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From Climate Control to Population Control: 
Troubling Background on the “Evangelical 

Climate Initiative” 
 

A Joint Paper of the Institute on Religion & Democracy and the 
 Acton Institute for the Study of Religion & Liberty 

 

Introduction 
On February 8, 2006, the “Evangelical Climate Initiative” (ECI) was launched. Citing the 

United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and other sources, the ECI 

was described by its organizers as a Bible-based response to global warming: “We are convinced 

that evangelicals must engage this issue without any further lingering over the basic reality of the 

problem or humanity’s responsibility to address it.”1 The 86 signers argued that “this is God’s 

world and any damage that we do to God’s world is an offense against God Himself.” Moreover, 

they claimed that “most of the climate change problem is human induced” and makes 

predictions that that “millions of people could die in this century.” Their prescription is to 

“pass and implement national legislation requiring sufficient economy-wide reductions in 

carbon dioxide emissions….”2 

ECI signers include megachurch pastor Rick Warren, Christianity Today editor David Neff, 

and former Vice President of Governmental Affairs for National Association of Evangelicals 

Robert P. Dugan. Since those who signed the ECI are respected evangelical leaders, their 

statement was widely reported and discussed. That discussion reached a crescendo when it was 

discovered that one of the largest funders of the effort was the William and Flora Hewlett 

Foundation. The Hewlett Foundation, which contributed $475,000 to the ECI, is a major 

contributor to the causes of abortion and population control. Like many other groups, the Hewlett 

Foundation explicitly connects its interest in these causes to its views on the environment. 

Why would a pro-abortion foundation want to fund an evangelical effort to fight global 

warming? Is there a connection between these efforts? There is. And that connection should 

trouble all evangelicals, especially those who endorsed the Evangelical Climate Initiative.  

 

From Global Warming to Abortion 
Logically, one can care for the environment without supporting population control. But for 

many radical environmentalists, the route from global warming (and care for the environment 

generally) to population reduction seems irresistible: since people use up natural resources, 

release CO2 into the atmosphere and otherwise pollute the environment, the fewer people, the 

less global warming and less harm to the environment.3 To help the environment, therefore, we 

must reduce the human population. Q.E.D. 
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This reasoning hovers in the background of current environmental debates. So how does the 

ECI statement respond to this background? It doesn’t. It simply says that “climate change is 

happening and is being caused mainly by human activities, especially the burning of fossil 

fuels.”4 Actually, scientists still fiercely debate the causes, severity, and results of climate change 

while policymakers fiercely debate the relative costs and benefits of various proposed 

responses to climate change. But what is important here is that the ECI signers seem naively 

unaware that such dystopic interpretations of human activity are often tied to and derived from 

campaigns to reduce the human population.  

This connection is not a coincidence. Population control is official doctrine for many 

environmental groups just as it is in certain circles of the UN. This reflects the historical views 

of prominent founders of the environmental movement. Consider these examples:  

• “Man is always and everywhere a blight on the landscape.” 

      John Muir, founder of the Sierra Club5 

• “Given the total, absolute disappearance of Homo sapiens, then not only would the Earth’s 
community of Life continue to exist, but in all probability, its well-being enhanced. Our presence, 
in short, is not needed.” 

Paul Taylor, author of Respect for Nature, A Theory of 
Environmental Ethics

6 

• “I got the impression that instead of going out to shoot birds, I should go out and shoot the kids who 
shoot birds.” 

     Paul Watson, Founder of Greenpeace and Sea Shepard7 

• “[W]e have no problem in principle with the humans reducing their numbers by killing one another. 
It’s an excellent way of making the humans extinct.” 

     Geophilus, spokesman for Gaia Liberation Front8 

• “Human beings, as a species, have no more value than slugs.” 

     John Davis, editor of the journal Earth First!
9 

Of course, not all environmentalists share such beliefs, but many do believe that the health 

of Earth’s environment requires drastic reductions in the human population. For instance, Don 

Hinrichsen of the UN Population Fund and Bryant Robey, editor of The Population Report at 

Johns Hopkins University, have argued: 
 
Slowing the increase in population, especially in the face of rising per capita demand for natural 
resources, can take pressure off the environment and buy time to improve living standards on a 
sustainable basis. . . . If every country made a commitment to population stabilization and 
resource conservation, the world would be better able to meet the challenges of sustainable 
development.10 
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The authors then specify what actions they believe should be pursued to attain “population 

stabilization”: “Family planning programs play a key role. When family planning information 

and services are widely available and accessible, couples are better able to achieve their fertility 

desires.”11 

While this language may sound benign, phrases like “population stabilization,” “family 

planning,” and “sexual and reproductive rights” almost always include abortion-on-demand. 

For instance, in 1996, several prominent UN groups12 sponsored a symposium on “human 

rights,” and released the following recommendations: 
 
• The right to freedom of movement could extend to the consideration of laws which prohibit 

women from traveling abroad to seek an abortion…. 
 
• The right to protection of privacy and the home could include consideration of women’s right to 

make their own decisions about pregnancy and abortion…. 
 

• The right to freedom of expression and to seek, receive and impart information protects the 
freedom of women of all ages to receive and impart information about health services, including 
contraception and abortion….13 

 

Patrick Fagan of the Heritage Foundation notes that the UN has long sought to:  
 

make abortion a “demand right” protected by national and international law, with unrestricted 

access for teenagers, and make the non-provision of abortion a crime in all cases, even for reasons 
of conscience. A report on Croatia, for example, finds “the refusal, by some hospitals, to provide 

abortions on the basis of conscientious objection of doctors… [constitutes] an infringement of 

women’s reproductive rights.”14 

 

One finds similar support for this kind of “family planning” in important environmental 

documents such as the Earth Charter.15 The preamble of the Earth Charter states: 
 
The dominant patterns of production and consumption are causing environmental devastation, the 

depletion of resources, and a massive extinction of species. . . . an unprecedented rise in human 

population has overburdened ecological and social systems.16 

 

The charter euphemistically supports “universal access to health care that fosters reproductive 

health and responsible reproduction,” under a section aptly entitled “Adopt patterns of 

production, consumption, and reproduction that safeguard Earth’s regenerative capacities, 

human rights, and community well-being.”17 

The fundamental error in all of this is a one-sided and unbiblical view of human nature. 

Humans are seen merely as consumers and polluters of the Earth. The Bible describes human 

beings as fallen along with the rest of creation, yes;, but it still describes us as image-bearers of 

God, who can exercise dominion, produce wealth, and cultivate creation. The Bible claims that 

the Earth was shaped by a benevolent Creator to be the habitat that sustains and enriches 

human life even as humans sustain and enrich the Earth through our creativity and industry.  

Thus the Cornwall Declaration on Environmental Stewardship affirms: 
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Men and women were created in the image of God, given a privileged place among creatures, and 
commanded to exercise stewardship over the earth. Human persons are moral agents for whom 
freedom is an essential condition of responsible action. Sound environmental stewardship must 

attend both to the demands of human well being and to a divine call for human beings to exercise 

caring dominion over the earth. It affirms that human well being and the integrity of creation are 

not only compatible but also dynamically interdependent realities.18 

 

As part of our stewardship, God has blessed us and commanded us to be fruitful and 

multiply, and to fill the Earth (Gen. 1:28). Obviously there would be some Earthly limit to 

human population, since the Earth has a finite surface area. But there is little reason to think we 

will reach that limit, still less that we have already exceeded it.19  Indeed, a worldwide study 

conducted by Conservation International found wilderness areas currently cover 46 percent of 

the earth’s land surface, and intact wilderness sites on the planet occupy a land area equivalent 

to the six largest countries on Earth combined; or more than seven times the size of the U.S.20  

Claims to the contrary are little more than misanthropic myths.21 Unfortunately, many 

organizations conform their environmental views to just these myths. One such organization is 

the Hewlett Foundation, the main funder of the Evangelical Climate Initiative. 

 

The Role of the Hewlett Foundation 
The Hewlett Foundation funds both environmental and population control groups not by 

coincidence, but because it thinks that an increase in human population must degrade the 

environment. The Hewlett Foundation website states, for example, that “as populations have 

grown in size and affluence, so too has the negative impact on the environment caused by their 

greater fossil-fuel use.”22 The foundation’s population project is focused on “helping women 

and families choose the number and spacing of children, protecting against sexually 

transmitted infections, and eliminating unsafe abortion.”23 Such language is a thinly veiled 

defense of abortion-on-demand, which the Hewlett Foundation supports generously. 

The foundation aggressively seeks out groups that share its point of view. In the first two 

months of 2006, the Hewlett Foundation granted $13.7 million towards population control 

efforts. 24 All but a few million of that went to organizations supporting women’s “reproductive 

rights”—programs that almost always include the right of abortion. During the same period, the 

Foundation awarded $12.1 million for its environmental program, of which $8 million went to 

global warming and energy efforts. And $475,000 of this money went to the National Religious 

Partnership for the Environment (NRPE), which funneled the grant to the ECI.25  

The NRPE bills itself as “an association of independent faith groups across a broad 

spectrum.” But in fact, it has consistently advocated radical environmental policies, from the 

misanthropy of James Lovelock to the atheism of Carl Sagan to various and sundry versions of 

New Age pantheism.26 

Of course, evangelicals can make strategic alliances with diverse groups on issues of 

common concern.27 The problem with the ECI is not that it has alliances and connections that go 

beyond the evangelical community,28 but that it is supported by and as a result inadvertently 



 5

gives cover to population control and pro-abortion causes that evangelicals have historically 

opposed.  

 
Evangel icals and Populat ion Control  

The landscape is starting to change, unfortunately, since some evangelicals now link care 

for the environment to population control. For example, the foundational document of the 

Evangelical Environmental Network, a member organization of the NRPE, states that 

environmental “degradations are signs that we are pressing against the finite limits God has set 

for creation. With continued population growth, these degradations will become more severe.” 

Similarly, their “Evangelical Declaration on the Care of Creation” calls for the “thoughtful 

procreation of children.”29  

While there is nothing necessarily wrong with the “thoughtful procreation of children,” the 

notion of some fixed “carrying capacity” of the entire Earth is highly speculative, since large 

portions of the Earth’s surface are currently uninhabited, most inhabitants are not using the best 

technologies available, and there’s no reason to assume that technological innovations have 

suddenly come to a halt.  The problem is not population. It’s how to create just, peaceful, 

educated societies in which people can use and develop technologies to meet their needs.30   

Yet in a May 2006 speech to the World Bank, Richard Cizik, Vice President for 

Governmental Affairs for the National Association of Evangelicals, reportedly told the 

audience, “I’d like to take on the population issue, but in my community global warming is the 

third rail issue. I’ve touched the third rail . . . but still have a job. And I’ll still have a job after 

my talk here today. But population is a much more dangerous issue to touch. . . We need to 

confront population control and we can—we’re not Roman Catholics after all—but it’s too hot 

to handle now.”31   

Indeed. We doubt that this represents the opinion of most evangelicals, or of most signers 

of the Evangelical Climate Initiative. But any evangelical response to environmental issues 

should resist this fashionable but fundamentally anti-Christian ideology, not wait until a later 

date to address it. 

Many environmentalists make a strong connection between climate change and population 

control.  Some of the evangelicals calling for drastic measures to fight climate change, such as 

Richard Cizik and the Evangelical Environmental Network, are aware of the connection.  But 

they evidently chose to leave it below the surface in the ECI statement.   

Rather than dodging the issue, however, they need to confront it directly.  If they are 

distinctly Christian and evangelical, they will have to state a position that puts them at odds 

with many of their environmentalist allies and their patrons at the Hewlett Foundation.  If those 

allies choose to stick with them on this one issue, knowing their deeper philosophical 

differences, then all parties have shown integrity.  But there’s no integrity in silence. 
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Conclusions 
For Christians, stewardship of God’s creation is non-negotiable. Environmental issues 

deserve a well-informed and thoroughly Christian response that avoids the dangerous pitfalls 

of modern environmentalist ideology. Efforts are clearly underway to obtain endorsements 

from prominent evangelical leaders for a public relations agenda that, just under the surface, 

connects “creation care” to population control and abortion on demand.32 Such efforts, if 

successful, would give anti-Christian ideologies unmerited moral and theological cover that 

they now lack.  

Unfortunately, it appears that those associated with the Evangelical Climate Initiative are 

unwittingly doing just that.  As a result we fear that these Evangelical leaders who in good 

faith associated themselves with the ECI are being exploited by organizations that not only 

deny their biblically-based value system, but hold such beliefs in contempt. 
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