomenon is not 16 A Critical Review of the Linkage Between International Security... 289 different with climate change. But moreover, there is rare evidence from history that massive movements of environmental refugees led to violent conflicts. Even in the extreme case of Bengalis fleeing natural disasters and land degradation in Bangladesh to migrate to northeast India (about 17 million since the 1950s); this did create instability but that was disorganized, small-scale violence, not an armed conflict [5, 19]. The idea of climate refugees is then first and foremost about Western fears of gigantic and uncontrolled migrations from poor countries to Europe. In this logic, population growth is the implicit issue. In 1984, Robert McNamara, former U.S. Secretary of Defense and former director of the World Bank, explicitly said: …short of thermonuclear war itself, population growth is the gravest issue the world faces over the decades immediately ahead [2]. This analogy between nuclear war and demography tells us a lot about the assumptions driving such views of the implications of climate change for population displacement.

Link-Positive Feedbacks 
Focus on extra-human forces like positive feedbacks eviscerates human agency to prevent warming 

Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 159, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
The combination of tragic telos, deterministic linear temporality, and an extrahuman force guiding history appear most dramatically in discussions of feedback loops, self-perpetuating cycles that exacerbate warming and its effects. Homer-Dixon (2007b) describes feedback loops as ‘‘a vicious circle . . . in our global climate [that] could determine humankind’s future prosperity and even survival’’ (p. A29). Here, the end-point of global climate change is cast completely outside of human agency, for ‘‘nature takes over.’’ Though Herbert (2002) mixes a variety of caveats and verbs (for example, in the above excerpt he uses ‘‘could,’’ rather than ‘‘would’’ or ‘‘will’’) in his discussion of feedback loops, the tragic implication is clear: It is likely that surface temperature will rise ‘‘between 3 and 10.5 degrees Fahrenheit. That is a level of warming that could initiate the disintegration of the ice sheet. And stopping that disintegration, once the planet gets that warm, may be impossible’’ (p. A25). With the loss of the West Antarctic Ice Sheet, ‘‘Tremendous amounts of housing, wetlands and farming areas around the world would vanish. Large portions of a country like Bangladesh . . . would disappear’’ (p. A25). Once a feedback loop becomes instantiated, there is little (if anything) humans can do but witness the (apparently rapid) disappearance of entire nations.

Link-Resource Wars/Depletion 
Their securitized mindset guarantees failure – viewing resource wars as the result of climate change leads to bad policymaking.  The alternative’s act of rejection is not a denial of climate change, but a shift in paradigm – focus on human security as opposed to disaster rhetoric solves.

Samaan, 11 (Jean-Loup Samaan, Professor of Strategic Studies @ NATO Defense College, PhD in Political Science, “Chapter 16 A Critical Review of the Linkage Between International Security and Climate Change” Climate, Linkov, Igor; Bridges, Todd S.; 1st Edition, Chapter 16, 2011, Online @ SpringerLink ht)
Both cases, resource wars and climate refugees, illustrate the increasing tendency to put climate change into the classic theoretical framework of the realist school of international relations which focuses mainly, if not exclusively, on the causes of conflict. Some proponents of this approach acknowledge that this securitization of climate change may be alarmist rhetoric but assert that it is necessary to increase public awareness about the issue [12]. But to be cautious, one should not misunderstand the most important thing: refuting the securitization of climate change does not mean refuting climate change. As expressed before, the scientific observations on the warming of the earth are “unequivocal” [9]. Nevertheless, securitizing climate change does not strengthen the policy debate: it risks distorting approaches to address the phenomenon. 16.3 Human Security and Climate Change: Articulating the Right Policy Discourse The securitization of climate change is a conflict-driven debate that leads to a biased geopolitics. In this vision, climate change is to become a new field of power plays and state-to-state rivalries. As a so-called “threat multiplier” [6], it is a new variable for existing conflicts in the Middle East and South Asia. In this context, Yoweri Museveni, President of Uganda, in 2007, called greenhouse gas emissions an “act of aggression” by the developed world against the developing world; and Margaret Beckett, former British Foreign Secretary, explained that “a failing climate means more failing states” [4]. Securitizing climate change does not increase public awareness; it simply creates an attractive policy context to apprehend the problem and not solve it. The securitization of climate change is counterproductive speech because it leads to inappropriate strategic or military options: predictions of resource wars imply that climate change is a mission for the armed forces. Au contraire, the history of governance of natural resources proves that good practices have originated from a bottom-up, human-centered approach and not a top-down, state-centric one. Consequently, if one had to depict the security implications of climate change, the right discourse should focus on human security and the response should target populations. This shift from states to people has several policy values: • First, the desecuritization lowers the level of political sensitivity surrounding the issue. In regions enduring protracted territorial disputes (Middle East, South Asia), it disconnects the core irritants (political symbols, military postures) from climatic issues affecting population from all countries. • Second, it eases the involvement of international organizations (United Nations, European Union, and other regional actors) that would otherwise be accused of illegitimate interference. At the operational level, international organizations can help build a robust governance framework. • Third, this process can then depoliticize the potential disputes over resources and provide a path for a technical, bottom-up approach of responses to climate change. Of course, one could object that the policy goals of this approach are too modest, focused on the regional and not the global level; and more particularly that this approach does not directly address the other big issue of climate change: the reduction of CO2 emissions. In fact, while both processes are distinct, they should complement each other. Diplomatic efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions aim to mitigate the effects of climate change on the natural environment while a policy of human security can create the cooperative conditions that prevent misperceptions and subsequent miscalculations at the international security level.

Link-Securitization 
Apocalyptic depictions of climate change militarize political discourse 

De Goede and Randalls 09 - ( Marieke de Goede Department of European Studies, University of Amsterdam, Spuistraat 134, 1012 VB Amsterdam, The Netherlands; e-mail: m.degoede@uva.nl Samuel Randalls Department of Geography, University College London, Gower Street, London WC1E 6BT, England; e-mail: s.randalls@ucl.ac.uk Received 19 February 2009; in revised form 27 March 2009, Precaution, preemption: arts and technologies of the actionable Future, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 2009, volume 27, pages 859 – 878)//KL

There are also interesting geographies to the production of ideas about catastrophic climate change, with some German scientists, as Beck (2004) and Weingart et al (2000) point out, promoting a catastrophic interpretation justifying precautionary intervention rather than a wait-and-see approach, whilst similar approaches in the US seem to stimulate geo-engineering requests (see Fleming, 2007). Likewise, the tipping points metaphor has been taken up by, for example, the Chief Advisor on Climate Change to the German government and atmospheric physicist John Schellnhuber. To return to the comparison of terrorism and climate change, the similarities between the issues are, therefore, actively constructed (catastrophe is only one discourse surrounding climate change) and one example of this is the UK broadsheet press, which has tied the issues closer together since 2001. As figure 1 points out, the number of articles mentioning both issues within the same sentence has increased markedly between 2003 and 2007. The linkages in the debates between climate change and terrorism, however, extend far beyond discursive strategy, with framings of climate change in terms of national security and a similar policy framework also evident. A preeminent factor in research in the 1960s and 1970s on the `new ice age' was the fear that either the Russians or the Americans were interfering with (and destabilizing) the climate and that national interests were at stake should either succeed. Climate stabilization became a matter for militarized geoengineering projects that would alter the courses of rivers or pump sulphur into the atmosphere to secure a global climate that the respective parties wished to have (Fleming, 2007). This history is reflected in Al Gore's vision of global warming as another potential security threat in the 1980s (Gore, 1989). Indeed, Gore goes as far as to say that ``the new enemy is at least as real as the old'' (page 180), placing the global warming war on a par with the Cold War. "The greenhouse effect ... will in time produce effects big enough to threaten international order'' and "when nations perceive that they are threatened at the strategic level, they may be induced to think of drastic responses ... . In military terms, this is the point when the United States begins to think of invoking nuclear weapons'' (page 181). Or, as Barnett (2003, page 14) puts it in advocating a strategic use of security discourse in climate change debates, "Security communicates a certain gravitas that is arguably necessary for climate policy. In that climate change is a security problem for certain groups, identifying it as such suggests that it is an issue that warrants a policy response commensurate in effort if not in kind with war.'' The release of a 2003 US Department of Defense report on the implications of abrupt climate change for national security has highlighted the persistence of these analyses (Cooper, 2006; Schwartz and Randall, 2003). It is also noticeable that the contemporary focus on the Arctic as an icon of climate change reconstructs the geopolitical imaginaries of the Cold War era. Environmental NGOs have not been exempt from this. Greenpeace connected the issues in a 1994 publication ``The climate time bomb'', a direct analogy with the nuclear imaginary of the population bomb. In 2002 Greenpeace also labelled Exxon's funded and publicized climate skepticism as ``Weapons of mass deception'' (for an analysis of Greenpeace's imagery see Doyle, 2007). These debates also tied in with the persistent question about the ultimate carrying capacity of the earth and related environmental scarcity, which theorists such as Homer-Dixon (1999) seized on to suggest that climate change will increase the risk of national security threats and nuclear war by further reducing resource availability in an increasingly populous world. Climate change would accelerate the probability of the bomb, of annihilation. This entwining of nuclear terror and climate change was thus formulated much earlier than might be believed, though it is fair to say that terrorism and climate change became significantly linked in public discourses as a result of September 11öthe day, as Masco (2006) points out, that the nuclear uncanny reformulated itself against new enemies.
Link-Single Focus

The frame of global warming as the most urgent problem leads to the development of technical solutions and ignores other environmental issues that need to be addressed-this results in extinction

Crist 7-Professor in the Department of Science and Technology @ Virginia Tech PhD in Sociology @ Boston University, BA in Sociology @ Haverford College, [Eileen, Telos, “Beyond the Climate Crisis: A Critique of Climate Change Discourse,” Winter 2007, http://biophilosophy.ca/Teaching/2070papers/crist.pdf, DKP]

While the dangers of climate change are real, I argue that there are even greater dangers in representing it as the most urgent problem we face. Framing climate change in such a manner deserves to be challenged for two reasons: it encourages the restriction of proposed solutions to the technical realm, by powerfully insinuating that the needed approaches are those that directly address the problem; and it detracts attention from the planet’s ecological predicament as a whole, by virtue of claiming the limelight for the one issue that trumps all others. Identifying climate change as the biggest threat to civilization, and ushering it into center stage as the highest priority problem, has bolstered the proliferation of technical proposals that address the specific challenge. The race is on for figuring out what technologies, or portfolio thereof, will solve “the problem.” Whether the call is for reviving nuclear power, boosting the installation of wind turbines, using a variety of renewable energy sources, increasing the efficiency of fossil-fuel use, developing carbon-sequestering technologies, or placing mirrors in space to deflect the sun’s rays, the narrow character of such proposals is evident: confront the problem of greenhouse gas emissions by technologically phasing them out, superseding them, capturing them, or mitigating their heating effects. In his The Revenge of Gaia, for example, Lovelock briefly mentions the need to face climate change by “changing our whole style of living.” 
6 But the thrust of this work, what readers and policy-makers come away with, is his repeated and strident call for investing in nuclear energy as, in his words, “the one lifeline we can use immediately.” 
7 In the policy realm, the first step toward the technological fix for global warming is often identified with implementing the Kyoto protocol. Biologist Tim Flannery agitates for the treaty, comparing the need for its successful endorsement to that of the Montreal protocol that phased out the ozone-depleting CFCs. “The Montreal protocol,” he submits, “marks a signal moment in human societal development, representing the first ever victory by humanity over a global pollution problem.” 
8 He hopes for a similar victory for the global climate-change problem. Yet the deepening realization of the threat of climate change, virtually in the wake of stratospheric ozone depletion, also suggests that dealing with global problems treaty-by-treaty is no solution to the planet’s predicament. Just as the risks of unanticipated ozone depletion have been followed by the dangers of a long underappreciated climate crisis, so it would be naïve not to anticipate another (perhaps even entirely unforeseeable) catastrophe arising after the (hoped-for) resolution of the above two. Furthermore, if greenhouse gases were restricted successfully by means of technological shifts and innovations, the root cause of the ecological crisis as a whole would remain unaddressed. The destructive patterns of production, trade, extraction, land-use, waste proliferation, and consumption, coupled with population growth, would go unchallenged, continuing to run down the integrity, beauty, and biological richness of the Earth. Industrial-consumer civilization has entrenched a form of life that admits virtually no limits to its expansiveness within, and perceived entitlement to, the entire planet. 
9 But questioning this civilization is by and large sidestepped in climate-change discourse, with its single-minded quest for a global-warming techno-fix. 20 Instead of confronting the forms of social organization that are causing the climate crisis—among numerous other catastrophes—climate-change literature often focuses on how global warming is endangering the culprit, and agonizes over what technological means can save it from impending tipping points. 2
 The dominant frame of climate change funnels cognitive and pragmatic work toward specifically addressing global warming, while muting a host of equally monumental issues. Climate change looms so huge on the environmental and political agenda today that it has contributed to downplaying other facets of the ecological crisis: mass extinction of species, the devastation of the oceans by industrial fishing, continued old-growth deforestation, topsoil losses and desertification, endocrine disruption, incessant development, and so on, are made to appear secondary and more forgiving by comparison with “dangerous anthropogenic interference” with the climate system. In what follows, I will focus specifically on how climate-change discourse encourages the continued marginalization of the biodiversity crisis—a crisis that has been soberly described as a holocaust, 22 and which despite decades of scientific and environmentalist pleas remains a virtual non-topic in society, the mass media, and humanistic and other academic literatures. Several works on climate change (though by no means all) extensively examine the consequences of global warming for biodiversity, 23 but rarely is it mentioned that biodepletion predates dangerous greenhouse-gas buildup by decades, centuries, or longer, and will not be stopped by a technological resolution of global warming. Climate change is poised to exacerbate species and ecosystem losses—indeed, is doing so already. But while technologically preempting the worst of climate change may temporarily avert some of those losses, such a resolution of the climate quandary will not put an end to—will barely address—the ongoing destruction of life on Earth.
Their climate discourse sidesteps biodiversity loss – viewing ecological destruction as an effect of climate change fails to address the root cause of environmental degradation.

Crist, 7 (Eileen Crist, Professor in the Department of Science and Technology @ Virginia Tech, “Beyond the Climate Crisis: A Critique of Climate Change Discourse” Online @ http://www.sts.vt.edu/faculty/crist/Beyond_the_Climate_Crisis.pdf ht)
The whittling down of ecological complexity has been a global trend proceeding from the conversion of ecosystems for intensive human uses, the aforementioned population depletions, and the invasion of nonnative species. Nonnative species are the generalists hitching rides in the bustle of globalization—from the climate-change-favored fungus that is killing frogs, to millions of domestic cats preying on birds, to innumerable more. 26 Human-facilitated invasions, coupled with the disappearance of natives, lead to places losing the constellation of life-forms that once uniquely constituted them. The inevitable outcome of extinction, plummeting populations, lost and simplified ecosystems, and a bio-homogenized world is not only the global demolition of wild nature, but also the halting of speciation of much complex life. The conditions for the birth of new species within a wide band of life, especially of large-bodied species that reproduce slowly, are being suspended. 27 All these interconnected dimensions constitute what conservation biologists call the biodiversity crisis—a term that to the postmodernist rings of rhetoric, while to the broad public (insofar as it has heard anything about it) involves a largely illiterate and vague understanding of “extinction.” 28 Academic frivolity and public ignorance aside, the biodiversity crisis heralds a biospheric impoverishment that will be the condition and experience of all future human generations: it requires 5 to million years for biodiversity to recover after a mass extinction of the current scope. In light of this fact, I submit that unless global warming unleashes appalling penalties—in which case, the climate crisis and biodepletion will merge into one devastating event for virtually all life 29 —the implications of humanity’s impact on biodiversity are so far-reaching that they may, in reality, dwarf the repercussions of climate change. And yet, the current framing of climate change as the urgent issue encourages regarding the unwinding of biodiversity as a less critical matter than the forthcoming repercussions of global warming. Attention to the long-standing ruination of biodiversity underway is subverted in two ways in climate-change discourse: either it gets elided through a focus on anthropocentric anxieties about how climate change will specifically affect people and nations; or biodepletion is presented as a corollary of climate change in writings that closely consider how global warming will cause biodiversity losses. Climate change is undoubtedly speeding up the unraveling of life’s interconnectedness and variety. But if global warming has such potential to afflict the natural world, it is because the latter’s “immunity” has been severely compromised. It is on an already profoundly wounded natural world that global warming is delivering its blow. Focusing on the added blow of climate change is important, but this focus should not come at the expense of erasing from view the prior, ongoing, and climate-change-independent wounding of life on Earth.

The apocalyptic framing undermines the examination of other factors contributing to climate change

Davidson 2000 (Carlos, a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is studying landscape-scale patters of amphibian decline in Californai in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis, “Economic Growth and the Environment: ternatives to the Limits Paradigm,” May 2000, BioScience, Vol. 50 No. 5, p:433-440)

The multiple threads of a tapestry together form a picture. Similarly, to better understand and challenge environmental destruction, it is necessary to examine the multiple factors shaping consumption and production and move beyond the singular focus of the limits perspective on aggregate population and resources. This approach means examining economic structures, social relationships of power and ownership, control of state institutions, and culture. For example, in the limits perspective, urban sprawl in western US cities is viewed as attributable principally or solely to population growth. Although population is an important factor, the limits perspective’s focus on population leaves out other, equally important factors: economic incentives for developers to build large houses at low density, real estate interests’ dominance of zoning and land-use planning decisions, and government funding for sprawl-inducing freeways instead of urban mass transit. All of these political, social, and economic factors are key for understanding sprawl, and, more important, for doing something about it.
Link-Technological Solutions

Typical technological solutions to global warming is inadequate - the issue of global warming is so complex that issues of individual agency precede questions of policy

Nordhaus & Shellenberger 07 (Ted and Michael, Managing Directors of American Environics, A social values research and strategy firm, Break Through: From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics of Possibility, pg. 113-114, Print) 

Paradoxically, it is the global ecological crises themselves that have triggered the death of environmentalism. For us to make sense of them, the category of “the environment” — along with the ancient story of humankind’s fall from nature — is no longer useful, The challenge of climate change is so massive, so global, and so complex that it can be overcome only if we look beyond the issue categories of the past and embrace a grand new vision for the future. Through their stories, institutions, and policies environmentalists constantly reinforce the sense that nature is something separate from, and victimized by, humans. This paradigm defines ecological problems as the inevitable consequence of humans violating nature. Think of the verbs associated with environmentalism and conservation: “stop.” “restrict.” “reverse:’ “prevent:’ “regulate” and “con strain.” All of them direct our thinking to stopping the bad, not creating the good. When environmentalists do speak in positive tones, it is usually about things like clean air and water, or “preserving nature” — all concepts that define human activity as an intrusion on, or a contaminant of, a separate and once pure nature. Environmental leaders continue to insist that global warming is essentially a very big pollution problem. But while the coal smoke of Manchester in nineteenth-century England and smog in Los Angeles in the 1970S can reasonably be understood as pollution the principal greenhouse gas carbon dioxide, is invisible and has no offensive odor. Moreover, the quantitative accumulation of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere has created something qualitatively different from pollution; changing temperatures worldwide and melting ice caps, which may lead to a collapse of the North Atlantic Gulf Stream, water shortages, new disease epidemics and resource wars. To describe these challenges as problems of pollution is to stretch the meaning of the word beyond recognition. Global warming is as different from smog in Los Angeles as nuclear war is from gang violence, The ecological crises we face are more global complex, and tied to the basic functioning of the economy than were the problems environmentalism was created to address forty years ago. Global warming threatens human civilization so fundamentally that it cannot be understood as a straightforward pollution problem but in stead as an existential one. Its impacts will he so enormous that it is better understood as a problem of evolution, not pollution. Our planet, and we along with it, will evolve in rapid and dramatic ways over the next century. The challenge for humankind now is not whether we can stop global warming, which is already well under way; but whether we can minimize it, prepare for it, and improve human and nonhuman life while we’re at it. The problem is so great that before answering What is to be done? we must first ask, What kind of beings are we? and What can we become?

Link-Timeframe 
Emphasis on rapid timeframe makes it seem like it’s impossible to stop-undercuts our agency to respond 

Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 158-159, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
The shorter the time frame is from beginning to telos, the less likely humans are to have agency over the effects of global warming. Tragic apocalyptic discourse posits a quickened pace for global warming: ‘‘Global warming has the feel of breaking news these days. Polar bears are drowning; an American city is underwater; ice sheets are crumbling’’ (Revkin, 2006b, p. 1). To promote a feeling of immediacy for global warming may not, by itself, hinder human agency. Warning readers that we currently feel some effects of global warming may promote a sense of urgency while retaining the potential for human action. To suggest that ‘‘the fastest warming in the history of civilization [is] already under way’’ (Herbert, 2000, p. A23), however, may thoroughly discourage readers from active participation by minimizing human agency. Moreover, it is possible to read signs of climate change as a catastrophic telos which is already in process: ‘‘the oceans are rising, mountain glaciers are shrinking, low-lying coastal areas are eroding, and the very timing of the seasons is changing’’ (Herbert, 2000, p. A23). Global warming thus appears impervious to human intervention in the current moment. The tragic acceleration of time may also occur when reporters or scientists give no perspective for readers concerning temporality. Following early estimates that ‘‘if no action is taken, the average surface temperature of the globe will rise by two to six degrees Fahrenheit by [2100],’’ Stevens (1997) concludes, ‘‘It would mean more warming, coming more rapidly, than the planet has experienced in the last 10,000 years’’ (p. F1). With no sense of time scale, readers are left to experience the global warming narrative as though happening overnight or over a season, in the same way they may have witnessed floods or droughts. The accelerated time places the catastrophic telos outside human influence: ‘‘Since the warming would be unusually rapid, many natural ecosystems might be unable to adjust, and whole forest types could disappear’’ (p. F1).

Link-Water Wars 
The rhetoric of impending water wars as a result of climate change is emblematic of an overall frame that relies on doomsday rhetoric as opposed to concrete evidence

Samaan, 11 (Jean-Loup Samaan, Professor of Strategic Studies @ NATO Defense College, PhD in Political Science, “Chapter 16 A Critical Review of the Linkage Between International Security and Climate Change” Climate, Linkov, Igor; Bridges, Todd S.; 1st Edition, Chapter 16, 2011, Online @ SpringerLink ht)
For years now, the question of identifying the likely security implications of climate change has produced an intense international debate. In a much-discussed report issued in 2007, the U.S. think tank, Center for Naval Analyses, observed: …in the national and international security environment, climate change threatens to add new hostile and stressing factors. Climate change acts as a threat multiplier for instability in some of the most volatile regions of the world [6]. Fig. 16.2 Schematic framework of anthropogenic climate change drivers, impacts and responses [10]16 A Critical Review of the Linkage Between International Security... 287 Noticeably, the literature on climate change emphasizes the risks for international security implied by the environmental phenomena. Two types of causalities are worth exploring here: first, the potential for resource wars, and more particularly, conflicts over water; second, the relevance of the issue of climate refugees. First, according to some pundits, one of the obvious consequences of climate change, the increasing scarcity of vital supplies (water, food) in areas like South Asia and the Middle East, will trigger conflicts between Turkey and Syria, Syria and Israel, Egypt and Sudan, India and Pakistan and so forth. At first, this scenario sounds coherent, especially in light of the structural interdependency of states: today, 214 major river systems are shared by two or more countries. Former United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan warned in March 2001 that “fierce competition for fresh water may well become a source of conflict and wars in the future” and the U.S. intelligence community has been discussing the likelihood of coming interstate conflicts for a decade [1]. This is why Professor Thomas Naff characterizes water as a: …highly symbolic, contagious, aggregated, intense, salient, complicated, zero-sum, power- and prestige-packed issue, highly prone to conflict and extremely difficult to resolve [15]. Moreover, in the Middle East, Turkey, the only country that does not depend on water supplies that originate outside of its borders, is implementing a gigantic Southeastern Anatolian Project comprising dams on the Euphrates river that would severely deprive Syria and Iraq of water flows fundamental to their economies. As Turkish projects exacerbate Syria’s needs, tensions could then grow between Syria and Israel regarding the issue of the Golan Heights, a territory gained by Israel after the 1967 war that now controls 33% of Israel’s water resources. In that perspective, one could imagine a scenario around 2020–2025 where a Syrian regime, suffering from bad economic prospects and booming demography, gets more and more assertive abroad and eventually wages a war over the water supplies of the Golan Heights. Indeed, all around the world there are many instances in recent years tending to support the notion that water disputes are brewing and could in the coming years engender conflicts. But the major flaw in this current discourse on water wars—or, more generally, resource wars—is that historical data does not support the automatic linkage between supply disputes and warfare. A detailed survey of all these situations over the last 50 years (accounting for 1831 international water-related events) revealed that “two thirds of these encounters were of a cooperative nature” [16]. Moreover, in the history of international relations, the only explicit case of a war over water occurred more than 5,000 years ago between two cities, Lagash and Umma, in Mesopotamia [16]. As a matter of fact, when looking at the roots of interstate conflicts, political scientists usually evaluate environmental scarcity as of secondary importance compared to geographical proximity or the nature of political regimes [8]. Not only does the scenario of water wars lack historical data but it implicitly assumes a natural inclination in governments in the Middle East and South Asia to wage wars for these reasons. As Jon Barnett cautiously underlined: …the environment-conflict literature is almost entirely premised on the ethnocentric assumption that people in the South will resort to violence in times of resource scarcity. Rarely, if ever, is the same argument applied to people in the industrialized North [2].288 J.L. Samaan Furthermore, because of this bias in the contemporary strategic literature, there are several understudied cases of regional cooperation over water scarcity: for instance, the case of the Okavango River. In Southern Africa, the Okavango River, which is shared by Angola, Botswana, and Namibia, has been at the core of tensions between these states. To mitigate the risks of a regional conflict, the three countries signed an agreement in 1994 to form the Permanent Okavango River Basin Water Commission. Since then, this intergovernmental organization has been effective at managing the river. Even in places seen as the most inclined to conflicts over resources such as South Asia, there are concrete cases of cooperation: the Indus Water Treaty negotiated between India and Pakistan in 1960 is an example of a successful resolution of a major dispute over international waters [14].

**IMPACTS**
Biopower

Apocalyptic framing allows government authorities total control over its population

Boone 2000 (Joseph Allen Boone, Ph.D. novel as genre, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Professor of English, Gender Studies and Comparative Literature,  Queer Frontiers: Millennial Geographies, Genders, Go West and Generations,  p. 40-41, Google Books) 

Perhaps. But to claim that American culture is at present decisively postnuclear is not to say that the world we inhabit is in any way post- apocalyptic. Apocalypse, as I began by saying, changed—it did not go away. And here I want to hazard my second assertion: if, in the nuclear age of yesteryear, apocalypse signified an event threatening everyone and everything with (in Jacques Derridas suitably menacing phrase) “remainderless and a-symbolic destruction:’6 then in the postnuclear world apocalypse is an affair whose parameters are definitively local. In shape and in substance, apocalypse is defined now by the affliction it brings somewhere else, always to an “other” people whose very presence might then be written as a kind of dangerous contagion, threatening the safety and prosperity of a cherished “general population” This fact seems to me to stand behind Susan Sontag’s incisive observation, from 1989, that, “Apocalypse is now a long-running serial: not ‘Apocalypse Now’ but ‘Apocalypse from Now On.”7 The decisive point here in the perpetuation of the threat of apocalypse (the point Sontag goes on, at length, to miss) is that apocalypse is ever present because, as an element in a vast economy of power, it is ever useful. That is, through the perpetual threat of destruction—through the constant reproduction of the figure of apocalypse—agencies of power ensure their authority to act on and through the bodies of a particular population. No one turns this point more persuasively than Michel Foucault, who in the final chapter of his first volume of The History of Sexuality addresses himself to the problem of a power that is less repressive than productive, less life-threatening than, in his words, “life-administering.” Power, he contends, “exerts a positive influence on life ... [andJ en deavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations7 In his brief comments on what he calls “the atomic situation:’ however, Foucault insists as well that the productiveness of modem power must not be mistaken for a uniform repudiation of violent or even lethal means. For as “managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race,” agencies of modern power presume to act “on the behalf of 11w existence of everyone.” What so ever might be construed as a threat to life and survival in this way serves to authorize any expression of force, no matter how invasive or, indeed, potentially annihilating. “If genocide is indeed the dream of modern power,” Foucault writes, “this is not because of a recent return to the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population.” For a state that would arm itself not with the power to kill its population, but with a more comprehensive power over the patterns and functioning of its collective life, the threat of an apoca lyptic demise, nuclear or otherwise, seems a civic initiative that can scarcely be done without.
Biopolitics allows the government to determine who is worthy of life and who can be killed.

Dean 2001 (Dean Mitchell Professor of Sociology and Dean of the Division of Society, Culture, Media and Philosophy at Macquarie University, Australia, “Demonic Societies” in “States of Imagination” p. 57-58)
National Socialism is one contingent, historical trajectory of the development of the biopolitical dimension of the social, medical, psychological, and human sciences that occurs tinder a particular set of historical circumstances. One should not underestimate the factors operative in German society, the historical legacy of war and revolutionary movements, the nature of German polity, or the economic crises of the early twentieth century. Nevertheless, Peukert and Foucault would both agree that the kind of state racism practiced by the Nazis that would lead to the Final Solution was quite different from traditional anti-Semitism insofar as it took the form of a "biological politics." as the German historians call it, that drew on the full resources of the human, social, and behavioral sciences. In this regard, Peukert's retrieval of the process by which the human sciences move from a concern with "mass well-being" to acting as the instrument of "mass annihilation" remains extremely interesting. In the ease of "social-welfare education," he identifies a number of phases (1993: 243- 45). First there was a formulation of the problem of the control of the youth in the late nineteenth century within a progressivist discourse in which every child had a right to physical, mental, and social fitness. This was followed by a phase of a phase of routinization and a crisis of confidence exemplified by the failure of legal schemes of detention or protection of those who were "unfit" or "ineducable." The third phase, coinciding with the final years of the Weimar Republic, has disturbing overtones for our own period. Here there were a series of scandals in young people's homes and a debate about the limits of educability coupled with welfare stare retrenchment. This debate introduced a new cost-benefits trade-oft with services allocated on the basis of immediate return, and the criterion of "value" was brought into the calculative framework. Value at this stage may or may not be determined on the basis of race or genetics, but the ineducable were excluded in 1932 from reform school education. After ig those who opposed the racial version of determining value were forced into silence, compulsory sterilization of the genetically Unhealthy was practiced, and concentration camps for the racially inferior established. However, even this program faced a crisis of confidence and the utopian goals came up against their limits and the catalogue of deviance became greater and more detailed. The positive racism of youth welfare provision 110W met the negative radicalization of a policy of eradication of those who, in the language of the order that represents the crucial step in the Final Solution, are deemed "unworthy of life" (lebensunwertes Leben). The biopolitical government of life had arrived at the point at which it decided who was worth living. With the technology of murder up and running, the social and human sciences "are engaged in a parallel process of theoretical and institutional generalization that is aimed at an all-embracing racist restructuring of social policy, of educational policy, and health and welfare policy'' (Peukert 1993: 245). The term Gemeinschaftsfremde (community alien) came to embrace failures, ne'er-do-wells, parasites, good-for-nothings, troublemakers, and those with criminal tendencies and threatened all these with detention, imprisonment, or death. 

Discredits Science/Fuels Skeptics
Alarmist discourse makes the debate divisive and fuels skepticism 

Ereaut and Segnit 6-Climate Researchers @ IPPR [Gill, Nat, Institute for Public Policy Research, “Warm Words: How are we telling the climate story and can we tell it better?” August 2006, http://www.ippr.org/images/media/files/publication/2011/05/warm_words_1529.pdf, DKP]
Across the media we examined we identified one clearly dominant repertoire – alarmism – and a number of other more optimistic ways of thinking and talking about climate change. The alarmist discourse is so familiar and dominant that it is used as fuel or foil for other ‘positions’: being mocked by ‘rhetorical scepticism’, or turned to comic effect by ‘comic nihilism’, for example. Although several voices can be heard, the stage seems dominated by the tension between ‘alarmism’ on one hand and ‘small actions’ talk on the other. Powerful, compelling and literally alarming, the alarmist discourse is however ultimately paralysing. It robs the reader or viewer of the possibility of agency, offering instead a thrilling or terrifying spectacle. At the opposite extreme, ‘personal small actions’ offers the possibility of action – but is all too easily mundane, domestic and uncompelling. Finding a way to reconcile and use these different forms of ‘common sense’ is an issue we address later in this report. 
Doomsday environmental scenarios are perceived as “crying wolf” and undermine the credibility of the environmental movement 

Cross 2-Hebert D. Kelleher Centennial Professor of Business Law @ University of Texas at Austin Law School, JD @ Harvard [Frank, Case Western University Law Review, “Symposium on Bjorn Lomborg’s the Skeptical Environmentalist: the Native Environmentalist,” Winter, 2002, LexisNexis Law Review, DKP]

In some environmentalist laments, it is easy to see the public intellectual pathologies identified by Richard Posner. n38 While there is no precise definition for the public intellectual, they are generally those with some expertise who bring ideological ideas to bear on matters of public concern. There is a market for the writings of such public intellectuals from publishers, so long as they can communicate their ideas in an attention-getting fashion. One obvious approach for commanding such attention is the prediction of doom (or at least some sort of dire consequences), which Posner terms the "jeremiah school." n39 Environmentalism fits nicely into this category, because it enables the public intellectual to project [*482] horrors on a global scale. Posner counts environmentalists, such as Paul Ehrlich, as prominent examples of this type. n40 Of course, as jeremiahs mount, it takes increasingly dramatic predictions in order to gain the public attention required of a public intellectual. The existence of the controversy over The Skeptical Environmentalist should not be terribly surprising. Lomborg gives the environmental jeremiahs a convenient foil for another round of debate. He has exploited his status as a former environmentalist to promote his book, and that has surely further provoked the ideological ire of the jeremiahs, who picture him as a traitor to the true cause of environmentalism. Some environmentalists seem to divide up the world into friendly members of their own "green team" and enemies to be attacked. The jeremiah approach may profit the individual public intellectual, who gains prominence, prestige and cash from success, as public intellectuals may be punished for ideological error but not for simply "being wrong." n41 The jeremiahs are fueled by a media industry that can use drama to sell papers. n42 A Defenders of Wildlife representative recognized that the "best way to get on TV is to take an extreme position." n43 Thus, the inducement to sell scientific accuracy and credibility for attention and advocacy. The radical and erroneous claims of environmental doomsayers hardly advance the overall interests of the underlying environmental policy, however. The loss of credibility is a profound cost to an advocate. n44 The logical effects of the most extreme jeremiahs are "to discredit its side of the political spectrum," to dissipate the energies of allies in "battles over symbols and cultural institutions," and "to provide a raison d'etre for the polemics of the opposite [*483] fringe." n45 The jeremiahs are therefore no friends to the environmental movement. By "crying wolf" repeatedly and falsely, they only undermine the credibility of the movement and may cause its warnings to go ignored when a true wolf is in the fold. n46 Environmentalists could establish some credibility by abandoning the jeremiahs and rejecting their unsupported claims. Yet the movement has scarcely done so and clings to fellow members of its "green team" who urge environmental action, regardless of the merits of their particular claims. The movement continues to embrace the very doomsayers, such as Ehrlich, whose past predictions were absurdly wrong. They may even be regarded as heroes of the movement. However, such "movement environmentalists" form only a small percentage of the population. The more typical American, or "median voter," has seen the litany of doomsaying and seen the projections proved false. For them, the association of environmentalism with the jeremiahs only undermines environmentalism and renders suspicious even well-founded environmental problems. This is the effect that Lomborg apparently seeks to combat. 
Ethics 
Catastrophic representations of environmental change prevent ethical responses to climate shifts

De Goede and Randalls 09 - ( Marieke de Goede Department of European Studies, University of Amsterdam, Spuistraat 134, 1012 VB Amsterdam, The Netherlands; e-mail: m.degoede@uva.nl Samuel Randalls Department of Geography, University College London, Gower Street, London WC1E 6BT, England; e-mail: s.randalls@ucl.ac.uk Received 19 February 2009; in revised form 27 March 2009, Precaution, preemption: arts and technologies of the actionable Future, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 2009, volume 27, pages 859 – 878)//KL

One historical strand of the imagination of annihilation, where precaution and preemption find a conjoined history, is explored by Masco in his study of Cold War nuclear warfare. Masco points out the ways in which discourses of potential apocalypse resonate with the `uncanny', the psychic slippage (drawing from Freud) that elides the distinction between reality and imagination. Masco uses the idea of a haunting uncanny to understand the power of the nuclear imaginary in contemporary US politics and discourse, an uncanny that ``evokes fear'' because of our vulnerability to ``an uncertainly haunted universe'' (Masco, 2006, page 29). The nuclear bomb, he argues, has ``nationalize[d] a sense of apocalyptic violence in the United States, unifying the nation through images of its own end'' (page 334; cf Tsing, 2000). If these projections of annihilation are imaginations or fantasies, does that mean they should not be taken seriously? No, for as Derrida (1984) argues it is not possible to distinguish fable and reality in his example of nuclear war, because the fable or belief (the unrealized nuclear war) creates the vast war effort that structures society for that event. Sontag (1966), pursuing a different argument, suggests that these fascinations take us out of the ambivalence of life caught between twin poles of banality and terror, but, as Masco asks, ``what might be the social consequences of living in a world where the everyday has been so thoroughly colonized by the possibility of annihilation that, for most, it has become simply banal?'' (2006, page 12). These imaginations, therefore, have important political and social consequences. Swyngedouw (2007) characterizes the contemporary consequences of the imagination of environmental disaster as `postpolitical' environmental `politics', a regime in which, by externalizing the nature of environmental threats, engagements are based within circumscribed arenas of action that focus attention on the outside rather than, for example, on the inner workings of capitalist relations. Swyngedouw (2007), drawing inspiration from Mouffe and Zíiz­ ek, suggests that postpolitics accepts neoliberal capitalism, humanitarianism, and parliamentary democracy as given economic, moral, and political arrangements, while environments become a domain for technocratic, managerialist administration (see also Luke, 2005). Thus, for Swyngedouw (2007, page 16) the ``apocalyptic and dystopian messages about the clear and present danger of pending environmental catastrophes that will be unleashed if we refrain from immediate and determinate action'', are predicated on a ``perceived climatologic equilibrium'' that has been placed beyond politics. In other words, the spaces of contestation, which Swyngedouw (2007) argues are the grounds of true politics, are notably missing in these consensual, foreclosed agreements. If the precautionary principle perhaps had the ability to politicize the climate debate in earlier decades, the current apocalyptic message has important depoliticizing and disenchanting effects that we seek to explore in this paper. In this sense, the fear of annihilation, in terrorism as well as in environmental politics, is channelled into reactions that are frequently postdemocratic, and that promote particular material consequences. These include investments in risk management models and technological developments underpinned by a narrow focus for this precautionary action. Our focus in this paper is on the arts and technologies of precaution and preemption. In the next section, we explore the ways in which terrorism and climate change are imagined, drawing on a conjoined history in which preemption and precaution are not easily separable. We then trace this through the knowledges, models, and ideas of risk that inform contemporary debates on these issues, and suggest that these are caught between a desire for rationality and affective governance through catastrophic visions. Finally, we argue that these imaginations of an actionable future have political consequences that depoliticize and delegitimate debate and that potentially bring the unimaginable into being. Reconceiving precautionary politics is thus vital if we are to ethically engage with the world

Nuclear War

Framing the world in terms of environmental crisis will make nuclear international conflicts inevitable as nations scramble for resources. 

Nadeau, 06 Robert (Professor and interdisciplinary scholar at George Mason University) “The environmental endgame”p.24   2006 

As conflicts between nation-states over access to scarce environmental resources escalate, Japan, South Korea, and Germany use the spent fuel from their nuclear plants to develop nuclear weapons. Japan, menaced by flooded coastal cities and contaminated water supplies, and lack¬ing sufficient oil and gas reserves to power its massive desalination plant' and energy-intensive agricultural system, develops plans to gain access to Russian oil and gas reserves with the use of military force. If that occurs. the authors of the Pentagon report predict that the resulting conflict might easily escalate to the point where one of these countries elects to use nuclear weapons. In another scenario, a series of cross-border conflicts between Pakistan, India, and China escalates to the point that an exchange of nuclear weapons becomes highly probable. In this geopolitical climate, say the authors, "Nations with the resources to do so may build virtual fortresses around their countries," and the primary concern of these countries will be to secure "resources for survival " as opposed to defending "religion, ideology, or national honor.?" 

Prevents Solvency/Turns Case 
Apocalyptic predictions of environmental catastrophe backfire—it makes it harder to craft policies to deal with the very problems they are trying to solve and makes us tolerate policy side effects that threaten economic and societal meltdown.  

Skidelsky, 08-http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/may/20/theapocalypticmind, Lord Skidelsky is Emeritus Professor of Political Economy at the University of Warwick  The apocalyptic mind Catastrophic thinking distorts scientific debate about climate change and makes it harder to deal with the problem   

 
Misreporting of science is now so routine that we hardly notice it. Much more serious is when science itself becomes infected by the apocalyptic spirit. Faith-based science seems a contradiction in terms, because the scientific worldview emerged as a challenge to religious superstition. But important scientific beliefs can now be said to be held religiously, rather than scientifically. This brings us back to Al Gore and climate change. There is no doubt that the earth became warmer over the 20th century (by about 0.7 deg C), which most climate scientists attribute largely to human carbon dioxide emissions. If nothing is done to restrict such emissions, global temperature will rise between 1.8 and 4 deg over the next century. At some "tipping point", the world will be subject to floods and pestilence in classic apocalyptic fashion. This is the second doomsday scenario of recent decades, the first being the Club of Rome's prediction in 1972 that the world would soon run out of natural resources. Both are "scientific," but their structure is the same as that of the Biblical story of the flood: human wickedness (in today's case, unbridled materialism) triggers the disastrous sequence, which it may already be too late to avert. Like Biblical prophecy, scientific doomsday stories seem impervious to refutation, and are constantly repackaged to feed the hunger for catastrophe. Scientists argue that the media and politicians are responsible for exaggerating their findings as promises of salvation or warnings of retribution. But scientists themselves are partly responsible, because they have hardened uncertainties into probabilities, treated disputable propositions as matters of fact, and attacked dissent as heresy. Scientists are notoriously loath to jettison conclusions reached by approved scientific methods, however faulty. But their intolerance of dissent is hugely magnified when they see themselves as captains in the salvationist army, dedicated to purging the world of evil habits. Today it is the west that foists an apocalyptic imagination on the rest of the world. Perhaps we should be looking to China and India for answers about how to address environmental damage, instead of using climate change as a pretext to deprive them of what we already have. How do the Chinese feel about their newfound materialism? Do they have an intellectual structure with which to make sense of it? The best antidote to the doom merchants is scepticism. We must be willing to take uncertainty seriously. Climate change is a fact. But apocalyptic thinking distorts the scientific debate and makes it harder to explain the causes and consequences of this fact, which in turn makes it harder to know how to deal with it. The danger is that we become so infected with the apocalyptic virus that we end up creating a real catastrophe - the meltdown of our economies and lifestyles - in order to avoid an imaginary one. In short, while a religious attitude of mind deserves the highest respect, we should resist the re-conquest by religion of matters that should be the concern of science.

Apocalyptic framing aimed at constraining human activity undermines solutions by limiting the potential of human innovation

Nordhaus & Shellenberger 07 (Ted and Michael, Managing Directors of American Environics, A social values research and strategy firm, Break Through: From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics of Possibility, pg. 121-122, Print) 

Kyoto epitomizes the environmentalist obsession with limits. The dominant proposals for dealing with global warming are thus conceptualized as strategies for regulation and sacrifice, not investment and opportunity. These proposals have been particularly unsuccessful in the United States, whose culture is infused with a spirit of inventiveness. But the environmentalist focus on limits also goes against the aspirations of Brazil, China and India, countries that aim to become as prosperous as Europe, the United States, and Japan. As we have seen, environmentalist have long defined their politics in the negative. They write books like The Limits to Growth, The Population Bomb, and Collapse, which focus our attention on the destructive power of humankind than our creative potential. Environmentalists aim to stop logging, restrict overfishing, and limit pollution. They see in house development only the loss of nonhuman habitat – not the construction of vital human habitat. Thus, the vast majority of environmental strategies aim to constrain rather than unleash human activity. But in attempting to reimagine the ecological crisis as opportunities, consider that limits have the potential to be creative. Restricting overfishing allows for the regeneration of fish stocks. Stopping logging allows a forest to grow. And limiting pollution, when done right, creates economic possibility. This is what happened with the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the emissions trading system created to deal with acid rain. In each case, new technologies were invented, jobs created and profits generated, all while achieve ecological objectives. In the case of global warming, emissions trading – or what is known as “cap and trade” – cold, if done right, generate billions of dollars in private investment for cleaner sources of energy. As such, it offers one of the best opportunities for environmentalism to evolve into a politics of possibility. Already, the European Union’s emissions trading system is directing billions in investments to developing countries like China. Even though China and India have rejected limits to their own greenhouse gases, both are aggressively selling emissions reductions to meet European Union standards. So, for example, a European company that needs to cut its emissions can purchase emissions reductions from a Chinese factory, which uses the investment to become more energy efficient and thus emit less greenhouse gases. The regulatory mechanism created by the United Nations to oversee process, though the Kyoto protocol, is called the Clean Development Mechanism, and it has already overseen the trading of $17 billion in emission permits. The result is that, at least initially, cap and trade will likely drive much greater investment in cleaner energy development in the developing world than in the developed world. And while major investment in the developing world is necessary to get emissions reductions we will need, if it not matched by a similar level of technology investment in the developed world, we will both fail to achieve the necessary emissions reductions and risk a serious political backlash, as voters in the United States and Europe realize that they are paying higher prices for energy, consumer goods, and services in order to pay for hundreds of billions of dollars in subsidies to improve energy efficiency and independence of their economic competitors, China and India. Keep in the mind that the only vote that the U.S. Congress has ever held on the Kyoto plan was in 1997, when the Senate voted, 95-0, for a resolution against agreeing to any international approach that did not include comparable restrictions on China and other developing nations. Now imagine the attack ads that opponents of carbon caps might someday run: “Congressman Smith voted to increase your energy bill so he could send your job to China.” The only way Americans and Europeans will embrace such a scenario is if they perceive it to be a win-win arraignment. And for them to perceive it as a win-win, clean -energy investment, both public and private, must bring with it better jobs, economic growth, and new profits to the developed world as well as the developing world. To succeed over the long term, global emissions trading must be understood more as a national economic development agenda than as a regulatory framework to limit carbon emissions. 

Apocalyptic framing only increases fear and causes people to resist changes. 

Nordhaus & Shellenberger 07 (Ted and Michael, Managing Directors of American Environics, A social values research and strategy firm, Break Through: From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics of Possibility, pg. 187, Print) 

In America, the political left and political right have conspired to create a culture and politics of victimization, and all the benefits of resentment and cynicism have accrued to the right. That’s because resentment and apocalypse are weapons that can be used only to advance a politics of resentment and apocalypse. They are the weapons of the reactionary and the conservative — of people who fear and resist the future. Just as environmentalists believe they can create a great ecological politics out of apocalypse, liberals believe they can create a great progressive politics out of resentment; they cannot. Grievance and victimization make us smaller and less generous and can thus serve only reactionaries and conservatives. As liberals and environmentalists lost political power, they abandoned a politics of the strong, aspiring, and fulfilled for a politics of the weak, aggrieved, and resentful. The unique circumstances of the Great Depression — a dramatic, collective, and public fall from prosperity — are not being repeated today, nor are they likely to be repeated anytime soon. Today’s reality of insecure affluence is a very different burden. It is time for us to draw a new fault line through American political life, one that divides those dedicated to a politics of resentment, limits, and victimization from those dedicated to a politics of gratitude, possibility, and overcoming. The challenge for American liberals and environmentalists isn’t to convince the American people that they are poor, insecure, and low status but rather the opposite: to speak to their wealth, security, and high status. It is this posture that motivates our higher aspirations for fulfillment. The way to get insecure Americans to embrace an expansive, generous, and progressive politics is not to tell them they are weak but rather to point out all the ways in which they are strong. 

War

Apocalyptic framing of the environment is used to justify an increase in military expenditures

Deudney, 91 (Daniel Deudney is a Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society at the Center for Ener​gy and Environmental Studies at Princeton Uni​versity, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists; Apr 1991; 47,3; Research Library pg. 23, Google Books) 
Conceptual ferment in language often reflects important changes in political and social norms. New phrases are coined and old terms are appropriated for new purposes. Great changes like the emergence of capitalism, the growth of democracy, and the end of slavery were accompanied by shifting and expanding political language. Such experimentation in the language used to understand and act upon environmental problems is a natural and encouraging development. But not all neologisms and linkages are equally plausible or useful. Traditionally, the concept of national security, as opposed to national interest or well-being, has centered upon organized violence. Obviously, security from violence is a primal human need since loss of life prevents the enjoyment of all other goods. And various resource factors, such as access to fuels and ores, have contributed to state capacities to wage war and achieve security from violence. But before melding these “threats,” it is worth comparing the national pursuit of security from violence to environmental problems and their solutions. War and the preparation for war pose threats to the environment and consume resources that could be used to ameliorate environmental degradation. Defoliation in Vietnam, toxic and radioactive waste from nuclear weapons production, the oil spill in the Persian Gulf, and the possibility of “nuclear winter” are direct environmental problems caused by violence and war. Because of these environmental impacts, the war system imposes costs beyond the intention of destruction and loss of life.’ However, most environmental degradation is not caused by war and preparation for war and there is no guarantee that the world would spend money saved from military expenditures on environmental restoration. Nor is it clear that the world cannot afford environmental restoration without cutting military expenditures. 

Asserting apocalyptic environmental impacts leads to war and military aggression

Deudney, 91 (Daniel Deudney is a Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society at the Center for Ener​gy and Environmental Studies at Princeton Uni​versity, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists; Apr 1991; 47,3; Research Library pg. 28, Google Books) 
The case for asserting that environmental degradation will cause institutional violence is weak, largely because of factors having little to do with environmental matters. Of course, today there are some 169 independent states and environmental problems are diverse; therefore any generalization will surely have important exceptions. Although many analogies for such conflict can be drawn from historical experience, they fail to take into account the ways in which the current international system differs from earlier ones. Because military aggression is prohibitively costly, even large shifts in the relative power of states are less likely to cause war. War is a poor way to resolve many of the conflicts that might arise from environmental degradation. The vitality of the international trading system and complex interdependency in general also militate against violence. The result is a world system with considerable resilience and “rattle room” to weather significant environmental disruption without significant violent conflict. The degradation of the natural environment upon which human well-being depends is a challenge of far-reaching significance for societies everywhere. But this emerging problem has little to do with national security from violence. Not only do the causes and solutions to these two problems have little in common, but the nationalist and militarist mindsets closely associated with national security thinking directly conflict with the core of the environmentalist world view. Harnessing their sentiments for a “war on pollution” is unnecessary, dangerous, and probably self-defeating. The prospects for resource and pollution wars are not great but, ironically, could be increased if the national security mindset becomes as pervasive as some environmentalists hope. The fashionable recourse to national security paradigms to conceptualize the environmental problem represents a profound and disturbing failure of imagination and political awareness. If the nation-state enjoys a more prominent status in world polities than its competence and accomplishments warrant, then it makes little sense to emphasize the links between it and the emerging problem of global habitability.” Nationalist sentiment and the war system have a long established character that are likely to defy any rhetorically conjured redirection toward benign ends. The movement to preserve the habitability of the planet for future generations must directly challenge the tribal power of national ism and the chronic militarization of public discourse. Ecological degradation is not a threat to national security; rather, environmentalism is a threat to national security attitudes and institutions. When environmentalists dress their pro- grains in the blood-soaked garments of the war system, they betray their core values and create confusion about the real tasks at hand. • 
**IMPACTS-CLIMATE SPECIFIC** 
Discredits Science/Fuels Skeptics 
Apocalyptic rhetoric prevents public participation in solving warming and allows skeptics to discredit scientists as alarmists 

Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 152, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
Keller (1999) identifies a tendency to ‘‘read [climate change] data apocalyptically’’ (p. 42). The apocalyptic tone of climate change rhetoric may not only encourage a feeling of despair in the face of impending disaster, but also contributes to skeptics’ ability to discredit climate scientists as alarmists (Leiserowitz, 2007). Yet, environmental advocates like Rachel Carson have successfully relied upon dire predictions of the world’s end to provoke necessary action (Killingsworth & Palmer, 1996). Although apocalyptic discourse often reads as divisive, this rhetorical strategy ultimately may invite widespread attention to environmental issues. While scholars have begun drawing connections, no sustained analysis has been undertaken concerning the structuring effect and possible implications of an apocalyptic frame for global warming. Heeding Moser and Dilling’s (2007) call for ‘‘greater multi- and interdisciplinary research on communication and social change’’ (p. 508), we conducted a critical rhetorical analysis of US elite and popular press coverage of global warming. Our analysis suggests that the hallmarks of apocalyptic rhetoric*a linear temporality emphasizing a catastrophic end-point that is more or less outside the purview of human agency (Brummett, 1991)*permeate selected discourse. We identify two variants of the apocalyptic frame, following O’Leary (1993): a tragic apocalypse, which constitutes global warming as a matter of cosmic Fate; and a comic apocalypse, which suggests that mistaken humans have a capacity to influence (within limits) the end of the global warming narrative. We conclude with specific suggestions for structuring climate change communication to avoid the tragic apocalyptic outcome of moving the public, in Al Gore’s words from An Inconvenient Truth, ‘‘straight from denial to despair.’’ By interrogating the apocalyptic frame, we hope to inspire approaches to communication about global warming that empower the public to overcome barriers to individual and collective agency, enabling them to become advocates for and participants in, global warming mitigation. 
The aff uses apocalyptic rhetoric to politicize warming in a way that discredits the science 

Tierney 9-Columnist for the science section of the New York Times, winner of journalism awards from the American Association for the Advancement of Science, the American Institute of Physics, and the New York Publishers Association [John, The New York Times, “Politics in the Guise of Pure Science,” 2/23/2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/24/science/24tier.html, DKP]
Dr. Pielke, a professor in the environmental studies program at the University of Colorado, is the author of “The Honest Broker,” a book arguing that most scientists are fundamentally mistaken about their role in political debates. As a result, he says, they’re jeopardizing their credibility while impeding solutions to problems like global warming. Most researchers, Dr. Pielke writes, like to think of themselves in one of two roles: as a pure researcher who remains aloof from messy politics, or an impartial arbiter offering expert answers to politicians’ questions. Either way, they believe their research can point the way to correct public policies, and sometimes it does — when the science is clear and people’s values aren’t in conflict. But climate change, like most political issues, isn’t so simple. While most scientists agree that anthropogenic global warming is a threat, they’re not certain about its scale or its timing or its precise consequences (like the condition of California’s water supply in 2090). And while most members of the public want to avoid future harm from climate change, they have conflicting values about which sacrifices are worthwhile today. A scientist can enter the fray by becoming an advocate for certain policies, like limits on carbon emissions or subsidies for wind power. That’s a perfectly legitimate role for scientists, as long as they acknowledge that they’re promoting their own agendas. But too often, Dr. Pielke says, they pose as impartial experts pointing politicians to the only option that makes scientific sense. To bolster their case, they’re prone to exaggerate their expertise (like enumerating the catastrophes that would occur if their policies aren’t adopted), while denigrating their political opponents as “unqualified” or “unscientific.” “Some scientists want to influence policy in a certain direction and still be able to claim to be above politics,” Dr. Pielke says. “So they engage in what I call ‘stealth issue advocacy’ by smuggling political arguments into putative scientific ones.” In Dr. Pielke’s book, one example of this stealthy advocate is the nominee for White House science adviser, Dr. Holdren, a longtime proponent of policies to slow population growth and control energy use. (See Tierney Lab, for more on his background.) He appears in a chapter analyzing the reaction of scientists to “The Skeptical Environmentalist,” a 2001 book arguing that many ecological dangers had been exaggerated. Dr. Holdren called it his “scientific duty” to expose the “complete incompetence” of the book’s author, Bjorn Lomborg, a Danish political scientist. Dr. Holdren was one of the authors of an extraordinary 11-page attack on the book that ran in Scientific American under the headline, “Science defends itself against ‘The Skeptical Environmentalist’ ” — as if “science” spoke with one voice. After reviewing the criticisms, Dr. Pielke concludes that a more accurate headline would have been, “Our political perspective defends itself against the political agenda of ‘The Skeptical Environmentalist.’ ” “Public debates over climate change,” Dr. Pielke says, “often are about seemingly technical questions when they are really about who should have authority in the political debate. The debate over the science thus politicizes the science and distracts from policy.” Dr. Pielke suggests that scientists could do more good if, instead of discrediting rivals’ expertise, they acknowledge political differences and don’t expect them to be resolved by science. Instead of steering politicians to a preferred policy, these honest brokers would use their expertise to expand the array of technically feasible options. 
Apocalyptic rhetoric undermines policymaking and credibility of the environmental movement—when doomsday predictions fail to occur it adds fuel to skeptics 

Cross 2-Hebert D. Kelleher Centennial Professor of Business Law @ University of Texas at Austin Law School, JD @ Harvard [Frank, Case Western University Law Review, “Symposium on Bjorn Lomborg’s the Skeptical Environmentalist: the Native Environmentalist,” Winter, 2002, LexisNexis Law Review, DKP]

It may well be that the contemporary environmental jeremiahs are in fact correct about biodiversity, or global warming, or some future-oriented environmental problem; I lack the scientific training to evaluate their claims with confidence. The vast majority of voters and policymakers share my position of limited expertise. But when the jeremiahs of the past have been wrong about pesticides, wrong about numerous forms of pollution, wrong about food shortages, wrong about oil and mineral shortages, and wrong about overall human health, why should we credit their predictions about future environmental problems? Environmentalists have burned their credibility. One of the most prominent spokesmen on global warming, Stephen Schneider, declared that he saw the need to "offer up scary scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any doubt[]," in order to strike a balance between "being effective and being honest." n83 Thus, advocates must advance the goals of the "green team," even if science must be misrepresented. When Schneider says that Cambridge University Press shouldn't have published The Skeptical Environmentalist, n84 is that because the book is inaccurate or because it is inconvenient for his personal policy ends? Somewhat less explicitly than Schneider, the sponsors of the Club of Rome reversed course shortly after their publication and called for greater economic growth in language suggesting that they had "sponsored and disseminated untruths in an attempt to scare us" into action. n85 This approach is arrogant and patronizing, and anti-democratic, as public intellectual advocates assume that we "unwashed masses" can't be trusted with the truth but must be manipulated into the political policies that the advocates prefer. It enables conservatives to [*490] credibly claim that environmentalists do not defend science but only use it as "a weapon to advance the cause." n86 It is distinctly possible that at least some aspect of environmental threats, such as climate change, are real ones that should command policy attention. The response may have been delayed, if anything, by "this 'cry wolf' track record of prediction of atmospheric events," which meant that it was "not surprising that many meteorologists have deep reservations about taking costly actions on the basis of the predictions." n87 Not only does the exaggeration of the harm of warming make any effort appear futile, n88 the past litany of failed predictions hands a sword to critics of taking any action on climate. n89 Relying on predictions of doom potentially undermines environmental action in other ways as well. The focus on "disasters" may also distort environmental law, policy, and budgets and thereby hamper effective regulation. n90 Posner's cynical theory of the public intellectual suggests that such intellectuals are largely pursuing egoistic interests of fame and money. They may have some measure of concern for the cause they espouse, but they are foremost in it for themselves. While it is impossible to see within the hearts of the doomsayer jeremiahs, their behavior seems consistent with the hypothesis. n91 The criticisms they make of Lomborg, such as his occasional use of non-peer reviewed sources, apply far better to the environmental doomsayers themselves. Yet when the "green team" doomsayers publish their unreliable and unsupported jeremiahs, those who responded to Lomborg are sadly silent. This is the sort of hypocritical or naive ideological double standard that undermines their credibility and potentially undermines the scientifically-based environmental movement. As The Economist notes, "if scientists want their views to be accorded the respect due to science, then they must speak as scientists, not as lobbyists." n92 It may well be [*491] that some of Lomborg's claims are inaccurate or even biased (a sort of anti-litany), but who can we trust to tell us? For decades, environmentalists have projected a series of growing problems and sometimes horrible disasters. Cornucopians have predicted that none of these would occur. The track record over this period is pretty one-sided in favor of the Cornucopians, at least on matters for which there is extensive information. None of the major disasters have come to pass. Most of the measurable environmental problems have declined, and human health and wellbeing has broadly improved. Of course, this improvement has not been universal. But if environmentalists continue to predict doom in every direction and are unwilling to discriminate among potential problems or police their own claims, what can a reasonable person go on but the general historic pattern?

Human Agency (Turns Case) 
Apocalyptic rhetoric moves warming outside the purview of human agency preventing individual action, erases responsibility, and makes solvency impossible 
Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 161-162, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
Framing global warming as an apocalyptic event has several implications. Tragic apocalyptic framing in particular posits the issue of global warming as extra-human, driven by cosmic forces, and, as such, Fated. Oddly, this makes it difficult to hold humans accountable for pumping greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. We are dismayed by tragic discourse that attributes global warming to a simple ‘‘rise in temperatures’’ (Bacon & Watson, 1998, p. 3A), which alleviates humans of responsibility for creating, or at least contributing to, climate change; and decreases the sense of human responsibility for combating global warming. Furthermore, apocalyptic framing diminishes the range of human agency possible in influencing the inevitable march of global warming. As Brummett (1991) explains, believers who have ‘‘lost control over events’’ are ‘‘reassured, not by regaining control, but by knowing that history is nevertheless controlled by an underlying order’’ (p. 37).  Apocalyptic framing limits believers’ agency to acting in accordance with prophetic directives, which typically involves intrapersonal activity (e.g., repentance) in the face of cosmic forces beyond individual control. Rather than encouraging material action or behavioral change, being a true believer resigns the community to inaction. A second implication of the tragic apocalyptic frame is that it invites naysayers to discredit scientists as false prophets and label environmentalists as alarmists. As Gleiberman (2006) notes: ‘‘The right-wing strategy, which has been to paint global warming as a lofty hypothetical*an alarmist scenario pushed by pesky Chicken Littles*is a way of relegating it back to the era of ’60s paranoia’’ (p. 65). Apocalyptic framing serves as fodder for naysayers to continue portraying global warming as ‘‘overblown’’ or arguing ‘‘that it may not exist’’ (Stevens, 1997, p. F1). Ultimately, such a discourse polarizes readers, who are forced to choose sides because they were not given more nuanced options for addressing the issue.
Apocalyptic rhetoric leads to despair, discourages action, and gives fuel to skeptics 
Faust 8-Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill [Christina, All Academic, “Global Warming and Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Critical Frame Analysis of U.S. Popular and Elite Press Coverage from 1997-2007,” November 2008, Pg. 3, http://citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/6/0/1/2/pages260125/p260125-1.php, DKP]
Apocalyptic Framing Since the release of Al Gore’s award-winning documentary, An Inconvenient Truth, the American public has been faced with an increasing amount of discourse on climate change. Leiserowitz (2007) concludes that “Large majorities of Americans believe that global warming is real and consider it a serious problem, yet global warming remains a low priority relative to other national and environmental issues” (p. 44). Indeed, though the United States emits a shockingly disproportionate amount of greenhouse gases, large-scale policy changes or even a precursory conversation about changing the energy economy have been slow in coming. Meanwhile, climate scientists and others concerned about global warming have continued to sound the alarm with increasing urgency (Moser & Dilling, 2004). In her review of the 1999 book, The Heat is On, Catherine Keller (1999) identifies a tendency to “read [climate change] data apocalyptically” (p. 42), which has devastating consequences for motivating the public to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The apocalyptic tone of climate change discourse may not only encourage a feeling of despair in the face of impending disaster, but also contributes to skeptics’ ability to discredit climate scientists as alarmists (Leiserowitz, 2007). Yet, as Killingsworth and Palmer (1996) suggest, environmental advocates like Rachel Carson have relied upon dire predictions of the world’s end to provoke necessary action: “To employ apocalyptic rhetoric is to imply the need for radical change, to mark oneself as an outsider in a progressive culture, to risk alienation, and to urge others out into the open air of political rebellion.” (p. 41). Though apocalyptic language often reads as divisive, this particular strategy ultimately invites widespread attention to environmental issues. Scholars, opinionists and journalists have drawn connections between an apocalypse and climate change as a discourse and urgent environmental issue; but as our literature review reveals, no sustained analysis has been undertaken concerning the prevalence, and possibleimplications, of an apocalyptic frame for global warming. As Keller, Leiserowitz, and Killingsworth and Palmer suggest, the possibility of an apocalyptic frame invites attention to important questions concerning how it is best to shape or present information on global warming to encourage productive public discourse and social change. 
Apocalyptic rhetoric moves warming outside the purview of human agency 

Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 151, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
Through a critical rhetorical analysis of US elite and popular press coverage of global warming, this essay explores the structuring presence and implications of apocalyptic framing. We found that the hallmarks of apocalyptic rhetoric*a linear temporality emphasizing a catastrophic end-point that is more or less outside the purview of human agency*permeate selected discourse. Two variants of the apocalyptic frame impact human agency: tragic apocalypse constitutes global warming as a matter of cosmic Fate; and comic apocalypse suggests that mistaken humans have a capacity to influence (within limits) the global warming narrative’s end. We conclude with suggestions for structuring climate change communication in ways that enable more members of the public to become active advocates for, and participants in, mitigating global warming.
Apocalyptic rhetoric undermines scientific credibility and undermines human agency to act upon it 
Ereaut and Segnit 6-Climate Researchers @ IPPR [Gill, Nat, Institute for Public Policy Research, “Warm Words: How are we telling the climate story and can we tell it better?” August 2006, http://www.ippr.org/images/media/files/publication/2011/05/warm_words_1529.pdf, DKP]
The research found that the climate change discourse in the UK today looks confusing, contradictory and chaotic. For every argument or perspective, whether on the scale of the problem, its nature, seriousness, causation or reversibility, there is a voice declaring its opposite. The conclusion must be that the battle is not won: climate change is not yet an issue that is taken for granted. It seems likely that the overarching message for the lay public is that in fact, nobody really knows. Nevertheless, we may be coming towards the end of this period of disputation and uncertainty. Although the climate change discourse is still very unstable and in flux, some streams emerged through this study as dominant or stable enough to capture. It is possible to identify several distinct linguistic repertoires on climate change in the UK today. Repertoires are systems of language that are routinely used for describing and evaluating actions, events and people. They offer different ways of thinking and talking and act as different versions of what can be considered ‘common sense’. They are important because they are resources that people can draw on as they try to make sense of an issue and what it means for them. There are three groups of climate change repertoires in the UK. There is an ‘alarmist’ repertoire, which is fundamentally pessimistic and is in a category of its own, as well as two groups of ‘optimistic’ repertoires – one that includes repertoires that assume ‘it’ll be alright’ and a more pragmatic set of repertoires that assume ‘it’ll be alright as long as we do something’. Alarmism Climate change is most commonly constructed through the alarmist repertoire – as awesome, terrible, immense and beyond human control. This repertoire is seen everywhere and is used or drawn on from across the ideological spectrum, in broadsheets and tabloids, in popular magazines and in campaign literature from government initiatives and environmental groups. It is typified by an inflated or extreme lexicon, incorporating an urgent tone and cinematic codes. It employs a quasi-religious register of death and doom, and it uses language of acceleration and irreversibility. The difficulty with it is that the scale of the problem as it is shown excludes the possibility of real action or agency by the reader or viewer. It contains an implicit counsel of despair – ‘the problem is just too big for us to take on’. Its sensationalism and connection with the unreality of Hollywood films also distances people from the issue. In this awesome form, alarmism might even become secretly thrilling – effectively a form of ‘climate porn’. It also positions climate change as yet another apocalyptic construction that is perhaps a figment of our cultural imaginations, further undermining its ability to help bring about action.
Apocalyptic rhetoric makes the warming debate divisive and results in a loss of the human agency necessary to combat it 

Faust 8-Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill [Christina, All Academic, “Global Warming and Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Critical Frame Analysis of U.S. Popular and Elite Press Coverage from 1997-2007,” November 2008, pg. 4-5, http://citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/6/0/1/2/pages260125/p260125-1.php, DKP]

Suzanne Moser and Lisa Dilling (2007), scientists at the National Center for Atmospheric Research, conclude that to inspire a movement to combat global warming, we need “greater multi- and interdisciplinary research on communication and social change” (p. 508). Heeding the call, we consider the following questions guide when approaching communication and climate change: Does apocalyptic rhetoric structure coverage of global warming in the United States’ elite and popular press? In what ways does the United States’ elite and popular press implicitly and explicitly position global warming within the apocalyptic frame? What are the implications of framing global warming apocalyptically? Through a qualitative-critical analysis of US elite and popular press coverage of global warming, we argue that the apocalyptic frame structures much of the discourse, and may be responsible for moving the American public, as Al Gore stated in An Inconvenient Truth, “straight from denial to despair.” By interrogating the apocalyptic frame, we hope to inspire better ways to structure communication about global warming, lessening barriers to individual and collective agency. Media Coverage of Global Warming: Situating the Apocalyptic Frame Interrogating journalistic practices and portrayals of climate change is important, for a substantial portion of the general public’s knowledge about science comes from media sources (Antilla, 2005; Corbett & Durfee, 2004). Furthermore, the “prestige-press coverage of global warming is not just a collection of news articles; it is a social relationship between people that is mediated by [the] news” (Boykoff & Boykoff, 2004, p. 126). So long as there continues to be a division between popular and scientific discourses on global warming, it will be difficult to build a collective will for curbing greenhouse gas emissions.
Prevents Solvency/Turns Case 
Apocalyptic rhetoric makes warming seem impossible to stop—destroys any chance at global or political response 

Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 154-155, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
Apocalyptic rhetoric typically takes shape in narrative form, emphasizing a catastrophic telos (end-point) somewhere in the future (Brummett, 1991). A cosmic or natural force drives the linear temporality in apocalyptic rhetoric, such that ‘‘certain events and experiences are inevitable, unalterable, and determined by external forces beyond human control’’ (Wojcik, 1996, p. 298). The narrative in apocalyptic discourse typically posits a tragic ending*‘‘a date or temporal horizon beyond which human choice is superfluous, a final Judgment that forecloses all individual judgments’’ (O’Leary, 1993, p. 409). Apocalyptic rhetoric prophesies (directly or implicitly) a new world order, often accompanied by spectacular, (melo)dramatic, or fantastical images of the destruction of the current order (Brummett, 1984). Common apocalyptic discourses suggest that the social order is beyond repair. Given the ‘‘unrecuperably evil world’’ and ‘‘bankrupt society on the verge of imminent’’ collapse*as well as the cosmic force driving apocalyptic events*there is seemingly no reason to attempt social change once an issue is framed apocalyptically (Wojcik, 1996, p. 312). Like God’s wrath or nuclear war, the apocalyptic scenario is so much greater than humanity (let alone individual human efforts), that there seems little hope for intervention. However, some scholars argue that apocalyptic discourse is inherently ambivalent, offering the possibility to inspire human agency even within a ruinous scenario (O’Leary, 1993). Fatalistic and optimistic views co-exist in some environmentalists’ conceptions of apocalypse: Disaster . . . represents a desecration of a sacred world, and it is to be resisted with all of one’s passion. It is simultaneously, almost certainly, the only conceivable path back to a paradise where humans live in harmony within the sacred, natural order, and thus, in the final moment, it may need to be embraced. (Taylor, 1999, p. 382) We believe that the variations in apocalyptic discourses are not only ‘‘in the eye of the beholder,’’ but are also identifiable as rhetorical differences in texts themselves. Thus, following O’Leary (1993), we identify two main variations of the apocalyptic frame: a tragic apocalypse, characterized by ‘‘resignation’’ (Burke, 1984, p. 37) to a foretold ending; and a comic apocalypse, discernible through its more forgiving outlook on humanity ‘‘not as vicious, but mistaken’’ (Burke, 1984, p. 41). The two frames are distinguishable through their construction of agency, temporality, and telos. Comic variations posit that ‘‘time is open-ended, allowing for the possibility of change, while the tragic conception of Fate promotes a view of time and human action as closed’’ (O’Leary, 1993, p. 392). Viewing apocalypse tragically suggests that human agency is limited to ‘‘following the divine will and behaving in ways decreed by God’’ (Wojcik, 1996, p. 314), toward a catastrophic telos which is clear and unstoppable. Taking a comic perspective, humans are responsible for a course of actions, giving them some play in influencing their fate (while not totally changing the disastrous outcome foretold, an outcome which is more ambiguous than the tragic telos). 154 C. R. Foust and W. O. Murphy Downloaded by [67.194.212.186] at 11:35 26 June 2012 Though apocalyptic rhetoric is associated with religious fundamentalism, scientists, environmentalists, and journalists structure their discourse on climate change through tragic and comic variants. At times, their framing embraces a limited spirit of optimism concerning humanity’s potential to influence the crisis; and at other times, their framing accepts climate catastrophe as Fated. Comic and tragic apocalyptic framing has important consequences for amassing a political will to mitigate global warming. While pre-millennial prophets empower audiences by encouraging them to see their worldviews as correct (Brummett, 1991), they offer no recourse for audiences to act upon the changes occurring around them (save for personal actions, such as repentance or agreeing with the prophet’s forecast). Comic features may be better suited to building the broad coalition necessary to curb global warming.

Apocalyptic framing of climate change denies the power of small-scale politics that could actually change consumption patterns.  Thinking in terms of expert macro-management fails again and again.  
Swyngedouw 10-Professor of Geography @ the University of Manchester in the School of Environment and Development, PhD entitled “The production of new spaces of production” @ Hopkins University [Erik, Theory, Culture & Society, “Apocalypse Forever? Post-Political Populism and the Spectre of Climate Change,” 5/24/2010, Sage Journals, DKP]

The Desire for the Apocalypse and the Fetishization of CO2 It is easier to imagine the end of the world than to imagine the end of capitalism. (Jameson, 2003: 73) We shall start from the attractions of the apocalyptic imaginaries that infuse the climate change debate and through which much of the public concern with the climate change argument is sustained. The distinct millennialist discourse around the climate has co-produced a widespread consensus that the earth and many of its component parts are in an ecological bind that may short-circuit human and non-human life in the not too distant future if urgent and immediate action to retroﬁt nature to a more benign equilibrium is postponed for much longer. Irrespective of the particular views of Nature held by different individuals and social groups, consensus has emerged over the seriousness of the environmental condition and the precariousness of our socio-ecological balance (Swyngedouw, forthcoming). BP has rebranded itself as ‘Beyond Petroleum’ to certify its environmental credentials, Shell plays a more eco-sensitive tune, eco-activists of various political or ideological stripes and colours engage in direct action in the name of saving the planet, New Age post-materialists join the chorus that laments the irreversible decline of ecological amenities, eminent scientists enter the public domain to warn of pending ecological catastrophe, politicians try to outmanoeuvre each other in brandishing the ecological banner, and a wide range of policy initiatives and practices, performed under the motif of ‘sustainability’, are discussed, conceived and implemented at all geographical scales. Al Gore’s evangelical ﬁlm An Inconvenient Truth won him the Nobel Peace price, surely one of the most telling illustrations of how eco logical matters are elevated to the terrain of a global humanitarian cause (see also Giddens, 2009). While there is certainly no agreement on what exactly Nature is and how to relate to it, there is a virtually unchallenged consensus over the need to be more ‘environmentally’ sustainable if disaster is to be avoided; a climatic sustainability that centres around stabilizing the CO2 content in the atmosphere (Boykoff et al., forthcoming). This consensual framing is itself sustained by a particular scientiﬁc discourse. 1 The complex translation and articulation between what Bruno Latour (2004) would call matters of fact versus matters of concern has been thoroughly short-circuited. The changing atmospheric composition, marked by increasing levels of CO2 and other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, is largely caused by anthropogenic activity, primarily (although not exclusively) as a result of the burning of fossilized or captured CO2 (in the form of oil, gas, coal, wood) and the disappearance of CO2 sinks and their associated capture processes (through deforestation for example). These undisputed matters of fact are, without proper political intermediation, translated into matters of concern. The latter, of course, are eminently political in nature. Yet, in the climate change debate, the political nature of matters of concern is disavowed to the extent that the facts in themselves are elevated, through a short-circuiting procedure, on to the terrain of the political, where climate change is framed as a global humanitarian cause. The matters of concern are thereby relegated to a terrain beyond dispute, to one that does not permit dissensus or disagreement. Scientiﬁc expertise becomes the foundation and guarantee for properly constituted politics/ policies. In this consensual setting, environmental problems are generally staged as universally threatening to the survival of humankind, announcing the premature termination of civilization as we know it and sustained by what Mike Davis (1999) aptly called ‘ecologies of fear’. The discursive matrix through which the contemporary meaning of the environmental condition is woven is one quilted systematically by the continuous invocation of fear and danger, the spectre of ecological annihilation or at least seriously distressed socio-ecological conditions for many people in the near future. ‘Fear’ is indeed the crucial node through which much of the current environmental narrative is woven, and continues to feed the concern with ‘sustainability’. This cultivation of ‘ecologies of fear’, in turn, is sustained in part by a particular set of phantasmagorical imaginaries (Katz, 1995). The apocalyptic imaginary of a world without water, or at least with endemic water shortages, ravaged by hurricanes whose intensity is ampliﬁed by climate change; pictures of scorched land as global warming shifts the geopluvial regime and the spatial variability of droughts and ﬂoods; icebergs that disintegrate around the poles as ice melts into the sea, causing the sea level to rise; alarming reductions in biodiversity as species disappear or are threatened by extinction; post-apocalyptic images of waste lands reminiscent of the silent ecologies of the region around Chernobyl; the threat of peak-oil that, without proper management and technologically innovative foresight, would return society to a Stone Age existence; the devastation of wildﬁres, tsunamis, diseases like SARS, avian ﬂu, Ebola or HIV, all these imaginaries of a Nature out of synch, destabilized, threatening and out of control are paralleled by equally disturbing images of a society that continues piling up waste, pumping CO2 into the atmosphere, deforesting the earth, etc. This is a process that Neil Smith appropriately refers to as ‘nature-washing’ (2008: 245). In sum, our ecological predicament is sutured by millennial fears, sustained by an apocalyptic rhetoric and representational tactics, and by a series of performative gestures signalling an overwhelming, mind-boggling danger, one that threatens to undermine the very coordinates of our everyday lives and routines, and may shake up the foundations of all we took and take for granted. Table 1 exempliﬁes some of the imaginaries that are continuously invoked. Of course, apocalyptic imaginaries have been around for a long time as an integral part of Western thought, ﬁrst of Christianity and later emerging as the underbelly of fast-forwarding technological modernization and its associated doomsday thinkers. However, present-day millennialism preaches an apocalypse without the promise of redemption. Saint John’s biblical apocalypse, for example, found its redemption in God’s inﬁnite love. The proliferation of modern apocalyptic imaginaries also held up the promise of redemption: the horsemen of the apocalypse, whether riding under the name of the proletariat, technology or capitalism, could be tamed with appropriate political and social revolutions. As Martin Jay argued, while traditional apocalyptic versions still held out the hope for redemption, for a ‘second coming’, for the promise of a ‘new dawn’, environmental apocalyptic imaginaries are ‘leaving behind any hope of rebirth or renewal . . . in favour of an unquenchable fascination with being on the verge of an end that never comes’ (1994: 33). The emergence of newforms of millennialism around the environmental nexus is of a particular kind that promises neither redemption nor realization. As Klaus Scherpe (1987) insists, this is not simply apocalypse now, but apocalypse forever. It is a vision that does not suggest, preﬁgure or expect the necessity of an event that will alter history. Derrida (referring to the nuclear threat in the 1980s) sums this up most succinctly: . . . here, precisely, is announced – as promise or as threat – an apocalypse without apocalypse, an apocalypse without vision, without truth, without revelation . . . without message and without destination, without sender and without decidable addressee . . . an apocalypse beyond good and evil. (1992: 66) The environmentally apocalyptic future, forever postponed, neither promises redemption nor does it possess a name; it is pure negativity. The attractions of such an apocalyptic imaginary are related to a series of characteristics. In contrast to standard left arguments about the apocalyptic dynamics of unbridled capitalism (Mike Davis is a great exemplar of this; see Davis, 1999, 2002), I would argue that sustaining and nurturing apocalyptic imaginaries is an integral and vital part of the new cultural politics of capitalism (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2007) for which the management of fear is a central leitmotif (Badiou, 2007). At the symbolic level, apocalyptic imaginaries are extraordinarily powerful in disavowing or displacing social conﬂict and antagonisms. As such, apocalyptic imaginations are decidedly populist and foreclose a proper political framing. Or, in other words, the presentation of climate change as a global humanitarian cause produces a thoroughly depoliticized imaginary, one that does not revolve around choosing one trajectory rather than another, one that is not articulated with speciﬁc political programs or socio-ecological project or revolutions. It is this sort of mobilization without political issue that led Alain Badiou to state that ‘ecology is the new opium for the masses’, whereby the nurturing of the promise of a more benign retroﬁtted climate exhausts the horizon of our aspirations and imaginations (Badiou, 2008; Žižek, 2008). We have to make sure that radical techno-managerial and socio-cultural transformations, organized within the horizons of a capitalist order that is beyond dispute, are initiated that retroﬁt the climate (Swyngedouw, forthcoming). In other words, we have to change radically, but within the contours of the existing state of the situation – ‘the partition of the sensible’ in Rancière’s (1998) words, so that nothing really has to change.
Dire predictions of climate change takes out and turns the case – it distracts the public from the most effective responses to climate change and increases the risk of conflict.

Brown 07 (Oli, Program Manager and Policy Researcher in Trade and Investment and Security at the International Institute for Sustainable Development, et al., with Anne Hammill, Project Manager and Researcher for the Climate Change & Energy and Environment & Security Programmes at the International Institute for Sustainable Development, and Robert Mcleman, Assistant Professor of Geography at the University of Ottawa, 2007 (“Climate Change As The ‘New’ Security Threat: Implications For Africa,”International Affairs, Volume 83, Issue 6, http://www.iisd.org/pdf/2007/climate_security_threat_africa.pdf)

Ultimately, the extent to which climate change triggers ‘a succession of new wars’ in Africa, as the 2007 UNEP report glumly predicted,55 depends more on governance and governments than on the strength of the climate ‘signal’ itself. This being so, using projections of climate change in isolation from other factors is probably a poor way to predict future conflict. Meanwhile, the way in which the climate change debate is becoming a debate about security (and in so doing displacing focus on its developmental or environmental consequences) presents both risks and opportunities. First, the more dire predictions border on scaremongering and risk spreading ‘climate change fatigue’—a sense of hopelessness and resignation in the face of an unbeatable challenge—among the wider public. Climate change campaigning has a tendency to gravitate towards worst-case scenarios for political shock value. It is these headlines that get picked up by the media. Too often, it seems that campaigners (and the media) are presenting climate change as an imponderable force, a fifth horseman of the apocalypse that will inevitably usher in conflict regardless of the specific context or the international community’s response. But the future is not set in stone; communities are capable of adaptation, given the will, the leadership and the resources to do so. Second, dire predictions about coming environmental wars imply that climate change requires military solutions, to secure by force one’s own resources or erect solid barriers to large-scale distress migration. But focusing on military responses both raises the stakes and diverts attention from the more cost-eff ective alternative of adaptation. Third, the ‘high politics’ of security may draw attention away from existing development problems that pose more immediate threats to vulnerable societies: extreme poverty, access to education, HIV/AIDS and so on. While these development problems will probably be exacerbated by climate change impacts, and should therefore not be considered in isolation from climate change, overemphasis on the security aspect may result in a shifting of priorities and resources that could ultimately exacerbate vulnerabilities. Ultimately, the international community needs to ensure that this is not a purely northern-driven agenda and that it does not become perceived as another way for northern interests to interfere in southern affairs.
Public Action 
Hyperbolic climate rhetoric incites resistance and denial -- studies prove that "worst case scenario" rhetoric immobilizes responses to warming 

Feinberg and Willer 11 - Psychology Dept and Sociology Dept, UC Berkeley (Matthew and Robb, "Apocalypse Soon? Dire Messages Reduce Belief in Global Warming by Contradicting Just-World Beliefs", Psychological Science January 2011 vol. 22 no. 1 34-38)//KL


Although scientific evidence attests to the existence and severity of global warming, high rates of people in the U.S. and elsewhere increasingly see global warming as non-existent, exaggerated, or unrelated to human activities (BBC 2010; Gallup, 2009, 2010; Pew Research Poll, 2009). Because scientists agree that large-scale action will be necessary to counteract the effects of global warming, environmental advocates often engage in public appeals designed to increase rates of pro-environmental behaviors and promote support for initiatives aimed at counteracting climate change. These appeals often emphasize the severity of potential consequences, relying on messages that highlight the dire risks associated with unchecked global warming (Kerr, 2007). But what if these appeals are in fact counter-productive? We contend that one cause of global warming skepticism may be that such dire messages threaten individuals’ need to believe that the world is just, orderly, and stable, a motive that is widely held and deeply ingrained in many people (Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Miller, 1978). Research shows that many individuals have a strong need to perceive the world as just – believing that future rewards await those who judiciously strive for them, and punishments are meted out to those who deserve them (Dalbert, 2001; Furnham, 2003). Research on Just World Theory has demonstrated that when individuals’ need to believe in a just world is threatened, they commonly employ defensive responses, such as dismissing or rationalizing the information that threatened their just world beliefs (for reviews, see Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Bégue, 2005). Information regarding the potentially severe and arbitrary effects of global warming should constitute a significant threat to belief in a just world, and discrediting or denying global warming’s existence could serve as a means of resolving the resulting threat. Many dire messages aimed at stopping global warming make salient the impending chaos and unpredictable catastrophe that global warming will bring with it. Moreover, these messages often emphasize the harm that will be done to children and future generations who have done nothing themselves to cause global warming. Such messages contradict the belief that the world is predictable and fair by suggesting that good people will be punished, and that the innocent will be the greatest victims. Because these messages contradict just world beliefs, those who most strongly hold such beliefs should be the most threatened. When such people are exposed to dire messages they are thus likely to discount evidence for global warming. By increasing skepticism about global warming, these dire messages should, in turn, also reduce people’s willingness to engage in behaviors aimed at combating global warming. We conducted two experiments testing these claims. In the first, we measured individuals’ tendencies to hold just world beliefs, varied the type of global warming message they were exposed to, and then measured their levels of skepticism regarding global warming. In the second study, we investigated the role of just world beliefs more directly, manipulating the salience of these beliefs before exposing participants to a dire global warming message. We then measured both levels of skepticism and participants’ willingness to curb their daily carbon emissions.

Apocalyptic rhetoric creates a discourse of despair which discredits the conversation a desensitizes the public 

Mason 7-National Affairs Columnist @ The Globe and Mail, two-time winner of National Newspaper Awards, six-time winner of Jack Webster Awards [Gary, The Globe and Mail, “Climate change discourse has ring of boy-cried-wolf,” 3/12/2007, LexisNexis, DKP]
At a recent dinner party, the conversation turned to climate change. And then to despair. It seems the recent spate of stories warning of famine and heat waves and violent storms that will kill millions have begun to take their toll. And the reaction they're causing is not all good. The dire warnings by climate-change scientists are meant to wake the world up to the potential impacts of global warming. But the unrelenting pace of their grim prophecies has some people crying - Enough! When the UN climate panel that released its report this month predicted that greenhouse gases would cause desertification, droughts and rising seas that would kill hundreds of thousands, you could almost hear the reaction: "Yes, we know. If we don't die from starvation or by getting swallowed up in a tsunami, we stand a good chance of frying to a crisp." The apocalyptic reports have become as predictable as the February rain here. There is a sameness, a nothing-new feel about the stories on global warming these days. They are all accompanied by a familiar, semi-shrill, semi-hysterical tone. The litany of catastrophic consequences that will be unleashed on the planet is repeated again and again and again. People have begun to stop listening. Few argue any more that climate change is not real and that nothing needs to be done to reverse the impacts of global warming. We know what's going to happen if we ignore the warning signs. But screaming: "We're all going to die," day after day after day is doing us no good. The voices of doom have begun to drown out the thoughtful, rational discussion that needs to take place around solutions. We need to consider how we're going to get out of this mess while not plunging the world into economic chaos at the same time. It doesn't help when so-called experts are yelling "the sky is falling" every day. "I think the whole climate-change discussion is getting pretty embarrassing, quite honestly," says Michael Howard, professor of anthropology at Simon Fraser University. "Some of it is just over the top. It has a ring of boy-who-cried-wolf about it, and I think there's a real fear it may discredit the whole conversation." Prof. Howard, who has edited a book on Asia's environmental crisis, believes ideologues with a political agenda have hijacked the climate-change debate. I'm not sure about that. But there are certainly scientists who have dwelled in obscurity the past couple of decades now enjoying the attention and notoriety their field of interest is experiencing. And they don't want to leave the stage. Dale Marshall, climate-change policy analyst with the David Suzuki Foundation, is concerned the public is becoming desensitized to the dangers of global warming because of all the overheated rhetoric. He worries people will go from denial to utter hopelessness. "There are some who are guilty of talking in such huge, apocalyptic terms, people start feeling like there's nothing they can do," he said in a phone interview from Ottawa. "And, quite frankly, I'd put Al Gore in that category. There's no question he's done a lot to raise awareness of the issue, but I've seen both his movie and his presentation and it's overwhelming, especially for people who don't know a lot about the issue." Mr. Marshall said that at the end of one of Mr. Gore's presentations, he thought there were some in the audience who were going to "slit their throats." "People hear a disconnect between the apocalyptic vision that some are predicting while at the same time being told that they can help by changing the kind of light bulbs they use," Mr. Marshall said. "It's like: 'Don't tell me I can change a light bulb and fix climate change because that just doesn't make sense.' " The impact we, as individuals, can have is a whole other discussion. And one we should be having. It makes more sense than retreating into some hole, waiting for the world to end. Climate change is real, we know that. But it's a problem we can do something about. It will involve more than changing the type of light bulbs we use, but it's not insurmountable. And that's what we need to focus on now. Fear mongering is just getting in the way of licking this thing.
Apocalyptic rhetoric is a form of disaster porn that disempowers meaningful public action 

Black 6-Environmental Correspondent @ BBC News [Richard, BBC News, “Media attacked for ‘climate porn,’” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/5236482.stm, DKP]
Apocalyptic visions of climate change used by newspapers, environmental groups and the UK government amount to "climate porn", a think-tank says. The report from the Labour-leaning Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) says over-use of alarming images is a "counsel of despair". It says they make people feel helpless and says the use of cataclysmic imagery is partly commercially motivated. However, newspapers have defended their coverage of a "crucial issue". The IPPR report also criticises the reporting of individual climate-friendly acts as "mundane, domestic and uncompelling". "The climate change discourse in the UK today looks confusing, contradictory and chaotic," says the report, entitled Warm Words. "It seems likely that the overarching message for the lay public is that in fact, nobody really knows." Alarm and rhetoric IPPR's head of climate change Simon Retallack, who commissioned the report from communication specialists Gill Ereaut and Nat Segnit, said: "We were conscious of the fact that the amount of climate change coverage has increased significantly over the last few years, but there had been no analysis of what the coverage amounted to and what impact it might be having." They analysed 600 newspaper and magazine articles, as well as broadcast news and adverts. Coverage breaks down, they concluded, into several distinct areas, including: Alarmism, characterised by images and words of catastrophe Settlerdom, in which "common sense" is used to argue against the scientific consensus Rhetorical scepticism, which argues the science is bad and the dangers hyped Techno-optimism, the argument that technology can solve the problem Publications said often to take a "sceptical" line included the Daily Mail and Sunday Telegraph. Into the "alarmist" camp the authors put articles published in newspapers such as the Independent, Financial Times and Sunday Times, as well as statements from environmental groups, academics including James Lovelock and Lord May, and some government programmes. "It is appropriate to call [what some of these groups publish] 'climate porn', because on some level it is like a disaster movie," Mr Retallack told the BBC News website. "The public become disempowered because it's too big for them; and when it sounds like science fiction, there is an element of the unreal there." 
The scare tactics of apocalyptic framing of climate change does not motivate solutions to climate change – empirical evidence proves

Nordhaus & Shellenberger 07 (Ted and Michael, Managing Directors of American Environics, A social values research and strategy firm, Break Through: From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics of Possibility, pg. 113-114, Print) 

Gore’s movie was released on May 24, ,oo6, and generated more media coverage about global warming than the issue had ever received before, including cover article-c in Vanity Fair, Time, and Wired, as well as extensive newspaper. television, radio, and movie reviews. Virtually every media outlet in the country, including Fox News, communicated Gore’s terrifying truth about global warming. The Pew Research Center for the People and the Press conducted a telephone survey of 1,501 adults between June 14 and June 19, 2006, a period timed to coincide with the high point of the media’s interest in Gore’s movie. One of the central findings of the survey was that attitudes around global warming are highly partisan — a problem that Gore, who was widely reported to be considering another run at the White House, had likely exacerbated. Pew found that Democrats are more likely to believe the earth is warming than Republicans are (81 to 58 percent) and more likely to name humans as the cause of it (54 to 24 percent). Those are dramatic differences even at a time of great partisan polarization but by far the biggest finding was that the movie had done virtually nothing to increase the saliency of global warming among the public. Pew researchers noted that “out of a list of 19 issues, Republicans rank global warming 19th and Democrats and Independents rank it 13th. While 41% say global warming is a very serious problem, 33% see it as somewhat serious and roughly a quarter (24%) think it is either not too serious or not a problem at all. Consequently, the issue ranks as a relatively low public priority well behind education, the economy, and the war in Iraq. By January 2007, global warming’s relative importance actually declined to 21st out of 21 issues for Republicans, 17th out of 21 issues for Democrats, and 19th out of 21 issues for independents. The goal of An Inconvenient Truth was to establish an over whelming consensus for action based on dispassionate reasoning. “Today, as the CO2, crisis unites us’ Gore explained “we must re member the lesson of the CFC battle: that cool heads can prevail and alter the course of environmental change for the better.” But the movie was fear-laden, not dispassionate and rather than uniting us, the environmentalist approach to the climate crisis has divided us, which is why Pew researchers titled their report “Partisanship Drives Opinion: Little Consensus on Global Warming” Gore himself was careful to blame Republicans for his failure to win action on global warming during his eight years as one of the most powerful men in the world. “During the Clinton-Gore years we accomplished a lot in terms of environmental issues,” he insists, “even though with the hostile Republican Congress, we fell short of all that was needed.”” But in the end, the problem was neither that global warming’s most visible messenger was a prominent Democrat possibly eyeing the presidency nor that Gore had blamed Republicans for inaction, but rather that the vice president and the rest of the environmental community had for more than twenty years insisted that global warming was essentially a problem of pollution to be fixed by a politics of limits. 

Value to Life 
Apocalyptic climate change discourse objectifies human life

De Goede and Randalls 09 - ( Marieke de Goede Department of European Studies, University of Amsterdam, Spuistraat 134, 1012 VB Amsterdam, The Netherlands; e-mail: m.degoede@uva.nl Samuel Randalls Department of Geography, University College London, Gower Street, London WC1E 6BT, England; e-mail: s.randalls@ucl.ac.uk Received 19 February 2009; in revised form 27 March 2009, Precaution, preemption: arts and technologies of the actionable Future, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 2009, volume 27, pages 859 – 878)//KL

Threats do not exist prior to practices of articulation and identity (Campbell, 1992). It is through modes of representation and imagination that threats are brought into being, and are perceived as endangering particular communities and as demanding particular forms of social action, from insurance to warfare. As Campbell (1992, page 3) puts it, the process of articulation of dangers, "objectifies events, disciplines relations, and sequesters an ideal of the identity of the people said to be at risk''. We argue here that climate change and terrorist annihilation are among the most powerful threats today, not because they are necessarily `objectively' the most dangerous but because they have acquired a substantial ability to effect political action and commercial innovation. (1) Clearly, there is competition between these visions of annihilation, and terrorism policies have arguably achieved more traction and action in the face of uncertainty than have climate change policies. But what makes these two particular threats stand out in the historically durable articulation of danger in terms of the ``alien, subversive, dirty or sick'' (page 2) is their triple characterization as catastrophic, uncertain, and dispersed (Aradau and van Munster, 2007, page 103)....One important component of the `way of life' to be defended is citizens' ability to shop, spend, and invest (Le Billion 2006). As Amoore (2008, page 113) points out, the framing of a ``singular and unified/unifying'' way of life supposedly under threat is productive of registers of normality and suspicion that are placed beyond politics (emphasis added). Indeed, this is precisely Swyngedouw's (2007) point when he argues that imagined environmental apocalypse presumes an ecological equilibrium that is placed beyond debate. For, at stake in the war on climate change is also a way of life. This universalist statement is eminently visible in Gore's film and book An Inconvenient Truth (2006, page 24) in which he claims that ``We are witnessing an unprecedented and massive collision between our civilization and the Earth.'' Only climate stability from controlling global carbon stocks across the world will preserve `our way of life'. In contrast to the new terrorism discourse, however, climate change discourses have been present for much of history, but they have taken on particularly apocalyptic tones in the 20th and 21st centuries, with a millennarian disquiet about possibilities of global cooling or warming (Boia, 2005; Ross, 1991)öa discussion through which the military is frequently invoked or implied (Fleming, 2007). This can be traced through fears of a new ice age in the 1960s and 1970s (eg Calder, 1974), the debate surrounding nuclear winter in the 1980s (eg Schneider, 1988; Schneider and Thompson, 1988), and the rise of a global infrastructure of meteorological data systems designed to detect and act in relation to early warnings (Edwards, 2001; 2006). (2) Climate change became feared as the uncertain force that would exacerbate other environmental issues and political tensions. Indeed, action in one arena is held to have consequences in the other, not least in the ideas that a move away from fossil fuels will stop money going to Jihadists and/or increase production of nuclear power [the biopolitics of the sports utility vehicle is interesting in this regard (see Campbell, 2005; Furedi, 2007)]. 

**FRAMEWORK **
Reps First—Environment 

Discourse about environmental laws deeply shape how those policies will be carried out. 

Doremus, 2000-The Rhetoric and Reality of Nature Protection: Toward a New Discourse  NAME: Holly Doremus *  BIO: Professor of Law, University of California at Davis. J.D., 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11, *  Washington & Lee Law Review  Winter, 2000 
VI. Conclusion  The stories we tell to explain and justify our view of the relationship of humanity with nature are important determinants of the policies we adopt and the attitudes we develop. To date we have relied on three primary discourses to explain why and how the law should protect nature. These discourses are all valid. Nature is an important material resource for human use, a unique esthetic resource for human enjoyment, and most people agree that we have some kind of ethical obligation to protect nature.  While the discourses themselves are both valid and inevitable, the forms in which they have been brought to the political debate limit our ability to respond to, and even our ability to fully perceive, the problem of nature protection. The ecological horror story encourages us to view nature solely as a bundle of resources for human consumption or convenience, to rely on cost-benefit accounting in making decisions about what parts of nature we should protect, and to ignore the loss of nature short of catastrophic ecological collapse. The wilderness story teaches us that nature is defined by our absence, and encourages us to establish a limited number of highly protected reserves. The story of Noah's ark allows us to believe we are facing a short-term crisis, resolvable through straightforward temporary measures.  None of these stories addresses the crux of the modern nature problem, which is where people fit into nature. In order to address the boundary conflicts, distributional issues, and conflicts between discourses that currently plague our efforts to protect nature, we must find ways to address those issues in our political conversation. We already have a substantial number of building blocks that could contribute to a new discourse about people and nature. Constructing such a discourse should be a high priority in the new millennium for those who hope nature will survive into the next one.

Reps First—Warming Specific 
Questioning our representations of climate is critical to avoiding the impacts they depict -- the alt solves best

De Goede and Randalls 09 - ( Marieke de Goede Department of European Studies, University of Amsterdam, Spuistraat 134, 1012 VB Amsterdam, The Netherlands; e-mail: m.degoede@uva.nl Samuel Randalls Department of Geography, University College London, Gower Street, London WC1E 6BT, England; e-mail: s.randalls@ucl.ac.uk Received 19 February 2009; in revised form 27 March 2009, Precaution, preemption: arts and technologies of the actionable Future, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 2009, volume 27, pages 859 – 878)//KL

In this paper we do not wish to answer questions about whether climate change and terrorism are `really' the biggest threats today. Rather, we have asked how these threats are made real, how they are imagined, and what combination of uncanny and fantasy is prescribed to make them targets of contemporary global governing. In analyzing climate change and terrorism debates in this way, through focusing on the connected discourses associated with precaution and preemption, and the knowledge systems legitimated in their service, we suggest that at the heart of these systems are politics that depoliticize debate, that delegitimate certain kinds of questions, and that have the potential to bring about the worst realities they seek to avoid. Deconstructing the notions of precaution and preemption is not simply about critiquing contemporary policies on climate change and terrorism, but, rather, about opening up new spaces to critical political imaginaries and debates. It is imperative to go beyond debates that have apocalyptic but banal futures, to engage in the frequently absent politics of how to live in the world. We argue that these larger political questions do need to be raised with regard to security preemption, but also with regard to precautionary environmental politics. In fact, it may be argued that a poverty of political imagination pervades the precautionary principle. This poverty of imagination turns apocalypse into banality, but fails to foster the enchantment that, according to Bennett, may be required for ethical engagement with the world. As Bennett (2001, page 91) argues with respect to environmental discourse, ``a strange equivalence gets set up between environmentalist conviction and narrativistic despair: the more alarmed an author is about ecodecline, the more thoroughly nature is depicted as a disenchanted set of defeated and exhausted objects. How could such sickly objects inspire the kind of careful attentiveness that ecological living requires?'' In order for tragedy and disaster to translate into meaningful political action, Bennett (pages 159 ^ 160) argues, an enchanted attachment to life has to be cultivated that is all too often evacuated from media sensationalism. Concomitantly, we reject easy distinctions between `good' environmental precaution and `bad' security preemption, and encourage a thorough reflection on the way in which the two concepts are mutually implicated and historically connected even if, clearly, the political potential of either concept may depend on the context of its deployment. Whilst it may seem desirable, in some respects, to look for ways in which we can talk about precautionary political imaginaries that open up new spaces in which preemption could never succeed, it is too easy to search for the real precautionary approach. This would imply that such an approach was possible (calculable) and that this would be inherently desirable. If, as Latour (1987) notes, facts become facts by virtue of their later translations by interested actors, then it becomes clear that the concept of precaution has become a fact invested with such political import that it would be hard to recover it as a term. Precaution thus must be seen not to justify anything, but, rather, as a term used as a justification when action is enabled. "Since the settlement of a controversy is the cause of Nature's representation not the consequence, we can never use the outcome Nature to explain how and why a controversy has been settled'' (Latour, 1987, page 99, emphasis in original). Precautionary thinking and action are produced when decisions are made; it is not the factor that decides anything. Thus, retracing the steps of precautionary thinking should invite us to engage in new political imaginaries of the future that are beyond, or perhaps before, precaution.

Rhetorical framing first—apocalyptic rhetoric prevents coherent policy solutions to climate change

Foust and Murphy 9-*Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, **PhD in Communication Studies @ University of Denver (Christina, William, “Revealing and Reframing Apocalyptic Tragedy in Global Warming Discourse” A Journal of 

Nature and Culture, Vol. 3, No. 2, pg. 153-154, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17524030902916624, DKP]
While frames ‘‘cannot guarantee how a reader will interpret or comprehend’’ an issue or text, they ‘‘play a fundamental role in structuring the range of likely decodings’’ (Greenberg & Knight, 2004, p. 157), often in ways that support dominant ideologies. For instance, Antilla (2005) found that US press coverage framed climate change in terms of controversy, skepticism, and uncertainty. Such framing upholds prevailing ideologies of ‘‘free-market capitalism and neo-liberalism’’ (Carvalho, 2005, p. 21). It has impacts beyond individual readers’ interpretations, as Boykoff (2007b) argues, opening ‘‘spaces for US federal policy actors to defray responsibility and delay action regarding climate change’’ (p. 486). Given its power to shape interpretations, policy, and action, close attention to how the press frames the issue is crucial to building a political will to mitigate climate change. Apocalyptic rhetoric, we argue, represents a mediating frame in global warming discourse. Certain versions of this frame may stifle individual and collective agency, due to their persistent placement of ‘‘natural’’ events as catastrophic, inevitable, and outside of ‘‘human’’ control. Analyzing them could help explain why some individuals take a fatalistic attitude toward, or consider their agency very small in comparison to, the challenge of climate change (Lorenzoni, Nicholson-Cole & Whitmarsh, 2007). Moreover, apocalyptic framing helps us understand two vocal minorities who might well stand in the way of building a collective will*the alarmists, who believe global warming’s ‘‘catastrophic consequences’’ are veritably unstoppable, and the naysayers, who view global warming as a conspiracy created by environmentalists and the media (Leiserowitz, 2005, p. 1440). In the Judeo-Christian religious tradition, the apocalypse refers to prophesying, revealing, or visioning the imminent destruction of the world (Zamora, 1982). Common connotations of apocalypse are influenced by pre-millennial theology, which foregrounds the world-ending moment that precedes the second coming of Jesus Christ. Brummett (1991) and O’Leary (1993) argue that apocalypse is so prevalent in secular as well as sacred discourse that it constitutes its own unique genre of rhetoric. Apocalyptic rhetoric typically takes shape in narrative form, emphasizing a catastrophic telos (end-point) somewhere in the future (Brummett, 1991). A cosmic or natural force drives the linear temporality in apocalyptic rhetoric, such that ‘‘certain events and experiences are inevitable, unalterable, and determined by external forces beyond human control’’ (Wojcik, 1996, p. 298). The narrative in apocalyptic discourse typically posits a tragic ending*‘‘a date or temporal horizon beyond which human choice is superfluous, a final Judgment that forecloses all individual judgments’’ (O’Leary, 1993, p. 409).
Analyzing language is key to warming studies

Faust 8-Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill [Christina, All Academic, “Global Warming and Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Critical Frame Analysis of U.S. Popular and Elite Press Coverage from 1997-2007,” November 2008, pg. 6-7, http://citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/6/0/1/2/pages260125/p260125-1.php, DKP]

Language is an important site for understanding and communicating meaning, and the discursive strategies used to talk about climate change have suggested the underlying politics of discourse (Carvalho, 2005; Tracy, 2006)—notably, groups and individuals with ties to the fossilfuel industry impact environmental news articles (Antilla, 2005; Corbett & Durfee, 2004; Mazur, 1998). In addition, the professional practices of journalism may lead to the deficiencies in public understanding and urgency. Boykoff and Boykoff (2004) argue that the U.S. media attempts to “balance” climate change coverage by including roughly the same number of stories on human contributions to global warming and natural variations within environmental cycles. While this certainly appears to be a neutral treatment of global warming, the stories downplay the urgency or significance of global warming, rendering “balance-as-bias.” Because the scientific community has reached near consensus regarding the presence of global warming and identified the need for “mandatory and immediate action,” the “U.S. prestige-press coverage has been seriously and systematically deficient” (Boykoff & Boykoff, 2004, p. 134). Corbett and Durfee (2004) note, “The message of the traditional balanced account may be, ‘Well, who knows what’s really true?’ even when a story reports on a controversy in which both science and society have agreed that truth lies more firmly on one side than on the other” (p. 136). By concealing bias in their language, some reporting “creates both discursive and real political space for the U.S. government to shirk responsibility and delay action regarding global warming” (Corbett & Durfee, 2004, p. 134).

Representations come first in the context of climate change—reject apocalyptic rhetoric 

Faust 8-Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill [Christina, All Academic, “Global Warming and Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Critical Frame Analysis of U.S. Popular and Elite Press Coverage from 1997-2007,” November 2008, pg. 7-8, http://citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/6/0/1/2/pages260125/p260125-1.php, DKP]

Along with critiquing the misinformation created through poorly educated reporters, “balance-as-bias,” and media-corporate ties; and parsing out the complexities which render climate change so difficult to sustain on the public agenda; communication scholars have employed frame analysis to identify the peculiar constructions of climate change in the press. Following Entman (1993), Jones (2006) defines frames as “clusters of messages” which draw “attention on some aspects of reality while ignoring others” (pp. 14-15). As such, frames can create “subtle alterations” in the way that readers judge an event or issue (Iyengar, 1991, p. 11). Frames structure an event’s or issue’s meaning through partial and selective views, with consequences that stretch beyond readers’ interpretations. For example, the persistent tragic framing of the Matthew Shepard murder case relieved the public from a sense of responsibility, which in turn stalled the passage of hate crime prevention legislation (Ott & Aioki, 2002). Frame analysis proves important for the present analysis of global warming discourse, permitting us not only to consider the appearance of an underlying structure, but also to interrogate its possible impacts in terms of public agency, public opinion, policy, and democratic discourse. Though the general framing of climate change in American, European, and global news outlets has been explored, the apocalyptic frame remains underrepresented in the conversation. As noted in the introduction, Killingsworth and Palmer (1996) associate global warming with apocalyptic narratives, but do not fully consider the consequences of this frame on environmental issues. Likewise, Leiserowitz mentions a link between climate change and apocalypse without fully developing how this link is created, or what the full extent of its consequences might be. Leiserowitz (2007) concludes his analysis of the public’s affective images of climate change by cautioning us against taking an “alarmist” stance, as apocalyptic responses (such as “predicting ‘the end of the world’ or ‘the death of the planet’”) could “lead some to a sense of resigned fatalism” (p. 60). Because of its potential to stifle agency, as we elaborate below, a full exploration of apocalyptic frame in elite and popular press accounts of global warming is warranted.

**ALTERNATIVE**
Alt=Pre-Req

The belief that individuals cannot produce environmental change is at the root of environmental problems.

Nickerson, 03 (Raymond S. Nickerson, research professor at Tufts University., “Psychology and Environmental Change” p. 89-90)

An especially challenging aspect of the problem of changing beliefs and attitudes about the environment is the question of how to convince individuals that their personal behavior matters. The natural inclinations is to take the attitude that what I, 1 out of 6 billion souls currently on the planet, do cannot possibly have any appreciable impact on the future quality of the environment. It is difficult to argue convincingly to the contrary. However, it is clear that human behavior, in the aggregate, has significant implications for environmental change; if everyone works on the “nothing-I-personally-do-matters” assumption, there seems little chance of changing things for the better. The importance of little things is illustrated by reference to milk cartons. There is almost twice as much material in two one-quart containers as in one two-quart container, and it takes about as much energy to produce a container of one size as it does to produce one of the other. Given these facts, the consumer who buys a two-quart container instead of two one-quart containers (or a gallon instead of two half-gallons) is behaving in an environmentally beneficial way. According to one estimate, the purchase – once a week by 70 million households – of one half gallon of milk instead of two quarts would reduce paper and plastic waste by 41.6 million pounds and 5.7 million pounds per year, respectively (Purcell, 1981).  The tendency to see one’s own behavior as inconsequential in the grand scheme of things is reinforced by the asymmetry of the cost-benefit equation that pertains to many types of environmentally detrimental behavior, when viewed from a short-term and narrow personal perspective. The situation is captured by Hardin’s (1968) metaphor of the tragedy of the commons, according to which a herdsman can realize a substantial personal benefit at little personal cost by adding an animal to his herd grazing on common land. The benefit that comes from having an additional animal is his alone, whereas the cost, in terms of slightly less grazing land per animal, is shared by all, so the herdsman with the additional animal realizes a net gain. The problem, of course, is that every herdsman sees the situation the same way, so collectively, with each person working what appears to be his own best shor-term interest, they ruin the land. 

People are the problem, not pollution- this means laws won't be able to solve

Bobertz 95 (Bradely C. Bobertz- assistant professor of law, University of Nebraska College of Law, Texas Law Review, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory,” Lexis Nexis)

Although any number of assumptions about the nature of environmental problems could be extracted from a study of environmental law, one in particular has driven the system from the beginning: the idea that "pollution" -- the stuff billowing from the top of the smokestack  is itself the problem on which the legislative eye should focus. Pollution is not viewed as the result of other problems; it defines -- or is -- the problem itself. Deeply ingrained in our vocabulary and world view, this idea has clearly molded American "pollution control" laws and their emphasis on treatment and disposal at the end of the pipe (that is, the point at which pollution itself becomes manifest). In turn, this emphasis reinforces the cultural view that pollution itself, rather than its deeper roots, is the evil to be eliminated by acts of legislation.

Policies fail without strong public participation in conservation and environmental ethic

Arnold 04 (Craig Anthony Arnold- Professor of Law & Director of the Center for Land Resources, University of Wyoming, 1/3/2004,"WORKING OUT AN ENVIRONMENTAL ETHIC: ANNIVERSARY LESSONS FROM MONO LAKE," http://www.monobasinresearch.org/images/legal/arnoldethic.pdf /)

The third lesson from Mono Lake is that an effective pursuit of environmental conservation and an environmental ethic requires public participation and engagement.  The public’s support will often be needed to achieve the specific goal at the time, even if the environmentalists win an important legal victory.  In addition, the particular controversy at one point in time will often undergo metamorphosis into a whole myriad of related issues, new issues and problems, and follow-up decisions that must be made.  The environmental movement needs the public’s ongoing, engaged, and active commitment to environmental ethics in practice.  It needs to build support for environmental conservation policies, basic understanding of commitments to environmental ethics and ecology, and actual individual and institutional behaviors that respect and promote ecological health.  Otherwise, a legal victory or momentary political victory is likely to unravel.

Alternative solves the case – individual action sparks corporate and political reform

Nickerson, 03 (Raymond S. Nickerson, research professor at Tufts University., “Psychology and Environmental Change” p. 88-89)

Discussions about the relationship between attitudes and behavior usually focus on the relationship between attitudes and the behavior of those who have those attitudes. However, attitudes can have an impact on the environment that is less direct, but no less important than that which they have through the immediate environmentally relevant behavior of those who hold them, The attitudes of one individual or group can affect the behavior of another individual or group. In a democratic society, elected officials are keenly aware of prevailing attitudes of the general public and especially the attitudes, including those that pertain to environmental issues of their own constituents (Gil. Croshy. & Taylor. 1986), Hence, strongly expressed attitudes can have an effect on policies that have environmental implications established at all levels of government, even when the holders of those attitudes do not give compelling evidence of the influence of those attitudes on their personal behavior. Merchants and service providers are aware of the effect that the attitudes of their potential customers can have on the choices they make among goods and services they purchase, and the behavior of corporations with respect to the environment can be affected by what corporate decisionmakers perceive their customers’ attitudes to be.  Moomaw and Kildow (1991) described a variety of initiatives that have been taken by corporations in the interest of improving their performance with respect the environment impact of their activities. Their explanation of what motivates these initiatives is that corporations are responding to customer attitudes as they understand them. Corporations have correctly concluded that a significant fraction of consumers really want to purchase two products from them. The first is a traditionally functional item and the second is a clean environment, or at least a clear conscience that the item they have purchase does not contribute significantly to environmental damage. The corporations’ concerns are not lessened, of course, by the assumption that consumers’ attitudes are likely to be reflected in their behavior. In some cases, corporations are forced to respond with “greener” alternatives when consumers walk away from products, as happened with aerosol personal products. 
Alt Solvency-Generic

Turning away from catastrophic predictions allows us to focus on slow degradation—this is empowering because it highlights that we can make productive choices, not be locked into helplessness. 

Davidson, 2000-BioScience 50(5):433-440. 2000  Economic Growth and the Environment:Alternatives to the Limits Paradigm CARLOS DAVIDSON Carlos Davidson is a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is currently studying landscape-scale patterns of amphibian decline in California in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis
The multiple threads of a tapestry together form a picture. Similarly, to better understand and challenge environmental destruction, it is necessary to examine the multiple factors shaping consumption and production and move beyond the singular focus of the limits perspective on aggregate population and resources. This approach means examining economic structures, social relationships of power and ownership, control of state institutions, and culture. For example, in the limits perspective, urban sprawl in western US cities is viewed as attributable principally or solely to population growth. Although population is an important factor, the limits perspective's focus on population leaves out other, equally important factors: economic incentives for developers to build large houses at low density, real estate interests' dominance of zoning and land-use planning decisions, and government funding for sprawl-inducing freeways instead of urban mass transit. All of these political, social, and economic factors are key for understanding sprawl, and, more important, for doing something about it. The political–ecological approach is part of a growing body of research by geographers, anthropologists, economists, and biologists that draws on biological and social sciences to understand environmental problems. An excellent example is from Vandermeer and Perfecto (1995), who analyze the political and ecological causes and consequences of deforestation in Costa Rica. Other examples from very different perspectives include a collection by Painter and Durham, The Social Causes of Environmental Destruction in Latin America (1994), Richard Norgaard's Development Betrayed (1994) about the Amazon, and a recent critical review by Peet and Watts (1996).  Conclusions The claim that, for the most part, there are not biophysical limits to economic growth may disturb many environmentalists. Dropping the limits/catastrophe paradigm is unattractive if one believes that appealing to people's rational desire to avoid a crash is the only way to motivate change and stop environmental destruction. The tapestry metaphor and the related political–ecological approach may be seen as pessimistic because they suggest that there are no external limits that are going to force a stop to environmental destruction. Without the threat of catastrophic limits, there is no guarantee of a fundamental commonality of interests to stop destructive practices. If environmental degradation is often gradual and continuous rather than catastrophic, then those in power who benefit materially from our current destructive economic system will fight to maintain the status quo. However, the tapestry metaphor and the political–ecological approach have a hopeful side. Halting destructive processes is a political struggle that requires people to see beyond the aggregate numbers of resources, consumption, and population to understand the political, economic, and social forces responsible for environmental destruction. A political–ecological analysis often reveals that levels of consumption and destructive production processes are not fixed and inevitable but rather the result of political, economic, and cultural decisions that are subject to change. Environmental movements in many countries have been successful in bringing about significant changes, often against powerful political interests. For example, the US Clean Air and Clean Water Acts have greatly reduced air and water pollution. A political–ecological approach can illuminate possible solutions to environmental problems that may be obscured by the limits perspective. Finally, a political–ecological approach ties environmental issues to broader struggles for social justice and points to potential allies for conservation.

Humans in Nature Alt 

The alternative is to examine and find the appropriate role of humans in nature – vote negative to reject the affirmative’s framing of a divide between humanity and nature

Doremus 2000 (Holly, Professor of Law, University of California at Davis, “The Rhetoric and Reality of Nature Protection: Toward a New Discourse,” Winter 2000, Washington and Lee Law Review, http://scholarlycommons.law.wlu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1311&context=wlulr
The crux of the modem nature problem is the need to find an appropriate human role in nature. Human beings are both of nature, having evolved through the same processes that govern other creatures, and outside nature, having developed the ability to modify and control the environment on a scale far beyond any other creature. The nature problem, therefore, is as much about people as it is about nature. Instead of focusing on how to divide the world between humanity and nature, as we have done so far, we must consider how best to combine the two. The dominant stories in our current political discourse do not help us do that. The ecological horror story gives us no reason to see ourselves as a part of nature or to value contact with nature. The wilderness story tells us that we are not part of nature and should stay away from it. The Noah story tells us that we may have to share space with nature to weather a crisis but does not encourage an ongoing relationship with nature. If we are to maintain species, ecosystems, or wild nature in the long term we must develop such a relationship. Because we cannot avoid contact with nature, we must learn how to live with it. We also must learn to resolve the inevitable conflicts among persons over the extent to which nature should remain outside human control and over the conflicting uses, both consumptive and non-consumptive, to which we might put nature. Because the current stories do not address these issues, they offer at best only incomplete solutions to the nature problem.

Positive Action

Public discourse about the environment needs to motivate individuals as opposed to apocalyptic claims that are disempowering 

Nordhaus & Shellenberger 07 (Ted and Michael, Managing Directors of American Environics, A social values research and strategy firm, Break Through: From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics of Possibility, pg. 113-114, Print) 

But there are far more people who have abandoned their dreams fearing disappointment than who have taken flight and fallen to the sea. Almost nobody believes that making the transition to a clean-energy economy and saving the Amazon are bad ideas. The problem is that people don’t see the nightmare, but rather that they do not allow themselves to dream. The logic of dreams is expansive, ecological, and emotional. There’s no distinguishing the interpretation of our dream from the dream itself. The beings in our dreams are manifestations of our feelings, selves and ideas. Some say we are all parts of the dream; others say we are whatever we say we are. In our dreams we aren’t bound by the laws of nature – not even by gravity. Good becomes evil and evil good in the blink of an eye. We fall and then we fly. We transmogrify. In a single dream you might begin as your mother, become yourself, and end as your son. The crises we face demand not that we wake up to reality but rather that we dream differently. There is a very special kind of dreaming where one is both dreaming and reasoning at the same time. It is called a lucid dream. The lucid dreamer is in control – at least partly. This awareness gives him the power to do whatever he imagines. He can fly to the sun without fear of falling – and confront the shadow chasing him. For much of human history we have told ourselves stories aimed at constraining our potential out of fear of offending higher political authorities. But today, there is no political authority higher than humankind itself. Whether we like it or not, humans have become the meaning of the earth. We should see in hubris not solely what is negative and destructive but also what is positive and creative: the aspiration to imagine new realities, create new values, and reach new heights of human possibility. And we should see in humility not timidity but gratitude – a gratitude for the achievements of our ancestors, the emergence of our species, and the gift of our existence. If global warming and the destruction of the Amazon require a kind of greatness – even hubris – humankind has never before seen, they also require transcending outmoded ways of being in the world. We must see our multiple human and nonhuman natures as neither inherently good nor inherently bad. We must nurture those natures that help us to overcome our lower needs and values. Humans didn’t evolve to deal with challenge like global warming, it is true. But neither did we evolve to overcome deprivation, create beauty, or achieve happiness. In overcoming oppression and deprivation – predators, hungers, disease – we have given birth to a new world. It is a world at once beautiful and terrible. And this world, too, we shall overcome
**ALTERNATIVE-CLIMATE SPECIFIC**
Alt=Pre-Req

Turns case—maintaining public interest in climate change is a pre-requisite to solving 

Faust 8-Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill [Christina, All Academic, “Global Warming and Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Critical Frame Analysis of U.S. Popular and Elite Press Coverage from 1997-2007,” November 2008, pg. 6, http://citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/6/0/1/2/pages260125/p260125-1.php, DKP]

Maintaining interest in global warming and climate change is “the key to finding and implementing solutions to environmental problems” (McComas & Shanahan, 1999, p. 30), but public attention to environmental issues is regularly challenged. Scholars have noted that global warming or climate change receives cyclical attention (Brossard, Shanahan, & McComas, 2004; Carvalho, 2005; Mazur, 1998; McComas & Shanahan, 1999). Global warming may wax and wane from the public agenda because, as a public issue, it lacks qualities which garner and sustain interest—particularly as an urgent, yet resolvable, problem. The lack of sustainability for global warming as a discourse may stem from: the costs associated with global warming, media framing of environmental issues as uninteresting, quantity of stories reported during a time period, availability of oil, shifts in political power (Mazur, 1998), and “burnout” due to overexposure or exaggeration (McComas & Shanahan, 1999). Regardless of the reasons, if something is not done soon to sustain interest or attention in environmental issues, the cyclical treatment of climate change will continue to discourage action regarding global warming—with potentially devastating effects (detailed more, below). 
The way climate change is communicated is key to solvency—apocalyptic rhetoric eviscerates human agency crucial to real change 
Retallack 6-Head of Climate Change @ IPPR, Associate Director @ The Carbon Trust, Co-Editor of the Climate Initiatives Fund, Special Issues Editor @ the Ecologist, BSc in Government and History @ the London School of Economics and Political Science [Simon, Institute for Public Policy Research, “The problem with climate porn,” 8/3/2006, http://www.ippr.org/articles/56/804/the-problem-with-climate-porn, DKP]
If you find yourself reading that climate change is "an 18-rated horror film", that its consequences are likely to be "catastrophic", and that it will be "so far-reaching in its impact and irreversible in its destructive power that it alters radically human existence", you are probably being exposed to "climate porn". The problem has been identified in a new report from the Institute for Public Policy Research (ippr) published today that examines how the media, government and green groups are communicating climate change in the UK. Having looked at more than 600 articles and 90 TV, radio and press ads, news clips and websites over three months, the research concludes that the alarmist language widely used to discuss climate change is likely to be having a counter-productive effect. The report argues that it is tantamount to "climate porn" by offering a terrifying, and perhaps secretly thrilling, spectacle, but ultimately making the issue appear unreal and distancing the public from the problem. This matters because the public is responsible for 44% of the UK's contribution to climate change. If the UK is to take its fair share of responsibility for preventing the problem from getting worse, the public's contribution to it will need to be reduced significantly. Putting effective policies in place to help achieve that is essential, but so too is deploying effective communications. And here we may be failing. There is now more media coverage and communication about climate change in the UK than ever before. But it is dominated by two approaches that are likely to be leaving the public feeling disempowered and uncompelled to act. Climate change is most commonly constructed through the alarmist repertoire, as awesome, terrible, immense and beyond human control. It is described, using an inflated or extreme lexicon, a quasi-religious register of death, as being accelerating and irreversible It is seen everywhere and is used or drawn on from across the ideological spectrum: in broadsheets and tabloids, in popular magazines and in campaign literature from government initiatives and environmental groups. To see how widespread it is, look back at the quotes at the start of this article. The first is from a recent editorial in the Independent, the second from Greenpeace's web pages on climate change. The difficulty with alarmism is that the scale of the problem as it is shown excludes the possibility of real action by the reader or viewer. It contains an implicit counsel of despair, that the problem is "just too big for us to take on". Its sensationalism and connection with the unreality of Hollywood films also distances people from the issue. And it positions climate change as yet another apocalyptic construction that is perhaps a figment of our cultural imaginations, further undermining its ability to help bring about action. The other dominant approach to communicating or discussing climate change in the UK is one that focuses on small actions. Prevalent in campaign communications and the mainstream popular press, it entails asking a large number of people to do small things to counter climate change. This approach involves urging people to "follow 10 top tips" and "start saving energy and money today with simple measures". The language is one of ease and domesticity, seen in reference to kettles, TVs and light switches. The problem with this is that it easily lapses into "wallpaper" - the domestic, the routine, the boring and the too-easily ignorable. It is often placed alongside alarmism - typified by headlines like "20 things you can do to save the planet from destruction". Bringing together these two approaches without reconciling them, juxtaposing the apocalyptic and the mundane, seems likely to feed an asymmetry in human agency with regards to climate change and highlight the unspoken but obvious question: how can small actions really make a difference to things happening on this epic scale? So how should we be discussing the issue? The first step is to spend less time trying to convince people that climate change is real, by treating the argument as having been won and the facts as so taken for granted that they need not be disputed. If the problem is discussed, we should steer well clear of using inflated or extreme language and giving the impression that we are all doomed. Above all, we need to place the solutions upfront and inject communications about them with the energy they currently lack. That may mean shifting the focus away from small actions towards the big ones that people can take to address climate change, such as switching to a hybrid car, fitting a wind turbine or installing cavity wall insulation, which are more likely to make people feel they could actually make a difference. It could also involve appealing to the sense rooted in our culture of heroic collective action, as exemplified in the Battle of Britain and perhaps even the Make Poverty History campaign. Ultimately, the greatest challenge is to make climate-friendly behaviour feel like "the kinds of things that people like us do" to large groups of people. We are far from that now, but to have a chance of doing so, we need to be much more thoughtful and shrewd about the way we communicate on this issue.

Maintaining public interest in climate change is a pre-requisite to solving 

Faust 8-Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies @ the University of Denver, PhD in Communication Studies @ University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill [Christina, All Academic, “Global Warming and Apocalyptic Rhetoric: A Critical Frame Analysis of U.S. Popular and Elite Press Coverage from 1997-2007,” November 2008, pg. 6, http://citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/6/0/1/2/pages260125/p260125-1.php, DKP]

Maintaining interest in global warming and climate change is “the key to finding and implementing solutions to environmental problems” (McComas & Shanahan, 1999, p. 30), but public attention to environmental issues is regularly challenged. Scholars have noted that global warming or climate change receives cyclical attention (Brossard, Shanahan, & McComas, 2004; Carvalho, 2005; Mazur, 1998; McComas & Shanahan, 1999). Global warming may wax and wane from the public agenda because, as a public issue, it lacks qualities which garner and sustain interest—particularly as an urgent, yet resolvable, problem. The lack of sustainability for global warming as a discourse may stem from: the costs associated with global warming, media framing of environmental issues as uninteresting, quantity of stories reported during a time period, availability of oil, shifts in political power (Mazur, 1998), and “burnout” due to overexposure or exaggeration (McComas & Shanahan, 1999). Regardless of the reasons, if something is not done soon to sustain interest or attention in environmental issues, the cyclical treatment of climate change will continue to discourage action regarding global warming—with potentially devastating effects (detailed more, below). 
End the Debate

Climate change advocates should posit the debate as already having been won rather than using apocalyptic rhetoric to convince people 

Ereaut and Segnit 6-Climate Researchers @ IPPR [Gill, Nat, Institute for Public Policy Research, “Warm Words: How are we telling the climate story and can we tell it better?” August 2006, http://www.ippr.org/images/media/files/publication/2011/05/warm_words_1529.pdf, DKP]
Much of the noise in the climate change discourse comes from argument and counter-argument, and it is our recommendation that, at least for popular communications, interested agencies now need to treat the argument as having been won. This means simply behaving as if climate change exists and is real, and that individual actions are effective. This must be done by stepping away from the ‘advocates debate’ described earlier, rather than by stating and re-stating these things as fact. The ‘facts’ need to be treated as being so taken-for-granted that they need not be spoken. The certainty of the Government’s new climate-change slogan – ‘Together this generation will tackle climate change’ (Defra 2006) – gives an example of this approach. It constructs, rather than claims, its own factuality. Where science is invoked, it now needs to be as ‘lay science’ – offering lay explanations for what is being treated as a simple established scientific fact, just as the earth’s rotation or the water cycle are considered.


Individual Action Solves

Apocalyptic framing should be scrapped in exchange for emphasis on positive individual action 

Ereaut and Segnit 6-Climate Researchers @ IPPR [Gill, Nat, Institute for Public Policy Research, “Warm Words: How are we telling the climate story and can we tell it better?” August 2006, http://www.ippr.org/images/media/files/publication/2011/05/warm_words_1529.pdf, DKP]
Many of the existing approaches to climate change communications clearly seem unproductive. And it is not enough simply to produce yet more messages, based on rational argument and top-down persuasion, aimed at convincing people of the reality of climate change and urging them to act. Instead, we need to work in a more shrewd and contemporary way, using subtle techniques of engagement. To help address the chaotic nature of the climate change discourse in the UK today, interested agencies now need to treat the argument as having been won, at least for popular communications. This means simply behaving as if climate change exists and is real, and that individual actions are effective. The ‘facts’ need to be treated as being so taken-for-granted that they need not be spoken. The disparity of scale between the enormity of climate change and small individual actions should be dealt with by actually harnessing this disparity. Myth (which can reconcile seemingly irreconcilable cultural truths) can be used to inject the discourse with the energy it currently lacks. Opposing the enormous forces of climate change requires an effort that is superhuman or heroic. The cultural norms (what we normally expect to be true) are that heroes – the ones who act, are powerful and carry out great deeds – are extraordinary, while ordinary mortals either do nothing or do bad things. The mythical position – the one that occupies the seemingly impossible space – is that of ‘ordinary hero’. The ‘ordinary heroism’ myth is potentially powerful because it feels rooted in British culture – from the Dunkirk spirit to Live Aid. More generally, the challenge is to make climate-friendly behaviours feel normal, natural, right and ‘ours’ to large numbers of people who are currently unengaged, and on whose emotional radar the issue does not figure. The answer is not to try to change their radar but to change the issue, so it becomes something they willingly pick up, because it means something valuable in their own terms. This can be achieved by shaping communications in several key ways, including: ● Targeting groups bound by shared values and behaviours rather than by demographics – making desired climate friendly behaviours feel simply like ‘the kinds of things that people like us do’ to large groups of people. ● Reflecting the fact that a large proportion of the population have esteem-driven needs – they want to feel special and are accustomed to achieving this through what they do and buy, rather than what they do not do or do not buy. ● Working on the basis that people increasingly trust other people more than governments, businesses and other institutions. ● Using non-rational approaches like metaphor as well as more rationalistic approaches to enable people to engage emotionally and make desired behaviours appear attractive. Ultimately, positive climate behaviours need to be approached in the same way as marketeers approach acts of buying and consuming. This is the relevant context for climate change communications in the UK today – not the increasingly residual models of public service or campaigning communications. It amounts to treating climate-friendly activity as a brand that can be sold. This is, we believe, the route to mass behaviour change.
