
 1

Dahl Clark 
UWC5.48 
9/6/99 

About the Problem with Gloommongers 

 

     The issue at stake in this article is whether we should heed the warnings of environmental 

scientists.  I believe that this issue is at the heart of the battle between environmentalists and 

brownlashers.  My personal viewpoint is that a healthy sense of our environmental problems is 

important to have.  For this reason, I can’t understand why groups of people want to divide 

themselves into smaller groups based on whether they believe certain kinds of environmental 

problems exist, when in fact, such problems are staring us in the face.   

     Will’s implied audience consists of people who already have some anti-environmentalist 

sentiment.  Will also targets practical people who, regardless of past experience with 

environmentalism, might feel threatened by strict environmental regulations or false predictions.  

He is not as interested in encouraging academic argument as he is in trying to persuade people to 

join his point of view.  His article is basically an argument to reason; he makes claims, then he 

presents evidence.  Although he presents valid evidence, the evidence is not sound; there are 

several faults that I will discuss later in this paper.  For now, Will claims the following things: 

1. The Earth Summit was unimpressing and unimportant because people were discussing 
irrelevant and incorrect problems with the environment. 

2. Global warming is an incorrect prediction because scientists wrongly predicted global 
cooling a few decades earlier. 

3. Because “excess food stocks relative to consumption have grown faster than population,” 
we don’t need to worry about food shortage or population problems. 

4. Because natural resources became more, not less, plentiful in the 1980’s, we shouldn’t 
worry about our impact on the environment. 

 
Will does include evidence to support his claims.  However, he has either left out half the truth, 

is making an argument solely based on his personal opinions, or has used outdated information 

as evidence.  For example, he cites that a “reason to be unimpressed by the ‘Earth Summit’ in 

Rio” is the discussion of “a lengthening list of traumas to the planet that were supposed to have 

happened but haven’t.”  I’m supposed to see this “lengthening list” before me, but I don’t.  

Along this same topic, Will tries to make an argument of the heart by comparing the Earth 

Summit to the “Council of Trent, the Congress of Vienna and the first meeting of Plato and 

Socrates.”  This is an argument of the heart because comparing the Earth Summit to these 
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notable figures gives an emotional dimension to the audience’s understanding of the Earth 

Summit.  He implies that these other meetings were more important than the Earth Summit, but 

he goes further to alienate a percentage of his audience by implying that these other meetings 

were among the most important meetings “in the history of mankind.”  Audience members who 

might not be from Europe but from other international locations and who attended the Earth 

Summit might find his claim objectionable.  This is an example of an argument based solely on 

opinion; Will does not give much fact to support why he believes what he does. 

     Global warming is an incorrect prediction because scientists wrongly predicted global 

cooling a few decades earlier.  Everytime an environmental scientist’s prediction fails, people 

like George Will have to write a loud article to discredit all environmentalists, not just the one 

who made an incorrect prediction.  I question this action.  We have been trying to accurately 

predict the weather for 80 years now, with little success when predicting for more than one or 

two days in advance.  The weather is just one component of the environment.  If we can’t predict 

the weather accurately, how can we hope to accurately forecast long-term environmental 

changes?  When scientists make mistakes, this shouldn’t be a signal for all the brownlashers and 

George Wills in the world to go around discrediting them and calling them “gloommongers.”  I 

believe that scientists’ mistakes should be viewed as opportunities for everyone to learn from 

them.  Just the fact that many scientists have predicted environmental problems ought to suggest 

that there is a need to be concerned about the environment.  Instead of being defensive, people 

who feel threatened by environmentalism should try to understand the environmentalist 

viewpoint.  Environmental scientists don’t want to stifle the economy or cause polluters and 

loggers to lose their jobs, because if the economy suffers because of their actions, they would be 

lose their jobs too.  These scientists work because they are concerned about the future of all 

people—gloommongers, brownlashers, anti-environmentalists, scientists, kids, and even people 

like George Will. 

     Excess food stocks relative to consumption have grown faster than population.  Will makes 

this claim, but this doesn’t mean that people are getting proper nutrition.  Many people get no 

food at all.  Although we may have large reserves of food, there are currently so many people in 

the world that starving people are suffering not from famine, but from a lack of efficient food 

distribution.  The economies of most developed countries forbid them to freely give large 

quantities of food to the poor without compensation of some kind from them.  If the poor in 



 3

third-world countries can’t find food, they cut down rainforests to plant crops.  Slash-and-burn 

agriculture increases runoff and decreases soil fertility, so the poor can’t grow enough crops to 

sustain their increasing populations.  They need assistance from other nations to survive, but to 

receive assistance, they must go into debt.  Because of developed countries’ economic 

selfishness and unwillingness to distribute food without compensation, we have the current mass 

starvation in third-world countries.   

     Natural resources became more, not less, plentiful in the 1980s.  The date of publication on 

this article is June 4, 1992.  While Will’s last claim in this article may have been true then, it is 

not true now.  Will tries to make a forensic argument here, arguing that since natural resources 

became more plentiful in the 1980s, the trend should have continued on toward the end of the 

millennium.  It didn’t.  Although we have discovered more mineral reserves and have developed 

agricultural techniques to help us grow more vegetation in poor soil, the amount of oil, minerals, 

wood, crops, and other natural resources per person has diminished.  With an exponentially-

growing population, it is imperative to take the population into account when discussing how 

much of something is available to everyone.  The average American standard of living might not 

have declined at all, but somewhere in the world, it has for many people.   

      

 

 


