@]  Supplement 4: Code tree

Beneficence (0)

((ZI A./Autonomy © CON Overriding patient's refusal @

* t to doctor's trust (3)

AMB: Morals are not  CON:Reproductive medicine debate:
relevant for patient serious strain on autonomy (1)

-
@ @ autonomy (1)

PRO: Eliciting patient's wishes/— Shared-decision making (0)
values to form decisio \

PRO: Patients seem to be willing
to hear climate impact of AMB
healthcare measures (1)

PRO: Co-Benefits of
"green prescribing"/(1)

]

PRO: Help patients to find
out what they want (1)

A Consent(o)\‘ Non-Maleficence transformed (0)

@ : No need of specific information if
both

ions are standard (1)
PRO: Phygidians would withhold
informatipgyotherwise (4) @

CON: Physicians should act
in the patients' interests (1)

PRO: Origin of respect for
patient autonomy (1)
PRO: Avoid overdiagnosis or
over-treatment (2)

]

N: Physicians should not
impose their values on a patient

PRO: Connecting health care
delivery with the necessitiy to
reduce/ GHG emissions (3)

AMB: Sometimes, patients
should not have &choice (1)

PRO: Duty to avoid
expected harm (3)

Politicisation (0)
@ Professionalism (0)
CON: Reproductive \

issues are too sensitive
and controversial (1)

AMB: Decisions should be
made collaboratively (2)

]

AMB: Unclear, what prdctising
sustainable healthcare/really means (1)

]

PRO: Educating patients is
part of "going green" (1)

]

PRO: Discussion makes patie
aware of climate crisis (2)

]

PRO: Politicisation is no unusual
phenomenon for clinicians (1)

PRO: "Reasonable people” care a
the climate, healthcare professi
are included in this group (1)

]

CON: Physicians feel
constrained (1)

c

CON: Danger of damage to
patient-provider relationship (1)

]

AMB: It is important how
the conversation occurs (1)

@ 4/my transformed (0)

PRO: Autonomy only as lon
no other person is hari

]

@ PRO: Knowing and tea
climate-protection is

HCP rolein general (0) eypertise (9)

]

als PRO: Trust is built while
disclosing climate-related
information (2)

Reasons addressing levels of action (0)

\@

CON: Providers should
focus on systems-level
approaches (1)

]

CONyFocus on individual
weakehks argumentation (1)

]

PRO: Only addressing the meta
level does not solve all th,
problems (1)

]

PRO: Pharmaceutical/chemical
products as biggest contributor to
climate crisis within healthcare
sector (1)

PRO: There is no vacuum
around autonomy (1)
PRO: Ethical imperative of must be

planetary health principles (1)

]
]

CON: Itis not the
physician's task to decide
(but society's) (1)

comes first (1)

maleficem

CON: Doing harm in not

treating patients optimally Emvironmental Justice
@ (Justice transformed)

]

_4— Physicians' role (0)

CON: Important ethical decisjons
ade outside the
physician-patient relationship {1)

Justice ({ \

CON: P0551blllty of perpetuating

N: Maintail S "
aintainitrust/protect injustice due to counselling (2)

patieqt's health to do no harm (1)

AMB: Higher cost to reduce GHG
emissions but no direct difference

for patients (1)
e]l—— @]

CON: Patients save GHG
emissions for doctors to fly to
(0) conferences (1)

PRO: Duty to accept higher cost
due to wider health benefit
low-/middle income

@\»@

Polluter pays (0) ¢on; who exactly is the polluter?
ifficult to find out (1)

]

CON: Subsistence emissions are exempt (1)

PRO: Conservation of good
living standards for
everyone (1)

]

PRO: Whoever causes
harm needs to fix the
problem (1)

PRO: Health consequences

address all affected parties (1)

X ) CON: Technical difficulties
PRO: Acknowledging local public health and quantifying emissions (1)

global health responsibility (5)

PRO: Epistemic openness
(e.g., Indigenous
knowledge) (1)

]

MB: Ethical conflicts between
individugls and public (1)

]

Profession's
Codes/Initiatives \
© @ @
+ ependence on topic of

AMB:
CON: Doctors hold responsibility  giscussion in consultation (1)

over a single patient (2)
might be lost (1) PRO: Changing codides might be
seen as normatively binding (1)

o

]

AMB: Complexity of cause-effect
relationships of climate crisis (1)

]

PRO: Physician's codes already
recommend pracitising in
environmentally conscious ways
@

]

CON: Meddled
responsibilities (1)

CON: Patient's wish
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