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PFAS Debate
Title: "The Great PFAS Debate: Exploring Perspectives on a Persistent Problem"
Participants:
Alex (Strongly agrees PFAS is a serious problem)
Jamie (Neutral)
Taylor (Strongly disagrees PFAS is a serious problem)
Goals:

The Great PFAS Debate activity is designed to engage students in critical thinking and discussion by
exploring multiple perspectives on PFAS contamination and its impact. Through this structured
debate, students will analyze different viewpoints, strengthen their argumentation skills, and

develop a deeper understanding of the complexities surrounding PFAS-related issues.

Expected Outcomes:
By the end of this activity, students will:

1. Understand Diverse Perspectives: Explore varying viewpoints on the severity of PFAS
contamination and its consequences.

2. Develop Critical Thinking Skills: Analyze arguments, assess evidence, and form reasoned
conclusions about PFAS-related issues.

3. Improve Communication and Debate Skills: Practice articulating arguments, listening
actively, and responding thoughtfully to opposing viewpoints.

4. Engage in Evidence-Based Discussion: Use scientific facts and case studies to support their
stance in the debate.

5. Foster Empathy and Open-Mindedness: Recognize the complexity of environmental issues
and appreciate different perspectives on addressing PFAS pollution.

6. Apply Knowledge to Real-World Issues: Connect the debate discussion to policymaking,
industry practices, and personal decision-making regarding PFAS.

Teacher’s Notes for Extended Activity:
e Ask students to write a reflective response: Which arguments were most persuasive? Why?
e Divide the class into teams to propose a policy solution based on the discussion.

e Hosta class-wide debate on which team’s policy is the most feasible and impactful.
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PFAS Debate

Title: "The Great PFAS Debate: Exploring Perspectives on a Persistent Problem"
Participants:

Alex (Strongly agrees PFAS is a serious problem)

Jamie (Neutral)

Taylor (Strongly disagrees PFAS is a serious problem)

Alex: (Opening with urgency) PFAS is absolutely a serious problem. These “forever chemicals” are
everywhere—our water, food, and even our blood. They’ve been linked to cancer, immune system
issues, and developmental problems in children. How can we ignore this crisis when these
chemicals don’t break down and only continue to spread?

Jamie: (Thoughtful) | see your point, Alex. The persistence of PFAS in the environment is concerning.
But on the other hand, they’ve played a vital role in industries like firefighting, healthcare, and
manufacturing. Aren’t there ways to regulate their use instead of treating them as an all-out
emergency?

Taylor: (Confidently) Exactly, Jamie. The benefits of PFAS often get lost in the noise. Non-stick
cookware, waterproof clothing, and even life-saving firefighting foams are possible because of these
chemicals. Sure, there are risks, but regulations already exist to limit exposure. We need to be careful
not to overreact and cause unnecessary harm to industries and jobs.

Alex: (Frustrated) Taylor, regulations are nowhere near enough. PFAS contamination has been found
in water supplies affecting millions of people. Some companies have been aware of the dangers for
decades and still failed to act responsibly. Thisisn’tjust about inconvenience; it’s about public health
and environmental survival.

Jamie: (Trying to mediate) Okay, | hear both of you. Alex is emphasizing the long-term risks and
potential health crises, while Taylor is pointing out the benefits and economic impact. Couldn’t there
be amiddle ground? For example, what if we focus on developing safer alternatives and only ban the
most harmful PFAS chemicals?

Taylor: (Skeptical) Alternatives sound nice, but they’re not always realistic. Many substitutes are less
effective, more expensive, or just as harmful. And let’s be honest, banning these chemicals outright
would disrupt industries and inflate costs for consumers. Do we really want to risk that?

Alex: (Determined) But isn’t it worth the cost to prevent widespread health problems? Studies have
shown PFAS in even small amounts can cause harm. If companies profited from these chemicals for
decades, shouldn’t they be held accountable to help fund the research and transition to safer
options?

Jamie: (Nods) That’s a fair point, Alex. Holding companies accountable could ease the burden on
industries and governments. But Taylor raises a good question: How do we ensure alternatives are
both effective and affordable? The transition has to be practical.
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Taylor: (Reluctantly) If companies are responsible for funding the shift, | could see some merit in
that. But | still think people exaggerate the dangers of PFAS. The doses we’re exposed to are minimal.
Isn’tit possible the risks are overblown by activists and media?

Alex: (Firmly) No, Taylor, the science is clear. The Environmental Protection Agency has lowered
acceptable PFAS levels in drinking water to near zero. That’s how dangerous these chemicals are.
Pretending they’re not a big deal because exposure seems “small” ignores the cumulative, long-term
effects.

Jamie: (Curious) Alex, can you elaborate on the cumulative aspect? | understand PFAS persist in the
environment, but how does that translate to real harm for people?

Alex: (Explaining) Think of it like this: PFAS doesn’t break down, so it builds up in our bodies and the
environment over time. Each tiny exposure adds to the total. Over years, that accumulation can lead
to serious health issues like liver damage, cancer, and even birth defects. It’s not just a theoretical
risk—it’s happening right now.

Taylor: (Pushes back) But correlation isn’t causation. Just because PFAS is found in people’s bodies
doesn’t mean it’s causing these health issues. Other factors like genetics, lifestyle, and
environmental pollutants also play a role. Why single out PFAS as the villain?

Alex: (Frustrated) Because we know PFAS is toxic! And unlike other pollutants, it doesn’t degrade.
Ignoring it now only creates a bigger problem for future generations. Do we really want to leave them
with contaminated water and irreversible health damage?

Jamie: (Reflective) This is a tough issue. Taylor, your point about multiple factors is valid, but Alex’s
argument about persistence is hard to ignore. What if we take a tiered approach—prioritize research
on the most harmful PFAS, regulate their use, and phase them out where possible?

Taylor: (Considering) A tiered approach might work if it’s well-implemented. But it needs to be
balanced. Over-regulating or panicking will only hurt people who depend on these industries. The
focus should be on practical, science-based solutions—not fear.

Alex: (Conceding slightly) | can agree with starting with the most harmful PFAS, but the timelines
need to be strict. Companies have dragged their feet for too long. Without deadlines, nothing will
change.

Jamie: (Smiling) It sounds like we’re making progress. Maybe the real solution is a mix of
accountability, innovation, and compromise. Alex, Taylor, what do you think?

Taylor: (Nods grudgingly) As long as it’s not rushed or heavy-handed, I’'m open to discussing
alternatives and regulations.

Alex: (Firm but calmer) As long as those alternatives prioritize public health and move quickly, | can
live with that. But we can’t afford to delay action any longer.

Jamie: (Satisfied) Then let’s agree to start with what we can all support: targeted action,
accountability, and investment in safer options. Maybe together, we can tackle this issue without
dividing ourselves.
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