SCHOOL STRIKES ON CLIMATE CHANGE SHOULD BE SUPPORTED

The climate change threat confronts our generation because of the culture of waste and consumerism in which we have been raised and in which we continue to live. The only people who can change this culture are us - our generation.

The debate motion we were talking about was school strikes for climate change should be supported. I made an argumentative essay about it.

First I will present you the benefits of supporting school strikes for climate change.

Nowadays the big problem is the lack of information about the condition of our planet - Earth. We must know that more than 80% of students in the USA don't get any information about climate change at all. That means that only 20% of the entire country gets any information about what is happening to not just them, but the whole world. If we would support school strikes against climate change much more students not just in the US but the whole world would know more about climate change, and they would start to care. If they would start to care, the condition of our planet would be better. We don't need much, small changes are enough to start. 

Greta Thunberg is a Swedish activist. She was the one who started with school strikes. At first, she was alone, but the next Friday there was a small group of students who join her. She continued her campaign and now, more than 6 million people join her all over the world. Thanks to her we know the real meaning of the phrase future is in our hands. It means to show others that we care. We show that it's not a joke anymore. 

We can show that we take care in many ways, but I think that strikes, especially when children do it, are warning people that something is happening. But this something isn't good.

So the goal of the affirmation side of the debate was to show you that school striking makes sense because we are the ones who can change the world.

That was all about the benefits of school strikes. Finally, let me move to harm and other things better than school striking.

The first thing bad about school strikes is that if students would attend strikes once or more times per month. Per year that's more than 2 weeks. In these 2 weeks or even more time, children could learn very much about climate change and even more. These 2 weeks could change their lives. 

Some students could even use strikes just to skip school. Like a student from a strike in the capital city of our country who said that he is striking just because he doesn't want to go to school. If students like him would be in school they would learn what the real reason that they are protesting is.

The second thing is that there are better solutions than school striking. They are for example striking during the weekends, e - striking, participating at city council meetings... At those events, kids would make a change like there would with striking during school. For example, in 2019, when there was a virus and kids couldn't go to school, they organized strikes on social media. That was a special experience because more kids could participate, and social media even supported them. This was a chance for kids to make new friends, who think like them, they found out more about social media, and they even shared their experiences from their country with other countries.

The goal for the negation side of the debate motion was to prove to you that school striking brings more harm than benefits because there are better solutions to solve the problem of climate change.

My personal opinion is that the better side of this debate was affirmation. The sentence written down made me think about it.

"Why should I learn, if I don't have any future?"
Written by Zala Kostanjevec, 7. D
