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Dear Beloved of God –

In the fall of 2017 I was privileged to participate, among other
events, in three Common Prayer Services with the Roman
Catholics, and with Anglican presence and participation, in
Calgary, Edmonton and Whitehorse.

Following the Common Prayer liturgy prepared for the
Lutheran-Roman Catholic service in Lund, Sweden in 2016
when Lutheran World Federation President Munib Younan,
General Secretary Martin Junge and Pope Francis jointly
presided over a Lutheran, Roman Catholic reformation
commemoration, each of the Services included a
commitment to five ecumenical imperatives.  The imperatives
were proposed by the Lutheran-Roman Catholic Commission
on Unity, in anticipation of the 500th Anniversary of the
Reformation.

They are:

● Catholics and Lutherans should always begin from the
perspective of unity, and not from the point of view of
division, in order to strengthen what is held in common,
even though the differences are more easily seen and
experienced.

● Lutherans and Catholics must let themselves
continuously be transformed by the encounter with the
other and by the mutual witness of faith.

● Catholics and Lutherans should again commit
themselves to seek visible unity, to elaborate together
what this means in concrete steps, and to strive
repeatedly toward this goal.

● Lutherans and Catholics should jointly rediscover the
power of the gospel of Jesus Christ for our time.

● Catholics and Lutherans should witness together to the
mercy of God in proclamation and service to the world.

The Common Prayer Services were meaningful in their
hopefulness, in a moving forward together, and in their
commitment.  Regularly, over the course of the next year I

will be briefly reflecting on these imperatives via this monthly
newsletter article.

I am hopeful, more so than I have ever been.  When I
participated in these special liturgies this fall, I was
consciously affirming a personal commitment to continue
working toward the goal of full eucharistic sharing  between
our two traditions. It is a goal sought by many in our
respective churches; a goal whose achievement I pray to
someday experience. This is a God-pleasing reformation goal
that we can collectively advance as we live out these
commitments. Won’t you join me?

In Christ Jesus –

Shalom,

+Bishop Larry Kochendorfer
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How Seriously Should Christians Take Warnings
of Climate Change?

by Max Aplin

Over the last two or three hundred years, human
beings have taken countless billions of tons of coal, oil
and gas from underground and have burned it.  Today,
the vast majority of climate scientists tell us that doing
this has caused an increase in the number and
intensity of droughts, floods and storms.  They tell us
too that unless we significantly reduce the amount that
we burn these fuels, we can expect the number and
intensity of these weather events to continue to
increase.
I am convinced that there is nothing un-Christian about
these claims and that they should be taken with the
utmost seriousness.  Droughts, floods and storms often
cause widespread death and suffering, especially in
poorer parts of the world.  If these climate scientists
are right, as I am almost certain they are, we should
definitely aim to do something about this.  Even if we
think that they are only probably right, we should still
aim to follow their advice, since the stakes are so high.
I am well aware, however, that not all Christians are
persuaded that we should follow these climate
scientists’ advice.  In what follows, I will list some
objections that have been or could be made, and I will
give what I believe are reasonable answers.  I am not
a climate scientist myself, although I have found that
that has not prevented me from reaching some clear
conclusions on this issue.  I do have a degree in
chemistry, which I will use a little in the arguments that
I will make.
Let’s turn, then, to the discussion.
Objection 1
Warnings of climate change are a big conspiracy.

Christians should know better than to make absurd
accusations like this.  We should be known as
reasonable and level-headed people.  Making
outlandish assertions is just going to damage the
reputation of the church in the eyes of non-believers,
and in some cases by extension the reputation of
Jesus too.
It is completely implausible to think of a vast worldwide
conspiracy by climate scientists to deceive the world
on this topic.
It is true that there may be a few climate scientists who,
for one reason or another, have knowingly been
dishonest about this issue.  But to suppose that most,
or even many, of the people in this field are consciously
deceiving people is simply not reasonable.
Objection 2

Most climate scientists have deceived themselves into
believing what they want to believe as regards climate
change.

This is almost as unreasonable as the previous
objection.  Why would most climate scientists want to
believe the consensus viewpoint on this?  If the
consensus view is correct, this means that people are
challenged to consider taking uncomfortable steps
such as reducing car use and flying less.  Given the
selfishness of human nature, it is very implausible that
people would kid themselves on that something is true
when that thing is going to mean hard decisions for
themselves.
By contrast, it is not difficult to believe that some of the
small minority of climate scientists, who deny that
climate change is a problem we can do something
about, have allowed themselves to be deceived.  This
would then allow them to avoid the hard decisions that
those who take the majority view are faced with.
I do want to stress, however, that I am not saying that
all those who take the minority view must have done
this.  My point is just that the vast majority of people,
including climate scientists, would much rather say that
we need do nothing about climate change.
Objection 3
The majority view is simply mistaken.  Besides, the
Bible tells us that ‘the fear of the LORD is the beginning
of knowledge’ (Proverbs 1:7).  Most climate scientists
are not Christians.  Therefore, what they say is bound
to be suspect.

It is true that most climate scientists are not born-of-
the-Spirit Christians.  However, the type of knowledge
being referred to in this verse of Scripture seems to be
something deeper than scientific understanding.  It is
apparently about the deep things of God, life and
relationships.
Christian and non-Christian scientists alike clearly
have a very good understanding of many areas of
science.  Take the marvel that is a smart phone, for
example.  Surely only a minority of the scientists who
developed this were saved believers.  Yet the
technology is extremely complicated.  And they must
understand it correctly, at least to a large extent, or
they wouldn’t have got it to work.  In many other areas
o f
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science too it is clear that non-Christians have a good
understanding of things.
It is true that non-Christian scientists go seriously
wrong when they come up with God-less theories of
how the universe and humans originated.  But climate
science, like most science, is very different from this.
It has to do with analysis of things that exist in the here
and now, as well as predictions based on this analysis.
And there seems to be no good reason for thinking that
climate scientists have a poor understanding of these
things.
Objection 4
The Bible makes it clear that God causes weather.  It
is therefore wrong to suggest that people can alter the
weather by reducing the use of certain types of fuel.

The Bible certainly portrays God on numerous
occasions as behind weather events.  However, this
objection is far too simplistic, for a few reasons:
1. Throughout Scripture we often find that both God

and human beings are portrayed as responsible for
the same events.  It is a mistake to think that if God
is behind something, humans cannot therefore be
behind it too on another level.
Importantly, even when a person commits a sin, in
a real sense the event comes from both God and
the sinner.  In Acts 2:23 and Acts 4:27-28, for
example, we are told that Jesus’ crucifixion –
obviously a sinful act – was ordained by God, and
it would be right to understand the crucifixion as
from God.
That is not to say that God caused the crucifiers to
crucify.  Nor is it to say that the crucifiers caused
God to ordain the crucifixion.  There are two levels
of responsibility, one divine and one human, neither
of which causes the other.  And the same is true of
every human action, including every sinful human
action.
It wouldn’t contradict the Bible, then, if some
weather events were caused by human actions,
even by sinful human actions.

2. It is questionable whether picturing God as behind
every weather event is the best way of looking at
things.
I do believe, as I have just said, that on one level
every single thing that happens comes in a real
sense from God.  But nevertheless, on another level
we are perhaps better not to think of God as behind
all weather.
Note how in Matthew 8:26, Mark 4:39 and Luke 8:24
Jesus rebukes a storm.  God can’t be divided

against Himself, so it is at least difficult to suppose
that He should be pictured as causing that storm.
I think a better approach might, as a general rule,
be to think of God’s relationship to weather along
these lines:
God created the phenomenon that is weather, but
He usually lets it follow its own course according to
natural laws that He also created, while intervening
supernaturally from time to time when it suits Him.
These natural laws would include weather being
affected by varying amounts of certain gases.  And
because human actions can cause variation in the
amounts of these gases, we can easily understand
how we can affect the weather.

3. It is clear that humans have the ability to significantly
affect nature.
For example, breeding of crops and animals has
gone on for thousands of years.  Extensive breeding
has meant, for instance, that most bulldogs can now
only be born by Caesarean section.
Importantly too, in recent history we have seen
much greater human influence over nature.  Leaving
ethical issues aside, it is now possible to allow
babies with three biological parents to be conceived
in test tubes.
We must remember that human beings are
extremely significant and valuable in God’s sight.
We are made in His image.  So if we can alter nature
in such a monumental way that three-parent babies
are conceived in test tubes, how much more might
we expect to be able to alter something as
comparatively unimportant as the weather?
Even with regard to the atmosphere, we have seen
how humans have altered nature by their actions.
A few decades ago, scientists found that a hole in
the ozone layer, high in the earth’s atmosphere, had
formed.  Research was done and it was discovered
that certain chemicals, used in some manufacturing
processes, were to blame.  So, many manufacturers
switched to using different chemicals, and the ozone
hole has now reduced in size as a result.  Human
choices caused this problem in the atmosphere, and
other choices have begun to solve it.
For a number of reasons, then, the argument
appealing to God’s sovereignty as a reason why
people can’t affect the weather fails to convince.

Objection 5
God has given us coal, oil and gas.  There is nothing
wrong with engines or power supplies, and burning
these things to drive engines and create power is useful
for us.  Therefore it must be fine to do this.
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Again, this is far too simplistic.  Just because something
found in nature can easily be used for a worthwhile
purpose doesn’t mean that it is right to use it in that
way.
Take the metal, lead, as an example.  This is found
abundantly in nature, and, for a metal, it has a very low
melting point.  It is therefore ideal for cheaply moulding
into things, and until a few decades ago it was widely
used to make cold water pipes.
The problem was that the lead came off in the water
and caused serious health problems.  So today cold
water pipes are usually made of copper or plastic
instead.
Just as lead can be easily and cheaply used to make
cold water pipes but it is actually a bad idea to do this,
so too the same could easily be true of burning coal,
oil and gas for engines and power.
Unlike lead, which should never have been made into
clean water pipes, we don’t even have to say that
burning coal, oil and gas was always a problem.  Maybe
God intended that they should be used to a certain
extent until we found other ways of powering things.
But to say that they should continue to be extensively
used simply because they are plentiful and useful is
completely mistaken.
Objection 6
Many people have experienced very cold winters in
recent times.  The whole idea that the atmosphere is
warming up is questionable.

This argument should be quickly dismissed.  It simply
won’t do to look at a few isolated weather events and
draw conclusions from them alone.  The big picture
using a vast amount of data is needed.  And globally,
the last few years have all been the warmest on record.
It is true, for reasons to do with wind directions and
melting of ice, that some years in the near future might
not be quite as warm as some recent years.  Global
warming doesn’t mean that each year will automatically
be warmer than the previous one.  But the overall trend
is clearly that the atmosphere is heating up.  And for
every unusually cold spell somewhere there is more
than one unusually warm spell somewhere else.
Besides, global warming doesn’t mean that we should
expect heat waves all over the place.  The amount of
warming is not predicted to be especially noticeable,
at least in the short term.  The big factor is that the
warming that does take place means that there is more
energy in the atmosphere.  And this is predicted to lead
to unusual weather and more severe storms.  ‘Climate
change’ is a better label than ‘global warming’, since
the climate, unlike air temperature, is predicted to

change significantly.  ‘Global weirding’ is another good
label.
Objection 7
There have always been plenty of droughts, floods and
storms.  There is no evidence that they are increasing
in number or intensity, or that there is an increase in
unusual weather.

The number of people who believe this is surely
decreasing.  Recent years have seen more than a few
unprecedented weather events all around the world.
There have been storms of unparalleled strength,
record-breaking temperatures and record rainfall in
many places.  And in many parts of the world droughts,
floods and storms are now noticeably more common
than they were even a few decades ago.
Objection 8
The amount of carbon dioxide emitted by volcanoes is
far greater than that produced by humans.  Therefore,
any efforts to reduce carbon emissions are going to be
pointless anyway.

This argument is surely wrong.  If volcanoes produce
more carbon dioxide than people do, climate scientists
would certainly realise and accept this.  And they
wouldn’t claim that human activity causes more
emissions.
We must bear in mind that most of what volcanoes emit
is not carbon dioxide.  And we must bear in mind too
that in the world at any one time there are hundreds of
millions of motor vehicles burning oil, and thousands
of planes and ships doing the same.  There are also
hundreds or thousands of power stations burning coal,
oil or gas around the clock, as well as a multitude of
industrial plants doing likewise.
It is not difficult to believe that all this burning produces
far more carbon dioxide than volcanic eruptions.
(The remainder of this article will appear in the February
edition of the “Chronicle”)
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