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namow, wiilitarian interpretation of that pasition. Some have imerpreted the
*dominion” passages of Scripture [df. Gen. 1:26, 28) to give humans unlimited
power over nature and (o tesch that nature i3 valuable only insofar as it satisfies
human material needs."

However, Scripiure provides a different view in that even h-ul‘nf:rllm
ni'hurn:m. God redd other parts of the created orde ;

] I'.-r.ld [h 19. I]n. mmnlmh apm from humans and what they do mr:h -
ation, would indicate further that nature serves something beyond human pur-
poses and, as such, it must be respected and honored. Biblical [!:L“Iﬂ,ﬁﬂl’l:h a5
Toh 38 l.hmu 4 also -emphasme creation's vast scopefrTeiathapship
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derstanding antd Teanng it as God
pwever, the effor to move beyond an amlinopocentric 1o .4 biocentric view
neither fits with our moral sensibilities nor yields useful policy prescriptions
First of all, the various attempts o derive a bioceniric theology have been aty-
TE@WW points for the rights of nature. Al-
though early effons concentrated on the concept of sentience, philosophers
and theologians have been unable o present a workable definition of what
sentience includes. Edward Abbey, a leading deep ccologist, has said. “unless
the need were urgent, | could no more sink the blade of an ax into the tissues of
2 living tree than [ could drive it inte the fesh of a fellow human.™* Rene
Dubes, a prominent bacteriologist, belioves that just as people and wolves should
coexist, 5o should people and germs."* Philodopher Paul Tavlor amgues, "The
killing of a wildflower, then, when taken in and of itself, is just a3 much a wrong,
other-things-being-equal, as the killing of  human,”** But even granting rights
1 ].u.'mg crcaiures does not solve the problem, since several ll:'ldlflg l"gl-ll'ﬁ in

__|lu|: “rocks and moupiaing, san
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By comtrasy, the Genesia creation account makes a clear distinction between
humans and the [ the crea rder, We alone are made in the imape of
God; therelore, there are and meaningful differences between humanicy

and nature. Again, this idpot that there =3 single purpose for namre
viz.. the semvice ufhumnnhnd.l-i ever, because people retlect God's image, it
e
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appropriate i speak of human rights and Tﬁpc-ns.lbllmﬁ that do not extend
shietid bl ot -

to other pans of the | na:ural order. ——

Oine tes1 of a moral :hmr'.rjs its fit with common-sense notions of right and
wrong, This is not te say that morality is subject to ratification by majority vine,
but if people generally find that sophisticated ethical thearies fly in the face of
what the person on the strect thinks of as right. one must ask i those theones
are correct. The fact that most humans want to draw a distnction between the
well-being of their child and that of the diphtheria bacteria competing for the
child's life should el us something, The fact that even the maost ardent fans of
biccentrism cat spinach salads and walk on grass should also reveal something
concerning the internal consistency of the claim that "all things i the bio-
sphere have an equal right to live and blessom and 10 reach their own indi-
vidual forms of unfolding and seli-realimton...7"

At the palicy level, anthropocentrism is also essential. Every call 1o save the
environment is predicated upon buman action. We are asked 10 respond o
siaries of emvironmental disaster, (o evidence that mare i being altered in
unfortunate ways, and to appeals 1o reverse the damage thar humans inflia
upon the natural order, Bt every one of these 15 a call o change, and i is
humans wha are being asked 1o change. This presuppeses that hurmans are the
reasoning creatures of the univierse, the ones who respond o moral arguments.

s is a clive llul: de :end.i ::-n a human-centered

It is vuneclear how, ina world ufh':mu:m n11-emp|.-t L dwelnp an Appropriace
perspective on nature. it 15 possible to have amyathing but an anthropoceniric
perspective, A standarcd definition of anthropocentisn is the interpretation of
the wordd ﬂ:mug]'l timan valoes, amd s this human-centered worldview
that many radical environmentalisis want 1o expunge from our thinking. When
praple call for an acknowledgment of dghis for natre, they are suggesting
that humans, through their thought processes or actions, recognize those rights.
If there ane 'riahl,.-.' embodied in nature, they will have relevance in our world
only because humans choose (o recognie them. Amy rights thar have signifi-
cance for human institutions will be conceived of and acted upon By humans.
It is difficult to sve how one can have any meaningful policies or ideologies
that p'r'||._-|iq|.|v alfect mature unless they are seen throueh human epes.
,.111[;-_|:|,u-'_1qj:-|: ]1._1.5 called for us 1o choose © prm-&mn I.'|.'|.'||c]:| a\'n-l:i a
pre ise 1_1!' |1un1an |.|u:n1:| tian, ™ But the very pmcﬁ."l'hmugh which Tnl:ue
T chonses ta express the aghts uf:lml,un:' mamely, the |-ER.."|1 systemm, has no way of
eV ng human domiation. I Pl the claim he makes for nature 10 have

rights independent of any human influence s really a claim thae pamicular
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