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Chapter 11

Creation, Preservation, and Dominion

Despite its fallen state, God has not abandoned His creation. He constantly sustains and preserves it through His common grace and providence. Moreover, humanity still has dominion over the earth and our charge to tend and take care of the earth and its resources still stands.

God’s Present Work in Creation

Divine immanence

Erickson defines immanence XE "immanence"  as “God’s presence and activity within nature, human nature and history XE "history" .”
 Scripture makes it clear that the Spirit of God XE "Spirit of God"  lives among us (Hag 2:5; John 14-16; Matt 28:18-20), and, as Job 34:14-15 indicates, humanity would perish if God withdrew His Spirit and breath.
 His all-pervading presence and power permeates all creation (Ps 139). In fact, God fills the universe (Jer 23:24), and thus, He is never far away from any one of us—indeed, it is in Him that “we live and move and have our being” (Acts 17:27-28). This notion is echoed by Paul in Colossians 1:17: “in him all things hold together.”
However, unlike pantheism XE "pantheism"  or panentheism XE "panentheism" , God is separate from, and not a part of, the natural world. God and the world are not ‘one,’ and neither is God the ‘soul’ or animating force of the universe. 
Therefore, it is clear that God is still actively involved with His creation. He continues to preserve it and interact with it both directly and indirectly. 

Creation and preservation

Preservation XE "preservation"  may be defined as God sovereignly, and by a continuous agency, maintaining in existence all things He has made, together with all their properties and powers.
 Note, however, that God’s acts of preservation are distinct from His acts of creation. God’s creative acts ceased on the seventh day of creation week, but He continues to preserve what He has created, including both mankind and animals (Col 1:17; Heb 1:3; Ps 36:6).

God controls natural processes including cloud formation, rain and photosynthesis (Ps 147:8), storms, thunder and lightning, snow, ice (Job 37) and hail (Ps 147:17). He causes day and night to occur (Amos 5:8), and controls the waves of the sea (Amos 9:6). He provides food for both wild and domesticated animals (Job 38:39-41; Pss 104:14, 21, 147:9; Matt 6:26), and physical life, in both humans and animals, is his to give and to take away (Gen 2:17; 1 Sam 1:27; Job 1:21, 12:10; Pss 102:23, 104:29-30; Dan 5:23). Moreover, His acts of preservation are indiscriminate (Matt 5:45).

Note that God’s preservation of His creation does not necessarily imply that He acts or intervenes directly into the natural world. Although God has performed many miracles throughout history XE "history" , His normal modus operandi is to employ natural laws and use human persons—including non-Christians—to preserve His creation.

Creation and providence

Thiessen defines providence XE "providence"  as “the continuous activity of God whereby he makes all the events of the physical, mental, and moral realms work out his purpose, and this purpose is nothing short of the original design of God in creation.”
 In other words, God’s providence seeks the eventual establishment of His kingdom XE "kingdom of God"  on earth and the restoration of his creation.
 This means that God interacts with His creation in such a way as to ensure that His will is done and His purposes are achieved. As Carl Henry explained, the Biblical view of providence “unqualifiedly affirms…that God works out his purposes not merely in life’s generalities but in the details and minutiae of life as well…nothing falls outside God’s will and concern.”
 Before we were born, He saw our unformed bodies, and knows whatever we will do before we do it (Ps 139:16). Indeed, not even a sparrow shall fall to the ground apart from the will of God (Matt 10:29).

Ultimately, God has supreme dominion over the entire created universe. God can and will do whatever He pleases with His creation (Ps 135:6), including subjecting it to frustration, bondage and decay so that it may serve His purposes (Rom 8:19-21).
Although the regularity of the natural world is dependent upon God’s will (Gen 8:22), Scripture also teaches that miraculous irregularities may still occasionally occur. Indeed, God can do whatever He wills with His creation (cf. Gen 6-8), and the laws of nature, which He established and set in place, are no barrier to His will (Gen 18:14). Indeed, God may, on occasion, employ ‘coincidence miracles XE "miracles" ’ which constitute a number of events or circumstances, all of which are perfectly natural and plausible, but occur together or in a certain sequence that lead to an extraordinary result or outcome, and which can only  ultimately be explained as an act of divine intervention. Examples of such coincidence miracles include the extraordinary catches of fish in Luke 5:4–7 and John 21:6–11, and the presence of the four-drachma coin in the mouth of the first fish Peter caught (Matt 17:27). Note that the occurrence of miracles not only demonstrate the power of God over all creation, but also reinforce that He is distinct from the natural world and not a part of it or subject to its laws.

Scripture contains many examples of God’s providential interaction with the natural world. For example, Psalm 148:8 states that lightning and hail, snow and clouds, and stormy winds do his bidding, and indeed, we see an example of this in 1 Samuel 7:10 when God used thunder against the Philistines to ensure that they were routed by the Israelites. Similarly, He caused the sun to stand still for a full day in order to secure victory for Israel against the Amorites (Josh 10:12-14). 

Job stated that God “move mountains without their knowing it and overturns them in his anger” and “shakes the earth from its place and makes its pillars tremble” (Job 9:5-6) which suggests the occurrence of earthquakes such as those referred to in Ezekiel 38:18-19, Matthew 28:2 and Acts 16:26. Job also stated that God could stop the sun and stars from shining (Job 9:7), which is apparently what occurred in Matthew 27:45 when darkness covered the land from the sixth to the ninth hour.

The account of Jonah, where God provided a great fish to swallow Jonah, and keep him inside for three days and three nights (Jonah 1:17), provides a good example of God employing other creatures to achieve His purposes. God also used a donkey to verbally rebuke Balaam (Num 22:21-33).

What role, then, does God play in the occurrence of natural disasters XE "natural disasters" —especially those that have caused so much death and destruction? Are they part of His providential plan? It is clear from Scripture that some natural disasters are instruments of divine judgment XE "judgment" . Floods are repeatedly used to judge evil-doers, starting with the global flood at the time of Noah (Gen 6–9), and elsewhere in the Old Testament (Job 20:28, 22:16; Nah 1:8). Similarly, most of the plagues that God brought against the Egyptians as a result of their defiant refusal to release the Israelites, were essentially natural disasters (Exod 5–10). The Israelites were also on the receiving end when their camp became infested with deadly serpents (Num 21:4–9). Revelation 18:8 predicts that such disasters will also occur in the future. 

Nevertheless, many natural disasters XE "natural disasters"  occur for no apparent reason, and directly affect God’s people. Yet, it must be remembered that we live in a fallen, distorted world that has been subjected to frustration and decay, and natural disasters are manifestations of this frustration and decay. It must also be noted that natural disasters are not mere random events. Many natural disasters (e.g. volcanoes, storms, tornadoes, hurricanes, floods, forest fires, earthquakes, and tsunamis) serve a natural purpose. Indeed, many catastrophic events occur in order to equalize the buildup of potential energy, extreme pressure or heat imbalance. Moreover, specific kinds of natural disasters only occur under specific natural conditions and circumstances: volcanic eruptions only occur at volcanoes; flooding only occurs on low-lying land near rivers, lakes or on the coast; earthquakes only occur at fault lines in the earth’s crust. In addition, some apparent disasters have beneficial consequences. In ancient Egypt, the agricultural economy was dependent on a natural disaster—the annual flooding of the Nile river.

Humanity’s Present Relationship with Creation

God’s order in creation

In Psalm 103:19, David declares: “The LORD has established his throne in heaven, and his kingdom rules over all.” The kingdom of God XE "kingdom of God"  is a central element of Biblical theology XE "Biblical theology" . As Graeme Goldsworthy notes, 

[t]he kingdom of God is a name which is not used in the Bible until much later, but the idea of it immediately comes to mind as we think of creation…[Genesis 1-2] show mankind as the centre of God’s attention and the recipient of a unique relationship with him. Thus the focus of the kingdom of God is on the relationship between God and his people. Man is subject to God, while the rest of creation is subject to man and exists for his benefit. The kingdom means God ruling over his people in the material universe. This basic understanding of the kingdom is never changed in Scripture.”

This creative order—God, who rules over mankind, who rules over the rest of creation—is clearly expressed in Psalm 8: 

O LORD, our Lord, how majestic is your name in all the earth! 

You have set your glory 

above the heavens. 

From the lips of children and infants 

you have ordained praise 

because of your enemies, 

to silence the foe and the avenger. 

When I consider your heavens, 

the work of your fingers, 

the moon and the stars,

which you have set in place, 

what is man that you are mindful of him, 

the son of man that you care for him? 

You made him a little lower than the heavenly beings 

and crowned him with glory and honor. 

You made him ruler over the works of your hands; 

you put everything under his feet: 

all flocks and herds, 

and the beasts of the field, 

the birds of the air, 

and the fish of the sea, 

all that swim the paths of the seas. 

O LORD, our Lord, how majestic is your name in all the earth!

Humanity’s special relationship with the Creator and position over the rest of creation was set in place at the very beginning: “Then God said, ‘Let us make man in our image XE "image of God" , in our likeness, and let them rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, over the livestock, over all the earth, and over all the creatures that move along the ground…I give you every seed-bearing plant on the face of the whole earth and every tree that has fruit with seed in it. They will be yours for food.’” It is clear, then, that not all life is equal. Human life stands above all other life. Human life is more precious to God because it reflects his own image.

Yet, there are many people who believe that all life, irrespective of its nature, is intrinsically sacred. Moreover, many Christians deny that human life is superior or more precious to God that non-human life. As Calvin DeWitt writes, 

[I]f we read the Bible with ourselves in mind, we naturally see this blessing as ours. And it is. But it is not ours exclusively. It was given before we came. It was first given thus: “And God created great whales, and every living creature that moveth…and every winged fowl after his kind: and God saw that it was good. And God blessed them, saying, Be fruitful, and multiply, and fill the waters in the seas, and let fowl multiply in the earth” (Gen. 1:21-22, KJV). That other creatures are so blessed, and blessed first, is not only humbling for us but also critically important. The populations of creatures—in their wondrous variety of kinds—are expected by their Creator to bear fruit through God-given means of reproduction; they are expected to develop biological and ecological interrelationships; they are expected to bring fulfillment of the Creator’s intentions for the good creation.

But there is clearly a substantive and qualitative difference between God’s blessing of marine life and birds, and His blessing of mankind. God commanded the marine life He had created to “fill the waters in the seas.” Similarly, He commanded the birds He had created to “multiply on the earth.” However, God blessed Adam and Eve and commanded them to “[b]e fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it. Rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air and over every living creature that moves on the ground.” Thus, DeWitt’s view of mankind’s relationship with the rest of creation is explicitly rejected by Scripture. Human beings are not equal with fish, birds or any other created life forms. Human beings are God’s greatest creative achievement because they reflect His own image, and have been given dominion over the rest of creation. 
Human dominion XE "dominion" 
In Genesis 1:28, God commands Adam and Eve to ‘Be fruitful and increase in number, fill the Earth and subdue it, [and] rule over [every creature].’ This implies an active role for mankind to take charge of the resources God has provided us in the natural world, and to use them for their benefit. The Hebrew verb #$bak@e (, ‘to subdue, to subjugate’) stresses the act of dominance by force. In Numbers 32:20-22, 32:29, Joshua 18:1 and 1 Chronicles 22:17-19,  is used in reference to subduing the Promised Land, including the hostile tribes that were occupying it at that time. In 2 Chronicles 28:9-10, Nehemiah 5:5 and Jeremiah 34:11, 16, it refers to subjugation in the form of slavery. In Esther 7:8, it refers to subduing or forcing a woman, and in Zechariah 9:15, it speaks of subduing enemies in warfare. There is also an overlap in the meaning of  and of hdfrf (, ‘to rule, to have dominion’). In Leviticus 25:39, 43, 46, the Israelites are forbidden to rule fellow Israelite bondslaves harshly or ruthlessly. In Numbers 24:19, Psalm 72:8 and 110:2,  is used in reference to the dominion of the Messiah. In 1 Kings 4:24, it refers to Solomon’s dominion over the land and kings from Tiphsah to Azzah. In 1 Kings 5:16, 9:23, and 2 Chronicles 8:10,  refers to officers ruling over workers. In Isaiah 41:2, God subdues kings before the ruler from the east, and in Ezekiel 34:4, it refers to the shepherds of Israel ruling over the people with cruelty.
 Thus, Calvin Beisner rightly concludes that the nature of the command to subdue and to rule 
in Genesis 1:28 involves  ‘subduing and ruling something whose spontaneous tendency is to resist dominion
.’ 
 

Note also that there is no reason to think that the Fall has diminished or cancelled God’s charge ‘to fill the earth and subdue it…Rule over [every creature].’ Rather, the Fall simply made humanity’s task immensely more difficult. Genesis 3:17–19 implies that in the post-Fall world, nature has become even more hostile to humanity’s efforts to cultivate and develop it further. Many wild animals now pose a threat to human beings and their cultivating efforts, and the ground is now cursed: “Cursed is the ground because of you; through painful toil you will eat of it all the days of your life. It will produce thorns and thistles for you, and you will eat the plants of the field. By the sweat of your brow you will eat your food until you return to the ground, since from it you were taken” (Gen 3:17-19).
As noted above, mankind stands above the rest of creation, and it all ultimately exists for the benefit of humanity. Indeed, the Garden of Eden XE "Garden of Eden"  was clearly for the benefit of Adam and Eve and they had total dominion over it, apart from one tree—the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil XE "Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil" . The fruit of all the other trees in the garden, as well as the seeded fruit from every other tree on the earth were theirs for food (Gen 1:29). Note also that God’s command to “fill the earth and subdue it” stands against the common view that the present rate of population growth is unsustainable and that overpopulation XE "overpopulation"  is a serious environmental problem and will ultimately destroy the earth.

Of course, dominion does not mean or imply that humans have a license to do whatever they wish, raping and pillaging the land and sea, to the detriment of God’s creation. As Schaeffer pointed out, “[b]y creation man has dominion, but as a fallen creature he has used that dominion wrongly. Because he is fallen, he exploits created things as though they were nothing in themselves, and as though he has an autonomous right to them…The Christian is called upon to exhibit this dominion, but exhibit it rightly: treating the thing as having value in itself, exercising dominion without being destructive.”
 Humanity has dominion over the rest of creation, but with that power also comes the responsibility to use it wisely.

Human stewardship XE "stewardship" 
Moses proclaimed in Deuteronomy 10:14 that “the heavens, even the highest heavens” and “the earth and everything in it” belong to God. Again, these ideas are echoed by David (Ps 24:1) and Paul (1 Cor 10:26). Yet, Psalm 115:16 also states that although the highest heavens belong to God, the earth he has been given by God to mankind. Creation still belongs to God, but mankind has been given dominion over it. However, this dominion is not without limitation or constraints. In Genesis 2:15, God placed Adam in the Garden of Eden to work it (Heb. dba(f,  ) and take care of it (Heb. rma#$a, ). The Hebrew word   communicates the idea of serving another by doing (usually physical) work,
 whereas  communicates the general idea of ‘paying close attention’ but more specifically, is used to refer to ensuring conformance to a law, code or covenant, and to the responsibility one has for another person or thing (cf. Gen 30:31; 1 Sam 26:16; Isa 21:11).
 Indeed, the reason why God’s “pleasant field” will be made “into a desolate wasteland…parched and desolate” is because “there is no one who cares” (Jer 12:10-11). Thus, mankind has the active responsibility to care about the world, look after it, and ensure that the natural resources God has supplied us with are not misused or abused, or that they are not used in a way that is detrimental to other humans. In short, God has appointed mankind to act as stewards of His creation.

In the context of the natural world, human stewardship comprises the active management and utilization of the earth’s natural resources XE "natural resources"  for the common benefit of human society in a sustainable way. Natural resources include land and water resources; fish, livestock and other animals and animal products; forests and other vegetation that could be used for food, clothing or building materials; minerals, precious metals and gems, as well as fossil fuels and any other naturally occurring substances of potential value or use. By ‘active management,’ we mean human intervention, investment, development, farming, and the application of science and technology. By ‘utilization,’ we mean the process of determining which of the various possible uses of a resource amount to the best or most efficient application. Utilization of resources should also be directed to the common benefit of human society such that one society or community should not benefit at the expense of another (e.g. mining materials for the benefit of one community but polluting or destroying the water resources of another community), and should be sustainable in the sense that it can be maintained over a substantial period of time because the resource is abundant or self-replenishing, and the source of the resource is not destroyed and does not suffer from any lasting detrimental effects. Much of this should be common sense: there is clearly no future in burning your own house down, poisoning the well you drink from, or destroying your own food supply!

Unfortunately, there have been many people and companies who have indeed wrongly exploited natural resources XE "natural resources"  and caused lasting and significant damage to the environment. Jeremiah 12:4 indicates that the animals and birds have perished because the people who live in the land are wicked. Nevertheless, those who do so will not go unpunished. God will judge those who damage and destroy the earth. When Christ XE "Christ"  returns to judge people for their sin, this includes judging “those who destroy the earth” (Rev 11:18). As Ian Hore-Lacy rightly notes, “[stewardship] can never be allowed to mean that we, made in God’s image, treat God’s creation with any less respect than he does,”
 but adds that it “also means that meeting the needs of all humans, made in God’s image, must be a very high priority.” And that  “[e]nvironmental concern must not displace our mediation of God’s provision.”
 As stewards, it is surely our responsibility to ensure that several billion more people—all made in God’s image—have better access to food, water, basic materials and energy. 

Overpopulation XE "overpopulation" ?

That the earth is overpopulated and that this excess of human beings has caused mass destruction to the environment via overconsumption and pollution XE "pollution"  is a common view among both Christians and non-Christians. But this is by no means a recent idea. Around 200 AD, Tertullian XE "Tertullian"  wrote: 

Everything has been visited, everything known, everything exploited. Now pleasant estates obliterate the famous wilderness areas of the past. Plowed fields have replaced forests, domesticated animals have dispersed wild life. Beaches are plowed, mountains smoothed and swamps drained. There are as many cities as, in former years, there were dwellings. Islands do not frighten, nor cliffs deter. Everywhere there are buildings, everywhere people, everywhere communities, everywhere life… Proof [of this crowding] is the density of human beings. We weigh upon the world; its resources hardly suffice to support us. As our needs grow larger, so do our protests, that already nature does not sustain us. In truth, plague, famine, wars and earthquakes must be regarded as a blessing to civilization, since they prune away the luxuriant growth of the human race.

In 1973, Catholic scholar Arthur McCormack wrote that “[t]he population explosion of the second half of the twentieth century gives rise to one of the most serious and crucial problems of our day.”
 McCormack asserted that many Christians are interested in the ‘population explosion,’ because they rely on a “false notion of Providence” and “think—or perhaps ‘feel’…—that God will provide, that we should not look too far into the future, that population projections may turn out to be as wrong in the future as they have been in the past.”
 McCormack was convinced the earth’s population would soon become unsustainable and that the introduction of either voluntary or forced population restriction measures was inevitable.
 

In more recent times, David Francis, columnist with the Christian Science Monitor, wrote that unless the soaring population growth is not reversed, it “will have huge economic, environmental, and political impacts on most people alive today.”
 

The stimulus behind such visions appears to be an acceptance of the view that human beings are no different to the rest of creation, and that all of creation is equally blessed by God. In other words, human beings have no more rights than any other animal, nor do they have any special relationship with God. Calvin DeWitt’s explanation is typical of those who hold to this view:

God’s blessed expectation for the populations of other creatures helps put our human population into context. We, and they, are blessed. We, and they, are to reproduce, develop our kinds, and fulfill the earth to its God-intended completeness…Our own population joins with the populations of the other creatures God has made, participating one with another in the blessed expectation of reproducing and increasing our kinds, biologically and ecologically developing our kinds, and fulfilling the earth to its God-intended completeness, and…our own human kind enjoys this blessed expectation not only ourselves but also for the populations of all God’s creatures. It is here that we come to our present profound difficulty. Increasingly we people are occupying the land to the exclusion and extinction of the other creatures. This leads us to ask, “Does our God-given blessing of stewardship of creation grant us license to deny creatures God’s blessing of fruitfulness and fulfillment? May we take this blessing of reflective rule to negate God’s blessing to the fish of the sea and the birds of the air?” We have come to a time when the impact of humankind—our exploding number multiplied by the power each wields and the defilement each brings—not only denies the creatures fruitfulness and fulfillment but also extinguishes increasing numbers of them from the face of earth.

Note the very negative view of humanity that DeWitt presents in this passage: human beings wield unchecked power, defile the environment, and cause mass extinction XE "extinction" .

But, as Beisner has pointed out, “to fear population growth and its impact on resources and the environment is [to] think more like Lot than like Abram.” Lot chose the best land, while Abram took what was left (Gen 13:10-18). “Lot’s eyes focused on material circumstances, Abram’s on the ability of God to bless his servant regardless of circumstances. Lot’s decision was driven by his thoughts about the capacity of the land; Abram’s by his faith in God.”
 Indeed, Abram and Lot parted ways precisely because they thought the land could not support their households and livestock. After Abram was left with the less fertile land rejected by Lot, God promised him that his offspring would be “like the dust of the earth”—virtually uncountable. Despite Abram’s and Lot’s present circumstances, this promise to significantly increase the world’s population is explicitly identified by God as a blessing and goes against the belief that unchecked population increases are somehow a violation of God’s plan.

Moreover, DeWitt’s argument “commits the fallacy of false choice, treating man’s filling up the earth as if it were exclusive of other creatures’ doing so.” This does not logically follow. In fact, the idea that human population growth has been detrimental to the flourishing of other creatures is not supported by the empirical evidence. Furthermore, to assume “that continued human population growth must result in more species extinctions, and then to argue on that basis that continued human population growth is therefore not consistent with God’s blessing/command for other creatures to multiply is to assume the conclusion to prove the conclusion—to argue in a circle.”
 In reality, there is no reason why continued human population growth cannot go hand in hand with the continued growth of other creatures. In fact, history has shown that people have not only been able to preserve various species from extinction XE "extinction" , but also multiply their numbers far beyond what would naturally occur.
 This is the case with any of the animal breeds that humans have chosen to domesticate or to use for commercial purposes. Indeed, no one worries, for example, about chickens going extinct, even though Americans alone now slaughter over six billion of them each year. Therefore, it appears that the best way to ensure the survival of any particular species, is to find a commercial use for it.

In any case, the notion of a population explosion XE "overpopulation"  is grossly exaggerated and the earth is nowhere near becoming full. Most countries in the developed world have birth rates well below the replacement rate. As Mark Steyn has pointed out, “the developed world’s population is shrinking faster than any human society not in the grip of war or disease has ever shrunk.”
 In failing to have enough children they are not only disobeying God’s command to “fill the earth” (Gen 1:28), they are effectively committing national suicide. According to the 2006 revision of the United Nation’s World Population Prospects, total world population is predicted to peak in around 2050 at approximately 9-10 billion, before it is expected to decline.
 Steyn noted that “[b]irth rates in the so-called ‘overcrowded’ parts of the world are already 2.9 and falling. India has a quickly growing middle class and declining fertility.”
 China, also, will soon have a aging and declining population as it starts to reap the consequences of its ‘one child’ policy.
 This led Steyn to conclude that human beings are the real dwindling resource, not oil: “We’re the endangered species, not the spotted owl,”
 and that “much of the planet will be uninhabited long before it is uninhabitable.”
 Indeed, even today, human settlements presently occupy only about two percent of the earth’s land mass, excluding the continent of Antarctica.

Ultimately, attitudes to human population growth are determined by a person’s worldview XE "worldview" . Most environmentalists XE "environmentalism"  assume that people are principally consumers and polluters. Feminist environmentalist Riane Eisler explains:

For behind soil erosion, desertification, air and water pollution, and all the other ecological, social, and political stresses of our time lies the pressure of more and more people on finite land and other resources, of increasing numbers of factories, cars, trucks, and other sources of pollution required to provide all these people with goods, and the worsening tensions that their needs and aspirations fuel.

In other words, human society is fundamentally destructive! Yet a truly Biblical worldview sees people as principally intelligent, well-meaning, creative producers and stewards, because that is the way God created them, and the way they are being transformed through the redeeming work of Christ XE "Christ" .
 

Similarly, environmentalists believe that human population growth will strip the earth of its natural resources XE "natural resources"  and smother it with pollution XE "pollution" . A truly Biblical worldview holds that continued population growth will result in the increased abundance of resources, rather than in their depletion, and in a cleaner, more developed environment better suited to human habitation, rather than a polluted and poisoned earth.

Thus, the Christian worldview XE "worldview"  leads to a very different prediction to that of the modern environmental movement: 

[P]eople, because God made them in his image to be creative and productive, because he gave them creative minds like his, can bring order out of chaos, and higher order out of lower order, actually making more resources than we consume. So the biblical view of human beings and the universe predicts that, as we apply our minds to raw materials, scarcity of resources will decline…And that is precisely what we find when we look at history.

Development and Environmentalism XE "environmentalism" 
Many modern environmentalists hold to a highly romanticized, virtually pantheistic XE "pantheistism"  view of nature. Images and stories of simple, yet idyllic, tribal life reinforce the ‘noble savage XE "noble savage" ’ stereotype—mankind living in glorious harmony with nature without pollution XE "pollution"  or overcrowding. These environmentalists, therefore, oppose any development that involves any alteration to nature. Such alteration is inherently bad, amounting to a moral violation. As Paul wrote to the Romans, such people have “exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshiped and served created things rather than the Creator” (Rom 1:25). 

Yet many Christians also appear to have accepted this notion. The Evangelical Environmental Network’s “An Evangelical Declaration on the Care of Creation” points to a number of degradations in creation that they claim are a result of resource consumption and sustained population growth: 

These degradations of creation can be summed up as 1) land  degradation; 2) deforestation; 3) species extinction; 4) water degradation; 5)  global toxification; 6) the alteration of atmosphere; 7) human and cultural degradation. Many of these 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. Our responsibility is not only to bear and nurture children, but to nurture their home on earth.

For many Christian environmentalists, industrial and agricultural development, and the utilization of resources in the natural world are viewed as morally equivalent to destroying the Garden of Eden XE "Garden of Eden" , and a crime not only against God but humanity in general. Such views have no theological support, and proponents seem to have forgotten that the Fall XE "Fall"  has taken place. In fact, such ideas are essentially pagan XE "paganism" . As Hore-Lacy explains, “[h]armony with nature becomes the prime virtue, rather than a proper corollary of harmony with the Creator.”
 Or as Schaeffer put it: “Man is not to be sacrificed, as pantheism XE "pantheism"  sacrifices him, because after all he was made in the image of God XE "image of God"  and given dominion.”
 Therefore, it is the duty of all human beings, as image bearers of God, and as stewards of His creation, to explore, study and analyze the natural world and then apply that knowledge for the benefit of human society.

Nevertheless, virtually all environmentalists, including some Christian ones, believe that resources are limited XE "limited resources"  and are rapidly running out due to increased demand. The reality, however, is that such claims have been circulating since the time of Tertullian XE "Tertullian"  in the second century AD, and we have still yet to run out of any significant resource, nor are we likely to in the foreseeable future. In truth, we have an abundance of natural resources, which is what one would expect from a generous God who provides. Those who claim that humanity will exhaust fundamental natural resources XE "natural resources"  if population growth continues, and development persists, are ultimately denying God’s capacity and ability to provide.

Resisting the Fall and reversing its effects

Scripture not only teaches that creation was subjected to bondage and decay as a result of humanity’s Fall XE "Fall" , but also that it will be liberated and restored as a result of humanity’s redemption (Rom 8:19-23). The liberation of our bodies from sin is linked with the liberation of the entire fallen subhuman creation. Therefore, at the consummation of the kingdom, not only will our bodies be restored, but so will the whole of the subhuman creation.

Christ XE "Christ"  proclaimed that the kingdom of God XE "kingdom of God"  is near (Mark 1:14-15), but also that it will not come immediately (Luke 19:11). Although the kingdom has not yet fully come, we are commanded to resist the reign of sin XE "sin"  in our mortal bodies, and offer our bodies as instruments of righteousness (Rom 6:11-14). Therefore, establishing and participating in the kingdom of God and living in anticipation of its consummation, implies not only that we resist the power of sin, but also the effects of the Fall. The effects of the Fall, like the power of sin, will not be overcome until the kingdom fully comes, but the Christian duty is to resist, and to live in anticipation of what will eventually be. This point was made long ago by Francis Bacon:

For by the Fall man declined from the state of innocence and from his kingdom over the creatures. Both things can be repaired in this life to some extent, the former by religion and faith, the latter by the arts and sciences. For the Curse did not make the creation an utter and irrevocable outlaw. In virtue of the sentence, ‘In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread’ [Gen 3:19], man, by manifold labours,…compels the creation, in time and in part, to provide him with bread, that is to serve the purposes of human life.

Although the fallen creation is naturally in a state of decay, as creative image bearers of God (Gen 1:1, 27), mankind is not only capable, but obligated, to find ways to repair any damage we have caused, to heal and to restore, and to improve the overall state of creation, making it serve our needs in more productive and more efficient ways. As Bacon hinted, this is best achieved by the application of scientific knowledge and technological innovation to the abundant natural resources God has given us.

Natural resources, science and technological innovation

Natural resources XE "natural resources"  are part of God’s provision to humanity, and our very survival depends on  us capturing, extracting and applying these resources for the benefit of human society. Clearly, the capture, extraction and application of natural resources for use in power generation, water supply, food production, communications, transport, building, and medical treatments require detailed scientific knowledge and innovative uses of various resources. But as Goldsworthy rightly notes: “The human search for knowledge and technology XE "technological innovation" , and indeed our whole cultural development, are tasks assigned to us by God.”

The benefits to humanity from the application of science XE "science"  and technology in the area of medicine and general health are obvious. The decay caused by the Fall XE "Fall"  has wreaked havoc with our bodies. Yet modern medicine, by intervening in the natural processes and functions of the body, has been able to not only cure once incurable diseases, but to repair serious injuries resulting from accidents, and to reconstruct gross deformities inherited at birth. As John Feinberg explains: 

[M]ost medical procedures involve intervention into the natural order…We live in a fallen world where things do not always work as they should. God has commissioned people to subdue the created order and has given them a certain dominion over it (Gen 1:28). While this does not allow us to harm or exploit the natural order, permission to subdue a natural order that does not always function as God intended because of sin’s disruptive influence seems to necessitate our intervention into natural processes.

Indeed, by intervening in the natural process using in vitro fertilization (IVF) technology, it is now possible for once infertile couples to conceive and have children. 

But when it comes to utilizing the earth’s natural resources XE "natural resources" , the benefits gained appear to be not so clear to most environmentalists, including many Christians. Christian environmentalists fail to recognize the implications of God’s provision in creation for people’s needs. Because we live in a culture where it is easy to take for granted the benefits that science and technology have given us, many people fail to appreciate the extent to which industrial, agricultural and technological development have improved the duration and quality of life of all people in modern society. 

Yet, rather than acknowledging that God is a faithful provider and has abundantly supplied us with all the resources we could ever need, environmentalists XE "environmentalism"  seem obsessed with the notion that our natural resources are limited XE "limited resources"  and that we are close to exhausting many of those resources we presently rely on. They regard the existing supply of economically useable natural resources as nature-given, rather than as God-given, and they fail to acknowledge the contribution of human intelligence XE "human intelligence"  and innovation. In essence, they deny (1) God as provider, and (2) mankind as a creative bearer of God’s image XE "image of God" .

Having no conception of the role of human intelligence XE "human intelligence"  in the creation of economically useable resources, and failing to distinguish between the present supply of natural resources XE "natural resources" , and the sum total of those available in nature, environmentalists and conservationists naïvely believe that every act of production that consumes natural resources is an act of impoverishment because it uses up allegedly priceless, irreplaceable treasures of nature.
 Such notions are nothing new. Cyprian XE "Cyprian" , writing in the third century, stated: “You must know that the world has grown old, and does not remain in its former vigor. It bears witness to its own decline. The rainfall and the sun’s warmth are both diminishing; the metals are nearly exhausted…”

But, as George Reisman points out,

the fact is that the world is made out of natural resources—out of solidly packed natural resources, extending from the upper limits of its atmosphere to its very center, four thousand miles down. This is so because the entire mass of the earth is made of nothing but chemical elements, all of which are natural resources…Even the sands of the Sahara desert are composed of nothing but various compounds of silicon, carbon, oxygen, hydrogen, aluminum, iron, and so on, all of them having who knows what potential uses that science may someday unlock.

Although the form or compounds in which the various elements may be found may change, there is no danger of ever running out of any particular chemical element. 

Nor is there any real shortage of energy XE "energy"  in the world. The Law of Conservation of Energy states that energy can neither be created nor destroyed. More energy is discharged in a single thunderstorm than mankind currently generates in an entire year. Therefore, the task before us is not one of generating energy without consuming exhaustible resources, but one of finding efficient ways to harness and deliver the energy already present in creation. Moreover, heat from the sun provides a constantly renewed supply that is billions of times greater than the amount of energy we presently consume. Therefore, for all practical purposes, the energy XE "energy"  available to humans is infinite. 

In reality, resources are becoming more abundant, not less. Mined minerals, crops (including wood), livestock, and fish are now more abundantly available to human societies than ever before in the past, despite the fact that human population has grown faster than at any other time in history.
 This is largely due to human ingenuity, especially in the past two centuries, which has devised increasingly more effective and efficient ways to extract, refine, and use the earth’s natural resources. For example, it is now possible to mine at greater depths with less effort, and to gain access to regions of the earth previously inaccessible, or to improve access to regions already accessible. 

Developed societies XE "development"  have also found uses for things previously thought to have no uses,
 and discovered new applications for commonly available resources that may be substituted for less common, less efficient or more expensive resources, but still provide the same benefits. As a result, the demand for the substituted resources is reduced or eliminated.

In agriculture, the development of chemical fertilizers and more efficient methods of irrigation have enabled farmers to radically improve the productivity of fertile land, and, indeed, to create fertile land from land that was previously infertile. Land that was previously desert or semidesert has been made vastly more productive than the very best lands available to previous generations.
 In fact, it is even possible to grow many crops in scientifically controlled soils in multistory buildings, in virtual factory conditions. Moreover, the possibilities for food production offered by genetically modified crops XE "genetically modified crops"  are enormous.

Nevertheless, environmentalists and conservationists have argued that industrial and agricultural development XE "development"  has led to senseless deforestation. This has undoubtedly happened in the past, but it is not a necessary consequence of development. Timber is a valuable resource and it makes no sense for a commercial operation to cut down trees without bothering to replant them. They would be destroying their future source of income. In essence, trees are a crop like any other, such as wheat or corn. The only difference is that the time to harvest is much longer.

Note, however, that although the earth has effectively limitless resources, the range of applications for those resources is limited. Agricultural land may be used to produce food, or it may be used to produce biofuels XE "biofuels" . Governments, commercial operators, and society in general will determine whether biofuel production is more important than food production. Unfortunately, at the present time, due to the supposed threat of ‘global warming,’ there is a definite shift away from food production toward biofuel production. This will have severe ramifications, especially for the poorest people in the world. United Nations World Food Program officials have pointed out that the use of more land and agricultural produce for biofuels has led to significant increases in food prices.
 The British Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser, Professor John Beddington, has also pointed out that the move toward biofuels poses a serious threat to world food production and the lives of billions of people: “It’s very hard to imagine how we can see the world growing enough crops to produce renewable energy and at the same time meet the enormous demand for food.”

In summary, it should be noted that, in western developed countries in the twentieth century, life expectancy has dramatically increased as a result of the enormous contribution of industrial civilization, which generates an ever improving supply of food, clothing, shelter, medical care, and all the conveniences of modern life. Famine does not exist in such societies because industrial and agricultural development has produced the greatest abundance and variety of food in the history of the world, and has created the storage and transportation systems required to bring it to everyone. Furthermore, developed societies have put an end to famines and plagues, and eliminated once dreaded diseases XE "disease"  such as cholera, diphtheria, smallpox, tuberculosis, and typhoid fever, among others.
 All of these developments are a result of human ingenuity in the areas of science and technology, which are themselves products of the Christian worldview.

Therefore, to be effective stewards of God’s creation, our task is to discover how the earth’s effectively limitless natural resources may be used, applied or transformed in order to meet the needs of human societies. Mankind, made in the image of God, is creative, and this creativity should be applied to the task of discovering this knowledge through scientific research and technological innovation.

In contrast, implementing environmental and conservationist policies that result in the suffering XE "suffering"  and death XE "death"  of millions of human beings who are created in God’s image, is not God-honoring or good stewardship—it is pagan XE "paganism"  Gaia worship.

Pollution

Pollution XE "pollution"  is a serious problem and it is a problem that mankind—as stewards of God’s creation—has a duty to address. Human societies cannot operate in such a way that destroys or causes significant long term damage to the environment. Not only does this imply a disrespect for God’s creation, but a person, organization or society that pollutes the environment is, in effect, not loving their neighbor as themselves (Matt 22:39), since pollution negatively affects everyone.

However, the term ‘pollution’ has increasingly been used to refer to any change in the state of nature caused by humans. The traditional, common understanding of pollution referred to how harmful substances had been introduced into the environment in ways that had significant detrimental effects on other people and other creatures (e.g. the discharge of human fecal material into drinking water). Now, any kind of industrial or agricultural development XE "development" , is viewed as just another form of pollution. This is a radically different concept of pollution to the traditional, common understanding. This new understanding of pollution has led to the false implication that all industrial development implicitly involves the emission of harmful by-products that pollute the air and water, poison the fish, and destroy rivers and lakes. Industrialization is also said to be responsible for acid rain, the destruction of the ozone layer, the onset of a new ice age, and the contrary onset of global warming. Environmentalists XE "environmentalism"  also claim that pesticides, herbicides and heavy metals are poisoning the food chain, and that chemical preservatives and radiation from atomic power plants, electric power lines, television sets, microwave ovens, and other electrical appliances, cause cancer and other detrimental health problems. This has naturally led the environmental movement toward pathological anti-industrialization and anti-development.

Thus, most environmentalists argue that, regardless of resource availability, the pollution emitted by the growing human population and the resultant economic expansion, threatens life itself—human and non-human alike.
 They believe that fewer people means a cleaner environment, and suppose that a decline in population would increase the amount of food and other resources available to the poor. 
Yet, in developed countries today, the air and water are far cleaner than they were fifty to sixty years ago. Although air quality in large towns and cities is lower than that in rural areas—and always has been—it is still far better today than in the past, precisely because of industrial development. Before the advent of modern industry, the open streets served as sewers. All large towns and cities with a heavy concentration of horses suffered from the enormous pollution problem created by the dropping of vast quantities of animal manure and urine. The introduction of sewage systems eliminated this sewage problem, and the development of the automobile industry eliminated the need for horses. In fact, technological innovation and industrialization have not only provided the knowledge of how to build large scale plumbing and sewage systems, but also enabled us to produce materials such as iron, steel, copper and PVC, with which to build these systems. Central heating, air conditioning, indoor plumbing, and modern ventilation methods also made significant contributions to improving the quality of air in which people live and work.
 In fact, studies have shown the biggest contributor to air pollution is high density dwellings—a strategy preferred by many environmentalists and conservationists.
 

Furthermore, technological XE "technological innovation"  progress and innovation has led to more efficient and cleaner uses of resources, so that modern cities are no longer choked with smoke from steam engines and wood heaters, and cars and trucks get better mileage and are far less polluting. Similarly, population growth has driven society to find more productive ways to grow food, and because of increased crop yields, per capita food production is higher than ever before despite the fact that the global human population has surpassed six billion. Therefore, there is now more forested land in developed countries because so much less acreage is needed for farmland. Also, commercial realities have motivated loggers to replant.
 In other words, in learning to make more and more from less and less, we are also learning to do it while creating less and less pollution.

Regarding the quality of drinking water, it is well known that the actual safety of drinking water is in direct proportion to a country’s degree of economic advancement. One can safely drink tap water in virtually every modern developed country, because the safety of water supplies is guaranteed by chemical purification plants, and the water is safely distributed by a network of pipelines and pumping stations providing instant access to safe drinking water, hot or cold, every minute of the day.
 However, drinking the water in south and central America, and most of Asia and Africa, would be a dangerous proposition because there are no purification plants, and no secure distribution systems. 

In regard to medical and general health benefits, science XE "science"  and technological innovation XE "technological innovation"  has produced the vaccines, anesthetics, antibiotics, and all the other ‘wonder drugs’ of modern medicine, along with all kinds of new and improved diagnostic and surgical equipment. These developments, along with improved nutrition, clothing, and shelter, radically reduced the incidence of almost every type of disease, and put an end to the plagues that ravished medieval Europe and polluted the countryside with rotting, infecting corpses. Indeed, as Beisner points out, one only has to read the accounts of the loathsome effects of famines and epidemics on the lives of all people before the nineteenth century, “to make us appreciate the healthier environment we enjoy today—an environment made that way largely by the introduction of chemicals that kill pests and germs and protect crops.”
 Daniel Boorstin makes the same point:

We sputter against The Polluted Environment—as if it was invented in the age of the automobile. We compare our smoggy air not with the odor of horsedung [sic] and the plague of flies and the smells of garbage and human excrement which filled cities in the past, but with the honey-suckle perfumes of some nonexistent City Beautiful. We forget that even if the water in many cities today is not as spring-pure nor as palatable as we would like, for most of history the water of the cities (and of the countryside) was undrinkable. We reproach ourselves for the ills of disease and malnourishment, and forget that until recently enteritis and measles and whooping cough, diphtheria and typhoid, were killing diseases of childhood, puerperal fever plagued mothers in childbirth, polio was a summer monster.

In addition, the average citizen in a modern western society generates far less garbage today than at any time in the past. As a result of modern packaging methods, there is much less need to dispose of large quantities of animal and vegetable matter, such as chicken feathers, fish scales, and corn husks. Even the kinds of garbage unique to modern developed societies, such as disposable diapers/nappies, fast-food containers and all plastics, make a relatively small and insignificant contribution to overall garbage generation.
 In contrast, third world, undeveloped, non-industrialized countries are the epitome of pollution XE "pollution"  and squalor, with all manner of garbage and pollutants including human excrement and, indeed, human corpses contaminating the water ways.

Extinction

Human beings have also been responsible for causing the extinction XE "extinction"  of various species.
 In most cases, this has been to due to overhunting. But many environmentalists and conservationists also blame industrial and agricultural development and urban sprawl because they claim it destroys animal habitats. 

Although the reckless destruction of species should be avoided and the impact on animal habitats minimized, there will often be a fundamental and unavoidable conflict between the needs of humans and the needs of a particular variety of plant or animal. Therefore, one may ask: is it critical for every species to survive? Putting it in context, is it acceptable to set aside vast tracts of land for agriculture and/or housing in order to provide food and shelter for hundreds of thousands of people, in exchange for the loss of a particular species of parrot or lizard? Clearly, the answer depends on the relative value one places on human beings compared to other creatures. It is a question of whose needs should ultimately prevail. Human beings are faced with the choice of fulfilling their own needs or sacrificing themselves (or their fellow human beings) for the sake of some variety of plant or animal. For many environmentalists XE "environmentalism"  and conservationists, it is human beings who should submit.

The motivation behind such views are rooted in the philosophy XE "philosophy"  of anti-speciesism—the belief that it is wrong to assign rights to creatures purely on the basis of the species it belongs to.
 To assert that the rights of human beings are superior to any other species is, on this view, morally equivalent to racism.
 In fact, environmentalists and conservationists even object to the destruction of animal and vegetable species that are useless or even hostile to mankind. Any extinction is inherently immoral. This brand of nature worship and human self-loathing is best illustrated in the comments of David Graber:

We are not interested in the utility of a particular species or free-flowing river, or ecosystem, to mankind. They have intrinsic value, more value—to me—than another human body, or a billion of them. Human happiness, and certainly human fecundity, are not as important as a wild and healthy planet…Somewhere along the line—at about a billion years ago, maybe half that—we quit the contract and became a cancer. We have become a plague upon ourselves and upon the Earth…Until such time as Homo sapiens should decide to rejoin nature, some of us can only hope for the right virus to come along.

Similar views have been expressed by some theologians. St. Francis of Assisi believed in the equality of all living creatures: man, cattle, birds, fish, and reptiles.
 Indeed, precisely on the basis of this philosophical affinity, St. Francis was officially declared the patron saint of ecology by the Roman Catholic church. Likewise, Albert Schweitzer advocated a form pantheism XE "pantheism"  where every manifestation of life stood in a personal, spiritual relationship with the rest of the universe.

But such views are clearly not compatible with the Biblical view that human beings are made in God’s image XE "image of God"  and have been given dominion over the rest of creation. In the Biblical view of creation, the needs of human beings surpass the needs of any other creature or plant.

Moreover, when environmentalists and conservationists deny the special status of human beings, they do not, as a result, elevate flies, snails and rats to the level of mankind, but rather, reduce human beings to the level of flies, snails and rats. If human beings are regarded as no better than flies, then that is exactly how they will be treated. Indeed, this is precisely what has happened in other irrational cultures.

There is also a great deal of inconsistency in the ‘equality of rights’ position advocated by environmentalists and conservationists. They do not appear realize that their view of nature as a beautiful and harmonious utopia apart from the interference of mankind, bares no resemblance to actual reality. As Tennyson described it in his poem In Memoriam, nature is “red in tooth and claw”—a place where one creature tears another apart or eats another alive. If human beings are just another animal species, they would be entitled to act in the same way that many other animal species act—by hunting other species for no other reason than to ensure their own survival. Indeed, if human beings were no better than lions or leopards, then an individual human being would have as much right to the fur of a seal as a lion has to the flesh of a gazelle.

Another inconsistency exists in the way ‘equality of rights’ advocates actually value human life below the lives of animals. In fact, human life is not only below that of animals whose furs they may wear or whose flesh they may eat, but also below the value that some animals attach to other animals. For example, lions value themselves above zebras, yet animal rights advocates value humans below cattle and as less worthy of eating cattle than lions are of eating zebras. 

In any case, the disappearance of species has been going on since the Fall XE "Fall" . Extinctions appear to be no more frequent now than in the past. Moreover, to what extent have extinctions been caused by human activity? Many extinctions have occurred naturally, due to catastrophic events such as meteorite strikes, large scale flooding, bush fires etc. The fossil record XE "fossil record"  is full of extinct creatures (many of which are marine organisms) that had little or no contact with human beings. 

Furthermore, the extinction of some species should be contrasted with the emergence of new species. Speciation XE "speciation" 
 is very likely to have occurred quite often and quite rapidly due to genetic drift,
 or selection pressure.
 Indeed, an eighteen year study by zoologist Peter Grant showed that a new species could arise in only 200 years.

In actual fact, human civilization is responsible for the existence of many species of animals and plants in their present numbers and varieties. Human beings are responsible for the existence of the overwhelming majority of the varieties of cattle, sheep, pigs, chickens, goats, horses, and cats and dogs that are alive today.
 The populations of all varieties of domesticated animals would be greatly reduced if there were no human beings to feed them, promote their health, and protect them from their natural enemies. In the same way, human beings are responsible for the fact that many grain crops, vegetables, flowers, and grasses grow where they would not naturally grow, and are far less susceptible to disease than they normally would be. Furthermore, where forest land is privately owned, human beings are also responsible for the existence of many trees and forests, that have commercial value as a long-term crop. Of course, human beings also plants trees for aesthetic purposes in order to enhance their surroundings. Indeed, virtually all of the trees in many portions of Southern California and other arid areas are not native to those areas but were planted and maintained by humans. 

Therefore, human beings are not inherently destroyers of species. Mankind has greatly promoted and protected those species that are of benefit to human society. In general, human beings have destroyed only those species that are harmful to human society or harmful to other species that humans desire to promote and protect. Human beings have also destroyed those species that they have judged to be expedient because their destruction would lead to overwhelmingly beneficial outcomes for human society.

Environmental ethics XE "ethics"  

Ethics is concerned with what a person ought to do in any given situation. What, then, are Christians—as stewards of God’s creation—to do in light of the environmental challenges we presently face? Clearly, we are to take care of creation, but that does not mean that industrial and agricultural development should be stopped or severely restricted. Nor does it mean that the needs of human beings should be subjugated to the desire to maintain a pristine environment.

With respect to the environmental challenges mankind now faces, and in our assessment of what is to be done, the following principles should be taken into account:

1. Is the problem empirically and scientifically verified? Is the perceived problem really a problem? Is the scientific and factual basis still in dispute? 

2. Is the problem caused directly or indirectly by human action, or is it a result of natural processes?

3. Is the cost (in money and human life) of fixing the problem greater than the cost of coping with the problem?

4. Is the environmental impact or damage insignificant when compared with the overwhelming benefit it provides to human beings? If we build a powerstation that services a city of several million people, does it really matter, in the grand scale of things, if we destroy the habitat of some obscure bird or animal?

Note that these principles are somewhat utilitarian, i.e. guided by the desire to achieve the greatest benefit for the greatest number of people. However, in a fallen world where human beings still retain their God-given dominion, this is the best we can hope for until the return of Christ and the establishment of His kingdom XE "kingdom of God" .

Human beings are finite and fallen creatures. While it is certainly true that we have, on many occasions, abused God’s creation and treated it in ways that are inconsistent with our role as God’s stewards, our fallen nature has also led us to believe things about the world that are simply not true. In particular, some environmentalists XE "environmentalism"  and conservationists—motivated by political and economic concerns—have misled many people into accepting a number of things that are demonstrably false. In their eagerness to protect God’s creation, many Christians have also accepted these untruths.

One of the greatest—and most tragic—environmental frauds XE "environmental fraud"  of all time is the banning of, and/or restriction of, the use of Dichloro-Diphenyl-Trichloroethane (DDT XE "DDT" ). This is one of the most effective pesticides ever produced, especially against the malaria carrying Anopheles mosquitoes. The spraying of DDT on the inside walls of homes has proven to be the most cost effective way of preventing the spread of malaria which infects and kills thousands of people every year. In 1970, the U.S. National Academy of Sciences stated: “To only a few chemicals does man owe as great a debt as to DDT. In little more than two decades DDT has prevented 500 million human deaths, due to malaria, that would otherwise have been inevitable.”

Yet, DDT and its derivatives have been blamed for numerous negative effects including causing various cancers, anti-androgenic symptoms in animals and humans, the poisoning of marine life, and the thinning of egg shells and the near extinction of species such as the Bald Eagle. These claims have been uncritically accepted by many people including many Christian thinkers such as Francis Schaeffer.

The truth is that DDT has been comprehensively tested and demonstrated to be a safe and effective chemical pesticide. As J. Gordon Edwards pointed out: 

Human volunteers in Georgia ingested up to 35 milligrams daily, for nearly two years, and did not experience any difficulties then or later. Workers in the Montrose Chemical Company had 1,300 man-years of exposure, and there was never any case of cancer during 19 years of continuous exposure to about 17 mg/man/day. Concerns were sometimes raised about possible carcinogenic effects of DDT, but instead its metabolites were often found to be anti-carcinogenic, significantly reducing tumors in rats. DDT ingestion induces hepatic microsomal enzymes, which destroy carcinogenic aflatoxins and thereby inhibit tumors.

Edwards elsewhere notes that “[t]there was never any need to wear masks or protective clothing while doing DDT spraying. No adverse effects were ever experienced by the 130,000 spraymen or the 535 million people living in the sprayed houses.

Nor has DDT killed thousands of birds as some have claimed. The danger to birds was tested by feeding caged birds known quantities of DDT, but even extreme amounts of DDT did not seriously poison birds. Moreover, during the years when DDT was in use in the USA, bird counts in a number of affected area actually increased!
 Furthermore, egg shell thinning was found to be caused by calcium deficient diets not DDT.
 The anti-androgenic symptoms in animals and humans were caused by other sources of pollution.

It has often been said that DDT persists for decades in the ocean. In order to test this claim, researchers at the US Environmental Protection Agency’s Gulf Breeze Laboratory in Louisiana added DDT to seawater in huge submerged containers. They reported that 92% of the DDT and its metabolites, DDD and DDE, disappeared from the seawater in only 38 days.

However, as Donald R. Roberts, has pointed out, DDT effectiveness is decreased if it is sprayed indiscriminately everywhere in the environment because it allows mosquitoes to build up resistance.
 Therefore, the common sense Christian response to DDT should be to restrict or prohibit its use in agriculture, but continue to use it widely for indoor spraying where it acts as a powerful repellent. This approach enables us to fulfill our stewardship role by saving millions of our fellow humans, while at the same, having little or no effect on the environment.

The other great environmental challenge is the one currently being widely promulgated and publicized: climate change XE "climate change" . Thirty years ago, scientists were certain that the world was rapidly cooling XE "global cooling" , and the first Earth Day was celebrated on April 22, 1970, amid fears of a new ice age. Fortune magazine cited a number of leading climatologists who had concluded that global cooling was “the root cause of a lot of that unpleasant weather around the world,” and that “it carries the potential for human disasters of unprecedented magnitude.”

Peter Gwynne wrote that there were ominous signs that the earth’s weather patterns had begun to change dramatically and that these changes would result in a “drastic decline in food production—with serious political implications for just about every nation on Earth.”
 He added: 

The evidence in support of these predictions has now begun to accumulate so massively that meteorologists are hard-pressed to keep up with it…The central fact is that after three quarters of a century of extraordinarily mild conditions, the earth’s climate seems to be cooling down. Meteorologists disagree about the cause and extent of the cooling trend, as well as over its specific impact on local weather conditions. But they are almost unanimous in the view that the trend will reduce agricultural productivity for the rest of the century. If the climatic change is as profound as some of the pessimists fear, the resulting famines could be catastrophic.
 

At the same time, the National Academy of Sciences declared that “[a] major climatic change would force economic and social adjustments on a worldwide scale because the global patterns of food production and population that have evolved are implicitly dependent on the climate of the present century.”
 Gwynne noted that climatologists “are pessimistic that political leaders will take any positive action to compensate for the climatic change, or even to allay its effects…The longer the planners delay, the more difficult will they find it to cope with climatic change once the results become grim reality.”
 

Today, the very same concerns are again being expressed, but in regard to the exact opposite phenomenon: global warming XE "global warming" ! 

During the 1990s, some scientists and environmentalists suggested that the earth was in fact not cooling but warming, and that this warming was caused by a strengthened greenhouse effect that, in turn, was caused by the massive increases in carbon dioxide emissions from human industry and activity. In 2001, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC XE "IPCC" ) released their Third Assessment Report. The IPCC Summary for Policymakers included a graph generated by Michael Mann and colleagues that appeared to show that the earth’s climate was very stable from 1000 to 1900, but then suddenly began to change, and temperatures in the northern hemisphere began to rise dramatically and continued to rise up until the present time. This graph became known as the ‘hockey stick’ graph.
 

The IPCC Summary claimed it is likely “that the 1990s has been the warmest decade and 1998 the warmest year of the millennium” for the northern hemisphere. As a result, many climate scientists, government officials, and media commentators became convinced that climate change or global warming was a very real and serious threat, and called for drastic reductions in carbon dioxide emissions. Given that modern society, industry and agriculture all require large amounts of energy generated by carbon dioxide producing processes, making significant cuts in carbon dioxide emissions is not easy. Indeed, it would cause severe economic pain and lower everyone’s standard of living. 

Stephen McIntyre and Ross McKitrick have now thoroughly debunked the Mann hockey stick,
 and as a result, the graph was left out of the most recent 2007 IPCC Fourth Assessment Report. Nevertheless, its impact still persists. Moreover, NASA’s updated surface temperature records for the USA (where most of the heavy industrialization has occurred) indicate that 1934 was the warmest on record, not 1998. The third hottest year on record was 1921, not 2006, and four of the top ten hottest years on record occurred during the 1940s before the large scale growth in carbon dioxide emissions. Moreover, several recent years (2000, 2002, 2003, 2004) are well down in the rankings and 2004 falls behind even 1900.

Nevertheless, there is still great pressure on governments and public policy makers to make drastic industrial, economic and structural changes in order to reduce carbon dioxide emissions. The Stern review on the economics of climate change suggested that climate change threatens to be the greatest and widest-ranging threat to the market ever seen. Its main conclusions are that one percent of global gross domestic product (GDP) per annum is required to be invested in order to avoid the worst effects of climate change, and that failure to do so could risk global GDP being up to twenty percent lower than it otherwise might be, and it provides prescriptions, including environmental taxes, to minimize the economic and social disruptions.
 Moreover, Stern declares that the required changes should be implemented immediately: 

The evidence shows that ignoring climate change will eventually damage economic growth. Our actions over the coming few decades could create risks of major disruption to economic and social activity, later in this century and in the next, on a scale similar to those associated with the great wars and the economic depression of the first half of the 20th century. And it will be difficult or impossible to reverse these changes. Tackling climate change is the pro-growth strategy for the longer term, and it can be done in a way that does not cap the aspirations for growth of rich or poor countries. The earlier effective action is taken, the less costly it will be. At the same time, given that climate change is happening, measures to help people adapt to it are essential. And the less mitigation we do now, the greater the difficulty of continuing to adapt in future.

The Australian Evangelical Alliance has also highlighted the supposed urgency and demanded the Australian government act now:

But there is still time to avoid the top range of risk—provided that we do the necessary things and act immediately. As far as government policy is concerned that probably means establishing a clear policy framework for significantly reducing emissions by the end of the next parliamentary term. The scientific evidence which connects greenhouse gas emissions with climate change is the same evidence which indicates that the goal for developed nations ought to be in the order of a 60% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from year 2000 levels by 2050. It makes no sense to accept the conclusions about the reality of climate change and not accept the conclusions about the necessary goals for rectifying it as they are based on the same evidence. Nor does it make sense to hold back from acting on this because of the fear it would have a damaging impact on Australia’s GDP. A failure to act will cost even more in the long run and the use of fossil fuels (the major causes of human-induced climate change) is itself distorting the economy as it is highly subsidised through not being required to pay for its effects.
 

Although most scientists agree that the earth’s global average surface temperature has increased (by approximately 0.6 degrees Celsius) during the 20th century, many disagree that this is caused by human action, especially since much of that warming occurred before the advent of large scale industrialization (before 1940). Instead, they believe the warming is more likely to be part of a natural cycle. Furthermore, they note that rising temperatures may, in fact, result in far greater benefits to mankind, and that these benefits are rarely considered or taken into account by those who desire to reverse global warming.
 For example, they note that carbon dioxide (as opposed to particulate carbon) is not a pollutant. Carbon dioxide is a naturally occurring gas that is an essential component of the photosynthetic process that causes vegetation to grow. The presence of additional carbon dioxide will stimulate plant growth, and the warmer weather means a longer growing season, and thus greater agricultural production. In fact, retreating ice and ground thawing would cause more arable land to become available for both residential and agricultural purposes.

In addition, those who argue that global warming will produce greater benefits to mankind point to the fact that the world has previously thrived during past warming periods, and that cold periods have always caused serious survival problems for all creatures including humans. Extreme cold always causes far more deaths XE "death"  than extreme heat. Furthermore, with most roads free from ice and snow, driving would be a lot safer. Rail and air transportation would also be far more efficient due to the reduction of weather-related delays and accidents. There would also be a significant reduction in energy XE "energy"  use due to reduced heating requirements and less demand for the manufacturing of cold weather clothing.
 
In any case, Christians face a choice: to implement the drastic policies currently being advocated by those convinced that global warming poses a very real threat, or to wait and see and make adjustments and adaptions as the need arises. Carbon dioxide reduction policies require revolutionary changes to the way we generate energy. ‘Clean’ renewable energy XE "energy"  sources are inadequate sources of baseload power,
 so the only options are hydro-electric, nuclear and geothermal—all of which have other significant environmental impacts. Thus, to make any real difference, coal-fired power stations around the world will more or less need to be closed down, and millions of vehicles taken off the roads. This will, of course, have catastrophic effects on human civilization, and will inevitably lead to the suffering XE "suffering"  and death XE "death"  of millions of people. George Reisman explains the absurdity of such policies:

If we destroy the energy base needed to produce and operate the construction equipment required to build strong, well-made, comfortable houses for hundreds of millions of people, we shall be safer from the wind and rain, the environmental movement alleges, than if we retain and enlarge that energy base. If we destroy our capacity to produce and operate refrigerators and air conditioners, we shall be better protected from hot weather than if we retain and enlarge that capacity, the environmental movement claims. If we destroy our capacity to produce and operate tractors and harvesters, to can and freeze food, to build and operate hospitals and produce medicines, we shall secure our food supply and our health better than if we retain and enlarge that capacity, the environmental movement asserts.
 

If global warming is indeed the great threat that many claim, it would make more sense, and be more in line with our role as God’s stewards, to take steps to cope with it when the need arises. Again, this would only be possible if human societies retain the ability to produce and to use energy XE "energy"  in a way that is not crippled by the environmental movement and by government controls.

It should also be noted that the earth’s biosphere has proven in the past to be remarkably resilient. This is an important point in light of the various doomsday scenarios that have been put forward by global warming activists. In the past, the earth has endured both long periods of warming and ice ages. It has endured meteorites strikes and massive earthquakes, yet here it remains with its human, animal and vegetable life still alive. Indeed, the earth has even recovered from the most catastrophic and devastating environmental disaster imaginable—a global flood XE "global flood"  lasting approximately one year, that at one point covered the entire surface of the earth, including the highest mountains!

Summary

It appears that most non-Christian environmentalists and conservationists make their claims concerning the expiration of natural resources, the destruction of species, and the problems of air and water pollution, not out of any actual concern for human life and well-being, but instead, based on their belief in the intrinsic value of nature.
 Instead of acknowledging their Father God, they bow before Mother Nature. They worship creation instead of the Creator.

Of course, the same cannot be said of Christian environmentalists and conservationists. They rightly point out that our God given role is to act as God’s stewards of creation and to take care of it, not abuse it or destroy it. But in many cases, they fail to acknowledge God’s order in creation, and that mankind has dominion over all. Christians are neither carrying out their stewardship role, nor loving their neighbor, by advocating antidevelopment policies that will lead to the death of millions of people, and ensure that millions more endure lives if poverty and destitution. We are called to usher in the kingdom of God and fight against the Fall, including the poverty and death that it brought into world. The best way to do this is to employ our God-given creative abilities to use the many resources that God has provided in the natural world effectively and efficiently, in order to develop our environment in ways that sustain human society. Furthermore, we are to have faith in God and His providential work, having full confidence that He can and will protect His creation and provide all that we need, because it is part of His universal plan of salvation. As Carl Henry explains:

God preserves the forms and structures of life and being not merely to perpetuate them but also in anticipation of a climactic consummation. God’s sustaining of the universe is coordinated with his plan from the foundation of the world to unveil Christ XE "Christ"  Jesus XE "Jesus"  as the source and Savior of the world. Divine preservation anticipates God’s covenant with fallen and redeemed humanity; besides the universal dominion and providence he exercises over all creatures, he exercises in addition a special covenant dominion toward the redeemed. The final consummation of all things will be a climactic demonstration of his sovereign justice and sovereign mercy. Divine preservation will be crowned at last by universal divine judgment and by decisive redemptive grace.

And as Berkouwer stated: “the sustaining of the world…is also related to His purposes for the future.”
 To this, the future, we now turn.
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