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ideally should be, is less usually admitted. “The fully harmonig n human life within its place and not letting it dominate the

wholg that God pronounced ‘very good” still awaits its realisati
Here aid now we must reckon with a world that is much bef
than it could be (as the world after the Flood was much better tl
the unrestrictedly violent one before the Flood), but in
some concessjons to violence have to be made. They arg{ as: %
have seen, stris y limited concessions. How much of gur actu
production and censumption of meat is really compatifle with th
carefully conditional, concession of Genesis 9:3—4?

On the other hand, the original ideals of c¢feation are ng
irrelevant, partly becausk, in the light of the whéle biblical narra
tive, we know that God his not by any means ghandoned them. Ij
chapters 4 and 5 we shall discuss the ecotopjs the Bible envisage
for the future, when the pronise of Genesig'l and 2 will be fulfi ¢
and even surpassed. Especially) in the light of the salvation that i
already ours in Jesus Christ, we shogdd not opt simply for the
realism of Genesis 9 rather than the igéalism of Genesis 1—2. Here
and now, both are relevant. 3

ne.
b [ srael’s land legh
tth and the human

. Particularly striking -
sabbatical year, fields,

Riilmals may eat” (Exod. 23:11
yen within the cultivated
v pected to be able to live,
Wo have seen implied in Genesis 1:29-30: t

STEWARDSHIP AND D INION IN ISRAEL’S
LAND LAW

In the Mosaic law we can gée that the Torah as a whole does not
endorse a simple option fgf the realism ofGenesis 9 rather than the
idealism of Genesis 1. Both are reflected. The way that Israel is t
live in and from the hgly land, by means of Agriculture, models the
way humans are t¢ fill and to subdue thc\Earth according to
Genesis 1. Very eyplicitly, Israel is a tenant an%teward of the land}
that belongs to fod, with the right to live frorv\t:e land but also}

Scripglire that dominion includes letting wild nature be itself}
re is value that should be respected and preserved in the wild as
ell as in the humanly cultivated.

~ The time has come to attempt a synthesis of what we have
E illrncd about the human place in creation, according to Genesis 1
nd its interpretation elsewhere in the Pentateuch, with a view to
[ty contemporary significance for God’s people today.

the responsibifity to care for it.5°

This is a/large topic, and we must be content with some
particularly’interesting examples. The laws authonise Israel’s use
and enhancement of the land, but they also imposc\.sttict limits,
especiglly in the form of the sabbatical institutions: ‘the weekly
sabbath, the sabbatical year, every seven years, and the jubilee year
(th¢/sabbath of sabbaths), every fifty years. These laws arc\\potjllst :
abput good farming practice,”’ but about keeping the cu\)qomic

SYNTHESIS: (1) HUMAN SOLIDARITY WITH THE

~ REST OF CREATION

~ While the Genesis creation narratives do distinguish humans from
other creatures, giving them a unique place within creation, they
also place humans unambiguously within creation. Humans are
not demi-gods with creative power, set like God above creation,
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but creatures among other creatures, dependent, like other cr
—

tures, on the material world of which they are part, and immers
T a web of reciprocai reiationships with other creatures. Th
unique tasks and roles of humans, given them in Genesis 1:26 a
28, are bound to be misunderstood_and abused unless the fumn

- - i g
mental solidarity of humans with the rest of creation is recognised
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SYNTHESIS: (2) RESPONSIBLE USE OF THE
EARTH’S RESOURCES
All living creatures need to make use of other creatures, animate of
inanimate, in order to live and to flourish. Humanity is differe:
only in the extent, diversity and ingenuity of its use of other
creatures. Since, properly speaking, all creation belongs to God its]
Creator and to God alone, creatures can make use of oth
creatures only by divine permssion, Thg creation narrative
mmdams that he has give;
every green plant for food to all the animals that live on land
(1:30). The task of subduing the Earth that God grants humans is}
primarily, the human equivalent. However, for humans, this task’
can be understood as stewardship in the sense of responsible care}
for the Earth that God himself still owns and has entrusted o
humans for their sustenance and delight. Adam’s farming of thcé-
Earth in Eden included preserving it, and Israel’s use of the land
was limited so that it would not be exhausted. E
Contemporary, environmentally sensitive interpreters of Gen-
esis tend to gloss over the human right to use the resources o 1
creation. But this is a serious mistake. Human use of the Earth and
its creatures is part of the fundamental interdependence of the
whole creation. It is a necessary feature of human life and accounts |
for much human activity. Contemporary interpreters are rightly §
wary of justifying the unrestricted exploitation of the Earth and its |
creatures which has had such disastrous results in the twentieth |
century, and which was justified in the past by use of these texts in |
Genesis 1. But it is better to stress how the Bible limits human use |
‘& of other creatures than to eliminate this theme from the text

as their context.

28 Stewardship in Question

SYNTHESIS: (3) IN THE IMAGE OF GOD

In Genesis 1, God marks out humanity from other living crea

by cicating ihiewn in his own image and by granting them do:

ion over others. What it means to be made in the image of God

been much debated by exegetes and theologians.®* Attempts

draw a hard distinction between human nature and animals have

often been hung on this text, but scientific research makes

& ¥ increasingly difficult to identify any absolute difference.* In ¢
textitself the image of God is closely related to the dominion ovel
other creatures, and this is the best clue to its meaning. The ima
must be whatever it is that gives us power unlike that of any othe
creatures. But the image must also be whatever it is about humant
that makes it possible for us to exercise that power in a responsibl

4 and caring way. We do not need to say that we are the only
_‘ creatures with moral values® or that we are the only creatu

~ oD Tﬂ F3 COTMSCIOM 50d.®® The point is that we have that kind of
12 awareness of God and that kind of moral sense that enable us to feel
5 ni‘ L g and to exercise responsibility in creation on such a large scale. 1i
75 % cannot be that other creatures in no way reflect their Creator, bu

that we have a particularly broad participation in God’s govt:rri.
ance of creation and need therefore also to reflect God’s care for
“Whole creation on this Earth.

The close relationship between the image of God and the
dominion means that the latter is an exercise of rule on behalf
.Q God, not instead of God. Only humanity in relationship with God
knowing-its 6wn ependence on God, can exercise dominion 2 3
God’s image.*” Conversely, humanity’s inveterate aspiration to
replace God, to be gods, has been expressed, especially in the!
modern period, through domination of nature. By the project of;
total control of the natural world, modern humans have sought the!
means of making themselves gods, subject to none, supreme over
all. Christians have been surprisingly slow to appreciate the con-
nection between the modern world’s rejection of God and th
ecologically disastrous modern project of technological conques
of nature. That humans are made in the image of God, to exercise

30 Stewardship in Question’|

gether. God’s original purpose for humanity does entitle us to
¢ limited use of other creatures for human life and flourishing.
M Stephen Clark puts it: “we are allowed our modest use of parts of
ture explicitly upon condition that we leave it at peace, that we
t take all of it.”®!

~ | have disunguished, in Genesis 1:26 and 28, the subduing of the
1 rth from the dominion over other living creatures. The latter

uld seem to be a matter of caring responsibility, rather than use.
re h therefore not gx;en by zgod the right to use other

: ving creatures in any way? With regard to eating meat, there is

early a change between the original mandate and its reformula-
on after the Flood (Gen. 9:3), although, as we have seen, the
Hight to kill for food is a concession and one that has restrictive
gonditons attached to it. But animals were useful to humans in the
Old Testament period in ways that do not entail killing: donkeys,
gamels and horses for transport, oxen for ploughing and grinding,
sheep for wool, dogs as watch dogs, sea shells for ornament, the
tkins, horns and feathers of animals that die naturally for clothing,
tools, and so forth. Genesis does portray at least some of such uses

;~ before the Flood (Gen. 4:2—4 and 20-21; cf. 3:21), and it isv

notable that in Genesis 1:24-25 domestic_animals are already
distinguished from wild animals at the time of their creation, as
though the role of domestic animals in human society was God’s
intention from the beginning.®> Whether we see the human right
to use other living creatures for their own life and flourishing as
part of the task of subduing the Earth (does the agriculture
envisaged in Genesis 1:28 include roles for domestic animals, such
as oxen?) or as an aspect of the dominion over other living
creatures, may not be very important. In some respects, the two
categories converge. But we should bear in mind that Genesis does
often distinguish animate from inanimate nature, and that distinc-
tion should surely be observed in the ways we make use of other
creatures. We should recall also that the use of other living
creatures is not itself something unique to humans; many other
living creatures do it. The distinctively human task is to keep that
use within a larger role of caring responsibility for other creatures.

Stewardship in Question 29

tlominion on God’s behalf, not in God’s stead, 1s one important
theological antidote to this modern mistake.

-Many interpreters have rightly seen in Genesis 1:26 the implica-
tlon that the human dominion is some sort of reflection of God’s

_s-rul: should be the model for humanity’s.%® Reflecting it must
~ Mirely begin with learning to value it in the ways God does. Then
~ We can appreciate that God rules for the good of all his creatures. It
b his compassionate and salvific care for all creatures. For example,
lPsaIm 145 recalls the classic biblical statement of the character of
God (from Exod. 34:6) and uses it to characterise God’s rule, not
~ bnly over humanity, but over all creatures:

The LORD is gracious and merciful,

slow to anger and abounding in steadfast love.

The LORD is good to all,

and his compassion is over all that he has made. (Ps. 145:8-9
NRSV)

'This kind of rule is surely what the human dominion is intended
by God to be: a form of caring responsibility for God’s creatures.

However, because modern humanity has been so prone to
forget this, we should add that human dominion is unlike God’s
i’ulc in very significant other respects: it is restricted, it is exercised
within rather than over creation, it may not aspire to divine
omnipotence, and, perhaps above all, it is exercised in relation to
fellow-creatures.

SYNTHESIS: (5) RULING FELLOW-CREATURES —
HIERARCHY QUALIFIED BY COMMUNITY

As we have seen, our creatureliness is more fundamental than our
- distinctiveness among creatures. Our creation in the image of God
and the unique dominion given to us do not abolish our funda-
mental community with other creatures. The vertical does not
cancel the horizontal.

Stewardship in Question 31
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Indeed, the horizontal relationship with fellow-creatures is vit
to the proper understanding of the vertical relationship of auth
ity over others. Since Genesis 1 presencs this authority as a kind
kingly rule, it is relevant to recall the only kind of human rule o
other humans that the OIld Testament approves. The book
Deuteronomy permits Israel to have a king, but interprets
kingship in a way designed to subvert all ordinary notions of
(17:14-20). If Israel must have a king, then the king must beg

W) Brother, and forbidden any of the ways in which rulers e
themselves over and entrench their power over their subjects.
rule becomes tyranny the moment he forgets that the horizontl
relationship of brother/sisterhood is_primary, klnéshlp seconds

nrz.” Similarly, the human rule over other creatures will

tyrannous unless it is placed in the context of our more fundame 2=
tal community with other creatures. 1

SYNTHESIS: (6) RULING WITHIN THE ORDER O
CREATION -~ SHARING THE EARTH
Genesis 1 presents a picture of a carefully ordered creation. Thy
m already established before the creation of humans. It do
not need humans to put it in order. The human dominion is no|
granted so that humans may violate the already given order o
creation and remake creation to their own design. It is taken for
granted that the God-given order of the world must be respected
by the human exercise of limited dominjon within it. E
‘We have observed how Genesis 1:29-30 implies that human usé!
of the Earth is not to compete with its use by other living,
creatures. They also have a right of use. This is a massive restrictio
of human rights to the Earth’s resources and chimes well wit]
contemporary concerns. A similar point is made in Genesis 9:8—
17, where God’s covenant is made not only with Noah and his;
descendants but also with ‘every living creature of all flesh’ (v 15).
It 1s for the sake of them all that God promises never again to |
destroy the Earth in a universal deluge. The Earth is home for them §
all and they all have a stake in that covenant. Even within the

here of human agriculture Israel’s land laws recognise that some
vision for wild creatures must be left.

NTHESIS: (7) PRESERVING CREATION

uling — understood as caring responsibility for — other creatures
n include saving them from destruction. If biblical warrant for
ing species from extinction is required, surely it is in the story of
oah and the Flood. But we should also note, with Rowan
‘Williams, that ‘the story is clearly about how the saving of the
uman future is inseparable from securing a future for all living
things’.7° That it was so important to save other living creatures
along with humanity testifies to the interconnectedness and inter—
ﬂepcndencc of the creation of which humans are a part.

. SUMMARY

. bne\ God’s mandate to humans at creation encourage us to
" become controllers and managers of the whole of creation on this
:plnnc(? No. It ascribes to God’s gift the unique degree of power
" within creation that realistically our species has, and we should
. neither underestimate nor exaggerate that if we are to exercise it
" fesponsibly, as the mandate requires.

Granted our limited place within the God-given order of
creation, the power we do have is to be exercised with loving care
for the rest of creation. Our right to use the Earth’s resources for
human life and flourishing is strictly limited by the responsibility
to conserve and by the rights of the other living creatures who
share the Earth with us.

A role of caring responsibility for other living creatures, our
‘dominion’, is not a role that sets us above creation but a specific
role that humans have within creation. It is rightly practised only
when we recognise it to be dominion over fellow-creatures.

There are indications in the Torah that we should not consider T
the special human role within creation only in terms of interven— Ao
tion and change, but also in terms of restraint and letting be. PV

The human relationship to the rest of creation, as intended by
God according to the biblical material we have studied in this

dship in Q 33
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chapter, cannot be easily summed up by a single term such!
stewardship. It includes, most fundamentally and profoun
being onc creature among others. it requires at every point respe
for the God-given order of creation. It is differentiated — entai
a major difference in how humans relate to living creatures and§
inanimate nature. It includes a limited right to use of the Earth
rishing. It calls for a cari

does not usur

i

g

resources for human life and flou
reseg:,s!'bi.liry for other creatures that reflects but

God’s own care for his creation.

HUMAN ENHANCEMENT OF CREATION

I have left this topic until the last section of this chapter because thj
necessary discussion arises less directly out of exegesis

issues we have discussed in this chapter. Interpregdtions of the
Genesis dominion have traditionally given much frominence tC

human culture — in the broad sense of what hurfans make out
nature by transforming it into something hymanly made. Th
most obvious example within Genesis, which/Ave have discussed,
agriculture. It is clear that when Adam tills te soil he is collabo
ing with nature to make out of it what it Aould not make of itse
without him. Without Adam’s irrigatibn the fruit trees in
Garden of Eden would not grow. fhis is a kind of hu
enhancement of creation, and it i

practices: building cities, maling musical instruments, and forging

metal tools, including weapbns.”? These are celebrated, but at

same time ambiguous:”* ¢hey occur among the descendants o

Cain, not in the line of S¢th, while the invention of metal weapo
of violent revenge (4:23-24). In view

enables Lamech’s exce

the importance of tfe escalation of violence in the Genesis
account of early hughanity, we must take very seriously the fact
that the story of the/origins of culture ends on this note, but it doe§]

/than otheél

t mean that culture itself is denigrated. Rather its potential for
| as well as good is highlighted. It is all too easily abused. /

* By ‘enhancement’ of creation I mean what humans do
modify nature in ways that are not destructive but pr
is can be done in largely non-intrusive ways, as, for

fliture in itself but add something else to it. A | ndscape painting
bes not replace the landscape itself, nor dbes it devalue the
Ndscape itself, as though the landscape
onstable painted it, but the painting does/Add something of fresh

ind different value. It is not a matter of b

ad no value until

hhancement of creation. ‘Improvemeft’ would not be the right
" Word, because it is not implied that the value of the landscape is
dicreased by the painting. The painging is something, indebted to
the landscape, that humans have Added to the sum of value in
@reation.
B A more, but sall only gentl
- Most environmentalists have ngf problem, is gardening. A garden is
humanly modified version ¢f nature. Few of us now feel, as the
3 pventeenth-century pioneefs of stewardship ideas did, that gar-
tlens are much preferable t¢/ wild nature. We value wild nature for
tself, while also enjoying gardens as having different value. This is
n example of a principle/we can apply also to much more radically
transforming things thaf humans do with nature: building homes
t and cities, crafting agd manufacturing goods. Of course, the
reater the extent to fvhich the natural creation is transformed by
s the greater the danger that they will prove
e. Such remaking of nature without proper
rity and order of creation is not enhancement

intrusive example, with which

these human creati
L destructive of nai
~ regard for the int
-~ but loss.

¢ The key is to 4dd but not to replace. Humanly modified nature
~ I not better, but/different. We are not improving nature, but we are
fashioning sométhing with fresh value. Can wild nature not look
after itself perfectly well without our intervention? Yes, of course,

34
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https://arocha.ca/?gclid=Cj0KCQjwxMjnBRCtARIsAGwWnBMu4RXiTBUTbaUsfGGWjK_MRvYR9OtYXZuvLxM58inVRdjMmHVOHLYaAs7UEALw_wcB
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