ARTICLE BY DANIA AHMED

Climate Change
Anxiety
“Eco-anxiety” refers to persistent worries
about the future of Earth and the life it
shelters. (Healthline)

Summary
KEY TOPICS DISCUSSED
IN THIS ARTICLE
Two ways to bring change: through individual
change or through systemic change
Concept of Catastrophism or Climate Anxiety
“This idea of impending doom at a global scale
takes on an alarmist narrative that subsequently
causes nihilistic thoughts and diminishes hope in
individual change”
Reactions of powerlessness vs optimism
Roles of both ways in changing societal values

Individual Action
"Individual action on climate change can include
personal choices in many areas, such as diet, means of
long- and short-distance travel, household energy use,
consumption of goods and services, and family size.
Individuals can also engage in local and political
advocacy around issues of climate change." (Wikipedia)

Systemic Change
"CLIMATE ACTION BEING WRITTEN OFF AS AN
INDIVIDUAL CHOICE BENEFITS THIS BROKEN
SYSTEM"

(GREEN QUEEN)

Global capitalism &
Environmental racism
"a system that relies on human
labor to produce mass goods
on behalf of private and public
corporations"

"Greenwashing"
"Large multinational
corporations ... diverting some
corporate funds towards
sustainability initiatives and
marketing to take the focus off
of other environmentally
questionable practices."

Systemic Solutions &
Environmental Justice
"Things like decarbonization,
publicly owned utilities, and
government-backed, largescale green jobs programs. "

Climate
Alarmism
“You’ll die of old age, I’ll die of climate
change,” ... This alarmism is not only
false but morally unjust. It leads us to
make poor decisions based on fear,
when the world not only has gotten
better, but will be even better over the
century. (NY Post)

Discussion Questions
Where have you seen climate anxiety expressed recently?
What is your first response when you hear about
environmental catastrophes?
How do differences in the ways people talk about social
and environmental issues affect you?
Do you prefer calls for individual change or systemic
change?
How can one’s faith influence how they respond to
environmental news or how they communicate about the
environment?

Q1. Where have you seen climate anxiety expressed recently?
Jonathan: When the Gulf of Mexico was on fire, I saw a lot of tweets and memes that expressed
anxiety about climate change and pollution. BC was also on fire-- I feel bad for the people who
live in Lytton. In our digitally connected world, it is also easier to obtain info and process it. So
when disaster happens, we see a lot of it. Because attention is money, the media has a vested
interest in getting ppls attention. We live in the attention economy.
Jason: When it was hailing - my friend messaged me it was hailing - he was concerned about
climate change and how it is creating extreme weather patterns. I was concerned about the
extreme weather patterns.
Jacquelyn: I have not seen climate anxiety expressed.

Q2. What is your first response when you hear about environmental catastrophes?
Jason: My first response is that we need to implement more systemic changes. Jon: My first
response is to be sad and disappointed in humanity and economic systems we created. My
second thought is how we can change it. Jason: My second thought is that we can't do anything
about it.
Jon: I'm a hardcore Twitter user, so my worldview is based off the tweets I see, so when I see
negative tweets it affects my response. For example - the tweets about Lytton expressed shock,
anger, and confusion about how we can let this happen to an innocent community, and that
affected how I felt. Related to attention economy by the algorithm publishing the heaviest
emotion so that it gets more clicks.
Jacq: same as Jon - I get sad and disappointed. Environmental catastrophe is human-influenced.
Disappointment in a sense of thinking about how stupid people are. Like the wildfire from the
gender reveals- makes me disappointed about why ppl aren't educated enough about being
smarter and the consequences of actions. Norms of gender reveals are unnecessary so I think
about how to change those norms that have negative effects.

Q3. How do differences in ways people talk about social and environmental issues
affect you? (for example, a positive vs. negative approach)
Jason: People who say they don't care or that it’s fake - I think that's dumb. They are frustrating.
But also the doomers aren't helping either. They create a lot of panic, so people don't take it
seriously because of that.
Jacq: I think there has to be a balance - it is very polarized - there are the doomers and people
who say you can make a difference. A lot of times the people who say that - are they saying
enough to actually make ppl make a difference? Perhaps the panic doomers are creating are
actually motivating ppl to make a difference. I can see how doomers are like that but there is no
balance between the two ways
Jon: I think it is less about positivity and more about conviction. Less about “I’m happy to do this”
and more like “I find meaning in solving these issues”. Say if we collectively solve climate change
wouldn’t we feel good?
Jason and Jonathan then discuss the lack of incentive for individual action and the tragedy of
the commons

Q4. Do you prefer calls for individual change (eg., recycling) or systemic change?
Jason: I don't like messages about recycling because our recycling system doesn't even work. It
doesn't matter how much I recycle- if one person doesn't do it, it ruins the batch. In that sense,
individual change won't solve anything. If you impose systemic change it gives people an
incentive. Jon: Our recycling program in Canada is very inefficient - you have much more
environmental impact if you reduce consumption. Like using fewer plastic water bottles. It is an
individual action that is inefficient and ineffective on a large scale. Jason: It is a systemic
problem - if they fix the recycling plants, it'll get better.
Jon: I agree with Jason that we need more incentives. But here's the thing - the reason we are in
climate crisis is because of our capitalist economic order we live under where corporations are
incentivized to look out for their capital interests and ignore all neg externalities and make as
much profit as possible. Like BP is incentivized to drill as much oil as possible even though long
term it is better for them to drill less. Our economic order caused this to happen. .... If we wish to
actually address the issues capitalism has created, we need a different system. If we keep
operating in the system to solve the issues the system created, we are just creating different
issues to try to solve the issue. (continued next slide)

Q4. Do you prefer calls for individual change (eg., recycling) or systemic change?
(continued)
Jacq: We need both. We can't have change without individual change but can't have individual
change without collective. Jon: Individuals make the system so ultimately we need individuals to
change the system. Get individuals to vote and enact policies that change the common good. If
we vote for politicians who don't do that then it’s also our fault.
I ask about the alarmist aspect
Jacq: Psych-wise, alarmism isn't good because it's not good to have people being neurotic
Jon: On the alarmist thing - it is interesting that corporations thrive on our collective loss of
hope. If we as a collective lose hope and corporations continually are able to influence the way
we think that we don't have agency in enacting positive change, then they will keep doing things
the same way. It is easy to be doomer and that's what corps want - they want you to be passive
and depressed so you won't do anything to change. (continued)

Q4. Do you prefer calls for individual change (eg., recycling) or systemic change?
(continued)
Jason: Yea, if you're hopeless then you’re not angry, and if you’re not angry you won’t enact
change.
Jon: You need conviction - we need to change the mindset from passive to active. Can't let
depression paralyze you and let hopelessness paralyze you from making meaningful change.
You should let that depression galvanize to change.
Think of the French Revolution - when ordinary french people overthrew royalty - they destroyed
several centuries of economic systems because they collectively took up action. Civil war, policies
etc changed America's system - these events show we as humans are capable of recognizing our
faults, being better, reflecting, and promising ourselves to do better. We as humans are capable
of collectively changing system
Jon and Jason discuss economics, slavery, and capitalism

Q5. How can one’s faith influence how they respond to environmental news or how
they communicate about the environment?
Jason: We had a discussion on this same question at Multifaith a while back. It can instill responsibility and
provides an incentive to do something. Jacq: Stewardship. Jon: what kind of incentive? Jason: in some
religions, there is a moral responsibility. Incentive bc in exchange you get religious rewards
Jon: I agree- I think most religions have the stewardship statement. To expand on it, we as humans care
about things in our base mortal life that drive our modern capitalist system and blind us to a need for
solutions to our greater long-term problems. Religion is interesting because it claims to be above
everything, it claims to have higher power above our base mortal needs. If we commit sin and there isn't a
higher order above us there isn't a reason to not keep on sinning. I think religion offers a very powerful
perspective on how to deal with climate change. I think one thing that is a big challenge is most of our
societies operate in secularism so it is harder to bring religious reasoning to bring about any economic
policy.
I ask about the United States
Jon: Saying they’re Christian riles up their base to appeal to a Christian audience. It's virtue signalling. Say
you were a politician in the deep south, you get a lot less support if you don’t say you are Christian. Jason:
They're not actually Christian. (continued next slide)

Q5. How can one’s faith influence how they respond to environmental news or how
they communicate about the environment?
Jon: Relating back to individualism and collectivism - we as individuals are free to practice religion
and affect our personal life. But if we were to apply that level of reasoning to country-level then it
falls apart because society doesn’t operate under those principles.
I express that I think mixing religion and politics is a bad move because people in turn use religion
to justify their own political agendas or ideologies.
Jon: Observation: look at the climate responses of different countries. Like the US, EU, China -- the
US still has a strong evangelical Christian voting block that is represented by politicians. Because of
that, the US is falling behind in enacting strong environmental policy because of the republicans.
China is state atheist - to be a party member one must proclaim atheism because they view religion
as mudding water. But China beats US state policy in enacting change on climate change, building
more wind farms, solar panels etc. so, not just religious policy is effective. The EU similarly has a
more secularist government and is more clear-eyed in focus. And, they are enacting greater
environmental actions.
Religion dictating policy is value-neutral because you can use it to dictate any policy you want.

That's it!
Thanks for reading : )
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