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Springfield, VA – If I were king, I would immediately issue a declaration prohibiting further use of the phrase “existential threat.”   I say this because this annoying combination of words is now being thrown about with increasing frequency to describe what the user declares to be THE greatest threat to human existence in the history of the world.
Lately I have been hearing these two words being applied on a frequent basis by the doom and gloom crowd with reference to the issue of “climate change.” George Stephanopoulos, the television commentor (and former Democratic advisor), recently proclaimed what many others have been preaching, “Climate change is an existential crisis.”   As with most users of the phrase, he did not elaborate on how or when this annihilation of mankind would occur, but he did go on to suggest that “we” need to take steps to avoid this calamity.  It seems that details are never part of this equation, just the warning that huge trouble lies ahead for all humanity unless we take immediate action.

Perhaps we should first examine exactly what the word ”existential” means, or at least how it has been traditionally defined.  My 1968 Webster’s New World dictionary does not give much clarity.  It simply says, “of, or based on, existence.”  One of the associated definitions for existence is “the continuance of being.”   My iPhone search engine lists two definitions, one for philosophy and the other for logic.  The former simply states “concerned with existence, especially human existence” and the latter, “affirming or implying the existence of a thing.”  In other words, existential has now been co-opted as a  hoity-toity word meaning “really bad shit” or some other nasty variant.  It also presumes that the user is suggesting that we immediately adopt his preferred actions, lest we will soon all find ourselves on a one-way, downhill, slippery slope straight to extinction.
I, for one, have not been sold on the premise.  I could easily retort to Mr. Stephanopoulos (and his ilk, such as John Kerry), that pundits such as himself are an existential threat to rational discourse.  But when religion is involved – and make no mistake – climate change IS a religion, an informed debate is not possible.  As soon as one even suggests that there may be even a tad of ambiguity in the climate change forecasts, that person is immediately labeled a “denier” and/or an anti-science moron (or worse).  This type of argument via slander seems to have gained quite a bit of play lately; just even try to suggest that there is not absolute certainty concerning the efficacy of COVID policies, and you will be labeled “anti-science” or some word ending in “-ist.”
Perhaps the most egregious use of my now least favorite phrase came last week when a sportswriter worried that the failure of baseball owners and players to come to a new contract agreement constituted “an existential threat to the game.”  Please!!!!

In actuality, there is only one appropriate use of “existential threat” and that is when it is applied to the possibility of our world engaging in a full-scale nuclear war.  Such would be an immediate holocaust with the actual potential to end life here on Earth for the indefinite future.  There may be some humans, definitely some animals (fish, ants, roaches ???) which survive, but what is certain is that our current lifestyles would face, at a minimum, a massive reset accompanied by widespread suffering. 
War with nuclear weapons is the only true existential threat today, but, even more worrisome, is the fact that we have no workable ideas how to avoid this possibility.  There are now so many of these weapons of mass destruction in existence, in so many hands, that the probability of their use, either intentional or accidental, is not even close to zero.  Efforts to eliminate, or even reduce, these terrifying weapons have been ongoing for decades, with minimal achievements which have been more than countered by increasing proliferation to additional nations, many of which are controlled by dangerous regimes.  
So, stop the trivial usage of “existential threat” and recognize that there is only one topic for proper use:  nuclear Armageddon.   I pray nightly that it will never happen.
I thought you might like to know.
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