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Here are the extended texts used in chapter 6
Philo was a Jewish thinker who lived in Alexandria, Egypt, around the time 
of Jesus. He brought together Hebrew and Greek ideas. Some say his writing 
influenced the apostle Paul. Here he writes about God’s ongoing provision 
and care for creation:
There are some people who, having the world in admiration rather than the Maker of 
the world, pronounce it to be without beginning and everlasting, while with impious 
falsehood they postulate in God a vast inactivity; whereas we ought on the contrary 
to be astonished at His powers as Maker and Father, and not to assign to the world 
a disproportionate majesty … Those who assert that this world is unoriginated 
unconsciously eliminate that which of all incentives to piety is the most beneficial and 
the most indispensable, namely providence. For it stands to reason that what has been 
brought into existence should be cared for by its Father and Maker. For, as we know, it 
is a father’s aim in regard of his offspring and an artificer’s in regard of his handiwork 
to preserve them, and by every means to fend off from them aught that may entail loss 
or harm. He keenly desires to provide for them in every way all that is beneficial and to 
their advantage[.]

Philo of Alexandria On the Account of the World’s Creation Given by Moses II.7, 9. Trans. from Philo I, trans. 
F.H. Colson and G.H. Whitaker, Loeb Classical Library vol 226 (Cambridge Mass.:Harvard University Press, 1981) 

First published 1929. Loeb Classical Library ® is a registered trademark of the President  
and Fellows of Harvard College. Used by permission. All rights reserved.

Saint Augustine was born in Hippo (in modern-day Algeria) in the fourth 
century, and later became bishop there. He is one of the most influential 
Christian thinkers. Here he considers what it means to be made ‘in the image 
of God’. Like many early Christian thinkers, he believed that it is the power 
of reason that sets human beings apart from other animals, and he believed 
that this explains why God gave humans ‘dominion’ over other creatures:
And God said: ‘Let us make man to [sic] our image and likeness’ (Gn. 1:26). And here we 
must observe both a certain connection with and a distinction from the animals. On 
the one hand it says man was made on the same day as the beasts; they are all of them 
together land animals, after all. And yet on the other hand, because of the pre-eminence 
of reason, with respect to which man is made to the image of God and his likeness, it 
speaks separately about him … And so, the rational nature was made both through the 
[divine] likeness and to it … We are quite right therefore, to take the words, ‘Let us make 
man to our image and likeness’ as referring to this, the innermost and principal element 
in humanity, that is, as referring to the mind. It is from this element, after all, which holds 
the leading place in human nature, which separates it from that of the brute beasts, that 
the worth of the whole human being is to be reckoned. The other things in us, though 
beautiful in their kind, are still common to us and animals, and therefore in us are to be 
priced cheaply.

Augustine of Hippo, Unfinished Literal Commentary on Genesis 16.55, 60. Trans. from On Genesis.  
The Works of Saint Augustine I/13, trans. Edmund Hill (New York: New City Press, 2002). Used with permission.
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Augustine writes elsewhere about how some people misunderstand the idea 
of being made ‘in the image of God’:
And God said: ‘Let us make man to our image and likeness’ (Gn 1:26). It is this question 
above all that the Manichees are in the habit of chattering on about, taunting us for 
believing that man was made to the image and likeness of God. What they have in mind, 
you see, is the shape of our bodies, and they are misguided enough to ask whether God 
has nostrils and teeth and a beard, and even internal organs and other things that are 
necessary for us. But of course it is ridiculous, not to say impious to believe there are such 
things in God, and that is why they deny that man was made to the image and likeness 
of God. Our answer to them is that such bodily parts are indeed frequently mentioned in 
the scriptures when God is being proposed to hearers who are little ones … But all those 
who have a spiritual understanding of the scriptures have learned to take these names 
as meaning, not parts of the body, but spiritual powers … [T]hey should know that in the 
Catholic school of doctrine the faithful who have a spiritual understanding do not believe 
that God is circumscribed in a bodily shape; and when man is said to have been made to 
the image of God, it is said with reference to the interior man, where reason is to be found 
and intelligence; and it is from this that he gets ‘authority over the fishes of the sea and 
the flying things of heaven, and all cattle and wild beasts, and the whole earth, and all 
the crawling things that crawl over the earth’ (Gn 1:26) … [I]t was with reference not to 
the body that man was made to God’s image, but to the power by which he surpasses all 
cattle, all animals.

Augustine, On Genesis: A Refutation of the Manichees I.17.27–28.  
Trans. from On Genesis. The Works of Saint Augustine I/13 trans. Edmund Hill (New York: New City Press, 2002). 

Used with permission.

Martin Luther was a German monk, pastor and theologian. He began the 
Protestant Reformation with his criticisms of the Roman Catholic Church. 
Here he is commenting on Genesis 1:11. He rejects the literal questions 
people raise, such as about fruits of the Earth being created on Day 3 before 
the stars on Day 6. Rather than arguing about the order of days, Luther 
says he prefers to focus on how Genesis 1 teaches Christians about how God 
provides for human beings and loves them. (However, does this also mean 
that other creatures are only created for human benefit?)
I prefer that we reflect on the divine solicitude and benevolence toward us, because He 
provided such an attractive dwelling place for the future human being before the human 
being was created. Thus afterwards, when man is created, he finds a ready and equipped 
home into which he is brought by God and commanded to enjoy all the riches of so 
splendid a home. On the third day He provides kitchen and provisions. On the fourth, sun 
and moon are given to man for attendance and service. On the fifth the rule over the fish 
and the birds is turned over to him. On the sixth the rule over all the beasts is turned over 
to him, so that he might enjoy all this wealth free, in proportion to his need. And all this 
generosity is intended to make man recognize the goodness of God and live in the fear of 
God. This care and solicitude of God for us, even before we were created, may rightly and 
profitably be considered here[.]

Martin Luther, Lectures on Genesis from Luther’s Works 1, p. 39 trans. George V. Schick  
© 1953, 1986 Concordia Publishing House. Used with permission. www.cph.org
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John Calvin, one of the foremost theologians of the Protestant Reformation, 
was a pastor in Geneva, Switzerland. He wrote a commentary on Genesis 
2:15: ‘Then the Lord God took the man, and put him into the Garden of Eden, 
that he might dress it, and keep it.’ (Geneva Bible, 1599)
The custody of the garden was given in charge to Adam, to show that we possess the 
things which God has committed to our hands, on the condition, that being content with 
the frugal and moderate use of them, we should take care of what shall remain. Let him 
who possesses a field, so partake of its yearly fruits, that he may not suffer the ground 
to be injured by his negligence; but let him endeavour to hand it down to posterity as 
he received it, or even better cultivated. Let him so feed on its fruits, that he neither 
dissipates it by luxury, nor permits [it] to be marred or ruined by neglect. Moreover, that 
this economy, and this diligence, with respect to those good things which God has given 
us to enjoy, may flourish among us; let everyone regard himself as the steward of God 
in all things which he possesses. Then he will neither conduct himself dissolutely, nor 
corrupt by abuse those things which God requires to be preserved.

John Calvin, Commentary on Genesis  
(www.biblehub.com/commentaries/calvin/genesis/2.htm)  

trans. Rev. John King, MA (Grand Rapids: Christian Classics Ethereal Library) ccel.org

Cardinal Jorge Bergoglio became Pope Francis in 2013. One of his circular 
letters to the Church, his 2015 Laudato si’: On Care for our Common Home, 
focuses on the need to take global action to address the environmental 
crisis. In sections 66–68, Pope Francis refers to ways in which Genesis has 
been interpreted, and seeks to show that the text is actually about how 
human beings need to care for the Earth, not exploit it:
66. The creation accounts in the book of Genesis contain, in their own symbolic and 
narrative language, profound teachings about human existence and its historical reality. 
They suggest that human life is grounded in three fundamental and closely intertwined 
relationships: with God, with our neighbour and with the earth itself. According to the 
Bible, these three vital relationships have been broken, both outwardly and within us. 
This rupture is sin. The harmony between the Creator, humanity and creation as a whole 
was disrupted by our presuming to take the place of God and refusing to acknowledge 
our creaturely limitations. This in turn distorted our mandate to ‘have dominion’ over the 
earth (cf. Gen 1:28), to ‘till it and keep it’ (Gen 2:15). As a result, the originally harmonious 
relationship between human beings and nature became conflictual (cf. Gen 3:17–19). It is 
significant that the harmony which Saint Francis of Assisi experienced with all creatures 
was seen as a healing of that rupture. Saint Bonaventure held that, through universal 
reconciliation with every creature, Saint Francis in some way returned to the state of 
original innocence. This is a far cry from our situation today, where sin is manifest in all its 
destructive power in wars, the various forms of violence and abuse, the abandonment of 
the most vulnerable, and attacks on nature.

67. We are not God. The earth was here before us and it has been given to us. This allows 
us to respond to the charge that Judaeo-Christian thinking, on the basis of the Genesis 
account which grants man ‘dominion’ over the earth (cf. Gen 1:28), has encouraged the 
unbridled exploitation of nature by painting him as domineering and destructive by 
nature. This is not a correct interpretation of the Bible as understood by the Church. 
Although it is true that we Christians have at times incorrectly interpreted the Scriptures, 
nowadays we must forcefully reject the notion that our being created in God’s image and 
given dominion over the earth justifies absolute domination over other creatures. The 
biblical texts are to be read in their context, with an appropriate hermeneutic, recognizing 
that they tell us to ‘till and keep’ the garden of the world (cf. Gen 2:15). ‘Tilling’ refers to 
cultivating, ploughing or working, while ‘keeping’ means caring, protecting, overseeing 
and preserving. This implies a relationship of mutual responsibility between human 
beings and nature. Each community can take from the bounty of the earth whatever 
it needs for subsistence, but it also has the duty to protect the earth and to ensure its 
fruitfulness for coming generations. ‘The earth is the Lord’s’ (Ps 24:1); to him belongs 
‘the earth with all that is within it’ (Dt 10:14). Thus God rejects every claim to absolute 
ownership: ‘The land shall not be sold in perpetuity, for the land is mine; for you are 
strangers and sojourners with me’ (Lev 25:23).
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68. This responsibility for God’s earth means that human beings, endowed with 
intelligence, must respect the laws of nature and the delicate equilibria existing between 
the creatures of this world, for ‘he commanded and they were created; and he established 
them for ever and ever; he fixed their bounds and he set a law which cannot pass away’ 
(Ps 148:5b–6). The laws found in the Bible dwell on relationships, not only among 
individuals but also with other living beings. ‘You shall not see your brother’s donkey or 
his ox fallen down by the way and withhold your help … If you chance to come upon a 
bird’s nest in any tree or on the ground, with young ones or eggs and the mother sitting 
upon the young or upon the eggs; you shall not take the mother with the young’ (Dt 22:4, 
6). Along these same lines, rest on the seventh day is meant not only for human beings, 
but also so ‘that your ox and your donkey may have rest’ (Ex 23:12). Clearly, the Bible has 
no place for a tyrannical anthropocentrism unconcerned for other creatures.

Pope Francis Laudato si’ 66–68, first published 2015 © Libreria Editrice Vaticana.

John Chryssavgis is a Greek Orthodox theologian from Australia. He is the 
theological advisor on environmental issues to the Ecumenical Patriarch. 
Here Chryssavgis argues that how we treat the environment reflects our 
relationship with God.
[W]e must disabuse ourselves of a commonplace misinterpretation of the Old Testament 
command: ‘Be fruitful and multiply; and fill the earth and subdue it; and have dominion 
over … every living thing that moves upon the earth’ (Gen. 1:28). For centuries this text 
has provided the license to dominate and abuse the world according to our selfish needs 
and purposes. Yet how can such an interpretation ever be reconciled with Paul’s advice 
in the New Testament that we are to ‘use the world without abusing it’ (1 Cor. 7:31)? The 
Genesis passage should instead be understood in the context of Adam’s naming of the 
animals …This event itself implies a loving and lasting personal relationship on the part 
of Adam with the environment ... The radical dedivinization of the world, wrought by our 
inability to desire or maintain a relationship with God, may be the cause of our lack of 
caring responsibility toward both heaven and earth. The ‘dominion’ texts denoting the 
‘power’ of humanity over the world must in fact always be interpreted in light of human 
responsibility toward nature, whereby one is called to care for the land (Lev. 25:1–5), for 
domesticated animals (Deut. 25:4), and even for wildlife (Deut. 22:6). We fall short of our 
vocation when we fail to care for creation. In fact, by refusing that call, we cause the world 
to remain a wasteland, unable to come alive by the compassion of a vital human being, 
who becomes the conscience, eyes, voice, and ears of the earth.

John Chryssavgis (b. 1958), ‘The Earth as Sacrament’ (New York: OUP, 2006) Copyright © 2006 by Oxford 
University Press, Inc. Reproduced with permission of the Licensor through PLSclear.

Ellen Davis teaches Old Testament theology at Duke University in the USA. 
She is particularly interested in the how the land and the environment 
are portrayed in the Bible. Here, she underlines the great risks and 
responsibilities involved in being stewards of God’s creation:
What is stated in Genesis 1:28 is that humans play a special role, both powerful and 
responsible, in maintenance of the order that God has established. The earth may be 
‘conquered’, that is, claimed for God’s purposes and rendered hospitable to the whole 
created order. Opposition to God, from whatever quarter, can be overcome. What is 
left unstated here – but should be burned into the memory and moral understanding 
of those who hear – is that land, the habitable earth, can be lost in penalty for 
disobedience. Again, what is left unsaid, but is clarified in the third chapter of Genesis 
and then reinforced time and again through the rest of Scripture, is that humans are 
the primary source of opposition to God, the source of most if not all threats to the 
integrity of the created order … So it is legitimate to hear this commissioning statement 
as simultaneously encouraging and deflating. Humans do have a special vocation within 
the created order. Yet hearers who share the Priestly poet’s awareness of exile must 
at least suspect the presence of a silent judgment. Conquer the land/ ’ere.s /earth: The 
human project on Earth, the macrocosm, may yet fail as dismally as did Israel’s project in 
Canaan, the microcosm.

Ellen Davis (b. 1950), Scripture, Culture, and Agriculture (2012) © Ellen F. Davis 2009  
Reproduced with permission of the Licensor through PLSclear.
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Janet Martin Soskice is a Canadian-English theologian and philosopher. A Roman 
Catholic, for many years she was a professor at Cambridge University. Here she 
explores two metaphors for understanding the idea that creation is anthropocentric 
(human-centred):

The biblical discussions of creation seem concerned not so much with where the world 
came from as with who it came from, not so much with what kind of creation it was in the 
first place as with what kind of creation it was and is now. Creation in the Old Testament 
is, above all, order, and it comes from God, exclusively from God. God is sovereign in 
creation and does not tinker with pre-existing matter like some demiurge [subordinate] 
… Creation is the triumph of order over chaos, and because creation is order, it is law-
abiding and, according to the Genesis story, it is initially both peaceable and just …

Human beings have a privileged role to play in God’s creative love because, according 
to [the Genesis story], they are made in the image of God. This is anthropocentric, 
but not necessarily malevolently so. One can distinguish two versions of Christian 
anthropocentrism, both of which have their advocates. In what we might call ‘divine 
hamster cage’ anthropocentrism, God is the hamster-owner, and we human beings are 
the hamsters. God creates the world as a kind of vivarium for human beings. The rest of 
the created order is our lettuce leaves and clean sawdust, completely at our disposal … 
In what we might call ‘divine servant’ or ‘divine regent’ anthropocentrism, on the other 
hand, human beings are integrally part of the whole of the created order, but they have a 
privileged responsibility within it; rights are attended by responsibility. Women and men 
are made ‘in the image of God’ not to ravage God’s creation but to attend to it, both by 
caring for it and by praising it.

Janet Martin Soskice, ‘Creation and Relation’,  
in The Kindness of God (Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 60–62  

© Janet Martin Soskice 2007. Reproduced with permission of the Licensor through PLSclear.

NOTE that there is a text commonly ascribed to Basil the Great (330–379 CE), even in 
reputable academic sources. However, this is not an authentic fourth-century text:

O God, enlarge within us the sense of fellowship
with all living things, our brothers the animals
to whom you gave the earth as their home in common with us.

We remember with shame that in the past
we have exercised the high dominion of [humankind] with ruthless cruelty so that 
the voice of the earth, which should have gone up to you in song, has been a groan 
of travail [i.e. struggle/effort].

May we realise that they live not for us alone but for themselves and for you,
and that they love the sweetness of life.

Philip Johnson does the checking on sources: 
animalsmattertogod.com/2012/05/01/st-basils-animal-prayers-are-a-hoax-part-
one/

Here, he finds its original source in Baptist theologian Walter Rauschenbusch’s Prayers of 
the Social Awakening in 1910: 
animalsmattertogod.com/2012/05/09/st-basils-animal-prayers-are-a-hoax-part-six/

(You might consider why people might want to attribute this source to an authoritative 
early source from the Church Fathers.)


