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Abstract: Three different aspects are presented that can motivate people to work for the preservation of creation. All 
three motivations are closely linked to Christianity, so that Christianity could become the key to solve the global prob-
lems. The three motivations are 1. the admiration and the praise of creation, 2. the personal relationship with the God 
of Christianity and 3. the planet Earth is precious because of Jesus Christ. The third motivation results from the incarna-
tion, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Every suffering and death of every human being and every other living being 
gets its meaning, value and redemption through the suffering, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. This is explained 
using the keywords enabling, participation, solidarity and resurrection. This salvation event took place on this planet and 
the Creator of the universe became a human being, a creature of this planet. Through this, all human beings, but also all 
the other living beings on Earth and even the entire planet Earth are sanctified in an extraordinary way. In this way, all liv-
ing beings on Earth and the entire planet have an inalienable dignity and a supreme value that is established, defended 
and restored by the Creator of the universe.

Keywords: ecotheology, Christology, preservation of creation, incarnation, religion and ecology, Christianity and ecology

Streszczenie: W artkule przedstawione zostały trzy różne aspekty myśli chrześcijańskiej, które mogą stanowić źródło mo-
tywacji do pracy na rzecz ochrony stworzenia. Wszystkie te trzy motywacje zostały ściśle powiązane z chrześcijaństwem, tak 
aby mogło ono stać się kluczem do rozwiązania problemów globalnych. Są to: 1. podziw i uwielbienie stworzenia, 2. oso-
bista więź z chrześcijańskim Bogiem i 3. stwierdzenie, że planeta Ziemia jest cenna ze względu na Jezusa Chrystusa. Trze-
cia z tych motywacji wynika z faktu wcielenia, śmierci i zmartwychwstania Jezusa Chrystusa. Wszelkie cierpienie, śmierć 
każdego człowieka, a także każdej innej żywej istoty zyskuje swój sens, wartość i odkupienie właśnie poprzez cierpienie, 
śmierć i zmartwychwstanie Jezusa Chrystusa. Wyjaśnia się to za pomocą słów kluczowych: umożliwienie, uczestnictwo, 
solidarność i zmartwychwstanie. Owo wydarzenie zbawienia miało miejsce na naszej planecie, a Stwórca wszechświata 
stał się człowiekiem, stworzeniem tej planety. Dzięki temu wszyscy ludzie, ale także wszystkie inne żyjące istoty, a nawet 
cała Ziemia, zostają w niezwykły sposób uświęceni. Dlatego wszystkie istoty żyjące na naszej planecie wraz z nią samą 
posiadają niezbywalną godność i najwyższą wartość, ustanowioną, strzeżoną i przywróconą przez Stwórcę wszechświata.

Słowa kluczowe: ekoteologia, chrystologia, ochrona stworzenia, Wcielenie, religia i ekologia, chrześcijaństwo  
i ekologia
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Introduction
Our planet Earth is only a “tiny speck of dust 
in the sea of stars” (May 2020, 180); for our 
Sun is only one of hundreds of billions 
of suns in the Milky Way, and our Milky 
Way is only one of about 2 trillion galaxies 
in the entire universe (Conselice et al. 2016). 
Nevertheless, there is no second Earth – at 
least not within our reach! Colonisation 
of the other planets of our solar system will 
never be a substitute for our living on Earth; 
no matter how much one may think about it, 
as e.g., Rappaport and Corbally (2023a, b) do. 
This blue planet is our home, our only home 
in this universe.

Yet life on Earth is threatened in many 
ways. The current, multiple threats to our 
blue planet are caused by humans – starting 
with the constant threat of nuclear war, con-
tinuing with ubiquitous pollution and end-
ing with global climate change. The solution 
to these problems, however, cannot consist 
in reducing the human population or even 
abolishing humanity, as some critics would 
have us believe. This is because intelligent 
living beings have a special significance and 
a special value for the Creator of the uni-
verse, because it is only with them that He 
can communicate consciously (May 2023, 
24). And we, human beings, are the intelli-
gent beings on this planet, the culmination 
of evolution, the daughters and sons of God, 

“who have the  first fruits of  the  Spirit” 
(Romans 8:23).

Just as the current threats to life on Earth 
are caused by humans, humans also hold 
the key to the solution. I am convinced that 
we humans could avert the current threats 
to life on Earth if we were truly committed 
to the preservation of creation. The deci-
sive factor here is motivation. If we humans 
have a motivation that really grips us deeply 
and inspires us, we can achieve extraor-
dinary things. I am not alone in this opti-
mism. Looking back to the past, Winslow 
(2022, 1) trusts in “humanity re-claiming its 
inter-relation with all creatures in a world 
family while exercising the free will to part-
ner with one another on a spiritual level 

in accomplishing God’s good and wonder-
ful eternal ideas for the next step in human 
spiritual development toward earth’s physi-
cal evolution.”

Studies show that people with a greater 
interest in spirituality and religion have 
a greater willingness to engage in environ-
mental stewardship and the preservation 
of creation (Omoyajowo et al. 2023). For 
these people in particular, the selection 
and unfolding of suitable motivations could 
help them to become even more commit-
ted to the preservation of creation. Today, 
Christianity is the largest religion on Earth 
with around 2.3 billion members (Hackett 
and McClendon 2017), so that Christian-
ity could become the key to solve the global 
problems (Hollinghurst 2022). Consequently, 
in this essay I would like to look at three 
aspects that can motivate Christians to work 
for the preservation of creation. As a result, 
this article has necessarily a markedly theo-
logical character. The three motivations are:

1.	 Admiration and praise of creation.
2.	 Personal relationship with the God of 

Christianity.
3.	 Planet Earth is precious because of 

Jesus Christ.
The degree to which the respective moti-

vation is specifically Christian and how 
familiar the person must be with Christian-
ity increases from the first to the third moti-
vation. All three motivations are equally 
valid for all major denominations of Chris-
tianity – Catholics, Orthodox and Protes-
tants – as they only touch on truths of faith 
that are common to all major denominations 
of Christianity.

1. Admiration and Praise of Creation
The first motivation for the preservation 
of creation arises from the contemplation 
of its beauty. This motivation is accessi-
ble to all people, regardless of which reli-
gion or worldview they belong to. However, 
this motivation becomes much deeper and 
stronger if one belongs to a religion – such 
as Judaism, Christianity and Islam – that 
is convinced that this world and the whole 
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universe was created by an  intelligent 
supreme being.

In this world, one sees again and again 
an exuberant abundance, diversity and 
beauty. Evolution has brought forth an exu-
berant abundance and beauty of the most 
diverse living beings on our small planet. 
There are probably a total of 9–11 million 
different species of living beings on planet 
Earth today (Chapman 2009; Mora et al. 
2011). And throughout Earth’s history, per-
haps 180 million different species of animals 
have existed on our planet (Rödder et al. 
1993, 220). Another vivid approach to this 
diversity is to go out into nature and notice 
how many very different creatures inter-
act with each other in the place where you 
are standing. It is worthwhile to look con-
sciously at the diversity of animals, plants, 
etc. in this place: The bacteria and fungi in 
the soil, the different plants that are the food 
for many different animals – from insects 
to mammals – and in the middle of it all, us, 
the humans. 

Through its exuberant abundance and 
beauty, creation becomes the  first self-
communication of the Creator (May 2023, 
28–29). “Ever since the creation of the world 
God’s eternal power and divine nature, invis-
ible though they are, have been seen and 
understood through the things God has 
made” (Romans 1:20) – see also Loke (2022). 

“Creation is a hymn of praise to the Crea-
tor, and creation for this reason alone pos-
sesses value and is worthy of protection.” 
(May 2020, 175). This self-communication 
of the Creator in the exuberant abundance 
and beauty of nature is hidden to the vast 
majority of  living beings on this planet, 
since their existence is completely absorbed 
in the tasks of maintaining and transmit-
ting life. In contrast, we humans can direct 
our gaze to something that lies outside 
the preservation and transmission of bio-
logical life. Our reason can glimpse some-
thing of the reality of God in the contempla-
tion of creation. “In this way, creation itself 
becomes an invitation to his intelligent, 
rational creatures to enter into dialogue 

with him, the Creator. This creation, which 
emerges from the  intra-Trinitarian dia-
logue of the triune God, becomes the invita-
tion and the starting point of the dialogue 
between God and human beings.” (May 2023, 
29). 

Somewhat more profoundly, creation 
exists to praise the Creator (Marlow 2022, 
495). Numerous passages in the Bible and 
the Qur’an  speak about creation prais-
ing the Creator (Sadowski and Ayvaz 2023, 
156–157). Every kind of living being is like 
an instrument or like a sound in this praise 
song of creation to the Creator (Francis 
2015, 85). Every species that dies out makes 
the song of praise a little poorer (May 2020, 
182).

The call to praise our Creator is espe-
cially for us humans; for, in my view, one 
of the essential reasons we humans exist is 
to praise God our Creator. And it is precisely 
the contemplation of the beauty of creation 
that leads human beings to praise the Crea-
tor (May 2020, 175). “The research results 
of  the natural sciences make us realise 
the magnificence, uniqueness and supera-
bundance of the creation that surrounds 
us. Without intending to do so, they allow 
us to glimpse, through eyes of faith, char-
acter traits of  the  Creator. Thus, even 
through the modern natural sciences, crea-
tion’s hymn of praise to its Creator secretly 
resounds.” (May 2020, 181).

2. �Personal Relationship  
with the God of Christianity

The second motivation for the care of crea-
tion presupposes that the person believes in 
a God who seeks a personal, loving relation-
ship with him. This personal, loving rela-
tionship between God and human being 
is the central theme of Christianity; for 
good reason Jesus Christ taught his disci-
ples the Lord’s Prayer when they asked him 
to teach them to pray (Luke 11:1). 

“For every human being, the living, hon-
est and personal relationship with the God 
of Christianity could become an extraor-
dinary driving force in the fight against 
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injustice and environmental destruction” 
(May 2021b, 243). 

This statement, which is perhaps surpris-
ing at first, becomes understandable when 
one looks at what the actual cause of injus-
tice and environmental destruction is: it is 
man’s insatiable longing for happiness and 
fulfilment. Every human being longs for 
a happiness and fulfilment that this world 
cannot give. Christianity knows that these 
longings are ultimately directed towards 
communion with God. However, our socie-
ties direct these longings towards material 
things and consumption. As long as a per-
son tries to fill these longings with mate-
rial things, he/she will always suffer lack 
and want to have more and more. Other 
people are no longer experienced as fellow 
creatures with their own dignity, but either 
subjected to the desires of this person or 
perceived as obstacles, or competitors, on 
the path to the happiness of this person. 
With such an inner condition, injustice and 
environmental destruction are unavoidable, 
and sharing with other people is very diffi-
cult because one suffers lack oneself.

This person will undergo a fundamental 
change when he/she becomes existentially 
aware within himself/herself that he/she is 
unconditionally loved by God and that this 
love of God is the truly decisive thing for his/
her life (May 2021b, 244):

•	 As the love of God fills more and more 
of that person’s heart, it becomes easier 
for him/her to realise that he/she does 
not need certain things in order to be 
happy. Therefore, it is easier for him/her 
to let go and renounce consumption.

•	 The person will discover more and more 
in the poverty-stricken human being 
(e.g. of the Third World) his/her sibling 
with whom he/she wants to share more 
and more of his/her wealth.

•	 And the person will discover more and 
more in creation the overflowing love 
of the Creator, to which the person will 
respond more and more protectively. 

In this way, Christianity can empower 
people to share with others and reduce their 

standard of living to a level that is compat-
ible with our resources.

3. �Planet Earth is Precious Because 
of Jesus Christ

The first two motivations for preserving 
creation can be recognised and understood 
fairly quickly. This makes them easily acces-
sible to many people. The third motivation, 
to preserve creation and protect this planet, 
requires that one has delved deeply enough 
into the most fundamental and central truth 
of faith in Christianity: 2000 years ago, here, 
in a rather insignificant place on this speck 
of dust in the universe, the transcendent 
Creator of the universe became an integral 
part of His own creation. And here this 
immortal Creator, by His own free choice, 
allowed Himself to be killed by His own 
creatures and died. His death was not a play, 
for He had made Himself a part of His own 
creation. And on the third day He rose from 
the dead. He died and rose again to pave 
the way for us humans into fulfilled tran-
scendence with Him and His and our Father. 
And He died and rose again to show that 
the whole creation, not only this planet, but 
the whole universe will be redeemed and 
completed “through Him and with Him and 
in Him!” 

Other authors also hold that the death 
and resurrection of Jesus Christ on planet 
Earth has a central significance for the entire 
universe: Deane-Drummond (2008b, 62) 
explicitly includes the entire cosmos in 
the redemption through Jesus Christ. Kim 
(2021) also argues that the one incarnation 
of God in Jesus Christ on planet Earth is suf-
ficient for the redemption of the entire uni-
verse, even if there should be intelligent life 
elsewhere in the universe.

This is the true dignity of planet Earth: 
here the transcendent Creator of the uni-
verse has become an integral part of His 
own creation. Here the ultimate overcoming 
of the barrier between transcendence and 
immanence has taken place. Here the Crea-
tor has spoken His unconditional yes to his 
creation “to the point of death – even death 
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on a cross” (Philippians 2:8). This planet 
is “holy ground” (Exodus 3:5). Here God 
became one of his creatures: a human being, 
a specimen of our species. Thus we, the rep-
resentatives of  Homo sapiens, become 

“a chosen people, a royal priesthood, a holy 
nation, God’s own people, in order that you 
may proclaim the excellence of him who 
called you out of darkness into his marve-
lous light” (1 Peter 2:9).

Both we, human beings, and our planet, 
Earth, receive our true dignity from Jesus 
Christ, for God the Father “set forth in 
Christ, as a plan for the fullness of time, 
to gather up all things in him, things in 
heaven and things on earth” (Ephesians 1:9–
10). And through the suffering, death and 
resurrection of Jesus, all suffering and death 
in this creation receives its meaning, its 
value and its redemption. Yes, all suffering 
and death, every suffering and death of every 
human being, every animal, every plant, 
every fungus, every eukaryotic protozoan 
and every prokaryotic protozoan, receives 
its meaning, its value and its redemption 
through the suffering, death and resurrec-
tion of Jesus Christ. If there were any suf-
fering or death in this universe that did not 
receive its meaning, value and redemption 
through Jesus Christ, there would be some-
thing profoundly meaningless in this uni-
verse; and then one could with good rea-
son question whether God is really love or 
whether God exists at all. These questions 
are asked by modern theologians on vari-
ous occasions (Aguti 2017). Against all these 
doubts, one can set the firm faith conviction 
documented in the New Testament that all 
suffering and death in this universe receives 
its meaning, value and redemption through 
the suffering, death and resurrection of Jesus 
Christ.

This  statement of   faith raises two 
questions: 

1.	 How does the existence of the absolute 
remoteness from God, what we call 

“hell”, fit in with this?

2.	 How does the  suffering and death 
through Jesus Christ get its meaning, 
its value and its redemption?

The answer to question 1) is: Just as a per-
son can decide of his own free will against 
the love of God, he can also accept or reject 
the offer of Jesus Christ to give his suffering 
and death meaning and redemption. A per-
son who decides of his own free will against 
the love of God (whatever that may mean 
in concrete terms) logically chooses remote-
ness from God, and thus hell after his bio-
logical death. A person who rejects the offer 
of Jesus Christ to give meaning to his suf-
fering and death must live with the mean-
inglessness of his suffering and death in this 
life, because neither suffering nor death 
can be completely avoided. I do not want 
to reflect on the question of whether rejec-
tion of Jesus Christ’s offer of meaning auto-
matically implies rejection of God’s love, or 
at least predisposes one to this. At this point, 
I would like to trust in the merciful love 
of God, which seeks and finds ways to salva-
tion where there seem to be no more ways. It 
is not for nothing that God became man in 
order to be very close to every human being. 
And it is not for nothing that Jesus instituted 
the sacrament of the Eucharist in order to be 
able to come even closer to us (May 2023, 
32)!1

The answer to question 2) in relation 
to humans alone would fill books. May 
(2024) makes a few attempts at an answer 
related to humans. And then the whole thing 
extended to all living beings... With the fol-
lowing keywords I would like to indicate 
the directions of possible answers: Enabling, 
Participation, Solidarity and Resurrection: 

•	 Enabling: This keyword particularly 
concerns suffering and death during 
evolution, in the history of the Earth, 
because all the suffering and all the 

1	 There is an important difference between the de-
nominations here: While Catholics, Orthodox and 
Lutherans believe that Jesus Christ is present in bread 
and wine during the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, 
the Reformed do not (Blanco Sarto 2018; Langer and 
Radlbeck-Ossmann 2010, 222–223; May 2024).
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death of living beings was either nec-
essary or unavoidable so that humans 
could emerge on the path of evolution 
(Ruiz Soler and Núñez de Castro 2017, 
63; Sollereder 2016). Only the human 
being was and is a  living being wor-
thy of  the  incarnation of  the Crea-
tor of the universe. To put it another 
way, all other living beings lack essen-
tial qualities that humans have; and 
therefore, the transcendent Creator 
of the universe could not or would not 
become a creature in them.

•	 Participation: Every suffering and 
death of every living creature is par-
ticipation in and imitation of the suf-
fering and death of the incarnate Son 
of God (Miller 2011, 93; Deane-Drum-
mond 2008a). Through the fact that 
the living creatures suffer and die just 
like the creator who became a creature, 
a new, unexpected connection and con-
nectedness with the creator opens up.

•	 Solidarity :  While “participation” 
looks from the creature to the Crea-
tor, “solidarity” looks from the Crea-
tor to the creature. Our God, the Crea-
tor of the universe, is not the eternally 
happy, eternally unmoved, eternally 
never suffering cold God of the philos-
ophers. Our God suffers, our God suf-
fers with us (Schaab 2007; Casadesús 
2023, 123; Buitrago Rojas 2018, 45–59; 
Johnson 2020). Even before God pre-
sented himself to Moses as the Eternal 
Being with the well-known phrase “I am 
who I am” (Exodus 3:14), God presented 
himself to Moses as the Eternal Co-suf-
ferer in which he said: “I have observed 
the misery of my people who are in 
Egypt; I have heard their cry on account 
of their taskmasters. Indeed, I know 
their sufferings, and I have come down 
to deliver them from the Egyptians 
and to bring them up out of that land 
to a good and spacious land, to a land 
flowing with milk and honey…” (Exo-
dus 3:7–8). This compassionate, solidary 
God became man in Jesus Christ. For 

example, Rabie-Boshoff and Buitendag 
(2020) interpret Jesus as the suffering 
partner of a suffering creation. Jesus 
made himself vulnerable and submit-
ted to suffering out of solidarity with 
the suffering creation, and in particular 
out of solidarity with suffering human 
beings. Jesus lived this solidarity with 
suffering and dying human beings 
and other living beings “to the point 
of death – even death on a cross” (Phi-
lippians 2:8). Jesus’ death shows that 
God is not indifferent to both human 
suffering and the suffering of other liv-
ing beings, but suffers with his creation 
(Murphy 2016, 115–116; Miller 2011, 90, 
93; Vélez Caro 2012). 

•	 Resurrection: The resurrection of Jesus 
Christ from the  dead involves for 
human beings the promise of eternal 
communion with God in transcend-
ence, for which the Revelation of John 
uses the image of the “holy city”. For all 
the rest of creation, there is the prom-
ise of transformation and consumma-
tion with God, for which the image 
of “a new heaven and a new earth” (Rev-
elation 21:1) stands (Deane-Drummond 
2008a; Russell 2008; Francis 2015, 100; 
O’Halloran 2018; Hausoul 2021; May 
2021b, 241–242). All non-human liv-
ing beings will also find their fulfilment 
and completion in God, but this can 
and will look different from what we 
humans do (Edwards 2010, 165–166; 
Francis 2015, 243; Casadesús 2023, 127).

The  bottom line is : this great work 
of redemption through Jesus Christ did not 
happen in the world of fairy tales. It is not 
just a pious legend. It is a real event that took 
place at a real time – 2000 years ago – in 
a real place. That real place is planet Earth. 

“For God so loved the world that he gave 
his only Son, so that everyone who believes 
in him may not perish but may have eter-
nal life.” (John 3:16). I am convinced that 
our admiration for nature and the entire 
planet Earth would increase enormously 
and our efforts to protect the environment, 
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the climate, the living world, etc. would be 
much greater if we made a small specifica-
tion of the rather abstract word “world” and 
read the Bible text thus: “For God so loved 
the planet Earth and everything that lives on 
it that he gave his only Son...”

4. Possible Objections
An anonymous reviewer of the manuscript 
raised some objections, which in particular 
relate to the third motivation “The planet 
Earth is precious because of Jesus Christ”. 
I am very grateful for these objections and 
would like to discuss them here, as I believe 
that some readers may also have these 
objections.

4.1. Objection: “There Is Criticism of Darwinism”

There is indeed scientific criticism of Dar-
winism, or Neo-Darwinism. However, this 
criticism is not directed against evolution 
itself, because the fact that there has been 
an evolution from simple to complex living 
beings over geological time periods is con-
firmed time and again by an overwhelm-
ing wealth of research results from biology, 
geology and palaeontology – see, for exam-
ple: Campbell and Reece (2002), Freeman 
and Herron (2003), May (2024). The anal-
ysis of the credibility of the different parts 
of the theory of evolution carried out by 
Brink et al. (2017) distinguishes three differ-
ent parts of the theory of evolution: 

1.	 The historical evolution of living beings 
in geological times. According to Brink 
et al. (2017, 462), this part “is strongly 
beyond reasonable doubt”. 

2.	All living beings have descended from 
a common ancestor. According to Brink 
et al. (2017, 466), this part “is at least 
beyond reasonable doubt in a weak 
sense”. 

3.	 Evolution can be satisfactorily explained 
by the fact that random mutations are 
subject to natural selection. Brink et al. 
(2017, 467) give this statement much 
less credibility. 

Today, at the beginning of the 21st century, 
there are once again calls for an extension 

of the theory of evolution, as biology and 
related natural sciences have made impor-
tant advances in knowledge in areas such 
as developmental biology, molecular biol-
ogy, behavioural biology and palaeontology, 
which are crying out to be adequately con-
sidered in the theory of evolution. The arti-
cles by Kutschera and Niklas (2004), Laland 
et al. (2015), Futuyma (2017), Müller (2017), 
Barton (2022) and Brown and Hullender 
(2022), for example, are expressions of this 
struggle for an “extended synthesis” of evo-
lutionary theory. 

4.2. �Objection: “Some Christians Reject Evolution”

In the beginning, the theory of evolution 
was generally rejected by the Christian 
churches; but today all major Christian 
churches accept evolution as the way in 
which God created the abundance of life 
on Earth – see, for example: Blancke (2013), 
Collado González (2014), Van Dyk (2013), 
Chan and Ecklund (2016). Nevertheless, 
there are still some Christians today who 
ignore the overwhelming abundance of evi-
dence in favour of evolution and reject 
the theory of evolution (Peters 2018, 21). 
These opponents of evolution are a vocal 
but small minority within Christianity, and 
many of them belong to certain Protestant 
groups, such as the American Evangeli-
cal Christians. However, “by no means are 
American evangelical Christians unilater-
ally allied with the likes of creationism and 
Intelligent Design. Francis Collins, Direc-
tor of the US National Institutes of Health 
and hero among evangelicals for founding 
Biologos, defends good science: ‘No serious 
biologist today doubts the theory of evolu-
tion to explain the marvelous complexity 
and diversity of life.’” (Peters 2018, 23).

4.3. �Objection: “There Were no Five Mass Extinctions, 
but Only One Global Flood”

The anonymous reviewer claims that dec-
ades of geological research show that there 
were not five mass extinctions, but only one 
global flood. Similar claims are repeatedly 
made by creationists. I myself am a geologist 
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and palaeontologist and I have to say: this 
is not true! There is no geological evidence 
of a single global flood! It is true that in 
the last 600 million years mostly a much 
larger part of the Earth was covered with 
water than today, but that was long before 
the first humans appeared and there were 
numerous transgressions and regressions 
(Andel 1994, 178–189). A very spectacu-
lar sea level rise was at the end of the last 
ice age, because in the last 15,000 years 
the global sea level has risen by about 100 
metres (Andel 1994, 83). However, this sea 
level rise was not a global flood catastrophe, 
because even during the fastest rise in sea 
level, about 12,000 years ago, almost a thou-
sand years passed before sea level had risen 
by 24 metres (Andel 1994, 81).

The anonymous reviewer’s claim that there 
were not five mass extinctions, but only one 
global flood, touches the very foundations 
of geology and palaeontology, because we 
recognise the geological periods by their 
fossils. Every period has its own fossils. And 
this was recognised long before Charles Dar-
win and the theory of evolution: In the 1790s, 
the English surveyor William Smith recog-
nised, during his work for a ship canal for 
transporting coal, that different strata con-
tain different fossils; and that it is there-
fore possible to recognise, even over long 
distances, which strata are of a comparable 
age and to which geological age a stratum 
belongs (Morton 2001; Torrens 2015). 

Building on these fundamental observa-
tions, geologists and palaeontologists – like 
myself, for example – have been developing 
an ever finer and more precise framework 
of sequences of fossils called “biostratigra-
phy” for more than 200 years. And in doing 
so, we repeatedly find that the same fossils 
occur together in the strata. In this frame-
work of sequences of fossils, the five mass 
extinctions are the most prominent and 
longest-known elements, because they each 
changed the fauna in a striking way (Jablon-
ski 1991; Andel 1994, 371–386; Racki 2019). 
What is important is this: Always the same 
chronological sequence of different fossils 

is found! Trilobites have never been found 
together with dinosaurs or dinosaurs and 
humans together! 

Creationists – such as Morris (1980) – 
claim that there is one place in the world 
that would prove that dinosaurs and humans 
lived at the same time: the Cretaceous strata 
of the Paluxy River in Texas (Dott 1982, 269; 
Branch and Scott 2013, 2–3). There are dino-
saur footprints next to structures that at 
first glance look like the footprints of giant 
humans. However, detailed investigations 
showed the following: While the dinosaur 
footprints have the typical characteristics 
of footprints in a wet mud and are therefore 
genuine, some of the “human” footprints 
had been subsequently carved into the rock 
by people living there – as a source of cash 
income during depression years (Dott 1982, 
269). The other specimens of the alleged 
giant “human” footprints are in fact dino-
saur footprints – some of the prints were 
deformed by movements of the dinosaur 
foot, others are washed out by weathering 
(Branch and Scott 2013, 3).

4.4. �Objection: “Evolution is not a Motivation 
to Preserve Creation because of Death and Mass 
Extinctions”

The anonymous reviewer pointed out that 
biological evolution inevitably implies death 
and that there have been mass extinctions in 
the history of the Earth. This could be taken 
as reasons to do nothing about the destruc-
tion of the environment and the extinction 
of species. Therefore, evolution would not 
be suitable as a justification for the preser-
vation of creation.

I agree that the evolution of complex liv-
ing beings and the death of the individual 
are inextricably linked (Clark 1998). Natu-
ral selection prevents multicellular living 
beings from being immortal, because a spe-
cies of immortal multicellular organisms 
would quickly reach the limits of its ecologi-
cal possibilities (Passarge and Horsthemke 
2009, 10). In order for a multicellular species 
to survive and evolve, the individuals of this 
species must die at some point.
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There have been several major mass 
extinctions in the history of the Earth – see, 
for example: Jablonski (1991), Andel (1994, 
371–386), May (1996), Racki (2019). The last 
major mass extinction was at the  end 
of the Cretaceous period and wiped out all 
dinosaurs, among others. “The dominance 
of dinosaurs prevented the further diver-
sification and evolution of mammals. Only 
after the extinction of the dinosaurs were 
the mammals able to develop their pre-
sent diversity and importance. If this aster-
oid had passed the Earth, dinosaurs would 
probably still dominate the world now and 
the most highly developed primates would 
not be humans, but the prosimians!” (May 
2021a, 25).

I am convinced that only those not famil-
iar with Earth’s history and biodiversity 
would dare to use evolution and Earth’s 
history as counterarguments against envi-
ronmental stewardship. A look at the his-
tory of Earth shows us how long it took for 
the biodiversity that exists today to develop. 
It also shows us how fragile ecosystems are. 
And finally, it shows us that it took several 
or even many millions of years to overcome 
the damage caused by a mass extinction. In 
my opinion, all these observations are very 
good reasons in favour of environmental 
stewardship and the preservation of creation.

4.5. �Objection: “Could God only Incarnate as a Human 
Being?”

The anonymous reviewer raised the question 
of whether it was absolutely necessary that 
humans existed to allow God to incarnate on 
Earth. In order to answer this question ade-
quately, we must realise which of our charac-
teristics distinguish us from animals, but are 
similar to the characteristics of God: 

We are intelligent, we are self-aware and 
think about ourselves, we ask about the 
meaning and purpose of life, we ask about 
good and evil, we have free will and we can 
communicate with each other about all 
of this. 

These characteristics distinguish us 
humans from all other living beings on this 

planet. If we then look at how Jesus Christ 
behaved during his time on Earth, we see 
that Jesus Christ constantly sought dialogue 
with us humans (May 2023, 30–31). However, 
if dialogue with his creatures is so important 
to God, the Creator, then it would make no 
sense for God to incarnate in a being that is 
not capable of intelligent dialogue at all.

4.6. �Objection: “Jesus Christ only Saved and Sanctified 
Human Beings”

Even though humans have a special sig-
nificance for God, Jesus Christ’s salvific 
action does not only concern humans, but 
the whole of creation. The biblical passages 
Romans 8:19–21 and Revelation 21:1 testify 
to this. More and more theological publica-
tions are also explaining that Jesus Christ’s 
salvific action concerns not only humans, 
but all of creation and especially animals – 
see, for example, Deane-Drummond (2009), 
Edwards (2010), Russell (2012), Florio (2015), 
Francis (2015), O’Halloran (2018), Hausoul 
(2021), May (2021b) and Casadesús (2023).

4.7. �Objection: “Nature Was Already Precious before 
the Incarnation of Jesus Christ”

I completely agree with the anonymous 
reviewer when he points out that nature 
(and the entire planet Earth) was precious 
even before the incarnation of God in Jesus 
Christ. For example, the first motivation 

“Admiration and praise of creation” is inde-
pendent of Jesus Christ and therefore also 
valid for Jews and Muslims. 

Nevertheless, the incarnation of God in 
Jesus Christ increases the value and dig-
nity of nature and the entire planet Earth 
in an unrivalled way. I tried to explain this 
in the chapter “Planet Earth is precious 
because of Jesus Christ.”

Ever since the first Christians, the incarna-
tion, life, suffering and resurrection of Jesus 
Christ have been of central importance 
to Christianity. For this reason, the Old Tes-
tament and the history of the people of Israel 
have been interpreted from the perspective 
of Jesus Christ since the earliest Christians. 
In the Christian understanding, only Jesus 
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Christ gives the Old Testament and the his-
tory of the people of Israel their full meaning. 
Repeatedly and in various ways the writings 
of the New Testament show that the incar-
nation, life, suffering and resurrection 
of Jesus Christ on planet Earth is the central 
event of history – not only of human his-
tory, but of the entire history of the whole 
of creation, i.e. the entire cosmos. As exam-
ples of this, I would like to refer to the fol-
lowing passages in the New Testament: John 
1:1–18, Ephesians 1:3–10, Galatians 4:4 and 
Hebrews 1:1–3. If the incarnation, life, suf-
fering and resurrection of Jesus Christ is 
the event that gives the whole of history its 
meaning and centre; then it may also be said 
that the incarnation, life, suffering and res-
urrection of Jesus Christ is the event that 
gives human beings, all living beings and 
the whole of planet Earth its unrivalled value 
and dignity.

Conclusions
In this essay, I have tried to identify reasons 
that can be used to motivate people to work 
for the preservation of creation and the pro-
tection of planet Earth. I have identified 
three different motivations, each of which 
presupposes a different level of religios-
ity in people who want to understand and 
embrace these motivations. 

The first motivation, admiration and praise 
of creation, presupposes little religiosity in 
individuals, since the exuberant abundance, 
diversity and beauty can be seen with their 
own eyes. However, although the beauty 
of creation can be observed again and again, 
by all appearances this motivation is too 
weak to move many people to decisive and 
committed action. Otherwise, humanity’s 
efforts to preserve creation would already 
be much more decisive.

The second motivation for the care of crea-
tion presupposes that the person believes in 
a God who seeks a personal, loving relation-
ship with him/her. All Christians who take 
their faith seriously are predestined for this 
motivation. Already today, personal friend-
ship or love for God is for many Christians 

the motivation and source of strength for 
their commitment to justice and the pres-
ervation of creation. There is certainly still 
a lot of untapped potential here, because 
a large proportion of Christians live their 
Christianity essentially as a system of ethi-
cal norms and not as a personal relationship 
with a “you”. I am convinced that the more 
people develop a personal love relation-
ship with the God of Christianity, the more 
people will actively work for justice and 
the preservation of creation.

The third motivation requires a great 
familiarity with the Christian faith, because 
it builds on the incarnation, death and res-
urrection of  Jesus Christ. By repeating 
the truths of faith documented in the writ-
ings of the New Testament in the words 
of the scientific worldview of the 21st cen-
tury, the extraordinary significance and 
cosmic scope of the incarnation, death and 
resurrection of Jesus Christ is again brought 
to mind. This event took place on this planet 
and the Creator of the universe became 
a human being, a creature of this planet. 
Through this, all human beings, but also all 
living beings on Earth and even the entire 
planet Earth are sanctified in an extraordi-
nary way. In this way, all living beings on 
Earth and the entire planet have an inal-
ienable dignity and a surpassing value that 
is established, defended and restored by 
the Creator of the universe. Against this 
background, Revelation 11:18 makes a lot 
of  sense: “… your wrath has come, and 
the time for judging the dead, […] and for 
destroying those who destroy the earth.”

How great the potential of this third moti-
vation is to motivate people to care for cre-
ation can only be guessed at. Admittedly, 
the fact that familiarity with the faith truths 
of Christianity is necessary limits the num-
ber of people who can be approached. On 
the other hand, this approach offers a genu-
inely Christian justification of the sanctity 
and dignity of planet Earth and the living 
beings on it. In this way, Christianity can 
provide a viable alternative to other, non-
Christian justifications of the sanctity and 
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dignity of planet Earth and the life on it. 
Moreover, basic truths of Christianity can 
be proclaimed in this way in a way that still 
makes people of the 21st century sit up and 
take notice. Especially in Christian circles, 
this concept could considerably increase 
the willingness to work for the preservation 
of creation.

In summary, Christians have many good 
reasons to work for the preservation of crea-
tion. Already almost 2000 years ago, Paul 
the Apostle recognised that we Christians 
have a special responsibility for creation: 

“For the creation waits with eager longing 
for the revealing of the children of God” 
(Romans 8:19). Through our participation, 
we Christians can contribute to the ful-
filment of the hope of the whole creation:  

“…for the creation was subjected to futility, 
not of its own will, but by the will of the one 
who subjected it, in hope that the crea-
tion itself will be set free from its enslave-
ment to decay and will obtain the freedom 
of the glory of the children of God.” (Romans 
8:20–21).

Funding: This research received no external funding.
Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applica-
ble.
Conflicts of  Interest: The  author declares no conflict 
of interest.
Acknowledgments: This research is part of the research 
project #2402344 “Understanding Reality (Theology and 
Nature)”, directed by Prof. Dr. Johan Buitendag, Depart-
ment of Systematic and Historical Theology, Faculty of The-
ology and Religion, University of Pretoria.

References
Aguti, Andrea. 2017. “Animal Suffering as a Challenge 

to  Theistic Theodicy.” International Journal 
of Philosophy and Theology 78(4–5): 498–510. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/21692327.2017.1356742.

Andel, Tjeerd H. van.1994. New Views on an Old 
Planet. A History of Global Change. Second edition. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Barton, Nicholas H. 2022. “The ‘New Synthesis’.” 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
of the United States of America 119(30): e2122147119. 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2122147119. 

Blanco Sarto, Pablo. 2018. “La cena del Señor 
a  la luz de los diálogos luterano-católicos.” 
Estudios Eclesiásticos. Revista de investigación 
e información teológica y canónica. 93(365): 
498–510. https://revistas.comillas.edu/index.php/
estudioseclesiasticos/article/view/8853.

Blancke, Stefaan. 2013. “Catholic Responses 
to Evolution, 1859-2009: Local Influences and Mid-
Scale Patterns.” Journal of Religious History 37(3): 
353–368. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9809.12054.

Branch, Glenn, and Eugenie C.  Scott. 2013. 
“Peking, Piltdown, and Paluxy: creationist 
legends about paleoanthropology.” Evolution: 
Education and Outreach 6(27): 1–3. https://doi.
org/10.1186/1936-6434-6-27.

Brink, Gijsbert van den, Jeroen de Ridder, and René 
van Woudenberg. 2017. “The Epistemic Status 
of Evolutionary Theory.” Theology and Science 
15(4): 454–472. https://doi.org/10.1080/1474670
0.2017.1369759.

Brown, Olen R., and David A. Hullender. 2022. “Neo-
Darwinism Must Mutate to Survive.” Progress 
in Biophysics and Molecular Biology 172: 24–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbiomolbio.2022.04.005.

Buitrago Rojas, Franklin. 2018. La acción de Dios 
frente al sufrimiento humano. Bogotá D.C.: 
Ediciones USTA.

Campbell, Neil A., and Jane B. Reece. 2002. Biology. 
6th edition. San Francisco: Pearson Education.

Casadesús, Ricard. 2023. “God’s Vulnerability 
and the Costs of Evolution. A Tribute to Denis 
Edwards.” Theology and Science 21(1): 122–131. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14746700.2022.2155915.

Chan, Esther, and Elaine Howard Ecklund. 2016. 
“Narrating and Navigating Authorities: Evangelical 
and Mainline Protestant Interpretations 
of the Bible and Science.” Journal for the Scientific 
Study of  Religion 55(1): 54–69. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jssr.12245.

Chapman, Arthur D. 2009. Numbers of Living Species 
in Australia and the World, 2nd ed. Canberra, 
Australia: Australian Biological Resources Study.

Clark, William R. 1998. Sex and the Origins of Death. 
New York: Oxford University Press.

Collado González, Santiago. 2014. “Evolución y 
creación: revelación y razón.” Scientia et Fides 2(1): 
31–57. http://dx.doi.org/10.12775/SetF.2014.002.

Conselice, Christopher J., Aaron Wilkinson, 
Kenneth Duncan, and Alice Mortlock. 2016. 



60Andreas May

“The  Evolution of  Galaxy Number Density at 
z < 8 and its Implications.” The Astrophysical 
Journal 830(83): 1–17. https://iopscience.iop.org/
article/10.3847/0004-637X/830/2/83/meta.

Deane-Drummond, Celia. 2008a. “Shadow Sophia 
in Christological Perspective: The  Evolution 
of  Sin and the  Redemption of  Nature.” 
Theology and Science 6(1): 13–32. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14746700701805991.

Deane-Drummond, Celia. 2008b. “‘Shadow Sophia in 
Christological Perspective:’ A Reply to Responses.” 
Theology and Science 6(1): 61–71. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14746700701806056.

Deane-Drummond, Celia. 2009. Christ and 
Evolution: Wonder and Wisdom. Minneapolis, 
Minn.: Fortress Press.

Dott, Robert H. 1982. “The Challenge of Scientific 
Creationism.” Journal of Paleontology 56(2): 267–
270. https://www.jstor.org/stable/1304454.

Edwards, Denis. 2010. How God Acts: Creation, 
Redemption, and Special Divine Action. 
Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press.

Florio, Lucio. 2015. “‘En biología nada tiene sentido 
sino a  la luz de la evolución.’ Incorporación 
teológica de este principio biológico.” Teología 
116: 9–27. https://repositorio.uca.edu.ar/
bitstream/123456789/7317/1/biologia-nada-tiene-
sentido-evolucion.pdf.

Francis. 2015. Laudato Si’. On care for our common 
home. Enciclycal Letter. Accessed October 27, 2023. 
https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/
encyclicals/documents/papa-francesco_20150524_
enciclica-laudato-si.html.

Freeman, Scott, and Jon C.  Herron. 2003. 
Evolutionary Analysis, 3rd ed. Upper Saddle River, 
NJ: Pearson Education. 

Futuyma, Douglas J. 2017. “Evolutionary Biology 
Today and the Call for an-Extended Synthesis.” 
Interface Focus 7(5): 20160145. https://doi.
org/10.1098/rsfs.2016.0145.

Hackett, Conrad, and David McClendon. 2017. 
“Christians remain world’s largest religious group, 
but they are declining in Europe.” Accessed 
November 17, 2023. https://www.pewresearch.org/
fact-tank/2017/04/05/christians-remain-worlds-
largest-religious-group-but-they-are-declining-
in-europe/.

Hausoul, Raymond R. 2021. God’s Future for Animals. 
From Creation to New Creation. Eugene, Oregon: 
Wipf & Stock. 

Hollinghurst, Steve 2022. “Environmentalism and 
Evangelism, Essential Companions in Christian 
Creation Care.” Practical Theology 15(5): 479–490. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1756073X.2022.2102711.

Jablonski, David. 1991. “Extinctions: A Paleontological 
Perspective.” Science 253(5021): 754–757. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.253.5021.754.

Johnson, Kevin. 2020. “Justo González y la 
impasibilidad divina.” Ventana Teológica 11(15): 
29–46. Medellín (Seminario Bíblico de Colombia).

Kim, Junghyung. 2021. “The ETI Hypothesis and 
the Scandal of Particularity.” Theology and Science 
19(4): 332–342. https://doi.org/10.1080/14746700
.2021.1982247.

Kutschera, Ulrich, and Karl J.  Niklas. 2004. 
“The  Modern Theory of  Biological Evolution: 
An Expanded Synthesis.” Naturwissenschaften 
91: 255–276. ht tps://doi .org/10.1007/
s00114-004-0515-y.

Laland, Kevin N., Tobias Uller, Marcus W. Feldman, 
Kim Sterelny, Gerd B. Müller, Armin Moczek, 
Eva Jablonka, and John Odling-Smee. 2015. 

“The Extended Evolutionary Synthesis: Its Structure, 
Assumptions and Predictions.” Proceedings 
of the Royal Society B 282: 20151019. https://doi.
org/10.1098/rspb.2015.1019.

Langer, Michael, and Regina Radlbeck-Ossmann. 
2010. Christentum. Ein Reiseführer. München: 
Pattloch.

Loke, Andrew Ter Ern. 2022. “A Critical Engagement 
with N.T. Wright on Natural Theology.” TheoLogica 
6(2): 245–258. https://doi.org/10.14428/thl.
v6i2.64263.

Marlow, Hilary. 2022. “Creation, Humanity and 
Hubris in the Hebrew Bible.” Practical Theology 
15(5): 491–503. https://doi.org/10.1080/17560
73X.2022.2069541.

May, Andreas. 1996. “Relationship Among Sea-
level Fluctuation, Biogeography, and Bioevents 
of  the  Devonian: An  Attempt to  Approach 
a Powerful, but Simple Model for Complex Long-
range Control of Biotic Crises.” Geolines 3: 38–49. 

May, Andreas. 2020. “Milliarden Jahre Evolution – 
Geschenk und Auftrag.” In Mit Sorge – in Hoffnung. 
Zu Impulsen aus der Enzyklika Laudato Si’ für eine 
Spiritualität im ökologischen Zeitalter, edited by 



61Possible Motivations for Christians to Preserve Creation

Thomas Dienberg and Stephan Winter, 175–183. 
Regensburg: Verlag Friedrich Pustet.

May, Andreas. 2021a. “What Can Earth History and 
Evolution Tell About the Creator of the Universe?” 
International Journal of Theology, Philosophy 
and Science 8: 19–41. https://doi.org/10.26520/
ijtps.201.5.8.19-41.

May, Andreas. 2021b. “History and Future of Life 
on Earth – a Synthesis of Natural Sciences and 
Theology.” Dialogo 8(1): 233–251. https://doi.
org/10.51917/dialogo.2021.8.1.21. 

May, Andreas. 2023. “God in Dialogue with His 
Creation.” Khazanah Theologia 5(1): 21–42. http://
dx.doi.org/10.15575/kt.v5i1.20197.

May, Andreas. 2024 (in press). Viaje a la Ciudad Eterna 
– En la búsqueda del sentido de la vida. Burgos: Monte 
Carmelo.

Miller, Keith B. 2011. “‘And God Saw That It Was 
Good:’ Death and Pain in the Created Order.” 
Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith 63(2): 
85–94.

Mora, Camilo, Derek P. Tittensor, Sina Adl, Alastair 
G.B. Simpson and Boris Worm. 2011. “How Many 
Species Are There on Earth and in the Ocean?” 
PLoS Biology 9(8): e1001127. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pbio.1001127.

Morris, John David. 1980. Tracking those Incredible 
Dinosaurs and the People who Knew them. San 
Diego, CA: Master Books.

Morton, John L. 2001. Strata: How William Smith 
Drew the First Map of the Earth in 1801 & Inspired 
the Science of Geology. Stroud, UK: Tempus.

Müller, Gerd B. 2017. “Why an Extended Evolutionary 
Synthesis is Necessary.” Interface Focus 7(5): 
20170015. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2017.0015.

Murphy, George L. 2016. “Necessary Natural Evil 
and Inevitable Moral Evil.” Perspectives on Science 
and Christian Faith 68(2): 111–118.

O’Halloran, Nathan W. 2018. ““Each Creature, 
Resplendently Transfigured”: Development 
of  Teaching in Laudato Si’.” Theological 
Studies  79(2): 376–398. ht tps://doi .
org/10.1177/0040563918766690.

Omoyajowo, Koleayo, Mela Danjin, Kolawole 
Omoyajowo, Oluwaseun Odipe, Benjamin 
Mwadi, Andreas May, Amos Ogunyebi1, and 
Mohamed Rabie. 2023. “Exploring the Interplay 
of Environmental Conservation within Spirituality 
and Multicultural Perspective: Insights 

from a  Cross‑sectional Study.” Environment, 
Development and Sustainability. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10668-023-03319-5.

Passarge, Eberhard, and Bernhard Horsthemke. 
2009. “Altern und Sterblichkeit.” Unikate 35: 
9–19. https://www.uni-due.de/unikate/pdf/
UNIKATE_2009_035.pdf.

Peters, Ted. 2018. “Science and Religion: Ten Models 
of War, Truce, and Partnership.” Theology and 
Science 16(1): 11–53. https://doi.org/10.1080/1474
6700.2017.1402163.

Rabie-Boshoff, Annelien C., and Johan Buitendag. 
2020. “Jesus: Divine Relationality and Suffering 
Creation.” HTS Teologiese Studies / Theological 
Studies 76(1): a6128. https://doi.org/10.4102/hts.
v76i1.6128.

Racki, Grzegorz. 2019. “Big 5 Mass Extinctions.” In 
Elsevier Reference Collection in Earth Systems 
and Environmental Sciences, 1–14. https://doi.
org/10.1016/B978-0-12-409548-9.12028-7.

Rappaport, Margaret Boone, and Christopher 
J. Corbally. 2023a. “An Ecotheology for Human 
Settlement of  the  Inner Planets: Dominion, 
Despoilment, and a Chance for Re-Dedication.” 
Theology and Science 21(1): 44–66. https://doi.or
g/10.1080/14746700.2022.2155910.

Rappaport, Margaret Boone, and Christopher 
J. Corbally. 2023b. “An Ecotheology for Human 
Settlement of the Outer Planets: Roles for Religion 
Beyond the Warmth of the Sun.” Theology and 
Science 21(2): 209–228. https://doi.org/10.1080/1
4746700.2023.2188368.

Rödder, Gerhard, Fred-Karsten Ziegler and 
Eberhard Falk. 1993. “Wie viele Arten? Der Stand 
der Forschung gegen Ende des Jahrhunderts.” 
Paläontologische Zeitschrift 67: 215–222.

Ruiz Soler, Marcos, and Ignacio Núñez de Castro. 2017. 
“La kénosis del Dios trinitario: reflexiones desde la 
teología de la naturaleza.” Estudios Eclesiásticos. 
Revista de investigación e información teológica y 
canónica 92(360): 53–94. https://revistas.comillas.
edu/index.php/estudioseclesiasticos/article/
view/7813.

Russell, Robert John. 2008. “Can We Hope 
for the  Redemption of  Nature? A  Grateful 
Response to  Celia Deane-Drummond.” 
Theology and Science 6(1): 53–59. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14746700701806049.



62Andreas May

Russell, Robert John. 2012. Time in Eternity: 
Pannenberg, Physics, and Eschatology in Creative 
Mutual Interaction. Notre Dame, USA: University 
of Notre Dame Press.

Sadowski, Ryszard F., and Zafer Ayvaz. 2023. “Biblical 
and Quranic Argumentation for Sustainable 
Behaviors Toward Nature.” Problemy Ekorozwoju 
/ Problems of Sustainable Development 18(1): 152–
163. https://doi.org/10.35784/pe.2023.1.15.

Schaab, Gloria L. 2007. “The Creative Suffering 
of the Triune God: An Evolutionary Panentheistic 
Paradigm.” Theology and Science 5(3): 289–304. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14746700701622032.

Sollereder, Bethany. 2016. “Evolution, Suffering, and 
the Creative Love of God.” Perspectives on Science 
and Christian Faith 68(2): 99–110.

Torrens, Hugh. 2015. “Rock Stars: William “Strata” 
Smith.” GSA Today 25(9): 38–40. https://rock.

geosociety.org/gsatoday/archive/25/9/pdf/gt1509.
pdf.

Van Dyk, Peet J. 2013. “The Bible and evolution: 
Opinions amongst southern African clergy and 
theologians from the Reformed church tradition.” 
Verbum et Ecclesia 34(1): 1–9. http://dx.doi.
org/10.4102/ ve.v34i1.776.

Vélez Caro, Olga Consuelo. 2012. “Del Dios 
omnipotente a  «la humildad de Dios». Una 
reflexión sobre la evolución en perspectiva 
kenótica.” Franciscanum, Revista de las ciencias 
del espíritu 54(157): 19–50. http://www.scielo.org.
co/pdf/frcn/v54n157/v54n157a02.pdf.

Winslow, Lisanne D. 2022. “A Biotheology of God’s 
Divine Action in the Present Global Ecological 
precipice.” HTS Teologiese Studies / Theological 
Studies 78(2): a7357. https://doi.org/10.4102/hts.
v78i2.7357. 


