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 Evangelicals and Climate Change   

    Michael   Roberts    

   Introduction 

 The 2001 edition of the  World Christian Encyclopedia  stated there were 
2.1  billion Christians in the world, or 33 per cent of the total population. Of 
those Christians, more than a quarter are Evangelical or Pentecostal (Barrett, 
2001; Mandryk, 2010). Hence, Evangelical (and Pentecostal and Charismatic) 
Christians number in excess of half a billion people today and represent at 
least 10 per cent of the world’s population. In Sub- Saharan Africa, Latin 
America and the United States, they are the dominant religious group and 
are of considerable infl uence socially and politically. It is probably more pre-
cise to term many of these groups Neo- Pentecostals, but their Evangelical 
roots must not be forgotten, nor the fact that their beliefs are substantially 
the same as Evangelicals. Thus the views, or rather diversity of views, of such 
a large and disparate religious grouping on climate change are very impor-
tant. Here I agree with Christopher Catherwood (2010) and make a rela-
tively small distinction between Evangelical and Neo- Pentecostal. 

 If we consider only the mainstream Protestant, Catholic and Orthodox 
churches and statements from ecumenical bodies, it is easy to conclude 
that Christians – at least offi cially – are convinced both of anthropogenic 
climate change and the need for concerted action to mitigate the effects. 
However, Evangelicals and Pentecostals are divided both on the recognition 
of the reality of climate change and the need for action. As Evangelicals 
have much infl uence in the world today, their understanding of climate 
change needs to be understood. 

 Most Evangelical responses to climate change emanate from Britain 
and the United States, and that is inevitably the focus of this paper. Pro-  
and anti- views, regarding the existence of anthropogenic climate change, 
have fi ltered down to the ‘average’ churchgoer and have become a part 
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of the fundamentalist/moderate divide. With the infl uence of American 
Evangelicals throughout the world, such a divide can be expected to spread. 
Simplistically, we can divide Evangelicals into pro-  and anti- climate change 
groups, but this does not consider the numbers (probably the majority) 
who are either confused by the issues or simply indifferent. 

 American and British Evangelicalism have long been characterized by 
a strong environmentalist emphasis, seen especially in groups such as 
Au Sable in the United States and the John Ray Initiative in the United 
Kingdom. These have attracted several leading environmentalists, includ-
ing American Cal de Wit and R. J. Berry and Sir John Houghton FRS in 
the United Kingdom. Houghton has been very infl uential and was the 
fi rst Chairman of the IPCC in 1988. Climate change came to the fore in 
the agendas of these groups in the early 1990s, and several environmen-
tal initiatives were launched before 2000. Houghton himself convinced 
the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the United States to 
take a stand on climate change in 2004. That caused a strong reaction 
from more right- wing American Evangelicals. This has resulted in state-
ments from the Interfaith Stewardship Alliance (ISA) (mostly conservative 
Evangelicals and some Catholics) who responded with an  Open Letter  in 
2006 that included the signatures of many leading Evangelicals. They have 
the support of Senator James Inhofe, a Republican from Oklahoma, who 
opposed climate change. The divisions and confl ict are more apparent in 
the United States than in the United Kingdom, but the issue is making 
inroads in Britain. This paper does not investigate the infl uence of the 
debate on the rest of the world, but such infl uence is liable to increase if 
only because of the opposition to perceived liberal theological views. 

 This paper describes the history and present situation in the United 
States and United Kingdom but only surmises the situation in Africa and 
Latin America. With Evangelicals and Pentecostals coming to dominate 
the Christian presence in Africa, parts of Asia and Latin America, it is easy 
to forget the roots of these movements, which are in the Evangelical Revival 
that began in Britain and North America in the 1730s.  1   Evangelicals came 
to dominate churches in the United States and Britain in the nineteenth 
century and were at the forefront of the Protestant missionary enterprise 
throughout the world. Pentecostalism grew out of Evangelicalism in the 
early twentieth century and forms a distinct but often overlapping group 
with Evangelicals. Pentecostals and Evangelicals share a faith centred on 
Christ with a very high view of the Bible. In the late twentieth century, 
the number of Evangelicals and Pentecostals grew exponentially in Africa, 
Latin America and parts of Asia so that, today, these movements are much 
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less of a European religious faith. Within the Western world, Evangelicals 
are also the most vibrant sector of Christianity and are the main Christian 
group not in decline but actually growing. They are increasingly becoming 
more politically and socially active in many parts of the world, and because 
their numbers exceed half a billion they are a signifi cant force in regard 
to climate change. Indeed, as described below, the Evangelical response to 
climate change is very infl uential in the United States.  

  Evangelicals and Ethical Implications of Science 

 Many aspects of science, such as the environment, genetic modifi cation, 
abortion and euthanasia, have ethical implications that are addressed by 
Evangelicals. With the prevalence of Creationism  2   among Evangelicals 
today, it is often assumed that Evangelicals take a literal view of the Bible 
and thus reject evolution and any historical science. That is only half the 
story. Perhaps the most visible Evangelicals today are Creationists – as 
exemplifi ed in groups such as Answers in Genesis – but many Evangelical 
churches and most Evangelical scientists are not Creationists and accept 
standard evolutionary science.  3   

 It is very easy to assume that the loudest voices from the Evangelicals 
are typical and to conclude that Evangelicals are in the forefront of  The 
Republican War on Science  (Mooney, 2005) and echo the opinions of Tom 
Bithell in  The Politically Incorrect Guide to Science  (Bithell, 2005) – denying the 
reality of global warming, having no concern for energy usage and regard-
ing embryo stem cell research as murder. That simple scenario is true for 
 some  Evangelicals but not all. Evangelicals have been both at the forefront 
of environmental concern and also in denial of global warming. There is 
no one monolithic Evangelical attitude towards any of these issues. 

 First, many Evangelicals, whether lay members or hard- working pastors, 
are simply uninterested in these issues and accept the lifestyle of those 
around them. The reasons for this indifference may be apathy or simply 
that these issues are of less importance than spiritual matters. 

 Secondly, attitudes of Evangelicals will depend on their individual reli-
gious and theological orientation. Certain Evangelical theologies, such as 
forms of the Holiness Movement and Dispensationalism, are more other-
 worldly and put the emphasis on a Christian life as purely ‘spiritual’. As a 
result, concerns over ‘this’ world, whether pertaining to the environment 
or science, are regarded as secondary – unless they impinge directly on per-
sonal morality. Over the last 150 years, both the Holiness and Dispensational 
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movements have greatly infl uenced Anglo- Saxon Evangelicalism, especially 
in America, and consequently have been exported to the rest of the world. 
This has resulted in a greater concern for Evangelicalism and personal holi-
ness than for creation care or social action. Hence, for most of the twentieth 
century, Evangelicals have been weak on social action. Part of this is a reac-
tion against the Social Gospel movement of the early twentieth century. 

 Thirdly, many Evangelical Calvinists have long had a political and social 
side to their faith, as may be seen in Abraham Kuyper and other Dutch 
Calvinists. Their infl uence in the United States has been disproportion-
ate to their numbers and is partly due to Calvin College. The infl uence of 
Calvinists has been both to the ‘left’, as in environmentalism, and to the 
‘right’, as Calvinism has been a source of both the right- wing theonomy 
associated with Rousas Rushdoony and the support for Apartheid by the 
Dutch Reformed Churches in South Africa until 1991. 

 Fourthly, since the 1970s, a good proportion of American Evangelicals 
have been associated with the religious right in its various forms and look 
to such leaders as Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson. In addition to support-
ing every kind of anti- evolutionism, these leaders are militantly pro- life and 
have a tendency to oppose environmentalism. Mooney’s  The Republican War 
on Science  documents this and makes a persuasive case that Evangelicals 
who are more right- wing politically or conservative/creationist theologi-
cally have greatly infl uenced scientifi c decisions in President George W. 
Bush’s Administration, whether over climate, stem cells or the teaching of 
evolution. Examples of this can be seen on the websites of AIG (Answers 
in Genesis), ARN (Access Research Network), ICR (Institute of Creation 
Research) and DI (Discovery Institute).  

  Evangelicals and the Environment 

 Though Evangelicals are often seen as a homogenous group, the movement 
has always been characterized by strong internal divisions. Attitudes to the 
environment and global warming are no exception. Although on both 
sides of the Atlantic and in Australia there are numbers of Evangelicals 
who are important players in the environmental movement, there is a 
body of Evangelicals, especially in the United States, that is not overly con-
cerned for the environment and considers those who are to have rejected 
the Gospel for a potpourri of liberalism, leftism and New- Ageism. John 
McKeown (2006) delightfully refers to the ‘Greens’ and the ‘Browns’, 
respectively. 
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 Concern for the environment generally gained momentum in the 1960s, 
partly due to a previous lack of awareness of large- scale environmental 
damage. During the nineteenth century the effect of contaminated water 
on human health and the air pollution that resulted from factory emis-
sions became apparent and Christians such as William Buckland and 
Charles Kingsley were involved in bringing about environmental improve-
ments. Reverend F. O. Morris, an anti- Darwinian Evangelical, campaigned 
to protect seabirds beginning in the 1860s, when sporting gentlemen were 
killing them off by the thousands. He helped found the Society for the 
Protection of Birds, which was given its royal charter in 1904, and has since 
been one of the foremost British conservation societies. The great passion 
of nineteenth- century naturalists was collecting and classifying fl ora and 
fauna. However, in the latter part of the nineteenth century there was a sea 
change among naturalists, including Darwin and some Evangelicals, and 
the gung- ho attitude to collecting gradually fell out of favour. 

 These humble beginnings and the rise of ecology as a science led to 
greater environmental awareness, but it was only in the 1960s that environ-
mentalism took the Western world by storm, beginning with Rachel Carson’s 
 Silent Spring , which catalogued the devastating effects of pesticides on wild-
life. In 1967 Lynn White published his classic paper (White, 1967) fi rmly 
placing the blame for all environmental ills on the Judaeo–Christian faith 
and especially Gen. 1.28 – the Biblical verse that gives mankind ‘domin-
ion’ – which White argues has been interpreted in a rapacious sense by 
Western societies. ‘Dominion’, he argues, was taken to mean domination 
and exploitation, so that beginning with the Industrial Revolution, Western 
society went into technological overdrive. After Carson’s book, there was 
little immediate response from the churches, except from a few concerned 
individuals, but Christians were beginning to respond to environmental 
matters. Nevertheless, well into the 1970s and beyond, the environment 
was of minor concern to most Christians, Evangelical or otherwise.  4   Since 
the 1980s it has been of considerable importance to Christians of all tradi-
tions (see Oelschlaeger, 1994, for an account). 

  The Greens 

 Though most seemed to ignore him, some Evangelicals responded critically 
to White. Francis Schaeffer in  Pollution and the Death of Man  (1970) was proba-
bly the earliest to defend Christianity against White. He had a great concern 
for the environment and this book was probably the fi rst  popular  Evangelical 
book on the subject. His promise was not fulfi lled partly because of his 
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superfi cial scholarship and involvement in the religious right. In the same 
year Richard Wright (1970) published a response to Lynn White’s article in 
 Bioscience . Wright is a marine microbiologist with a PhD from Harvard who 
taught for three decades at the Evangelical Gordon College in Massachusetts; 
he is the author of the textbook  Environmental Science  (7th edition, 2000). 

 Beginning in the early 1970s, an increasing number of Evangelicals 
began to emphasize the idea that care for the environment was an impor-
tant Christian concern. This paralleled the growth of Environmentalism 
both in general and within Christian churches. But it was only in the late 
1980s that many Christians took the environment to heart. 

 In Britain, two of the earliest Christian environmentalists were Hugh 
Montefi ore, the liberal Bishop of Birmingham, and Prof R. J. (Sam) Berry 
(b. 1934), who was an Evangelical and professor of genetics at University 
College in London from 1974 to 2000. Berry has had a distinguished career 
spanning half a century on genetics, evolutionary biology and, increas-
ingly, environmentalism. Berry wrote what was probably the fi rst publi-
cation in Britain on Christian environmentalism, his booklet  Ecology and 
Ethics ( 1972), at a time when concern for the environment was very limited. 
Looking back more than 30 years later, it is almost unbelievable that this 
32- page booklet was the  only  Christian offering on the environment. Since 
that time, Berry has been a signifi cant environmentalist in Britain and 
beyond. Along with colleagues from Christians in Science, he has done 
much to galvanize Evangelical opinion in the wider world. In 1980 he con-
tributed an article on ethics to the World Conservation Strategy (WCS) of 
the United Nations Environmental Programme, in which he stressed that 
humanity is inseparable from nature, a viewpoint that the WCS had over-
looked. In fact, both society in general and the church tend to separate 
humanity from nature for different reasons. At this point Berry agreed 
with the ‘Deep Greens’ and New Agers – though for very different reasons. 
Since nature is created by God, Berry maintained that it should be ‘cared 
for’ rather than just seen as a ‘resource base’ for humans. A quarter of a 
century later, it is diffi cult to comprehend how novel Berry’s approach was 
on this. Evangelicals still tend(ed) to see people as souls to be saved from 
a wicked world and the earth as the stage upon which salvation was played 
out. They did not much consider that humans belong to the earth and that 
Christ affi rmed creation in his Incarnation. In the early 1980s, mainstream 
Christians did not think that the environment was an important element 
in the concern for social justice. Yet now in Britain, few Christians would 
dare deny the necessity of environmental awareness. The development of 
environmental concern in the United States has been similar, except that 
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religious right Evangelicals tend to dismiss environmentalism as ‘leftie’ 
and damaging to the economy, although in the more recent years, some 
have emphasized ‘stewardship’. This attitude has been amplifi ed by the 
movement’s opposition to evolution, because creationism tends to accentu-
ate the difference between humans and the rest of the natural world, as 
well as reject any science that argues the earth has existed for longer than 
c. 10,000 years, be it geology or cosmology. 

 Other signifi cant environmentalists are Sir John Houghton (b. 1931), 
Chairman of the Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change (IPCC) from 
1988 to 2002, and Sir Ghillean Prance (b. 1937), former director of the Royal 
Botanic Gardens, Kew. They and others formed the John Ray Initiative  5   
(named after the seventeenth- century biologist) in the mid- 1990s to encour-
age a greater awareness of the environment among Christians, based on 
an open Evangelical theology of creation. Today the number of British 
Evangelical environmentalists are almost too numerous to list. They have 
possibly seen more tangible results than their American counterparts. 

 Evangelical environmentalism in the United States also began in the 
early 1970s, partly as a result of the infl uence of David Moberg, author 
of  The Great Reversal  (1973), which called Evangelicals back to the social 
concern of their nineteenth- century forebears. This idea was also devel-
oped at the 1974 Lausanne conference, which defi ned a wider view of ‘mis-
sion’ than Evangelicalism commonly held. Part of the same process was the 
Chicago Declaration of Evangelical Social Concern in 1973, which led to 
the formation of Evangelicals for Social Action (ESA). Environmentalism 
grew slowly in the 1970s, and, in 1980, Loren Wilkinson published  Earth-
 Keeping . The same year saw the establishment of the Au Sable Institute 
for Environmental Studies to provide courses for the national Christian 
Colleges Coalition. Most of the staff were scientists; led by biologist Calvin 
DeWitt, they helped develop theological engagement with environmen-
tal ethics. In 1992, the Theological Commission of the World Evangelical 
Fellowship (WEF) hosted a forum at Au Sable. As a result, the ESA formed 
the Evangelical Environmental Network (EEN), which, in turn, collabo-
rated with Au Sable and Christianity Today to produce the ‘Evangelical 
Declaration on the Care of Creation’, which was signed by more than 200 
American Evangelical leaders. (An exposition of the declaration was later 
published as  The Care of Creation .) Signifi cant American signers included 
Loren Wilkinson, Calvin de Witt (1991) and Richard Wright, all of whom 
have written profusely for many decades. 

 A public joint declaration on the environment by the EEN – ‘An 
Evangelical Declaration on the Care of Creation’ – was made in 1994. 
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It was one of the fi rst fruits of the EEN. Both resulted as a reaction 
to the World Council of Churches consultations on the ‘Justice, Peace 
and Integrity of Creation’ (JPIC) at Seoul in March 1990 (and earlier 
JPIC meetings) and from issues raised by the 1992 WEF meeting at Au 
Sable. The EEN obtained support from several hundred Evangelical 
leaders throughout the world, including John Stott (a leading British 
Evangelical and an accomplished ornithologist), Prof O. T. O’Donovan 
of Oxford and many others. In doing so, the EEN was able to present  Care 
of Creation  to the Evangelical constituency in several parts of the world, 
forming the basis of action for environmentally concerned Evangelicals. 
 The Care of Creation  (Berry, 2000) contains signifi cant essays by leading 
Evangelicals and summarizes many of their aims. Books by Evangelicals 
on the environment are now quite numerous, and authors include Tony 
Campolo and James Jones, Bishop of Liverpool. 

 Whereas Evangelicals have often been less concerned about social issues 
than other Protestants, they have been in the vanguard on the environ-
ment both in Britain and America, despite the carping criticism of more 
conservative Evangelicals. 

 In recent years, the Greens have built support for a narrower and 
tougher venture, on climate change, calling for US emissions targets. 
A turning point was the Oxford Climate Forum in 2002, organized by 
the John Ray Initiative, where climatologist Sir John Houghton played 
a key role in gaining support among (largely Republican) conservative 
Christians. Richard Cizik, Vice President of Government Affairs for the 
NAE attended, ‘dragged there by Jim Ball’ of the Evangelical Environment 
Network and coordinator of the ‘What Would Jesus Drive’ campaign. As 
a result, Cizik claims to have had a ‘conversion’ so dramatic that he lik-
ened it to an ‘altar call’. Since then, he has tried to convince American 
Evangelicals that care for creation is a core Christian responsibility. 

 The result of this was the ‘Evangelical Climate Initiative’ in February 
2006, an event widely reported on in the science journals  Nature  and  Science , 
and in the US news media, producing headlines such as ‘Evangelicals Go 
Green’  6   in  Time  in February 2006. This has literally made global warming 
the hotspot in American Evangelicalism.  

  The Browns 

 Whereas most Christians and many Evangelicals have developed envi-
ronmental awareness over the last 40 years, numbers of Evangelicals have 
not. Many of these are associated with the religious right in the United 
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States and have a great suspicion of anything liberal or ‘leftie’. Since 1990, 
Evangelicals who are opposed to the approach of Evangelical environmen-
talists have been gaining strength and have formed coalitions to express 
their understanding of environmental stewardship, culminating in the 
 Cornwall Declaration  produced in 2000. 

 An essential aspect of opposition to mainline environmentalism came 
from free- market economics, which was linked to the upholding of con-
servative theological principles, both Catholic and Evangelical, with the 
founding of the Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Liberty in 
1990 by Father Robert Sirico. The goal of the institute was to ‘promote 
a society that embraces civil liberties and free- market economics’. The 
Acton Institute and Calvin Beisner opposed the  Evangelical Declaration on 
the Care of Creation . In 2000, the Acton Institute established the Interfaith 
Council for Environmental Stewardship, whose founders included 
leading Evangelicals such as James Dobson (Focus on the Family) and 
James Kennedy (Coral Ridge Ministries) as well as conservative Roman 
Catholics and Jews. Their  Cornwall Declaration  was produced in 2000 and 
posted to 35,000 churches. This declaration ran counter to the  Evangelical 
Declaration , but it was not overtly ‘anti- environmental’. First, the declara-
tion is anthropocentric and emphatic that humanity has dominion over 
the earth, and it offers the criticism that ‘some unfounded or undue con-
cerns include fears of destructive manmade global warming, overpopula-
tion, and rampant species loss’. Then, in the section on beliefs, the fi fth 
statement reads, ‘By disobeying God’s Law, humankind brought on itself 
moral and physical corruption as well as divine condemnation in the form 
of a curse on the earth. Since the fall into sin people have often ignored 
their Creator, harmed their neighbours, and defi led the good creation’. 
This, as we see, claims that the Fall of Adam had an effect on the whole 
of creation in that it was a  curse  and not just a  fall . (The notion of a curse 
often includes the idea that the earth is only a few thousand years old, as 
no animal could have died before the Fall.) David Kenneth Larsen wrote 
that ‘“the Cornwall Declaration represented the fi rst acknowledgment 
of the need for environmental care” by politically conservative leaders’ .7 
That in itself may be very signifi cant for the future. In 2005 ICES was 
relaunched as the ISA. 

 To understand the Browns and the ISA, it is best to focus on their leading 
theoretician, Calvin Beisner, who is an associate professor of social ethics 
at Knox Theological Seminary in Florida and has written three books on 
environmental stewardship:  Prospects for Growth: A Biblical View of Population, 
Resources, and the Future  (1990);  Man, Economy, and Environment in Biblical 
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Perspective  (1994) and  Where Garden Meets Wilderness: Evangelical Entry Into 
the Environmental Debate  (1997). Beisner is not a scientist and studied under 
the economist Julian Simon, who did not recognize the limited nature of 
natural resources and whose book  Resourceful Earth  (1984) advocated the 
‘cornucopia hypothesis’ of unlimited economic growth.  8   Hence Beisner 
takes far more of a free- market approach to the environment rather than a 
scientifi c one, whether on climate, pollution or material resources. 

 Beisner supports his understanding of environmental stewardship with 
his interpretation of early Genesis. He argues that there are two differ-
ent mandates in Genesis 1 and 2 and that the ‘curse’ of Genesis drasti-
cally changed the natural world. Richard Wright argued in 1995 that ‘the 
presumed biblical support for this position [for the emerging Christian 
anti- environmentalism] is currently found primarily in Beisner’s work’ 
(Wright, 1995). Beisner rejected the commonly held idea that the meaning 
of subdue and rule in Gen. 1.28 and to till and keep in Genesis 2 are essen-
tially the same. He argues from the Hebrew, as he did in  Where Garden Meets 
Wilderness,  that there are two contrasting cultural mandates: Gen. 2.15 is 
gentle, and Gen. 1.28 is harsh. One is appropriate for the garden, the other 
to the earth outside the garden – the wilderness. Thus the wilderness must 
be ‘subdued’ to become a ‘garden’, a view that includes the necessity of 
taming wild animals. As Beisner expressed it:

  The incremental transformation of wilderness into garden, bringing 
the whole earth under human dominion, taming the wild beasts, and 
building order out of chaos . . . while tender cultivation is suited to a gar-
den, forceful subduing is suited to all of the earth that has not yet been 
transformed into the garden. In short, subduing and ruling the earth 
should metamorphose gradually into tilling and keeping the garden as 
the earth is progressively transformed into the garden.   

 Many reject this biblical interpretation, but it has serious implications 
in that it transforms Gen. 1.28 into a command to tame the wilderness, 
and – as McKeown put it – ‘so the logical outcome of his reading of Genesis 
(though he mostly avoids it) is that it is a dereliction of duty to leave any 
wild area untransformed or any wild creature untamed’ (McKeown, 2006). 
This interpretation is completely contrary to any understanding of protect-
ing wildernesses and the ideal of national parks, for example. 

 Beisner also claims that ‘there is a difference between the Fall and the 
Curse. The Fall is man’s sin, and the Curse is God’s response to man’s sin. 
The Curse is on the earth’. He points out that ‘most evangelical books on 
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the environment never mention the Curse’ but only the Fall and that ‘the 
only degradation that the  Declaration  mentions occurring to the earth is all 
through human action’, neglecting God’s direct action against the earth 
by curse and fl ood. Beisner judged that this silence was motivated by the 
Greens’ desire to identify environmental problems as human- caused, but 
the report of the 1992 WEF meeting (cf. above) indicates that the reason 
was their uncertainty about whether the earth’s physical aspects were actu-
ally changed by the curse. In other words, were earthquakes, storms, preda-
tion, death and disease actually introduced after the Fall to be the curse? 
This is a basic premise of creationism.  9   In his contribution to the Pontifi cal 
Council for Justice and Peace in April 2007, Beisner wrote: ‘According to 
both the Bible and sound science, the great pools of oil and veins of coal 
formed from sudden, simultaneous deposits of vast numbers of plants and 
animals in a great geological cataclysm – what Christians recognize as the 
Flood of Noah’s time’ (Beisner, 2007 ).10 Most would not agree that this is 
sound science, as he rejects all geological time and claims that carbon fuels 
were formed in the few months of the Flood. 

 It is not possible to give a detailed discussion of Beisner’s and the ISA’s 
reasons for their positions on environmental issues, but it is diffi cult not to 
conclude that they are based on three contentious conclusions: (1) there 
are unlimited resources on the earth, (2) that the events and time scales 
reported in early Genesis are a historic reality (3) the Fall also entailed a 
curse on creation by God. 

 From the presentation to the US Senate on religious views of global warm-
ing (June 2007) discussed below, it is clear that Beisner has convinced a large 
proportion of religious conservatives, including many Southern Baptists, 
of the wisdom of his views. However, his whole approach has been savaged 
by two environmentally informed Evangelical scientists, Richard Wright 
and the environmental geologist Jeff Greenberg of Wheaton College in 
Chicago. In spite of their critiques, many Evangelicals and conservative 
Catholics have supported the Cornwall Declaration and, under the guise 
of good stewardship of the environment, reject many of the aims of most 
environmentalists, particularly those that are seen as ‘ junk science’. This 
has caused a rift among American Evangelicals.   

  Global Warming/Climate Change 

 As I write this, there is immense controversy over global warming, espe-
cially in the wake of the Copenhagen climate talks and leaked e- mails 
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from the University of East Anglia. The causes of warming are a mixture 
of natural effects, including solar fl uctuations, and a general warming of 
the climate due to human technology, especially the use of carbon fuels. 
Thus, the scientifi c consensus is that the global temperatures have been 
increasing since the 1960s and that the future will be dire if greenhouse 
gas emissions are not curtailed. However, the global warming hypothesis 
also has its critics, who are often either right- wing Republicans or from the 
religious right, many of whom are Evangelicals. Their critiques of the glo-
bal warming hypothesis are often accompanied by charges of junk science. 
Yet, one of the ironies is that Evangelicals are well- represented on both 
sides of the global warming imbroglio. 

 Global warming was presented as a threat to the planet in the 1980s, 
hard on the heels of warnings of a nuclear winter. The basic thesis is that 
not only has the earth been warming since about 1820, but that it is now 
warming at a faster rate due to human activity and, above all, the emis-
sion of greenhouse gases. Suffi ce it to say that the hypothesis was initially 
questioned, but since the early 1990s few scientists have doubted the real-
ity of the situation. It has been a concern of many throughout the world 
of all faiths and none. Even so, the US Republican Senator James Inhofe 
has called global warming ‘the greatest hoax’ and tried to ensure that the 
Bush Administration would regard it as such. According to Mooney (2005, 
p. 78f.), he has been fairly successful, and, as we will see, has the support of 
numbers of Evangelicals. 

  Green Evangelicals and Climate Change 

 The Evangelical interest in global warming is due to its causing polari-
zation in the Evangelical community. Evangelical environmentalists have 
been proactive in taking up the cause and forceful in their attempts to 
persuade the large American Evangelical constituency of the rightness of 
their position. One of the leading scientists on global warming over the last 
decades has been Sir John Houghton, an Evangelical. After holding a post 
as professor of atmospheric physics at Oxford, Houghton was director gen-
eral of the UK’s Meteorological Offi ce from 1983–1991 and then Chairman 
of the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (1992–1998) and 
Chairman or Co- Chairman of the IPCC from 1988 to 2002. He has pub-
lished widely on the subject, including a popular book for Christians called 
 Global Warming  (Houghton, 1994). He has been involved in environmental 
efforts at the highest level on an international scale, including in the Kyoto 
Protocol. 

9781441169297_Ch07_Fpp_txt_prf.indd   1189781441169297_Ch07_Fpp_txt_prf.indd   118 9/6/2011   2:30:33 PM9/6/2011   2:30:33 PM



Evangelicals and Climate Change 119

 Alongside his international and scientifi c activities, Houghton has striven 
to make Christians aware of environmental problems and global warming, 
and has spent much of his ‘retirement’ travelling the world, either for inter-
national environmental groups or for church groups. Without undervalu-
ing the work of American Evangelical environmentalists, Houghton was 
probably instrumental in persuading many in the NAE of the dangers of 
global warming. 

 The Evangelical Climate Initiative of February 2006 has already been men-
tioned. It has divided the 30 million strong NAE with its statement that

  as Evangelical leaders, we recognize both our opportunity and our respon-
sibility to offer a biblically based moral witness that can help shape pub-
lic policy in the most powerful nation on earth and therefore contribute 
to the well- being of the entire world . . . Many of us have required consid-
erable convincing before becoming persuaded that climate change is a 
real problem and that it ought to matter to us as Christians. But now we 
have seen and heard enough.   

 This aptly describes how many, including Richard Cizik, rejected the the-
ory of global warming for many years. The statement made four claims:  

   1.     Human- induced climate change is real.  
  2.     The consequences of climate change will be signifi cant and will affect 

the poor the hardest.  
  3.     Christian moral convictions demand our response.  
  4.     Governments, businesses, churches and individuals all have a role to 

play in addressing climate change – starting now.    

 Given the whole nature of American Evangelicalism, this was a remark-
able turnabout, and now some two- thirds of Evangelicals accept that global 
warming is a fact and that they as  Christian  individuals have a responsibility. 
A reaction was inevitable; the ISA challenged the report, arguing that glo-
bal warming will actually lead to increased agricultural productivity and 
that the poor would suffer most from attempts to  slow  climate change. 

 In Britain, many Evangelicals support action on climate change, includ-
ing such organizations as the Evangelical Alliance,  11   Tear Fund,  12   The John 
Ray Initiative and Christian environmental groups. A good example of 
serious Evangelical thinking on climate change and other environmen-
tal issues can be found in the book produced under the auspices of the 
Faraday Institute,  Creation in Crisis, Christian Perspectives on Sustainability  
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(White, 2009). Contributors include leading scientists, theologians and 
other academics. Most of the essays are on environmental sustainability, 
but the fi rst three are on climate change. Sir John Houghton discusses cli-
mate and energy; James McCarthy from Harvard deals with the distortion 
and denial of climate change by the ‘misinformation industry’ and Donald 
Hay, an economist from Oxford, focuses on how we should respond to cli-
mate change. This book is a good example of how experts writing for the 
well- informed general public can also give a Christian, if not Evangelical, 
perspective on the environment. 

 At the end of 2010, the Rev Jim Ball of the Evangelical Environmental 
Network published  Global Warming and the Risen LORD: Christian Discipleship 
and Climate Change . His commitment on climate change has been described 
earlier and the EEN website encourages people to be involved. The website 
describes the book as follows:  13  

   Global Warming and the Risen LORD  moves beyond the old debates about 
climate change to a new conversation focusing on the tremendous oppor-
tunities there are and the biblical and spiritual resources we have been 
given to meet this threat. A major focus of the book is the deep biblical 
basis for our engagement with global warming. Filled with inspirational 
stories and sobering scientifi c research, Rev. Ball shows us that global 
warming is one of the major challenges of our time, but one that can be 
overcome by following the Risen LORD.   

 Ball sees global warming as one of the ethical challenges of the present 
day, which the church must engage in – not because it is a secular matter, 
but because of faith in the Risen Christ. Clearly, these green Evangelicals 
share the same view as others concerned about climate change, but they 
have a particular faith perspective. For those who share this concern for 
the environment, the opposition to climate change by some Evangelicals 
makes for sorry reading. It is to this that we now turn.  

  Brown Evangelicals and Climate Change 

 Since 2006, a number of American Evangelicals have opposed the junk 
science (in their view) of global warming. One of their chief spokesmen is 
Calvin Beisner, who gave oral testimony to the US Senate’s Environment 
and Public Works Committee on 20 October 2006, despite having no rel-
evant scientifi c training. In early 2007, James Dobson and others suggested 
the NAE stop its support of action to curb global warming. Additionally, 
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Evangelicals and other members of the Acton Institute and the ISA warned 
readers that ‘scientifi c orthodoxies and politicized science, like those 
encountered in the global warming debate, make for dangerous waters, 
and Evangelicals who want to swim in them should look carefully for rocks 
and riptides and be well prepared before they dive in’. Beisner and the 
ISA have also had support from several leading anti- evolutionary groups, 
notably Answers in Genesis, the Institute of Creation Research (ICR), 
the Discovery Institute and the ARN. William Dembski, a champion of 
the Intelligent Design movement and a senior fellow with the Discovery 
Institute’s Center for Science and Culture, often writes strident articles 
criticizing the validity of global warming in his blog,  Uncommon Descent . 

 On 25 July 2006, the ISA released  An Open Letter to the Signers of ‘Climate 
Change: An Evangelical Call to Action’ . . . and Others Concerned About Global 
Warming,  a treatise that was highly critical of any action to address global 
warming, signed by more than 130 scholars, theologians, scientists, econo-
mists and other leaders. The signatories included James A. Borland, D. 
A. Carson, Guillermo Gonzalez, Wayne Grudem, James Kennedy, Michael 
Oard, Joseph A. Pipa, Robert L. Reymond and Jay W. Richards. Several of 
these are leading American Evangelical theologians. 

 As many of the signatories are creationist, the simplest interpretation 
is to conclude that there is a strong correlation between creationism and 
rejection of global warming and creation care. That was true until just a 
few years ago. Many of the signatories to  An Open Letter  are creationist, as 
are many signatories of  Evangelical Climate Initiative . What has happened is 
that some ‘creationists’ have now made common cause over the environ-
ment with mainstream scientists. 

 This division of opinion among Evangelicals was clearly seen in the US 
Senate hearings on ‘An Examination of the Views of Religious Organizations 
Regarding Global Warming’ on Thursday, 7 June 2007.  14   Although this was 
clearly a purely American event, it actually refl ects the worldwide issue 
of global warming from a religious perspective. Most contributions were 
from Christians, though there was also a Jewish submission (but no Muslim 
one). All shades of Christian opinion were presented. There was a con-
tribution from the Roman Catholic Bishops appealing for action, which 
was shared by that of the Presiding Bishop of the Episcopal Church, and 
which included statements from several mainstream Protestant churches. 
The consensus of all these was that global warming was a reality and must 
be urgently addressed. 

 Four Evangelicals countered the statements made by one Catholic, one 
Protestant and one Jew. Three were essentially global warming deniers, and 
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only one was convinced of its reality. This was the Rev Dr Jim Ball, president of 
the EEN, who essentially reiterated the concerns of the Evangelical Climate 
Initiative of 2006, in basic agreement with the mainstream churches. The 
three other Evangelicals – Russell Moore, Dean of Theology at Southern 
Baptist Theological Seminary,  15   David Barton and Dr James Tonkowich – all 
presented the case against global warming and largely based their presen-
tations on Beisner’s work. Moore included a new article by Beisner in his 
submission, and Senator Inhofe referred to him favourably. 

 The result of this was that the submissions to the US Senate hearing 
appeared to be evenly balanced between the opposing views, but instead 
refl ected the partial shift by Evangelicals. In June 2007, President George 
Bush also warmed to global warming as he realized some of the arguments 
in favour of it. This must be seen as a step closer to a post- Kyoto policy. 
However, the world has moved on since then, especially after the election 
of Barack Obama. Many leading right- wing Republicans, especially those 
from the ‘Tea Party’ movement, are hostile to global warming and other 
environmental issues. It is highly signifi cant that there is a close identity 
between right- wing Republicans and the most conservative, or fundamen-
talist, Evangelicals. As I edit this (August 2011), possible nominations are 
coming in for Republican candidates for the 2013 election, who are both 
conservative Evangelicals, anti- evolution and anti- climate change. Hence 
the Evangelical and creationist denial of climate change is important in 
the context of world politics.  

  Creationists and Climate Change 

 American Evangelicals have been highly infl uential in their opposition to 
climate change theory in the mid- 2000s, and it is highly signifi cant that 
most of these opponents were also creationist. In recent years, the main 
creationist organizations have become vociferous in their opposition to 
anthropogenic climate change. The leading organizations have produced 
DVDs and books, which are professionally produced and heavily supported 
by donors, for wide distribution. 

 The largest creationist organization is the American- based Answers in 
Genesis, which has an annual income of $23 million. It is headed by an 
Australian, Ken Ham, and has a creationist museum in Ohio. Its activi-
ties are worldwide and include organizing creationist meetings and pub-
lishing creationist materials, both in hard copy and on the web. In 2008, 
AIG produced a US$14.99 DVD entitled  Global Warming: A Scientifi c and 
Biblical Expose of Climate Change  in conjunction with Coral Ridge Ministries 
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of Florida, one of the American Evangelical super- churches. The advertiz-
ing blurbs ask rhetorically: 

 What is the truth about global warming? Are the ice caps melting? Will 
polar bears and penguins soon be found starving on small fl oating ice-
bergs? Does the future survival of man hinge on an immediate reduction 
in carbon emissions? 

 This ‘politically incorrect’ documentary is an exciting and important 
tool for all who face the rampant misinformation propagated by ecologi-
cal alarmists.  Global Warming  addresses subjects that most others won’t 
touch, including misinformation which is contained in Al Gore’s  An 
Inconvenient Truth.    

 To substantiate their case they list the contributors, who – despite their 
doctorates – are all Young Earth Creationists, except for Al Gore, who is 
the fall guy: 

 Larry Vardiman, PhD, Institute for Creation Research 

 Michael J. Oard, MS, National Weather Service (Retired) 

 E. Calvin Beisner, PhD, Cornwall Alliance 

 Jason Lisle, PhD, Answers in Genesis 

 Al Gore (former vice president) 

 Ken Chilton, PhD, Lindenwood University   

 In 2006, there was a major rift in Answers in Genesis. As a result, the 
Australian- based Creation Ministries International was formed. Despite the 
rancour of the split, both groups put forth the same ideas on creationism and 
climate change. A related website published an article by Russ Humphreys 
in August 2009  16   entitled ‘God’s global warming worked just fi ne; evidence 
from the pre- Flood world suggests that we need not fear global warming 
from carbon dioxide’. His rejection of global warming is a result of his Young 
Earth Creationist convictions. The introduction to his article reads:

  Governments today are trying to reduce carbon dioxide (CO 2 ) emissions 
into the air, because they fear that the greenhouse effect (which traps 
heat trying to leave the earth) of CO 2  will trigger a global climate catas-
trophe. They point to computer simulations suggesting that result. But 
the evidence suggests that about 6,000 years ago God created the world 
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with large amounts of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. This lasted 
1,656 years, from Creation until the Genesis Flood. The rocks and fossils 
laid down by that fl ood suggest that the result was very benefi cial, with 
no climate catastrophe, as we shall see.   

 Few scientists accept such a scenario, but this is typical of creationist argu-
ments. Humphreys fi rst dispenses with six myths on both sides of the argu-
ment: CO2 is a pollutant. CO2 is not increasing. The earth is not warming. Global 
warming must mean hotter tropics. Melting icecaps will drown the continents. 
Global warming is making weather more violent. Having rejected such 
myths, Humphreys claimed that before Noah’s Flood, the atmosphere con-
tained much more CO2 as evidenced by Ordovician Goethites, which to 
him date from the early months of the Flood. Further, he asserts that car-
boniferous ferns found at high latitudes demonstrated a warmer climate 
at that time. Of course, that is a geological truth, but Humphreys does not 
accept that the fossils date from 300 million years ago, arguing instead that 
they are from about 2400 BC. From such false science, Humphreys claims 
that the earth produced more plants at that time and concludes that ris-
ing CO2 concentrations and global warming are  good  things, because they 
would result in increased food production. Humphreys concludes:

  So we should not fear ‘global warming’. God created a world with  much  
more carbon dioxide in the air – a lush green world. Such a world was 
indeed warmer on the average, equators being about the same as now, 
but poles much warmer. Scripture speaks of a future ‘ period of restoration 
of all things ’ ( Acts 3:21 ). It is ironic that our technology is pumping carbon 
buried by the Flood back into the earth’s biosphere, perhaps in prepara-
tion for a time when the earth will again be like Eden – at least in terms 
of the climate.  17     

 My third example is from Creation Research, headed by another Australian, 
John Mackay, a self- styled creation geologist. For the record, Creation 
Research and Creation Ministries International loathe each other. Much 
like the other creationist organizations, Creation Research concentrates 
on trying to provide scientifi c support for a young earth, and Mackay gives 
lecture tours in many parts of the world. As geological science his lectures 
are woeful, but he is convincing to his pious audiences. A brief look at the 
Creation Research website shows how the group considers climate change 
to be a myth, and Mackay has produced a DVD called  Climate Change & 
Creation – A Really Inconvenient Truth!  to confi rm his view. The subtitle is an 
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unsubtle reference to Gore. The content and substance of the video can be 
seen from the advertizing blurb:  

  Join world leader on Creation Research, John Mackay, as he looks at God’s 
world and God’s word and shows you the evidence from rocks and records. 
 What does Islam say about global warming? 
 Is man causing global warming? 
 Is it global warming, climate change, or tax revenue? 
 What was the weather like at creation? 
 What has been its history since then? 
 What effect did Noah’s fl ood have? 
 What role does God have in weather? 
 Does the Bible speak about future global warming? 
 Does it matter if Polar Bears become extinct?   

 In an additional web article entitled ‘Cooked data provides most heat for 
Global Warming’, Mackay alleged that temperature data illustrated by the 
‘hockey stick’ graph – which shows steep and rapid warming over the last 
half of the twentieth century – were ‘cooked’, especially by scientists at the 
University of East Anglia. His allegations go further than those circulating 
at the end of 2009:  18  

  The fi rst graph below is based on historial ( sic! ) records in the UK and rep-
resents one of the longest data bases ( sic! ) on observed temperature fl uctua-
tion on planet earth. Underneath this graph is the now infamous hockey 
sticky graph used by Al Gore etc which took the same sort of data and passed 
it ( sic! ) through computer fi lter designed to show temperatures had dramati-
cally increased at the end of the 20th century for the fi rst time in a thousand 
years. The graph below was compiled by the founder of the East Anglia cli-
mate unit which under current leadship ( sic! ), has now become infamous by 
not only totally ingnoring ( sic! ) the historical data, but as climate gate shows, 
they have set out to alter all historical data to fi t the climate change agenda. 
. . . The many graphs below showed major differences between recorded 
temperatures around the globe verses climate change temperatures.   

 Along with these allegations Mackay proceeded to allege the ‘data cook-
ing’ of temperature records and graphs for New Zealand and the United 
States. His web article concluded with a graph of the ‘Biblical History of 
Weather’, showing how human longevity declined after the Flood because 
of the loss of the benign pre- Flood climate. (Mackay believes that the earth 
is only 6,000 years old and that the Flood occurred in about 2500 BC.) 
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 I have discussed these two creationist responses to climate change at 
length as these kind of arguments, along with those from the Discovery 
Institute, are the ones that inform most Evangelicals in the Anglo- Saxon 
world and probably elsewhere. Creationists take great pains to show that 
their ideas are sound science; in fact, a recent web journal claims to provide 
that. The web journal is the  Answers Research Journal , which AIG claims ‘is 
a professional, peer- reviewed technical journal for the publication of inter-
disciplinary scientifi c and other relevant research from the perspective 
of the recent Creation and the global Flood within a biblical framework’. 
A recent article entitled ‘A proposed Bible Science Perspective on Global 
Warming’  19   attempts to provide a thought- out creationist case on global 
warming and concludes that warming is a good thing. The author is Rod 
J. Martin, who is described only as an independent researcher. The web-
site provides no information about his qualifi cations, and I have not been 
able to ascertain the relevance of his credentials. However, the paper gives 
a good summary of how creationists view global warming. Surprisingly, 
Martin claims that the church has had little to say on climate change ‘and 
has made scant use of Scripture to evaluate the alleged problem’. As well 
as describing scientifi c aspects of climate change, he proposes ‘a biblical 
(young- earth Creationist) framework for evaluating the issue, and high-
light basic scientifi c data related to the alleged claims’. In his view:

  The contention that man’s activities are causing global warming, as 
described in the media and by its advocates, is a myth. There is no reason 
either biblically or scientifi cally to fear the exaggerated and misguided 
claims of catastrophe as a result of increasing levels of man- made carbon 
dioxide (CO 2 ).   

 Martin summarized his fi ndings in a series of bullet points; the following 
are his fi ndings concerning carbon dioxide: 

 O 2  and CO 2  in the atmosphere were created; they did not evolve. 

 Today’s atmosphere likely contains signifi cantly less CO 2  than before the 
Flood. 

 CO 2  is necessary for life, and was created prior to plants and animals. 

 CO 2  is not a pollutant. 

 Increasing levels of CO 2  are benefi cial for plants. 

 Decreasing levels of CO 2  could be a serious problem. 
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 Burning fossil fuels simply returns CO 2  to the air, from which it origi-
nated, in the pre- Flood atmosphere. Increasing CO 2  in the atmosphere 
does not reverse a billion- year- old evolutionary trend and upset the deli-
cate balance of nature. 

 The present levels of oxygen in the air are adequate without any unusual 
efforts to plant trees or to further limit the forestry industry. 

 Plants were created as food for humans and animals. They are not neces-
sary for storing carbon or for generating O 2 .   

 Essentially, his argument is that there was more CO 2  in the atmosphere before 
the fl ood (i.e. from 4000 BC to 2400 BC) and that the resultant plant growth 
was deposited as either coal or oil during the Noachian Deluge. Thus, if we 
burn more fossil fuels, CO 2  will increase in the atmosphere, which will be a 
good thing. Not only will plants grow more and the earth be more luxuriant, 
but it will be a return to the halcyon days before the Flood. I will end with 
Martin’s summation of the Creationist approach to climate change:

  The biblical history of the earth, contained in the fi rst 11 chapters of the 
Book of Genesis, provides a useful and suffi cient framework for evaluat-
ing the current global warming issue. As we have seen, CO 2  is a natural 
atmospheric gas that is essential for man’s existence. It is not a pollutant. 
The atmosphere is likely defi cient in CO 2  compared with the original 
created atmosphere. Reducing CO 2  would defi nitely create problems, 
but increasing it will not. Burning fossil fuels merely returns CO 2  to its 
place of origin. Forests are to be used for man’s benefi t. They are not 
needed to produce O 2  and they have no intrinsic rights, but should be 
managed responsibly and effectively.    

  Peter Forster, Bishop of Chester 

 Standing against both the mainstream Evangelicals and the conserva-
tive Browns is the relatively lone voice of Peter Forster, Bishop of Chester. 
Over the last few years, Forster has publicly stated and also argued in the 
House of Lords that the issue of climate change is an ‘open question’. In 
2009, he became a trustee of the newly formed Global Warming Policy 
Foundation (GWPF), an organization based in the United Kingdom that 
promotes scepticism of policy measures envisaged by governments to miti-
gate anthropogenic global warming. 

 Peter Forster (b. 1950) originally trained as a chemist and has a PhD 
in chemistry from the University of Edinburgh. He is probably the most 
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scientifi cally informed of the Anglican Bishops. Forster is an Evangelical of 
a moderate hue and takes a conservative line on many issues such as abor-
tion and homosexuality. 

 In May 2008, the Bishop claimed in a debate in the House of Lords 
during the second reading of the energy bill that discussion about the 
causes of global warming was ‘still open’. He claimed that ‘climate science 
is a notoriously imprecise area, because the phenomena under investiga-
tion are so large’, a fact ‘that makes precision diffi cult to achieve’. He also 
claimed that there was no consensus among climate scientists that ‘carbon 
dioxide levels are the key determinant’. Forster’s views are in stark contrast 
to the majority of Anglican bishops, especially the Bishops of Blackburn, 
Durham and Liverpool (of which the latter two are also Evangelical), not 
to mention the scientifi c community. 

 Early in 2010, Forster backed a call made by the former Chancellor the 
Exchequer, Lord Lawson, for an independent inquiry into ‘Climategate’ (the 
affair in which e- mails were leaked from the Climate Research Unit [CRU] of 
the University of East Anglia). He told the Church of England Newspaper, ‘I 
think an independent inquiry into the CRU emails would helpfully clear the 
air’. This was very soon after he had joined the GWPF and indicates his scep-
ticism about climate change. As it happened, the inquiry cleared the CRU 
scientists of any wrongdoing. I do not know what Peter Forster’s response was 
to this, although many sceptics regard the inquiry as a whitewash. 

 Bishop Forster presents a very different position from the majority of his 
fellow bishops, whether Evangelical or not. Almost at the same time he joined 
the GWPF, the Church of England launched a seven- year Church and Earth 
Climate Change Action Plan.  20   Among other things, this aimed to cut the 
Church’s carbon footprint by 42 per cent by 2020. This plan was commis-
sioned by the Archbishop of Canterbury and chaired by Richard Chartres, 
Bishop of London. It refl ects the consensus of the Church of England and 
thus has support of many Evangelicals within the church, including at least two 
Evangelical bishops, James Jones of Liverpool and Tom Wright of Durham.   

  Conclusion 

 It is not possible to draw a neat and simple conclusion on Evangelical atti-
tudes to climate change. McKeown’s division into Browns and Greens is 
good, but is too simple. McKeown highlights the divide between the dif-
ferent Evangelical factions, but matters are more complex than his aptly 
polarized scenario shows. There are the infl uential activists on either side, 
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personifi ed by John Houghton for the theory of climate change and Calvin 
Beisner against it. These individuals have been highly active for the last 
15 years, and at times it seems that there can be no resolution and that 
Evangelicals are simply divided. 

 However, certain things are clear. The more moderate Evangelicals are 
convinced of climate change and work positively with the wider church 
and – if they have scientifi c skills – in the scientifi c community. Those 
opposed are very vocal and dismissive of the ‘ junk science’ and have made 
much of alleged ‘fraud’ by Chris Jones of the CRU. Despite the vindictive-
ness of these allegations, the conservatives or Browns have become more 
environmentally aware in the last decade, as groups such as the ISA have 
slowly shifted their position. The strongest examples of shifts in opinion 
are to be seen in those such as Richard Cizik, who rejected decades of envi-
ronmental indifference almost overnight. 

 As I write on a cold and damp July evening (and revised it after the coldest 
December for decades), it is diffi cult to foresee the future and whether the 
political clout of the more conservative Evangelicals will inhibit efforts to 
address climate change. For most Evangelicals, climate change is a matter 
of indifference and they will probably refl ect what they have been taught 
with varying levels of conviction. As Creation care is more widely espoused 
by Evangelicals, whether in the conservative or moderate form, environ-
mental concerns are becoming of greater concern. According to a recent 
article in  Christianity Today   21  , environmental issues have hit the United 
States hard this year (2010). The editorial, entitled ‘Let the sea resound’, 
begins: ‘The question is no longer, “Do you believe in global warming?” but, 
“What do you believe about the Gulf oil spill?” The BP spill has brought 
creation care closer to home. Whether global warming is a dire threat or 
not, human- made or not, we are all now more aware of our relationship to 
other parts of God’s creation’. No one around the Gulf of Mexico has been 
able to avoid the effects of the spill, and it has become a primary concern 
of President Obama. The environmental record of America has never been 
good, but this spillage exceeds any previous catastrophe. Americans have 
been forced to see that the environment is fragile in a way they have never 
before perceived it. As the  Christianity Today  article says, ‘There seems to be 
little doubt that the Gulf oil spill is the United States’ environmental 9/11’. 
Tree huggers are objects of ridicule, but many have become ‘sea huggers’. 
Perhaps American Evangelicals may become ‘climate huggers’.  22   If that 
happens, the present bias against climate change in the United States will 
change, as American Evangelicals have considerable political infl uence, 
especially in the Republican Party. Most American Evangelicals support 

9781441169297_Ch07_Fpp_txt_prf.indd   1299781441169297_Ch07_Fpp_txt_prf.indd   129 9/6/2011   2:30:34 PM9/6/2011   2:30:34 PM



Religion in Environmental and Climate Change130

the Republicans and as long as they follow the creationist line of climate 
change, Republican politicians will do the same. 

 Over the next few decades, both the absolute numbers and proportion of 
Evangelicals and Neo- Pentecostals are set to rise, making them of greater 
signifi cance, both socially and politically, in many parts of the world. I 
must emphasize that this will not only be in the United States, where they 
are so infl uential now, but in countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America 
(especially Brazil). Thus, their views on climate change and what should be 
done about it are of great signifi cance for our planet.  

     Notes  

   1     For historical surveys, see Noll (2004).  
   2     Creationism is the view held by many Evangelicals and some Muslims that the 

earth is only a few thousand years old and that evolution has not occurred. It 
originated in the United States.  

   3     These include members of the American Scientifi c Affi liation and Christians in 
Science.  

   4     I am well aware that reports were published by the World Council of Churches 
and that there were individuals concerned about the environment, but on the 
ground in the churches there was little concern. This is what I found to be the 
case in the Church of England in the 70s and 80s.  

   5      www.jri.org.   
   6      www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1157612,00.htm.   
   7      www.clas.uf l.edu/users/bron/PDF-  -  Christianity/Larsen-  - Interfaith%20

Council%204%20Enviro%20Stewardship.pdf  (accessed 15 August 2011)  
   8     As I was formerly an exploration geologist and am well aware of the fi nitude of 

all mineral resources, I fi nd that attitude bizarre as well as wrong.  
   9     This cannot be stated too strongly.  
  10      www.cornwallalliance.org/docs/climate- change- and- the- responsibility- of- civil-

 society.pdf   
  11      www.eauk.org/public- affairs/pqprayerandcampaigns/upload/marchpq.pdf.   
  12      www.tearfund.org/webdocs/website/Campaigning/Q%26A%20on%20cli-

mate%20change.pdf.   
  13      www.creationcare.org/blog.php?blog=19.   
  14      www.epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Hearings.Hearing& 

Hearing_ID=e39940af- 802a- 23ad- 4371- 252edd78194f.   
  15     The President of SBTS is Dr Albert Mohler, who is attempting to make the 

Southern Baptist Convention more conservative, more Calvinistic and more 
creationist.  

  16      www.creation.com/global- warming- facts- and- myths.   
  17     I fi nd it very diffi cult to describe this objectively as I consider these ideas not 

only daft but pernicious.  
  18      www.creationresearch.net/items%20subjects/Climate%20Change/Cooked_

Data.htm.  (Note: the spelling errors are from the website.) This web article 
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‘disappeared’ from the Creation Research website in the last few weeks of 
2010.  

  19      www.answersingenesis.org/articles/arj/v3/n1/bible- science- perspective- on-
 global- warming.   

  20      www.cofe.anglican.org/news/pr10009.html.   
21 www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2010/august/7.45.html. 
22 The way this unfolds will most likely be recorded on the web and one should be 

able to follow it by putting words – like Beisner, Cizik and the various Evangelical 
environment groups – into a search engine.
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