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Documentary Film Analysis DRAFT #2

An Inconvenient Truth: A Convenient Guide for a Serious Issue

It’s a beautiful Saturday afternoon in late fall.  I consider going for a jog; it would be refreshing to run along the river where the trees line the bank painted in yellows and oranges and reds.  Unwittingly, I dress in sweats and a long sleeve t-shirt—I always box up my shorts at the beginning of October—and step out into the cool…  Wait!  It’s 80 degrees out!  Suddenly, my exercise vision doesn’t sound so appealing,  so I pivot, return to my house, and open a few windows wondering, “what happened to the crisp fall days of my youth?”  

The answer some would give me?  Global warming.  Others would argue that our world is merely in a warming period, a cycle, a phase, nothing to get our panties in a bunch over.  The debate over global warming gets hotter and hotter, and documentaries like Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth make it boil over.  Al Gore isn’t your typical science geek, spreading a message; he’s a highly controversial politician, who is bringing a very non-political message to non-scientists from all walks of life, and every political party.
Gore’s true purpose in the documentary is to raise awareness about the problem of global warming and encourage viewers to take political action, voting for candidates who will do something to fight for Earth’s preservation.  His attitude toward the situation is one of concern and fear for the possible consequences, but also hope for the possible solutions.  For the most part, he provides an effective and logical case through scientific data.  
 Gore’s ethos is built through expert testimony.  Early in the film, he recalls a professor of his who predicted the effects of global warming.  As a scientist at one of the foremost universities, the scientist has status; his photo and Gore’s stories make Gore himself seem more human to the audience.  Later in the film, Gore calls on expert testimony again, not by naming anyone specifically but by pointing out the nearly universal agreement about the seriousness of the problem as evidenced by scientists published in  juried journals, that is, those with the highest credibility among other scientists.  Finally, Gore points out that 0% of the scientific community (in contrast with 50% of the American population) doubt the reality and danger of global warming.  All of these aid in building Gore’s ethos in the audiences’ mind and showing him to be a caring human being who, despite being a politician, has concerns that are much like his audience’s. 
Gore also uses indisputable scientific data to blend logos and pathos.  For example, Gore stresses the current problem related to this issue: Hurricane Katrina.  Images and sound-bites portray the anguish and devastation that wrecked an entire sub-culture in the United States, drawing on the sympathy of the viewer.  The consequences of Hurricane Katrina are compared with other examples of natural disasters around the world, in places like Europe and India.  Through the multiple examples, Gore draws on the power of inductive reasoning to point out a logical conclusion: effects of global warming on the earth’s atmosphere will continue to cause powerful and damaging storms that jeopardize the safety of humans all over the world, thus making the worry a relevant idea to his audience.
To further develop the movie’s intent, Gore utilizes a multi-media format to communicate scientific facts in a very persuasive way.  Gore points out charts and graphs to emphasize climate changes and temperature ranges, but the medium of a film allows these to be projected giant-size, in color, and with movement (especially persuasive is Gore’s dramatic ride on the lift, impressing upon the viewer the severity of the earth’s recent temperature spike).  Statistics such as changes in the Gulf Stream, higher levels of carbon dioxide, and the consumption of fossil fuels are not deadly dull because the multi-media approach delivers such information in dynamic form.  The director uses time-lapse photography to stress the dramatic changes in the appearance of the earth because of the effect of global warming.  The color and movement add to the drama while making a valid scientific point, that is both entertaining and informative to his audience.
Juxtaposition is a key strategy in furthering the logos and pathos of the film.  Gore juxtaposes pictures from around the world, such as Mount Kilimanjaro and the Swiss Alps, contrasting the former majesty of these snow-capped plateaus with the current images of a world that is drying up.  This juxtaposition helps tie an emotional and fearful image with the facts: that the world is melting (so far the arctic ice caps have melted by over 40%) and water levels will rise.  He also juxtaposes visuals of other natural settings, where species that once thrived are now dying (like the “drunken trees”).  Seeing these images side by side is scary proof of what is happening to our world. 
Finally, Gore interjects humor to effectively highlight the illogical decisions that are being made.  The cartoon that suggests in the future, scientists and politicians will be scrambling to make a change, one that is too little, too late, and come up with ridiculous solutions, like dropping large ice cubes in to the ocean.  The viewer is logically shown that “quick fix” solutions won’t be able to make a difference.  Gore also projects a scale, with gold on one side (“Mmmm, doesn’t that look good?”) with the entire world on the other.  As the viewer laughs, he/she has been led to the only logical conclusion: all the gold in the world could never be worth the price of losing the world itself.
Al Gore’s documentary makes a great point: the threats to our environment, and therefore the future of the human race, are very real.  Scientific facts prove that we shouldn’t ignore the warning signs.  This film is an effective call to action to reduce green house gases, reduce carbon emissions and other pollutions.  It may seem small, but changes in individual behavior can influence lifestyles for families, alter political opinions, and pressure government into insuring that there is a better world left to our children and our children’s children.  We can’t afford to ignore science! To do so would be like a cancer patient ignoring his diagnosis and refusing to get life-saving treatment. 

