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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.

The Common Prayer Services were meaningful in their
hopefulness, in a moving forward together, and in their
commitment through five ecumenical imperatives.
Regularly, over the course of the next year I will be
briefly reflecting on these imperatives via this monthly
newsletter article.

Ecumenical Imperative 1: 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.

Each of the Common Prayers Services was a sign of
this unity. Catholics and Lutherans (and Anglicans)
gathered to commemorate the 500th anniversary of the
Reformation. These were solemn events, cognizant of
the pain between our two churches over the centuries,
of the pain in families and communities. They
acknowledged the areas where we need to repent our
arrogance, our certainty that we and only we are right.

But each also joyously affirmed our oneness in Christ.
Through scripture, through prayers, through music,
through homilies (yes, in Edmonton and Whitehorse
there were two sermons!), we celebrated and pledged
to find more ways to focus on our oneness.  In reflecting
on the powerful impact of the service, many people
said, “Oh, we have to do this again!”

The services were built around the Five Ecumenical
Imperatives that are part of the Lutheran-Catholic “From
Conflict to Communion” project.  It doesn’t take a large
group of people in an imposing Cathedral or a group of

pastors in a hotel conference room to discuss the
imperatives. You can do it with your congregation, you
can do it in groups of 2 or three. You can get together
with a Catholic parish, or a Catholic neighbor and
discuss each of the Ecumenical Imperatives together.
(You can find “From Conflict to Communion” document
here:

www.lutheranworld.org/sites/default/files/From%20C…

As part of the Edmonton service Archbishop Richard
Smith, Bishop Jane Alexander and I signed a Lutheran-
Anglican-Roman Catholic (LARC) agreement
establishing a dialog between our three denominations.
The first gathering of this group takes place the end of
January.

We have now commemorated the 500th anniversary.
But remember, it is the 500th anniversary of the
beginning, not of the ending. And so, as we move into
the next 500 years, we have the gift of the five
Ecumenical Imperatives to guide us. The first one
reminds us always to start with unity, not division. That’s
what we did through the Common Prayer Services, and
that is our ongoing challenge as we journey forward
together.

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?

(Continued from January edition of the “Chronicle’.)

Objection 9
Coal, oil and gas are the products of ancient plant life.
Getting them out of the earth and into the atmosphere
is actually a very natural thing to do, since the carbon
in them is then able, through photosynthesis, to form
plants again.

This would be a good argument if the number of trees
in the world were increasing significantly.  Then the
carbon would indeed end up in trees.
However, the number of trees is actually decreasing
dramatically.  This means that the carbon from coal,
oil and gas stays in the atmosphere, apart from some
that is absorbed by the oceans.
In fact, in a real sense there is something unnatural
about taking billions of tons of a substance from
underground and basically putting it in the air by
burning it.  Nature, as God has created it, is full of
cycles.  Day is followed by night, which is again
followed by day, and so on.  Winter is followed by
spring, summer and autumn, and then the process is
repeated.  Water evaporates from the oceans, falls as
rain and flows down to the sea, whereupon the same
things happen all over again.  Plants and the bodies
of animals grow, die and decompose, and then the
elements are taken up into new plants and animals.
Burning coal, oil and gas, by contrast, doesn’t involve
a cycle.  These things don’t go back underground.
Nor, with the decrease in trees, does the carbon find
its way into new plant life.  Or, strictly speaking, some
of it does, but even more is added to the atmosphere
by deforestation.
Climate scientists do concede that some carbon
dioxide is absorbed by the oceans.  But they say that
this doesn’t happen enough to stop the amount in the
atmosphere increasing significantly.
It would be surprising if taking so much material from
underground and putting it in the air in this way didn’t
affect the climate somehow.
Objection 10
Many of the people who warn most strongly about
climate change also support immoral things like
abortion on demand and so-called ‘gay marriage’.
Therefore, we would expect them to be wrong on
climate change too.

These issues are completely separate.  Just because
people support some evil things doesn’t mean that they

can’t be right on another important issue.  No human
beings are as bad as bad can be, and everyone
believes some things that are right.
Objection 11
Jesus will return soon, so efforts to control climate
change will prove to be unnecessary.

In the last 2000 years many Christians have made
similar predictions, but time and again they have
proved to be false.
Of course, Jesus will return at some point in the future.
But it is extremely harmful when Christians make
over-confident predictions about the timing of this.
Instead, what we should do is take a twofold approach
to the timing of Jesus’ return.  On the one hand, we
should understand that end-times events could occur
very rapidly and that the Lord could return within a few
years.  And on the other hand, we should understand
that it may be a great many years before He returns.
Objection 12
The Bible prophesies that there will be famines.  It is
futile to try to prevent these by aiming to reduce climate
change.

The Bible does indeed prophesy famines (Matthew
24:7; Mark 13:8; Luke 21:11), and some of these may
well not have happened yet.  However, Scripture
doesn’t tell us how many famines there will be.  If we
can make them fewer than they would otherwise be,
that is obviously the right thing to do.
Our attitude to famines should be similar to our attitude
to war.  The Bible prophesies that wars will happen
(Mark 13:7-8 etc.), but we are still called to be
peacemakers (Matthew 5:9).
Objection 13
Droughts, floods and storms are God’s judgment on
people.  We shouldn’t try to prevent God judging by
reducing the number of these weather events.

This argument is badly mistaken.
First, it is extremely doubtful that all droughts, floods
and storms are acts of God’s judgment.
Second, our role as human beings is to do good to
everyone.  We should never avoid treating people well
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for fear of getting in the way of God’s judgment.  He
will succeed in getting any judging done despite what
we do.
Objection 14
We can’t be 100 per cent sure that the majority view of
climate scientists is correct.  Therefore, there is nothing
wrong if we give ourselves the benefit of the doubt and
choose not to follow their advice.

It is true that we can’t be totally sure that the majority
view is correct (although I would say that it is very highly
probable that it is).
Nevertheless, that gives us no warrant for not following
their advice.  If the majority view is right, then taking
steps to tackle climate change will prevent huge
numbers of people from suffering horrible deaths in
droughts, floods and storms.  It would be completely
immoral to do nothing about this just because we think
it’s only highly likely that it will happen.
That would be a bit like an engineer examining a bridge
used to transport many people and concluding that it
is highly likely to fall down, but because he isn’t sure it
will fall he won’t authorize repairs.  Or it is like an aircraft
mechanic deciding that a plane is so dangerous that it
will probably crash, but authorizing use of it simply
because he isn’t certain that it will crash.  People with
any sense at all don’t act like this.
Objection 15
An individual person or family isn’t going to make any
difference to climate change.  Therefore, it’s not worth
trying to do anything about it.

It is true that as an individual person or family, reducing
our usage of carbon-based fuels isn’t going to make
much of a difference in itself.  But individual actions
often have a way of encouraging others, leading to a
snowball effect.  In many countries emissions of carbon
dioxide are less than they were a few years ago.  And
the impetus to this surely began with just a few people,
maybe even a single person.
Secondly, it just seems wrong for a person to say that
they will aim to do nothing about a practice that will very
probably lead to greatly increased human suffering and
death, simply because they think that not enough other
people are doing anything about it.
Conclusion
None of the above objections to the advice coming from
climate scientists is at all convincing.  When the vast
majority of them tell us that we can take steps to
prevent many people suffering and dying, we should
therefore pay close attention to what they say.  If we
ignore this advice or act against our consciences in
responding to it, we are committing a grave sin.

If someone is absolutely convinced, for some reason
or other, that the majority view of climate scientists is
wrong, then it would make sense for them to act
accordingly.  However, whenever we find that we
believe something that we want to believe, that is a
time to double- and triple-check things.  We are all
tempted at times to believe what suits us.  And I would
suggest that many, including Christians, have fallen
into this trap on the issue of climate change.
There is also another important reason why we should
follow the advice of climate scientists.  For huge
numbers of non-Christians, climate change is a very
big deal.  When non-Christians who take this view see
believers rejecting the majority view, it often puts them
off the Christian faith.
Of course, it shouldn’t put them off the faith.  If they
thought things through properly, they would realize that
the truth or falsehood of the Christian faith and the truth
or falsehood of the majority view on climate change are
separate issues.  But the fact of the matter is that
people often don’t think things through properly.
When people are put off the faith because Christians
are standing firm for something true, then so be it.  But
when they are put off the faith, and therefore off the
salvation that is in Christ, because Christians
themselves have a faulty understanding of something,
that is a terrible tragedy.
Steps we should take
So what steps should Christians take in response to
warnings of climate change?
Well, we can certainly pray that the problem is solved
by such things as the development and use of low-
carbon sources of energy.  We can also lobby
politicians.  And we should also take a long, hard look
at how much carbon-based energy we use ourselves.
I do believe there is a balance to be struck here,
however.  At the present time, much of the world runs
on coal, oil and gas, and we can’t expect people to
avoid all that.  I am not suggesting that anyone should
live in a cold home, for example.  Nor am I saying that
everyone should give up driving.  I own a car myself
and my conscience is clear about having one.  I do try
to drive less than I used to, however.  Each Christian
needs to go to God humbly and openly to ask for
direction on exactly what steps they should take.
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