Sustainable Survival Guide for Christmas family dinners
This is a partial translation of an article from French reporter "Bon Pote", which you can find here. Numbers were modified to
reflect the Swiss carbon emissions (instead of the French ones).

You're the family tree-hugger. The "green" person in the office, or the "green" person in the group of friends. While
you think that global warming should be the priority of our concerns, they think that you are exaggerating, that we
have time, that whatever happens we are screwed, and that anyway, humans have always adapted. Sometimes you
don't know how to answer. Or simply, you are afraid to answer these arguments without ruining the mood, or to be
considered as a fun-killer.
In this article you will find answers to (almost) everything you need to navigate those difficult conversations. Keep
in mind that each person is different and will be receptive to different arguments. For some, it will take numbers.
For others, it will require pathos. Finally, for some people, it will take 50C in their city to make them wonder…
Some pieces of advice before you start :
● Apply Brandolini's law (the amount of energy needed to refute bullshit is an order of magnitude larger than is
needed to produce it) no matter what. There is no point in wasting 3 hours refuting a fallacious argument,
especially if the person in front of you will never change their mind. On the other hand, spending time with
a person who is capable of questioning themselves will never be a waste of time.
● When is it better to intervene...or to keep quiet? Only you will know. Sometimes it's just better not to waste
your time...especially on Christmas Eve!
● The mental load is greater when talking with our family than with colleagues or friends. The family circle is
the hardest to convince and very often the last to change. It is useless to insist if nothing happens.
● Be prepared to be attacked personally. "You say we should fly less, but you flew last year". Refocus the
discussion on the facts. "You're right, and I know it's not great. But do you agree that a decrease in air traffic
is necessary to meet our climate goals, asking for an effort especially from the wealthiest households?"
Now, some common arguments and how to debunk them.
"Scientists are not sure about global warming"
This is FALSE. The consensus on global warming is well established and unequivocal. By the way, make sure that
your interlocutor knows how a scientific consensus is built...
"Yes, but in the past we've had this before, there are cycles! "
So, it's true and false, it depends on what we are talking about, but above all, the subject is the speed of the current
change. Takeaway: The magnitude of recent changes in the overall climate system and the current state of many
aspects of the climate system are unprecedented, from centuries to thousands of years. Human activity has
warmed the climate at an unprecedented rate for at least 2000 years.
"They can't predict the weather in 10 days and want us to believe they can know the weather in 2100! "
This sentence is a classic. Defined as the state of the atmosphere at a given time and place, the weather is likely to
change from one hour to another and from one day to another. Climate, on the other hand, generally refers to the
statistics of weather conditions over a decade or more. And unfortunately, climate models have been very accurate
to this day....
"The IPCC is a lobby financed by people believing in global warming!"
The IPCC members are nations, not individuals. The people who sit in the IPCC assemblies only represent member
countries. The transparency of the IPCC is total, everything is on the website: how the authors are selected, on
which documents they are based, how the reports are approved, etc. The IPCC is not a research laboratory. It is an

organization that evaluates and synthesizes research work carried out in laboratories around the world. It does not
make recommendations, but projections.
"It's okay, fires/floods/droughts/heatwaves have always happened!"
The trends for these 4 climate hazards are very clear, with an increase in frequency and intensity. Still keep in mind
that not every natural disaster can be attributed to climate change.
"Switzerland represents barely 1% of global emissions, while China represents 28%!"
On average, a Swiss resident emits 14 tons CO2eq/year. Not only do we have to divide our footprint by 7 to respect
our climate commitments, but we are also well above the world average of 7.5 t CO2eq/year. Finally, Switzerland is
not as exemplary as that… If, in addition to these first elements, we take into account the historical responsibility
and the financial means we have at our disposal, there is no room (nor excuse) for inaction. In other words, those
who spend their time accusing the Chinese and the Africans of all the evils do not do so on scientific grounds but on
ideological grounds.
"The plane is only 2%, the cars are xx%!"
No sector is sustainable today, all must evolve.
"2 additional degrees is not that bad!"
Except that 2 additional degrees is a global average. Knowing that the land is warming up on average 2 times faster
than the oceans. That some regions are warming up faster than others. In other words, an average means
everything and nothing.
"It's too late, we're screwed"
These reactions are everyday and understandable: the environmental situation is truly catastrophic. But fatalism is
dangerous. The scientific literature is very clear: our climate future is in our hands. Our individual and collective
actions can bring about changes that will benefit us quickly.
"Technology will save us!"
This kind of argument comes up very frequently, whether from people who refuse to change their behavior, or
more sadly from politicians paid with our taxes. Not only is the technological gamble extremely risky, but for the
moment, we do not have a shred of evidence that it is possible for clean energy to replace all existing energies.
Moreover, on average, between a scientific publication and the filing of a patent, it takes about 10 years. Then there
is the marketing, the deployment, etc. Yes, technological innovation will be part of the solution, but relying on it
alone is foolish.
"The number one problem is demographics!!!"
Emmanuel Pont's work is particularly enlightening on the subject. In one sentence: no, we are not too many on
Earth, but we would be too many to want to live with the lifestyle of an 'average' American.
"It's alright, mankind has always adapted!"
This is totally false. Mankind has historically adapted after having suffered from climatic hazards, and this took
decades. Problem: we do not have several decades ahead of us, and change has never been so fast.
"It's up to companies to make an effort first! And to the State too!"
No, it's up to everyone to make an effort, according to their means. It is certain that the responsibility for emissions
is common, but differentiated: some are more responsible than others. Individual and collective actions are
inseparable and indispensable: we will need both, and everyone.
"We are not going to stop living, we still have to enjoy life!"
No one asked you to stop your leisure and small pleasures of everyday life. It is possible to live a good life without
spoiling the life of others!

"We have time, it's only in 2050 that it will be difficult!"
Since a picture is worth a thousand words, here are 2 images from this year :

Left : Forest fire in the village of Gouves on the island of Evia, Greece, August 8, 2021 (Konstantinos Tsakalidis / Bloomberg)
Right : Torrential rains hit Zhengzhou in central China on July 20, 2021 (Noel Celis / AFP)

The final word
You now have enough information to answer the most common fallacious arguments. Of course, the list is
(unfortunately) not exhaustive, and it will take a lot of patience to even agree on the facts. Good luck with the
dinners and lunches to come. And remember: change takes time.

