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ABSTRACT The Moral Equivalence Thesis claims that procreation in affluent countries and eco-
gluttony aremorally on a par, and that both are impermissible.We argue that this ambiguates between
two different theses, the Strict and the Lax. On the Strict Reading of the thesis, procreation and eco-
gluttonyare bothwrong for the same reasons, that is, because both involve individuals overstepping their
carbonbudget.Weargue that this is false at leastwith regard toa certainnumber of childrenanda range
of the costs of children.By contrast, aLaxReading of the thesis is, we think, defensible.On this reading,
procreationand eco-gluttonymaybothbewrong,but fordifferent reasonsandunderdifferent conditions.
While eco-gluttony is wrong across a range of ideal and non-ideal conditions because it is a failure to live
within one’s fair carbon budget, having a child is only wrong, if it is wrong, under non-ideal conditions
where prospective parents have weighty reasons, or an obligation, to pick up the moral slack of others.

1. Introduction

Concerns about population pressure have garnered renewed attention in the context of
the ongoing climate crisis. Both academic and public debates now frequently explore
the idea that the choice of having a child has negative environmental externalities which
must be measured and which bear on the moral permissibility of procreation.1

To introduce an argument that those concerns have given rise to, consider the following
example:

Pat and Pam are a 30-year-old,middle-class couple living in theUS.They are envi-
ronmentally minded and as well as voting Green they do what they can, through
their individual actions, to help stop climate change. They recycle, give up their
car, buy second-hand goodswhenever they can, eat a plant-based diet, avoid trans-
atlantic flights, and try to consume only what they need. Pat and Pam are now
deciding whether to have their first child. They go ahead and have one.

The standard view is that Pat and Pam do nothing wrong by having a child, and that, in
fact, they are admirably trying to live up to their climate justice obligations. Several philos-
ophers argue this standard view is a mistake. They argue that Pat and Pam are in one
important respect as much in violation of their climate justice obligations as:

Noa and Neil, another 30-year-old US-based couple, are not environmentally
minded. They do not recycle, drive everywhere in an SUV, buy large amounts
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of newly produced clothes and other goods they do not need, regularly eat meat
and dairy, often take transatlantic flights, and decide to not have children because
they love their life as it is.

The view that the choice of Pat and Pam to have a child is as wrong as the choice of Noa
andNeil to live an eco-gluttonous lifestyle is an expression of theMoral Equivalence Thesis,
the thesis that (in affluent societies) having even just one child and eco-gluttony are mor-
ally on a par and both are impermissible.2 As we characterise it, the argument for this revi-
sionist thesis unfolds in the following steps.3

1. The emissions of having a child, as well as the emissions from one’s own consump-
tion, are part of the carbon footprint of the person who chooses to have a child and
to consume. That is, those emissions belong to that person in a sense that is relevant
for her moral responsibility (the Attribution Claim).

Thisfirst step of the case for theMoral EquivalenceThesis is consistentwith believing that
procreation and consumption are different inmany respects. But it highlights that it is true of
both the choice to have a child and the choice to consume goods and services that the emis-
sions that predictably result from them are attributable to those who make those choices.

2. In an affluent society, the emissions of having a child are so high that a procreator’s
carbon footprint is as high as (or even higher than) the carbon footprint of an eco-
glutton (the Measurement Claim).

‘Eco-gluttony’ is conspicuous consumption of the kind Noa and Neil engage in. To see
why the Measurement Claim is made, consider this: according to recent studies, the
choice of Pat and Pam to have a child will have a carbon footprint of 9,441 tCO2e (tonnes
of carbon dioxide equivalent) if that child is like the average American and if we continue
emitting as usual.4 To get a sense of how high this is, note that while Pat and Pam’s green
lifestyle means they each reduce their yearly carbon footprint by roughly 4.5 tCO2e com-
pared to the average American, if they chose not to have their child this could yield a yearly
footprint reduction of 58.6 tCO2e.5 As one study observes: ‘a US family who chooses to
have one fewer child would provide the same level of emissions reductions as 684 teen-
agers who choose to adopt comprehensive recycling for the rest of their lives’.6

3. The difference in value between procreation and consumption, if there is one, does
not make a difference to whether a person fails to comply with her climate justice
obligations by choosing one or the other (the No Difference Claim).

Procreation and eco-gluttony might appear to differ in evaluative terms. For example, pro-
creationmay realise fundamental interests while eco-gluttony might not. Or procreationmay
create something of intrinsic value and eco-gluttonymay not. But according to theNoDiffer-
ence Claim, these differences are either illusory or irrelevant for determining whether some-
one is complying with their climate justice obligations when procreating or when consuming.

The No Difference Claim expresses the idea, often discussed in this debate, that ‘pro-
creation is not special’.7 However, note that the idea that procreation is not special can
also be used to mean two things other than the No Difference Claim. The first is that
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we should not exempt procreative choice from an environmentally minded assessment of
people’s lifestyles. AsMacIver writes, ‘[t]here is no credible reason to exclude procreative
claims as such, merely because they are procreative’.8 The second is the claim that eco-
gluttony and procreation are morally on a par from the perspective of our climate justice
obligations (i.e. what we here call the Moral Equivalence Thesis, which is the conclusion
of the argument of which the No Difference Claim is a premise).

4. Therefore, from the point of view of our climate justice obligations, procreation and eco-
gluttony are on a par (from 1, 2, and 3) and both are impermissible (theMoral Equiv-
alence Thesis).

If the Moral Equivalence Thesis is justified, individuals in affluent countries should
choose to abstain from having even just one child. This is assuming that principles of jus-
tice generate reasons for action for individual decision-making.9 Additionally, or alterna-
tively, some institutional implications might follow. The Thesis may justify governments’
adoption of some incentives and deterrents that would be effective in discouraging procre-
ation, compatibly with respecting fundamental rights. These measures would be justified
just as a carbon tax for luxury goods or the withdrawing of subsidies for animal farming
may be justified, rendering meat and dairy consumptionmore costly so people will engage
in less of it.10

The Moral Equivalence Thesis is thus revisionist both in its assessment of the ethical
status of individuals’ choices and in its policy implications. Fertility rates are already dwin-
dling in developed countries, and some are calling for measures to increase procreation.
And yet in exactly those countries, the Thesis says that procreation is impermissible.11

The Moral Equivalence Thesis (henceforth MET) is the focus of this article. We believe
that there is both something counterintuitive and something intuitive about this thesis. On
the one hand, for example, it seems odd to think that my children’s, and my grandchildren’s,
and my great-grandchildren’s emissions are mine in any relevant sense. In terms of ‘moral
accounting’, we may say, my child’s emissions are my child’s, not mine, just as my emissions
aremine, notmyparents’.On the other hand, it seems undeniable that the carbon legacy of an
additional child, as Murtaugh and Schlax measure it, does identify something of moral rele-
vance, namely, the very significant difference an adult can singlehandedlymake to overall car-
bon emissions by having one fewer child.12

Our central aim in this article is to show that we can vindicate both these seemingly con-
tradictory intuitions. It is possible to do this because, we argue,MET as it has been formu-
lated thus far, both by its defenders and by its critics, ambiguates between two different
claims, which it is important to distinguish in order to arrive at a sound view on the permis-
sibility of procreation in light of climate justice considerations.13

On the first, Strict Reading, MET holds that procreation in affluent countries and eco-
gluttony are both wrong for the same reasons, that is, they are both wrong as both involve indi-
viduals overstepping their carbon budget. On this reading, if eco-gluttony is wrong, then, by
entailment, procreation is also wrong if it produces the same emissions as eco-gluttony and
if there is no difference in value between them. It would be true ofMET thus understood that
the argument for it is ‘analogical’, and that ‘consistency’ and ‘logical considerations alone’
commit us to the conclusion that ‘one should be opposed to both [procreation and
overconsumption] or in favour of both’.14 That is, if the Strict Reading is correct, we must
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condemnprocreation if we condemn eco-gluttony.Conversely, if wewish to condone procre-
ation, then we must also condone eco-gluttony.

There is also a Lax Reading ofMET, which defenders sometimes seem to be upholding,
on which procreators in affluent countries, although they might remain within their car-
bon budget by having one child, violate an obligation they have, or at least act against
weighty moral reasons they are under, because of the highly non-ideal circumstances they
are in. We call this the LaxReading of MET because it does not establish that procreation
in affluent countries is wrong for the same reasons that eco-gluttony is wrong. Instead, when
they are both wrong, eco-gluttony and procreation are wrong for different reasons and
under different conditions. Accordingly, it is not necessarily the case that one should be
opposed to both or be in favour of both, even if they produce the same emissions and even
if there is no difference in value between them.

When these two different versions of MET are distinguished, we can better assess each
one of them. Our view is that the StrictMET is false and that at least one version of the Lax
MET is defensible. This conclusion matters both because, as mentioned earlier, it recon-
ciles two seemingly contradictory responses toMET, and because it makes clear that inso-
far as it is true that procreation is wrong from the point of view of climate justice, this is not
entailed by the truth of the claim that eco-gluttony is wrong. Offering this analysis is the
central aim of our article.

Our article also accomplishes a second, corollary aim, which is to show how ostensibly
empirical claims regarding the carbon footprint of an additional child in fact reflect various
normative commitments, which need to be defended. We claim that there is no single,
neutral measurement of what the ‘carbon footprint’ of procreation is. Rather, there are
several possible measurements whose justified use depends on the normative task we are
engaged in. In this context in particular, it depends on what exactly is meant when we
say that a certain footprint is ‘attributable’ to the procreator, and what the conditions are
for attributability in that sense.15 In other words, we contend that the first step in the argu-
ment for MET, which we called the Attributability Claim, does crucial work in determin-
ing which measurement of the carbon footprint of procreation we are justified in using.
Despite appearances, the Measurement Claim is not a purely empirical, neutral claim.

Our discussion proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some key concepts that
allow us to distinguish between the Strict and Lax readings ofMET.We critically examine
MET in each of these readings in Sections 3 and 4 respectively.

Before moving on, some clarifications are in order, as they help defuse some worries
about any argument for reducing population size, and a fortiori, about MET, which may
otherwise distract us in the discussion below.

(i) No one in the debate at hand suggests that children lack value and that their claims
should not be attended to; the argument for MET is an argument for why individ-
uals in affluent countries should have fewer children out of regard for third parties
(mainly, future generations), and not about what should be done for those children
once they exist.

(ii) Defenders of MET are not defenders of compulsory sterilisation or of other
rights-violating measures, and most of them oppose coercive measures alto-
gether.16 They are aware of the problematic history of population control mea-
sures and of its gender dimension and unjust impact on vulnerable groups
(e.g. poorer, racialised groups). Instead, they mostly enjoin individuals to
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voluntarily refrain from procreating, or defend the provision of widely available
contraceptive methods and women’s education. Some other proposals involve
taxation for families with more than two children17 – which could be income-
sensitive, so as to avoid compounding injustice against the worse-off – or trade-
able procreative entitlements.18

(iii) The scope of the application of MET, as intended by its defenders, is limited and
does not extend to most procreation in non-affluent countries. The main reason
for this is that an average individual’s carbon footprint is extremely low in non-
affluent countries and so, accordingly, is the carbon footprint of procreation. In
contrast with the 9,441 tCO2e figure for an additional child in the US (under the
constant emissions scenario), the footprint of a child in Mexico is 1,241 tCO2e,
721 tCO2e in Brazil, and as low as 56 tCO2e in Bangladesh.19 Additionally,
MET applies only to the children for whose existence one is morally responsible,
whether by voluntary procreation or commissioned surrogacy.

(iv) It is not an argument against MET that it commits us to favouring human extinc-
tion which, we grant here, would be an implausible implication of the view.
Defenders of MET can say that some procreation may and will permissibly con-
tinue to happen, in line with the restricted scope of the thesis.

(v) We think it is possible to formulate a version of MET that answers an unaddressed
question in this debate which cries out for treatment, that of how to reconcile the
injunction to stop having children in affluent countries with these countries’ need
for some demographic replacement. A one-sided focus on the latter issue animates
many discussions of family policies in the social sciences, which often come down
in favour of pro-natalist interventions.20 Defenders of MET, by contrast, focus
exclusively on the negative environmental externalities of procreation, overlooking
that the continuation of any society requires demographic replacement. Both these
tendencies aremisguided.21 The viewwe sketch below acknowledges affluent soci-
eties’ need for demographic replacement.

(vi) ThediscussionofMET todate, and inwhat follows, proceedswithin an anthropocen-
tric framework and on the assumption that our obligations to curb emissions, whether
by avoiding eco-gluttony or by not procreating, are ultimately owed to human beings.
However, it is possible to formulate a revised, non-anthropocentric version of MET
on which the obligation to curb emissions is also owed to non-human animals,
and which registers mechanisms other than emitting whereby procreation and
eco-gluttony harm both non-human and human animals (e.g. by destroying
habitats and depleting natural resources that non-human animals depend
on).22 We are sympathetic to this possibility but do not develop it here.23

(vii) A few remarks are in order about some crucial empirical facts that bear on MET.
(a) Some argue that reductions in population size cannot help us meet our imme-
diate, most pressing climate goals.24 We assume that even if this were true, a
reduction in population size would be relevant nonetheless. It would help us
maintain those goals, reach longer-term goals (e.g. beyond 2050), and minimise
harm if we fail to reach the goals we should be implementing now. (b) We assume
it is not certain that the addition of new people to the population will be rendered
sustainably carbon neutral by other, non-population-based climate measures.
(c) We assume it is not possible, or else not permissible, for a procreator to offset
the carbon footprint of their procreative choice, that is, to make it the case that
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emissions that are attributable to the procreator will be taken out of the atmo-
sphere (e.g. through planting enough trees or through carbon capture technology)
or cancelled out (e.g. as a result of the procreators funding wind energy for
others).25

2. Carbon Emissions Attribution and Responsibility: Some Key Distinctions

To see that there are two different readings ofMET, we need to introduce two related dis-
tinctions that have been overlooked when talking about the ‘environmental impacts of dif-
ferent lifestyles’.26 The first is a three-way distinction between different things wemight be
referring to when we say that a measure of emissions is attributable to someone in a sense
that is relevant for their moral responsibility.

Individual carbon budget (or allowance): The amount of changes to total emissions in the
atmosphere that each of us is assigned as a matter of right, that is, that each is morally enti-
tled to make, compatibly with the relevant claims of others (where these claims are set,
minimally, so as to avoid catastrophic climate change, but may be more demanding).

Individual carbon footprint (narrow): The amount of changes to total emissions in the
atmosphere that is attributable to a person for the purpose of ‘keeping tabs’ on whether
she is living within her carbon budget or whether she is above it; this is the amount of
changes to total emissions that should be paid out of her budget.

Individual carbon footprint (broad): The amount of changes to total emissions in the
atmosphere that a person is answerable for causing or not causing, or for allowing or
not allowing to be caused, even though this does not count as using up her carbon budget.

The second distinction it is helpful to introduce is between three different claims we
might bemaking when we refer to individuals’moral responsibility for their choices, includ-
ing choices which result in a certain amount of emissions’ being attributed to them.27

Fair shares liability: Someone can be morally responsible in the sense that she should
bear or internalise some costs of the choices she makes, lest she encroach on other people’s fair
shares (of resources, opportunities, etc.). For example, to say that I am morally responsi-
ble for my gambling losses is to say that it is fair that I bear those losses, and relatedly, that
it would be unfair to others to make them share those losses with me. In the case we are
interested in, I can be morally responsible for my emissions in the sense that I am liable,
that is, must pay the costs of those emissions from my carbon budget, so as to respect
everyone’s fair shares to some amount of emissions.

As should be clear, judgements about fair shares liability implicate the notions of carbon
budget and of carbon footprint (narrow). To arrive at judgements regarding someone’s fair
shares liability, we need to know both what her carbon budget is, and what carbon emis-
sions it is justifiable to charge to her budget and why: this is what her carbon footprint
(narrow) identifies. Judgements of fair shares liability are thus the upshot of several nor-
mative, as well as empirical, considerations.We elaborate on this point in the next section.

Answerability for choices (other than fair shares liability): Someone can be morally respon-
sible in the sense that they are answerable, morally speaking, for doing or failing to do
many things other than staying within their fair shares. Sometimes we even have weighty
moral reason to do something that involves acting in violation of our fair share. For exam-
ple, I may have to externalise the costs of my choices in order to avert serious harms, for
example, by stealing so I can avert serious harm. Sometimes – more pertinently for our
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discussion below – I may be required to act in a certain way in order to avoid harm even
though I would not be exceeding my share if I failed to act this way.

As illustration of this, imagine a fantastical example in which I am the only person who
can press a button that allows new natural resources to fall from the sky, and that pressing
this button has no cost for me. I am clearly answerable for pressing or not pressing that but-
ton; I am morally responsible for pressing that button in that sense.

As should be clear, this sense of moral responsibility is at issue when we talk about peo-
ple’s carbon footprint (broad).

The two senses of moral responsibility we have identified so far differ from a third one.
Praiseworthiness and blameworthiness: I may be justifiably praised or blamed if I comply,

or fail to comply, respectively, with the requirement to internalise the costs of my choices
so as not to encroach on others’ fair shares. I may also be justifiably praised for doing what
I am answerable for doing, or blamed for failing to do this.

In what follows, we leave this sense of responsibility aside, as we do not think that it
should be the central concern ofMET, though some philosophers may also have this kind
responsibility inmind. From now onwe only focus on the first two senses ofmoral respon-
sibility, and will refer to them as liability and answerability simpliciter.

This brief discussion of different senses of responsibility is enough to see how the attribu-
tion of a certain amount of emissions to someone – theMeasurementClaim – is normatively
loaded. More specifically, it is normatively loaded in two related ways. First, the amount of
emissions we are justified in ascribing to someone depends on the sense of responsibility
that the attribution is relevant for (whether it is fair shares liability or answerability); second,
the amount of emissions that constitutes someone’s carbon footprint (narrow and broad,
respectively) will reflect a particular, substantive view of what fair shares liability, or answer-
ability, requires. That is, which particular amount of emissions constitutes someone’s car-
bon footprint (narrow) and carbon footprint (broad) depends on our substantive moral
view about what people are liable for in fairness to others, and on our view about what they
are answerable to do or not do besides staying within their fair share of emissions.

3. The Strict Reading of the Moral Equivalence Thesis

With these distinctions in mind, we can now offer a fuller characterisation of the first read-
ing of MET. The Strict Reading of MET holds that procreation in affluent countries and
eco-gluttony are both wrong for the same reasons. The reasons why both are wrong is that
both involve overstepping our carbon budget. The Strict Reading tells us that by having a
child and by engaging in conspicuous forms of overconsumption we are overstepping
our budget, thereby violating others’ claims to their fair shares, that is, to their carbon bud-
gets. Both choices are, therefore, impermissible.

The argument goes as follows:

1*The emissions of having a child, as well as the emissions fromone’s own consumption,
are part of one’s carbon footprint (narrow), that is, they should be covered by the car-
bon budget of the person making the procreative and the consumption choice.

2* In an affluent society, the emissions of having a child are so high that a procreator’s
carbon footprint (narrow), just like the carbon footprint (narrow) of an eco-glutton,
exceeds their carbon budget (by at least the same amount).
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3 The difference in value between procreation and consumption, if there is one, does
not make a difference to whether a person fails to comply with her climate justice
obligations by choosing one or the other.

4* Therefore, from the point of view of our climate justice obligations, procreation and
eco-gluttony are on a par (from 1*, 2*, and 3) and both are impermissible (the Strict
Moral Equivalence Thesis).

Thus understood, MET clearly rests on an analogical argument, such that one could not
consistently condemn eco-gluttony but condone procreation (this, as mentioned above, is
what Young means by referring to the argument as ‘analogical’). This section unpacks the
assumptions behind this reading of MET and shows why it is indefensible. To anticipate:
we do not take issue with 3. Instead, we argue that 1* is unjustified, at least regarding a cer-
tain number of children and a certain range of the costs of children; and accordingly, 2* is
also unjustified.We think that our claims likely apply to having one child and to the costs of
giving that child their fair share of the carbon budget: with regard to these costs, it is not the
case that they should be attributed only to the procreator, and it is also not the case, there-
fore, that the procreator oversteps her carbon budget by having even just one child. 4*, then,
is unjustified.

The judgement that Noa and Neil live in excess of their carbon budget presupposes,
first, that each person is assigned a fair share of emissions. Just how large this budget is
depends on several considerations, including partially empirical ones about what the total
amount of emissions is that humanity can produce at any given point, compatibly with
protecting relevant human and non-human interests now and in the future; and about
how it is fair to apportion that total amount of emissions to persons now and in the future.
Here, principles of justice that specify what entitlements present and future persons
have – for example, entitlements to having enough, or to fare equally in some
sense – will be invoked and need defending.28 Without entering discussions about these
considerations here, it is safe to assume that each individual’s budget will include those
emissions that, under specified conditions,29 are necessary for the consumption of goods
involved in meeting basic needs, and some more or less generous, but limited, amount of
consumption above that. That is the budget which Noa and Neil, and Pat and Pam, are
assumed to have.

Second, the judgement that Noa and Neil’s lifestyle choices are in violation of their cli-
mate justice obligations also presupposes that we have an account for determining the share
of emissions created in producing, transporting, and delivering the goods and services they
consume that are justifiably attributable to Noa and Neil, that is, charged to their budget.
Consider, for example, the emissions created by the flights that Noa and Neil take. An
account of fair shares liability will attribute some of those emissions to Noa and Neil, and
some to other individuals, including to producers such as airline owners and their
employees, and to other consumers. The grounds for charging a certain amount of emis-
sions to individuals could invoke the fact that they chose to engage in activities they knew
produced those emissions, or that they benefited from those activities, among others.30

With eco-gluttony of the kindNoa andNeil indulge in, it appears obvious that the emis-
sions they are justifiably asked to cover exceed their carbon budgets – this is what we argu-
ably imply when we characterise their consumption levels as ‘eco-gluttonous’.31 Noa and
Neil are, then, encroaching upon the fair shares of others, and are in violation of their cli-
mate justice obligation to live within their budget.
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Now consider what making a comparable claim about procreators presupposes. First, it
presupposes that each individual’s budget, while it includes, as noted above, some
amount of permissible emissions for consumption, does not include an allowance of emis-
sions specifically to cover some procreation. Second, the claim at hand presupposes that
the emissions that will be produced by Pat and Pam’s child, including those which
that child will have a right to produce, should be paid for entirely out of Pat’ and Pam’s
budget.32

To see this claimmore clearly, compare it to the claim that all people who now exist and
those who will come into existence are entitled to a basic income stipend and that the costs
of providing that basic income stipend should be paid by each person’s procreators, rather
than by everyone.33 If prospective procreators cannot internalise the full costs of providing
their child with a basic income stipend, they should not on this view have a child, as to do
so would be to wrongfully externalise the costs of their choices onto others. The defender
of the Strict Reading of MET makes a similar claim about procreators’ liability for the
environmental, rather than the financial, costs of procreative choice.

Some defenders of MET explicitly make the (undefended) assumption that all of the
emissions that a child will likely foreseeably cause should count as part of the parents’ car-
bon footprint (narrow). Young’s version of MET is an example of this: in making the case
for the outsized environmental impact of procreation in an economically developed coun-
try like the US, Young attributes to parents the full lifetime environmental impact of their
children.34 Other commentators can be read as making a similar assumption.35 In addi-
tion to the lifetime emissions of one’s child, some commentators attribute to the procre-
ator a gradually diminishing share of the lifetime emissions of further descendants,
reflecting the initial procreator’s diminishing degree of genetic relatedness to them.36

Finally, some defenders of MET argue that the carbon footprint of procreation should
include a subset, rather than all, of the lifetime emissions of the children. For example,
MacIver argues that parents should be held responsible only for those emissions that chil-
dren (both when they are children and after they become adults) have no choice but to
make if they are to live a decent life, and perhaps also for those emissions that they must
produce if they are to participate ‘normally’ in their society without facing significant
hardship.37

These differences between defenders of the Strict MET do not undermine our point.
Insofar as these views assume that at least the emissions that newcomers have a right to
produce – their carbon budget – ought to be covered by procreators’ own budget, these
views, we think, should be rejected, for reasons that are easier to see now that the assump-
tions that undergird the thesis are fully in view.

The Strict MET assumes a particular view of how the costs of children should be dis-
tributed. It assumes that for any child, only its procreators are fairly liable for all, or nearly
all, the emissions that this child will foreseeably produce. It is by dint of assuming this view
of fair shares liability with regard to the costs of children (expressed in 1*) that the Strict
MET can affirm that procreators’ carbon footprint (narrow) exceeds their carbon budget
just by having one child (as 2* asserts). We think this view is mistaken: at least for a certain
number of children, non-procreators as well as procreators are liable for some of the costs of chil-
dren. More specifically, we submit, for that number of children that constitutes demo-
graphic renewal that benefits everyone, non-procreators as well as procreators should be
liable for the emissions that those children will have a right to produce. To support this
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claim, we first elucidate it and then show that the convictions it expresses are presupposed
by other, intuitively plausible claims about individuals’ carbon footprint and budget.

A defensible account of fair shares liability, as several scholars have argued,must be sen-
sitive to considerations about how to treat fairly those who produce public goods, goods
which, while only some individuals produce them, benefit others too.38 Those who benefit
from the production of at least some such goods – those that everyone has reason to want,
or those that are necessary for the continuation of society and the maintenance of just
institutions – are liable for some costs of their production. Demographic replacement,
and therefore some procreation, is one such public good: new waves of generations are
necessary to maintain institutions that serve non-procreators’, as well as procreators’,
interests. An interest in welfare provisions, including pensions, immediately springs to
mind here, but in fact, all welfare provisions require new waves of taxpayers and workers.
So it is not just when we are old that we benefit from demographic renewal: we benefit
throughout our lives.39 It would be unfair to procreators if only they were required to
cover the costs of beneficial demographic replacement.

There is a dispute about what level of demographic replacement is beneficial. We can-
not settle this here as it would require addressing several complex questions, including the
question of what level of demographic replacement is optimal, desirable, or legitimate,
and the possible reliance on so-called replacement migration as an alternative source of
demographic replacement.40However, thismuch can be said: it is implausible to hold that
no amount of local procreation in affluent societies counts as beneficial. This is because
every society needs younger generations tomaintain its socio-economic and political insti-
tutions, and it is unrealistic to think that any society could achieve its needed level of
demographic replacement by relying wholly on the one alternative source of demographic
replacement, that is, immigration. Some amount of local procreation will always be
needed in affluent societies, as well as anywhere else. We think we can assume, then, that
one child per family, for a declining but stabilising population, is likely to be licensed by
fair demographic replacement. (Defenders of MET, who do not even address this point,
do not show otherwise.) For that number of children and the costs of giving them their car-
bon budget, everyone should be charged, not just those children’s procreators.41

Accordingly, it is a mistake to claim that, when they procreate, only Pat’ and Pam’s car-
bon footprint would increase. Instead, Noa and Neil’s carbon footprint will also be
affected, as will be the footprint of all other non-procreators, who benefit from the public
goods that Pat and Pam’s child helps produce. What justifiably registers as an increment
to Pat and Pam’s footprint of creating a child, then, will be much more limited than the
defender of the Strict MET assumes. More specifically, in fact, if Pat and Pam’s child will
be as environmentally minded as her parents are, Pat and Pam’s carbon footprint
will remain considerably lower than that of Noa and Neil even after the former have a
child, as all four adults should share in the costs of giving the new child the carbon budget
she will live within. Under these assumptions, the intuitive judgement that Pat and Pam
do nothing wrong by having a child while Noa andNeil do something wrong by living their
eco-gluttonous lifestyle stands vindicated.

The claim we are defending about fair liability for public goods provision is in line with
other familiar and plausible claims. Consider the claim, accepted by environmentalists,
that each person’s carbon footprint (narrow) also includes ‘those GHG emissions that
are necessary to run a country’s main collective institutions and infrastructures … public
emissions that have to be shared out between all citizens, but are not directly tied to that
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individual’s behaviour and consumption activity’.42 This too is a claim that has its justifi-
cation in an account of how it is fair to distribute the costs, as well as benefits, of public
goods production, and which we are applying to demographic renewal.

Furthermore, the view that the environmental costs of at least some number of children
should be shared across everyone, not just procreators, is, in fact, implicit in how we stan-
dardly determine individuals’ carbon budgets. To illustrate: when we assign to Pat and
Pam andNoa and Neil a carbon budget, we assume, and rightly so, that their carbon budget
is constrained by the fact that they are among a number of individuals who exist now and in the
future; this is whywe do not assign to Pat, Pam, Nora, and Neil all the atmospheric capacity
there is to be used up.43 We implicitly assume that they have to share atmospheric capacity
with members of future generations, that is, with someone’s children (and not necessarily
their own children); this is why their carbon budget must be a sustainable budget.44

4. The Lax Reading of the Moral Equivalence Thesis

We believe amore plausible reading ofMET is available. On this reading, procreation and
eco-gluttony may be morally on a par, but only in the lax sense in which both may be
wrong from a climate justice standpoint. Crucially, even if both are wrong, they are wrong
for different reasons and under different conditions. Eco-gluttons, we have seen, are guilty
of overstepping their carbon budgets. By contrast, procreators in affluent countries,
although they might remain within their carbon budget by having a child, violate a weighty
reason or obligation they have under non-ideal conditions to prevent the emissions asso-
ciated with their procreative choice.

The argument for this different reading of MET goes as follows.

1** The emissions of having a child are part of one’s carbon footprint (broad), that is,
they are emissions that one has weighty moral reasons, or an obligation, to prevent,
even though, unlike the emissions of one’s consumption, they are not part of one’s
carbon footprint (narrow).

2** In an affluent society, the emissions of having a child are so high that a procreator’s
carbon footprint (broad) is as high or higher than the emissions that constitute the
carbon footprint (narrow) of an eco-glutton.

3 The difference in value between procreation and consumption, if there is one, does
not make a difference to whether a person fails to comply with her climate justice
obligations by choosing one or the other.

4** Therefore, from the point of view of our climate justice obligations, both procre-
ation and eco-gluttony are impermissible (from 1**, 2**, and 3) (the Lax Moral
Equivalence Thesis).

To anticipate: we think this argument for the LaxMET is plausible but do not defend it
in full here. In what follows, we offer some support for the weaker formulation of its nor-
mative premise (1**, which we call the Broad Attribution Claim), which establishes that
prospective parents have weighty reasons to have one fewer child. We show that this pre-
mise does not overgeneralise and does not rely on an implausible view of answerability,
and we explain why the measurement claim (2**) is justified here. Whether these weighty
reasons amount to an obligation to have fewer children will remain an open question. Our
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main concern is to bring to view that the nature and the conditions for the purported obli-
gation to have one fewer child are different from those for the obligation not to
overconsume. We show that, at least for people like Pat and Pam, their purported obliga-
tion is to pick up the slack for eco-gluttons like Noa and Neil. It therefore must rest on a
different argument from that given for why Noa and Neil have an obligation not to
overconsume. It is not the case, with the LaxMET, that consistency and logical consider-
ations alone commit us to the conclusion that we should be opposed to both procreation
and overconsumption or in favour of both. (The Lax MET, then, cannot deliver what
defenders of MET like Young wish for.)45

Note that, as before, we leave 3 (the NoDifference Claim) unchallenged.We think that
potential differences between procreation and consumption that rely on perfectionist
value judgements, even if they exist, are not suitable grounds in an argument about our
justice obligations.

The argument for the Broad Attribution Claim starts with the basic idea that if we are
well placed to help avoid or reduce harm, we ought to do so, at least when this is not unrea-
sonably burdensome for us.46 It is widely accepted that unchecked climate change would
involve significant harms befalling a great many people. The failure to secure key climate
goals such as keeping warming to 1.5 degrees by 2100 would involve not only harms, but
widespread violations of human rights, which makes avoiding this outcome especially
morally urgent.47 If choosing to have one fewer child, even if this child would be one’s only
child, is not unreasonably burdensome, and if acting this way can be expected to contrib-
ute to reducing the risk of harm to some individuals, prospective parents may thus have
weighty reasons or an obligation to do so. (We say a bit more about the burdensomeness
issue later.) Crucially, this is the case even on the assumption that prospective parents are
already doing their fair share in tackling climate change: the claim that individuals may
have reason or an obligation to alleviate harms by refraining from having a child does
not rely on the claim that they are morally responsible for causing that harm in the first
place. Rather, it can be sufficient that they are particularly well placed to alleviate harms.

The paradigmatic illustration of this kind of weighty reason or obligation involves some-
one who comes across a child drowning in a pond.48 The passer-by, by dint of being near
the pond at the right time and capable of rescuing the child, has an obligation to do so,
assuming the costs to him are not unreasonable. Similarly, if I find myself at the edge of
the Amazon rainforest just as a fire takes hold, and I have the ability to stop it from spread-
ing at no unreasonable cost to myself, I have weighty reason or an obligation to do so even
if I have not caused the fire. The Lax MET says something similar about Pat and Pam:
they are especially well placed to prevent or reduce environmental harm by refraining from
having a child and, as a result, have weighty reason, possibly even an obligation, to do so.

A would-be procreator is especially well placed, both practically andmorally, to prevent
100% of the emissions of their child and of further descendants because, by contrast to
most other individual choices that can reduce global emissions, the choice to refrain from
having a child is one that we are (i) morally permitted to make, (ii) uniquely (justifiably)
legally entitled tomake, and such that (iii) we are able to singlehandedly ensure that a chain
of emissions is not produced. To elaborate: (i) is the widely held assumption that individ-
uals are under nomoral duty to have children.49Moreover (this is point (ii)), it is relevant,
we think, that they enjoy a protected sphere of authority over their procreative choices.
Each one of us alone holds the morally justified, legally protected prerogative to decide
whether or not to have a child. (Recall that we are assuming that coercive measures that
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make it impossible for individuals to have a child are impermissible.). Third, each procre-
ator has the ability to be singlehandedly successful at preventing the emissions their chil-
dren would cause by not procreating. No one else’s agency is required for me to succeed in
preventing all the emissions that would flow from my procreative choices.

To illustrate the relevance of these three features for the reasons for actions that individ-
uals have, we can compare the position of procreators to that of IVF doctors, or others who
‘aid’ procreation. Even if an IVF doctor is allowed to abstain from providing treatment to
a prospective procreator, the latter retains the right to try and procreate in other ways
(by turning to another IVF clinic, or by continuing to have sexual intercourse in the hope
they might conceive). Relatedly, the doctor’s refusal to provide IVF treatment cannot
guarantee that the chain of emissions that this prospective procreator’s choice would set
inmotion is halted. No IVF doctor, then, has themorally and legally protected prerogative
tomake a choice that is guaranteed to prevent a very long chain of emissions from being set
in motion. The procreator thus has an opportunity to prevent harm that others lack. This
is why she has a weighty reason, and perhaps an obligation, to not have a child. This is also
why, asmentioned at the start of this section, the argument here is not subject to the objec-
tion that the procreator’s obligation would overgeneralise.50 The BroadAttributionClaim
tracks parents’ unique moral and practical power to prevent emissions, not merely their
causal role in setting them inmotion.We agree with others51 that mere causal responsibil-
ity is insufficient for establishing an obligation or even a weighty reason to prevent emis-
sions. We agree, further, that mere ability to make a difference to total emissions is also
insufficient.52 The argument sketched here, rather, points to the difference to total emis-
sions that procreators are morally answerable for in virtue of the unique and final moral
authority they have over their own procreative choices.

Let us now turn to the second step in the case for the Lax MET, the Measurement
Claim. Recall that this states that in an affluent society the emissions of having even just
one child are at least as high as the emissions of eco-gluttony. As we noted earlier, which
measurement of the emissions that result from having a child it is appropriate to use
depends on what sense of attributability is in question. In the previous section, we argued
that if attributability as fair shares liability is at issue, the Measurement Claim is false. It is
not true that, by dint of having even one child, a person’s carbon footprint (narrow) is so
significantly increased. By contrast, if the purpose is to measure the emissions someone is
answerable for preventing, the Measurement Claim is correct. In fact, on our view, the
range of emissions attributable to a person for this purpose is larger than typically thought.

As mentioned earlier, some defenders of MET assume that we may attribute to procre-
ators the full lifetime consumption costs of children.53 More recently, others go further
and adopt the view that each procreator is responsible not only for 50% of their child’s life-
time emissions, but also for 25% of their grandchild’s lifetime emissions, and so on, fol-
lowing a principle of discounting for degree of genetic relatedness.54 On our view,
however, the carbon footprint (broad) of procreation is even greater, everything else being
equal. This is because the emissions that are attributable to a person on the Broad Attri-
bution Claim include all the emissions they are especially well placed, both practically
andmorally, to prevent. By deciding not to have a child each of us is especially well placed
to prevent not only some subset of our descendants’ emissions, but all of our children’s and
further descendants’ emissions, all by making a choice that we have unique moral author-
ity to make. To emphasise: we are saying there is no good reason to discount for genetic
relatedness if our purpose is to identify the range of emissions that we are well placed to
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prevent. Saying this is compatible with holding that when we turn to other senses of
responsibility – fair shares liability; praiseworthiness and blameworthiness – we do share
responsibility with others, including our own child and others down the line.

What we have said thus far offers some support for the Lax MET. The potentially sub-
stantial chain of emissions that prospective procreators have the opportunity to prevent,
and their unique practical ability and moral authority to do so, together establish a strong
pro tanto case for the weighty reason to have one fewer child.

For reasons of space, we cannot defend the further claim according to which these reasons
amount to a moral obligation to have one fewer child. This requires, among other things,
defending an account of non-ideal obligations, that is, our obligations to pick up the slack
for otherswho have not done or are not doingwhat they ought to.One viewholds that we have
an obligation of justice to do more than our fair share if this is necessary to assist those in dire
need.55 Another holds that we do not have obligations of justice to pick up themoral slack for
others butmay have a ‘humanitarian obligation’ to do so, when it is necessary to avoid serious
human rights violations.56 It is beyond the scope of this article to take a stance between these
two accounts. But showing that this kind of debate is required to establish the wrongness of
Pat and Pam’s procreative choice is in itself significant because defenders of MET, who see
themselves as offering an analogical argument, have failed to notice this.

So, we believe the Lax MET can be defended and is importantly different from the
Strict MET. On the Lax version, procreation and eco-gluttony may both be wrong, but
if so, they are wrong under different conditions and for different reasons. Noa and Neil’s
eco-gluttony would be wrong even under ideal conditions in which most people lived, like
Pat and Pam, within their carbon budgets. Pat and Pam’s procreative decision, by con-
trast, is only wrong, if it is wrong, under conditions of widespread non-compliance where,
due to individuals like Noa and Neil failing to do their fair share, it may become incum-
bent upon Pat and Pam to do more than their fair share. As for the reasons why Pat and
Pam’s procreative choice is wrong, if it is wrong, this is because of their failure to do more
than their fair share when they are especially well placed to alleviate climate harms. Noa
and Neil’s obligation, by contrast, is grounded in their obligation to live within their fair
share (i.e. their carbon budget).

Before concluding, let us briefly address a potential tension between our argument for
the Lax MET and our rejection of the Strict MET: how can the Lax MET be right in say-
ing that Pat and Pam have reason, or an obligation, to forgo having the same child that we
argued earlier is an important public good?

What we argued above is that the beneficial consequences of Pat and Pam’s child cer-
tainly have significant normative implications – namely, for who has distributive liability
for that child’s emissions. But this is not to say that the fact that children would be public
goods provides procreators with a positive reason or an obligation to have those children.
In a nutshell, we can have reason to forgo having a child in order to help reduce significant
harm, but not a reason to have a child in order to benefit third parties. Our rejection of the
Strict MET is therefore compatible with our defence of the Lax MET.

If something along these lines is correct, it is compatible to say both that Pat and Pam
have strong reasons, perhaps an obligation, to forgo having even one child, and that pro-
creation is not wrong in the same way in which eco-gluttony is.

Serena Olsaretti, ICREA and Department of Law, Universitat Pompeu Fabra, Barcelona,
Spain
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NOTES

1 Philosophical contributions to the environmental case against having children that have appeared over the last
two decades include Burkett, “Legacy”; Conly, One Child; Goodwin, “Having Children”; Hedberg, “Duty”;
Hedberg, Environmental Impact; MacIver, “Procreation”; Overall, Why Have Children?; Rieder, Toward;
Vance, “Procreation”; Young, “Overconsumption.”During this same period, two key papers by environmen-
tal scientists that measure the carbon impact of having a child (Murtaugh and Schlax, “Reproduction”; Wynes
and Nicholas, “Climate”) support ‘having one fewer child’ and have spurred public discussion in many coun-
tries. See, for example, Crist, “Is It OK?”; Gall�on, “No tener”; Talignani, “Volete”; Kolbert, “Case”; Wong,
“Baby Emissions.” For some recent philosophical responses to the case against having children and these mea-
surements of procreation’s carbon footprint, see Grill, “Procreation”; Kukla, “Whose Job”; Mariana,
“Overconsumption”; Pinkert and Sticker, “Procreation”; Robeyns, “Is Procreation Special?”; Stanbury,
“What to Do”; van Basshuysen and Brandstedt, “Comment.” Alongside this debate, there is an ongoing and
older debate on the need to reduce population size on environmentalist grounds; for example, Barry, “Sustain-
ability”; Bayles, Morality; Cafaro, “Climate Ethics”; Cafaro, “Just Population Policies”; Heyward, “Growing
Problem?”; Caney, “Human Rights, Population”; Cripps, “Climate Change”; Hickey et al., “Population”;
Meijers, “Citizens”; Kates, “Reproductive Liberty”; Daily et al., “Optimum.”For overviews of the recent treat-
ment of the population question in philosophy, see Andersson et al., “Review Article”; Coole, “Too Many
Bodies?”

2 Note that this argument focuses only on how procreation affects third parties. Like others, here we assume that
from the perspective of those whom procreation causes to exist, standardly, procreation is permissible.

3 Our reconstruction here takes as a reference point the arguments offered by Young, “Overconsumption,”who
we think offers the best-developed case for theMoral Equivalence Thesis. We do not summarise Young’s own
argument but offer our own formulation of it, which we think captures themost plausible points Youngmakes.
In so doing, we bring in terminology Young himself does not employ. He talks, throughout, of ‘environmental
impact’ which is wider than the now commonly used notion of carbon footprint and can register other ways in
which we affect the environment other than by emitting. This difference does not matter for our arguments in
this article. Parallel distinctions to the ones which, we argue in sect. 3, can and should be drawn when we focus
on emissions can and should be drawn with regard to environmental impact. The views of others in this debate
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(for example, Burkett, “Legacy”; Hedberg, “Duty”;MacIver, “Procreation”; Vance, “Procreation”) can also be
seen as endorsing the case for the Thesis as we reconstruct it here.

4 Murtaugh and Schlax, “Reproduction,” 18. The argument extends to individuals in other affluent societies
(e.g. Canada, Australia, Europe), and very wealthy individuals from poorer societies. Throughout, we talk
of ‘carbon emissions’ to refer to CO2 emissions but also other greenhouse gases.

5 Wynes and Nicholas, “Climate.”
6 Ibid., 3.
7 E.g. Robeyns, “Is Procreation Special?”
8 MacIver, “Procreation,” 122.
9 For a defence of individual obligations to reduce emissions, see, for example, Baatz, “Climate Change”;

Broome, “A Reply”; Broome, “Against Denialism”; Caney, “Climate Change, Human Rights”; Caney, “Cli-
mate Change and the Duties”; Caney, “Two Kinds”; Cullity, “Climate Harms.” For arguments against indi-
vidual obligations to reduce emissions, see Kingston and Sinnott-Armstrong, “What’s Wrong”; Maltais,
“Radically Non-Ideal”; Sinnott-Armstrong, “It’s Not My Fault.”

10 The correctness of theMoral Equivalence Thesis is not a necessary condition for the justifiability of these pol-
icies. These may be justified as the best means to achieve, as a society, our climate justice goals, even if it is not
true that individuals have obligations to refrain from procreating in order to reduce their carbon footprint. This
is the argumentative strategy of the older debate on population and climate (see n. 1). Thank you to Andrew
Williams for raising this suggestion, which we do not object to but which is not our focus in this article.

11 This raises the thorny question of how these societies may remain economically sustainable. We come back to
this in sect. 3.

12 Murtaugh and Schlax, “Reproduction.”
13 Our analysis of MET and criticism of its Strict Reading differ from the views of other critics of MET and, we

think, shed light on why some of those critics’ objections do not indict MET. See the discussion of others’
views in sects. 3 and 4 and n. 41.

14 Young, “Overconsumption,” 183, 184.
15 This point applies to our measurements of the carbon footprint of any choice, not just of procreation.
16 The exceptions are Kates, “Reproductive Liberty”; Cafaro, “Just Population Policies”; Conly, One Child. See

Räikkä, “Coercive”; Hickey et al., “Population”; Bognar, “Overpopulation”; andHedberg,Environmental Impact,
for a defence ofmeasures supposedly compatible with liberal constraints. For concerns about any policies aiming
at reducing fertility on ‘excess children’, see Anderson, “What the State Owes”; Heyward, “Growing Problem?”

17 Walters, 2007.
18 De la Croix and Gosseries, 2009.
19 Murtaugh and Schlax, “Reproduction.”To say this is compatible with claiming that there are weighty reasons,

for the sake of sustainable growth and increased standards of living, for fertility to come down in non-affluent
societies (see Barry, “Sustainability”). But these are different arguments, not given by MET.

20 E.g. Longman, Empty Cradle.
21 For an exception, see Grill, “Procreation.”
22 On this point, see Wynes and Nicholas, “Reply”; Young, “Overconsumption.”
23 Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for pressing us on this point. We are also sympathetic to the related but dif-

ferent point that we have obligations beyond those of climate justice to non-human animals, the violation of
which likely worsens, the larger the human population. See Hedberg, Environmental Impact, chap. 10, for dis-
cussion of the case for a lower human population size that is sensitive to the interests of non-human animals
and of all living things.

24 See Stanbury, “What to Do”; and Kates, “Reproductive Liberty,” contra Wynes and Nicholas, “Climate”;
Hedberg, “Duty”; and Hedberg, Environmental Impact.

25 For discussion of the morality of carbon offsetting, see Spiekermann, “Buying Low”; Hyams and Fawcett,
“Ethics”; Barry and Cullity, “Offsetting.”

26 E.g. see Young, “Overconsumption.”
27 We assume that causal responsibility for an outcome can affect, but is neither sufficient nor necessary for,

moral responsibility for that outcome in any of the three senses of moral responsibility we mention. We briefly
come back to this in sect. 4.

28 By invoking these principles, it might be argued that everyone’s carbon budgets should be identical, or that
they should vary in line with different needs. Further issues which principles of justice help settle are whether
the size of these budgets should be set in isolation from, or by contrast, taking into account, how advantaged
individuals are in other respects (e.g. in financial terms). For this integrationist approach, see Caney, “Climate
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Change” (2018). What we say here is compatible with different stances regarding how these issues are
resolved.

29 For example, assuming the cleanest technology available and justly accessible to the population at hand.
30 A full discussion of which of these grounds should be employed and why must await another occasion. The

public goods argument we endorse below assumes that, under certain conditions, benefiting from an activity
is a ground of fair liability.

31 Young (“Overconsumption,” 191) writes: ‘the concept of sustainable eco-gluttony is wishful thinking’.
32 Note that giving someone who engages in activity X a larger budget that covers some of the emissions costs of

X, and attributing to that person a smaller footprint (narrow) when she doesX, are two different ways of ensur-
ing that the costs of X do not fully fall on that person, but are shared with others. To illustrate: suppose P’s
medical need requires emissions-producing medications. The emissions of meeting P’s needs could be shared
either by assigning P a larger carbon budget, or by assigning P and everyone else the same budget, and then
registering the amount of changes to total emissions in the atmosphere required to produce the medications
P needs as being part of both P’s and others’ footprint (narrow).

33 Rakowski 1993.
34 Young, “Overconsumption,” 184–5.
35 E.g. Hedberg, “Duty.”
36 Murtaugh and Schlax, “Reproduction”; Wynes and Nicholas, “Reply.”
37 MacIver, “Procreation,” 116–7.
38 See George, “Who Should Bear”; Folbre, Valuing; Olsaretti, “Children as Public Goods?”
39 Olsaretti, “Children as Public Goods?”
40 For some discussion of the former, long-debated issue, see Atkinson, “Optimum”; Meijers, “Citizens.” For

discussion of the possibility of adjusting to an ageing population, see Harper, “Concerns.” For the latter,
not-widely-discussed issue, see Bou-Habib and Olsaretti, “Children”; Bou-Habib, “Case”; Earl et al., “Fertil-
ity”; Gosseries and Zwarthoed, “Generations.”

41 Our view, then, is diametrically opposed to MacIver’s (“Procreation”), who counts children’s subsistence
emissions as part of the procreator’s carbon footprint (narrow). We think it is a virtue of our reconstruction
ofMET that it avoids objections that others have raised against the Thesis. One of these is the double counting
objection (van Basshuysen and Brandstedt, “Comment”; Pinkert and Sticker, “Procreation”): the Strict MET
as we formulate it does not commit problematic double counting by saying both that procreators should be
charged all their child’s emissions, and that the emissions the child makes should be paid for by the child’s
own budget. We can say that each of A and B uses up the same atmospheric capacity, if A’s use of it, in the
relevant sense (i.e. for the purpose of ‘charging’ her carbon budget), consists in gifting that atmospheric capacity
to B, who then uses it in a different way (i.e. by burning fossil fuel). Consider: we are nomore double counting
here than we are when we ask A to cover the costs of B’s medical expenses by paying B’s medical insurance,
and then charge B’s insurance for the medical expenses B incurs. Our reading of the Strict MET also avoids
the objection that the child’s own footprint would remain the same regardless of whether they attempt to
reduce their emissions (van Basshuysen and Brandstedt, “Comment”). This is not the case: A can pay more
in insurance fees to cover B’s foreseen medical needs than B perhaps spends and should spend.

42 Fragnière, “HowDemanding.” Interestingly, Young (“Overconsumption,” 191) himself notes the significance
of the fact that production generates benefits when briefly considering whether it is morally equivalent to eco-
gluttony. He denies it is, on the grounds that the former ‘creates jobs and goods which may justify some envi-
ronmental damage’. Oddly, he does not note this about procreation. Even with regard to production, Young is
not formulating a public goods argument about how it is fair to share the environmental costs of production,
but only suggesting that the benefits of production outweigh its costs, unlike with eco-gluttony.

43 In this case, then, none of Pat, Pam, Noa, and Neil would have their carbon footprint (narrow) affected as a
result of Pat and Pam’s child’s using up her budget – instead, their initial carbon budget would register as
smaller in view of the fact that a budget must be set aside for future individuals like Pat and Pam’s child.
As noted above (see n. 32), in terms of normative book-keeping, budget setting and carbon footprint (narrow)
attributions are two different ways of distributing the costs of emissions.

44 See Olsaretti, “Egalitarian Justice.”
45 Young, “Overconsumption.”
46 Singer, “Famine.”
47 Caney, “Human Rights, Population”; IPCC, Global Warming; WHO, “Climate Change.”
48 Singer, “Famine,” 231.
49 For two exceptions to this view, see Gheaus, “Could There Ever”; Smilansky, “Is There a Moral Obligation?”
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50 Cf. Pinkert and Sticker, “Procreation,” 309–14.
51 van Basshuysen and Brandstedt, “Comment,” 2.
52 Pinkert and Sticker, “Procreation,” 315.
53 Young, “Overconsumption.”
54 Murtaugh and Schlax, “Reproduction,” 14; this view is adopted by Burkett, “Legacy”; Conly, One Child;

Rieder, Toward; Wynes and Nicholas, “Climate.”
55 Stemplowska, “Doing More.”
56 Miller, “Taking.”
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