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I’m gonna try to talk about climate change in layman’s terms.  As I mentioned earlier, I found it very frustrating when I first encountered the science behind climate change from some of the world’s leading experts on climate change because it was very difficult for me to put the scientific information into some kind of framework by which I could derive some sense of meaning or direction or what do we do about this?  And I was amazed at how many little debates there’d be among the climatologists about little minutiae of this, that or the other.  
So my myth of like groupthink working in the scientific community on this issue was pretty much shattered by my experience with some of the scientists who were around talking about that.  So this is the deal with climate change: the average global temperature has been rising about 1.2 degrees Fahrenheit in the last 100 years.  So that’s the average global temperature; it means that some places it’s been colder, some places it’s been hotter, but the average global temperature has been rising about 1.2 degrees Fahrenheit in the last century.  
And so the natural response is so what?  It sounds like a very minor problem, except for the fact that the earth, like the human body, is a very complex system that has been fine-tuned for life – the life that is currently here.  So you can think of the earth as being in the throes of a low-grade fever right now, with a 1.2 degree Fahrenheit increase over the last century.  And the early signs of the low-grade fever are the things that Carl mentioned; the polar ice cap melting - I was in the Arctic and we sailed through waters that simply hadn’t been navigated before.  
Sea level is rising around the world – and the significance of that is that 50 percent of the world’s population lives I think within 50 miles of a coastline, and many of the world’s most vulnerable poor live right on the coastline.  And they’re not in settings like the American context, where there are protections for them.  Drought is spreading as a result, so the areas of drought around the world are increasing.  This is a particular problem in Africa, where there are farmers ready to farm who are literally unable to farm because there’s just not enough rainfall. 
And they don’t have the advantage that we have of trucking in water and irrigation systems and all that.  And we have insect-borne diseases increasing their range, so we’ve done a pretty good job of limiting malaria around the world, and missionaries – I’ve talked with people in international mission organizations about this.  A lot of progress in containing malaria, which is a mosquito-borne illness, but it’s all, you know, mosquito netting and taking care of freestanding water and those sorts of issues.  But the mosquitoes depend on having a certain kind of temperature at night that’s low enough for them. 
And when that changes because of the climate changes, they go up in their elevation.  So they’re now at elevations they weren’t before, where the population hasn’t made those adaptations with mosquito netting and all the different public health measures that are needed.  So while we’ve done a great job in containing malaria, now it’s spreading more because of the impact of climate change.  The species extinction rate is increasing as a result of this increase in average global temperature.  
And I didn’t know this before, but we’re actually in a period of species extinction that is equivalent to the number of species that went extinct during the age of the dinosaurs and the extinction of the dinosaurs.  So in terms of the whole global history of the earth, we’re in one like of the major sell-offs of species, and this is affected by climate change for the simple reason that you know a group of birds gets adapted to a particular area and climate.  They have the right kind of fruit-bearing trees to eat from.  
But then the climate shifts; it gets a little bit warmer where they are, so they have to go northward.  We’re seeing birds migrating northward all the time, and unfortunately the environment that they migrate to doesn’t have the fruit-bearing trees that were available south.  So much more pressure is put on species in this way, and so the extinction rate is increasing.  Carl talked about the impact on the ocean becoming more acidic, and the big impacts there.  The prediction is that by 2100, at the current rates of increase, we’d have a 5 degree Fahrenheit increase by 2100.  
And obviously we’re in a period of accelerating rise in temperature, and that’s a fairly conservative estimate, 5 degrees Fahrenheit.  That would be based on at middle of the century population stabilizing, and our finding our way to get a better mix of alternative fuels and fossil fuels.  So that’s a rather conservative prediction that by 2100 we’d see a 5 degree Fahrenheit increase.  Just to put that into context, during the last ice age, where the glaciers were covering Michigan and Ohio – glaciers in Michigan and Ohio – the average global temperature was only 9 degrees Fahrenheit less than it currently is.  
So that’s the kind of change that can happen with what seems to us – you know, whether the weather outside is 60 or 50 is not life-threatening.  But when we’re talking about average global temperatures, we’re talking about the globe as a system that’s fine-tuned to life just like the human body is.  And if you have a baby, and the baby is looking at a 5 degree Fahrenheit temperature increase, you take it pretty seriously and you know it’s time to do something.  You know you hear a lot of different things about what the dangers of climate change are.  
The one that is kind of on my radar is the one I would be most concerned about is the impact on the food supply around the world.  The warming will do two things: it will increase the intensity of the rainfall in some areas, which means that you might have the same amount of rainfall but it will come in shorter periods of time more intensely; and there will be a decrease in total rainfall in other parts of the world.  And both of those are a problem for food production.  Rice, which is what billions of people depend on for their daily sustenance, is very responsive to rainfall amounts, and too much rainfall can ruin rice crops.  
The problems with drought are a lot more evident.  We’re seeing that in the Southwest; we’re seeing that in Australia, where they’ve had I think five years in a row of very serious drought.  We’re seeing it in Africa – it’s very vulnerable to these things.  And this is a well-known impact of this warming that we’re talking about.  So the question – and this came up earlier, and it’s the obvious question – is, is this undisputed warming part of the natural cycle?  You know, the natural cycle – the sun, the sunspots, all the different things that go into the temperature of the earth.  
Is this part of the natural rhythm and cycle of temperature variance in the world’s history, or is there a new factor at work which is warming that is caused by human activity?  So this really is the only question in the cultural conversation about climate change; is human activity part of this recent warming trend that we’re talking about?  And that gets us into understanding carbon dioxide, so since the industrial revolution – thank you, England – we’ve been burning fossil fuels at an increasing rate.  
We didn’t really burn much of fossil fuels before that time, and then with coal and oil and natural gas, all those fossil fuels – and I think of it like well, gee, there was a certain wisdom that God had in sequestering all the carbon that was part of the early environment deep beneath the earth, through peat bogs and coal and oil, because it’s safer down there.  And we human beings have been pulling it up, pulling it up, pulling it up and burning it.  And well, lo and behold, if you do that too much you release a lot of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere.  
And as Carl mentioned, carbon dioxide serves as an insulator.  So the presence of carbon dioxide – which is what we breathe out in our exhale – goes into the atmosphere, and it’s structured in such a way that it allows more heat in that then gets trapped because of just the nature of the carbon dioxide molecule.  So it has an insulating effect.  Cutting down trees makes these things worse because trees absorb carbon dioxide.  Massive increases in livestock make this worse, which is all part of the consumer culture of pig farms and beef and cattle farms.  
Methane – they expel methane, which is a much stronger gas than carbon dioxide, as we all know by being around it, but it also does a lot more warming – I think four times as much as carbon dioxide does.  So all these things are part of the human activity that we’re talking about, and so no one really denies that the earth is warming, or that CO2 is an insulator.  There just isn’t any debate about that; that’s accepted by virtually everyone.  The only question is whether human activity or not is responsible for the warming. 
And this is precisely the concern of climate scientists.  So climate scientists aren’t going around looking for, “Well, just see what those humans are doing, and see, that must be!”  They’re really trying to understand and to distinguish the difference between the natural means of warming, which have always been there, and there’ll always be ups and downs, and then this impact of the new factor, which is human activity.  
That’s what a climate scientist does for a living, and that’s what all the science is looking to understand better.  So the earth would warm with or without the burning of fossil fuels – currently there is – I would describe it as a broad scientific consensus – not absolute certainty, because that’s not actually in the language of science.  But a broad scientific consensus which says that human activity – cattle and pig farming at large scale, deforestation at large scale, burning of fossil fuels – coal, oil and gas – at large scale – is very likely what accounts for the increase in warming that we’ve been seeing and that is predicted.  
That it’s the human activity that is the factor responsible, and that is what the science has been working on over many years.  And again, so what – well, the so what, of course, is that if human activity is responsible we can make the warming worse by continuing the acceleration, and we’re on an acceleration path currently, by burning more fossil fuels, by eating more beef, by cutting down more forest.  Or we can slow the harm – not reverse the harm, but we can slow the harm by burning less fossil fuels, by eating less beef, by cutting down less forest.  
You know in recent years it’s just been amazing to me how this has risen to the national attention.  When I went on this retreat at the end of 2006 it was just kinda like one of the issues I was vaguely aware of, and since then it’s really – especially in the last Presidential campaign – really risen.  Remember when Al Gore was running for President, he barely talked about climate change because there was so little interest.  Even though he’s very passionate about the issue he didn’t even bring it up because there wasn’t enough interest in the population on the issue for it to get him any political traction.  
But in recent years we’ve really seen an increase in coverage about this.  So to the layperson it’s like all of a sudden there’s all this talk about climate change; it’s like the latest fad.  It’s the newest thing.  But actually there’s been a steady accumulation of evidence on climate change for the past 30 years, and it’s just been quietly happening.  It’s not been getting any attention in the media, but it’s been happening.  The first person who brought climate change to the attention of a U.S. President was Gus Speth, and it was to President Carter, I think in the mid-1970s.  
And as a result of talking with Carter about it they said, “Well, we need to confirm that the earth is actually warming, and now we need to look at whether human activity is a concern or not, and to what extent it is, if it is.”  So that’s where they were 30 years ago.  Later, as the studies accumulated, and this stimulated more and more studies on the question of the warming, it was like, “Well, it looks like human activity may be a factor.”  So it wasn’t like a rush to judgment on this thing; it was a matter of steadily accumulating evidence.  
You’ve probably heard about the IPCC report – that’s the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC – issued a report in 2001.  This is a report where there would have been I think 80 nations, scientists from 80 nations represented, with hundreds of scientists gathering all the studies, working it over in an extended process, distilling it.  The report in 2001 said that there is a 65 percent chance that the recent warming we’ve been seeing is a result of human activity.  Okay, a 65 percent probability that it’s as a result of human activity.  
President Bush received that report.  He wasn’t sure about it.  He asked the National Academy of Scientists, the American scientists to vet it very carefully, get back to him.  They vetted it very carefully, got back to him, and said, “We think it’s legitimate science.  It’s reliable science.”  President Bush said, “Okay, we need to encourage people to stop using as much oil and gas.”  So he made a statement to that effect, encouraged voluntary restraint of oil and gas, and since 2001 it didn’t work.  
The bully pulpit didn’t exactly work, and there was a steady increase in our consumption of fossil fuels as a result.  In 2007 – and this is probably why it’s really gotten onto the radar screen – that same panel, which was convened by the United Nations, being about the only international organization that could call nations from around the world together on a scientific issue like this.  The IPCC report this time representing I think 113 nations increased the probability from 65 percent to 90 percent.  
Then I spoke to one of the authors of that report, of the final report, and he was explaining to me that 90 percent probability from a scientific perspective on an issue as complex as climate change is about as strong – it’s different than saying, “I have a 90 percent chance of getting the flu.”  It’s a stronger sense of probability, and there was a lot of debate within the report about whether it should be higher than that.  And the report had to be vetted by government officials in the last round. 
And that included the United States, China, India, people that have major skin in the game.  And as a result of all that process they came out and said, “The probability is now 90 percent that human activity is responsible for the warming.”  And then I would say the conservative estimates that were predicted for future warming were in the neighborhood of 5.4 degrees Fahrenheit by 2100.  And that’s with certain assumptions about population actually stabilizing, about us making some real improvements in our use of fossil fuels, and it’s by no means a wild and crazy prediction.  
And there are many scientists, of course, who are predicting a bigger increase than that.  As a result largely of that report, the oil companies who were putting millions of dollars into advertising campaigns and some research to question the growing consensus about climate change pulled their advertising campaign.  Exxon had a major promotional effort out to question climate change science; they pulled that money from their campaign.  Leaders of both political parties – in our last election, both our candidates accepted the legitimacy of the scientific consensus and it’s developed over the years.  
Major corporations started actually calling for a cap on carbon, which is a specific solution to the problem.  So Shell Oil Company, British Petroleum, Wal-Mart, Alcoa, DuPont – DuPont at one time was given the award for being the most polluting corporation on the earth, and they started calling for caps on carbon – General Electric.  So there’s been a broad response in the politic at every sector – political, business, and scientific – responding to this accumulation of evidence.  
The person who was most convincing to me – actually, do we have the apples?  It’s time for a little snack; you’ve all been so good.  We’re gonna do a little demonstration that Hugh Grant showed me.
Female: 
 Okay.  So what we’re gonna do is there’s apples and paper plates in this bag.  Take an apple and a paper plate – we’re gonna start on both sides.  And then I only have one box of –

Knives.  So you’ve proven yourself to be good enough that I can trust you with knives, but if you’re not safe with a knife, don’t take one, and you’re using it at your own risk.  And we’re going to – pastors love these sorts of things, so this is why I’m doing it.  I want an apple too – an apple and a knife.  So Hugh Grant is the CEO of Monsanto – no, not the actor.  He’s from Scotland; he’s just very thin on top, and he’s the Hugh Grant that you want to be compared to rather than Hugh Grant the actor.  
And he’s the CEO of Monsanto, which is one of the major agribusiness companies, so they produce seeds for the farmers around the world and all sorts of things.  So he became the CEO a few years ago, and he called together the top scientists in his corporation, got them in a room, and said, “I want you guys to help me sort out all this business about global warming.  I want to know is the earth really warming, is it caused by human activity, and what does it mean for our business?”  
So they spent six months, just the Monsanto scientists, doing all their due diligence about global warming.  They came back to Hugh Grant and they said, “Yes, there’s no doubt the earth is warming.  It’s very likely due to human activity.”  And then Hugh Grant says, “Well, what response should we make as a company?  How’s it gonna affect our business?”  And the scientists essentially said, “You know, over the next 20 years we’re gonna be able to respond – if we continue to improve, we’re gonna be able to respond in a way that will keep our business thriving.  But after 20 years, we might be in trouble.”  
And the reason for that is that Monsanto makes seeds that provide the seeds for all the crops around the world, and I didn’t realize this, but the seeds that made the wheat that you ate in your Wonder Bread as a kid are different now than they were when you were a kid.  Because you have to change the seeds on a regular basis to keep up with the pests that figure the seeds out and are able to eat the plants, and so in order for agriculture – especially at scale – to go around the world, you have to continually update the seeds.  
And they have to be smarter about the seeds than they were before, and there’s a certain time lag for their ability to do that.  And the changing climate puts a lot of pressure on a company like Monsanto to keep up the pace in order for the world to eat enough food.  So here’s why it’s a – and Hugh Grant said, “This is the problem with climate change that keeps me awake at night: whether we’re gonna be able to handle the world’s need for food production, especially with increasing population.”  
He said, “Take an apple – this represents the world – and cut it into quarters.”  So cut your apple into quarters – be careful.  Don’t hold it in your hand.  These are organic apples.  Okay?  Take 3/4 of the apple and just put it aside – that represents the world’s oceans, and the fish supplies in the oceans are going down.  There’s farming that’s going on in the oceans that’s kinda making up for it, but getting what we’re getting out of the oceans, 3/4 of the world is ocean.  Now take your remaining 1/4 and cut it in half.  
Okay, take that 1/8 that you just created and put it aside – that represents the polar ice caps, the mountains and the deserts in the world.  Now here’s the hard part – this remaining 1/8, we need to make this into four, so that would be 4/32, right, of the total apple.  So try to cut 4/32 out of this.  And now you’re at 16ths, and you cut that 16th in half – it’s kinda tricky – okay.  
Take that 8th – now, this is math here, and I know you’re a Fulbright scholar, but you take that 8th and you cut it in half – that makes it a 16th.  And then you take one of the 16ths and you cut that in half, and that makes 1/32.  The remainder is 3/32.  Set that 3/32 aside – that represents land that is too rocky, too cold, or too wet to farm.  And what you have is the available farmland in the world that has to feed the entire world population.  We really can’t increase this by cutting down rainforest anymore because that’s kind of like not working so well. 
So even with all of that cutting down of rainforest it’s 1/32 of the land surface – except I forgot to mention you need to skin the apple, because the topsoil is actually only 3 to 5 feet of the surface.  So this is what the world’s human population is counting on to eat every day.  Hugh Grant said it takes 100 years to create 1 inch of topsoil, and it can be lost in a weekend, 1 inch, with dust storms and whatever.  So you can eat as much of that as you like.  So this is the problem that frightens me about climate change.
The problem is, the reason we didn’t – you know, remember in the early 1970s there was all this question about the zero population growth and the coming population bomb, and we’re all gonna be in terrible straits.  The dire predictions didn’t exactly happen because of the spread of nitrogen fertilizer around the world, which had incredible increases in the crop yields around the world – and also with serious ecological harm.  
Dead zones the size of New Hampshire, and the Gulf of Mexico where no fish can live because of the nitrogen rolling down the Mississippi.  And so we’ve done the easy things to increase crop yields in the last 30 years or so, and now we’re talking about much thinner margins for improving the yields.  So it’s a real serious problem that we have so little land to work with.  It just means our margin of error is a lot narrower than thought.  So when Hugh Grant now has gone around and spoken a bit about climate change in public groups, he gives this little spiel. 
And then someone in the audience inevitably asks the question, “Well, I’ve heard there’s debate about whether human activity is really responsible for climate change.”  His response, I think, is rather telling.  He says, “Well, you’d better hope it’s caused by human activity, because if it’s caused by human activity, at least there’s something we can do about it.  If it’s not caused by human activity, we’re screwed, because there’s nothing we can do about it” – which kind of flips the discussion a little bit.  
So that’s my best understanding of the science as a layperson.  The issue of the response to the climate change question within the American evangelical community – I think Oliver’s already mentioned that it’s not an issue in England or in Europe.  In fact, the head of – one of the final coordinators of the 2001 IPCC report was Sir John Houghton, who is a British evangelical.  And so in England and in Europe the evangelicals don’t have as big a response to this.  
Around the world in Africa and Asia – places who are being impacted by climate change more because they have a higher percentage of poor people – there’s not the same kind of concern in the religious community as there is in the United States.  And this is kinda sensitive, because I have a lot of friends who are quite skeptical about the science, who are evangelicals, and I personally don’t think that any one individual – any individual may have thoughtful reasons for doubting the science that says human activity is responsible.  
I mean the scientists themselves are saying a 90 percent probability, so I think any individual reasonably could get some information and come to a different conclusion.  But here’s the problem: the American evangelical community as a whole tends toward much higher rates of skepticism about climate change, and that tells me – I don’t think evangelicals as a whole are necessarily in any better position to independently verify the science, or to read a report that Ricky Rood puts out and say, “Well, I have a different take on this.  I don’t think he’s taken this into account or that into account.”  
I think it’s much more likely that as a whole the evangelical community is skeptical about this issue for cultural reasons, not for independent scientific kind of perspectives.  So what might be some of the cultural reasons?  Well, I think we touched on it this morning.  There’s generally greater skepticism in the American evangelical community about science as a whole, dating back to the Scopes trial, so it’s much easier for evangelicals to mistrust science than people who are not part of the evangelical community because of this history of conflict that we saw in the Scopes trial.  
For the past 30 years the white evangelical community – which has been kind of the majority in terms of the media outlets and especially in the emergence of evangelicals being politically active in a conservative way.  So for the past 30 years evangelicals have leaned Republican, and by a very significant margin – 70 percent, 73 percent, in Presidential elections.  I think that’s primarily over the issue of pro-life and abortion, so I know many evangelicals who hold their nose and vote for the Republican candidate for the one issue of abortion.  
But for whatever those reasons are, there’s no doubt that the white evangelical community has leaned Republican in the past 30 years increasingly.  And the Republican Party has closer ties with the oil, gas, and utilities industry; I mean that’s just demonstrable.  I think the solutions for climate change that are being discussed include things like international agreements and government policy, and these are things that Republicans as a whole are more skeptical about; the small government concern. 
And so it’s a touchy issue because of the connection between evangelicalism in America and the Republican Party.  The international body that coordinates all the IPCC reports, which is kind of like the gold standard, is run by the United Nations, and I think Rick Callahan mentioned earlier the issue of eschatology, what fundamentalists and evangelicals, kind of popular eschatology, understanding of the end times.  There’s a lot of concern about global organizations and their power.  
You know, the ten states in Europe that are the ten-headed beast, or the United Nations being this sort of pernicious organization – that’s very much part of kind of I’d say the less sophisticated popular level evangelicalism in America.  So you hear the United Nations, and it’s like, “Oh, boy!  We can’t trust that!”  The rise of the talk radio in the last 20 years had a powerful impact on our community; it wasn’t a factor 20 years ago.  I think this is a really important issue, and the people I know who have concerns about it, I have the greatest respect for them.  They’re wonderful people.  
They’re no less intelligent than anyone I know.  But there’s an underlying suspicion of the environmental movement among evangelicals that are associated with their understanding that the environmentalists want to limit population for environmental reasons, and that means we need to spread access to abortion.  And for many evangelicals, that’s like a – boy, that is such a hot button, that anyone who would take that view is just – oh my goodness!  Why would I ever wanna be allied with that perspective on life issues?  
And the environmental movement, unfortunately, has kind of been identified in the mind of evangelicals as kind of walking in lockstep on that issue of not so much population control – because evangelicals generally don’t have a big problem with contraception.  But the issue of abortion especially, and the problems in China of forced abortions and one-family policies – all of this gets together into a very potent mix of concerns in the evangelical community.  
I think evangelicals in general have a narrative where evangelicals see themselves as a minority within the academic community.  So they feel like they wouldn’t be understood by academics; many stories of kids going to secular universities, and professors kind of challenging their faith, and the fact is that as you go up the food chain of scientists, the degree of faith in God decreases as you go up the food chain.  There have been studies done about this.  
So science teachers in high school is pretty much like the average population; science teachers in community college, a little bit less, and academic institutions even less; elite academic institutions, even less.  If you’re part of the National Academy of Sciences the rate of belief in God compared to the general population, it’s like very, very different.  And so evangelicals kind of know that, or they sense that, and so it’s easy for an evangelical to think, “Maybe the scientists are missing something.  Maybe they have some blind spots or maybe they’re missing something.”  
And I think this has a powerful emotional impact on evangelicals.  I think the other issues are not so much evangelical, they’re just American.  It’s difficult intuitively to imagine that human beings can affect the climate.  It’s just difficult to imagine that, especially when most people think about climate like weather.  How could human beings actually affect the weather?  We can’t even predict the weather five days out.  So just at a very intuitive level it’s hard to grasp that human activity could actually impact something as vast and complex as the climate.  
I think there’s concern over economics on this issue that are very powerful.  This might mean a reduction in lifestyle.  This might mean having to kind of tighten our belt.  This might mean that our growth at all costs approach to life, which is so blessed and so abundant, might have to be restrained.  You’re talking about some pretty emotional issues when it comes to that concern.  And then there’s just the natural resistance to changing lifestyles.  I forget who mentioned it – was it Kira – the question of guilt. 
And many evangelicals, you know, they’re kind of like the – old Catholicism and the old Baptist approach to religion was feel bad about everything, you know?  Like if you’re not feeling guilty you’re not really being pious; and modern evangelicalism has shifted away from that, just as modern Catholicism has, and said, “You know, sometimes you just need Prozac.  Just going into that guilt and shame about all these little minutiae of how you’re living your life is just no way to live!”  And evangelicals experience that, and they’re like, “I don’t want to go into that guilt/shame way of living my faith, because that’s the way it was like generations ago.”  
No drinking, no dancing, you can’t play cards – it’s all don’t, don’t, don’t, and in the evangelical community there’s a lot of reaction to that, like, “That’s not what Jesus – he came to bring us abundance of life, and it’s not about all the don’ts.”  And here comes this whole other thing down the line that’s saying oh, you’ve gotta change everything.  No more styrofoam, no more un-recycled paper, your light bulbs are the wrong light bulbs. 
And to many evangelicals it’s like, “I just came out of bondage in Egypt from my fundamentalist forbearers, and now I’m gonna go straight back into that same guilt/shame-ridden way of approaching life that seems to affect everything.”  I think it’s a powerful emotional disincentive that affects Americans and evangelicals in particular.  But the good news is I think there’ve been real shifts in the evangelical climate, so to speak, on this issue in recent years.  
An increasing number of evangelical leaders are saying, “You know, climate change is a moral problem that requires a vigorous response.”  The most powerful evangelical pastor alive today is not Billy Graham – it’s Rick Warren.  Just to give you an example of the isolation in the two communities – the group of us evangelicals at the retreat and the scientists – in my small group that Carl led I was talking about the fact that you know, you guys don’t really need me coming to this thing because I’m a peon.  I’m not that big an evangelical leader.  You need to get Rick Warren here.”  
And every scientist said, “Who?  Rick Warren?”  This was in November of 2006.  And I said, “Well, you know, there’s no reason for you to know Rick Warren, but he did sell the most popular book in the history of American nonfiction publishing, called The Purpose-Driven Life.”  The most popular book in nonfiction American publishing history, and the scientists didn’t know who Rick Warren was, because we’re living in silos.  We’re living in echo chambers.  We’re in different centers. 
The academic centers are New York City and Los Angeles, and it’s not in the Bible Belt, and you know.  So Rick Warren signed the Evangelical Climate Initiative.  The leader of my denomination, Vineyard, signed that same climate change document.  It’s something we need to deal with.  It’s a moral problem.  It requires a vigorous response.  Bill Hybels just recently came out in this.  We were trying to reach Bill Hybels to see if we could distribute our Introduction to Creation Care for Pastors booklet that talks a little bit about climate change and other environmental issues. 
And we wanted to distribute it through Bill Hybels’ association, Willow Creek Association.  Bill Hybels, in case you didn’t know, is one of the three or four that advised Bill Clinton during his little problem with Monica Lewinsky, so he was like a prominent evangelical who Bill Clinton called on to talk to about his struggles personally.  And he’s like one of the most prominent white evangelical pastors, leading a whole branch of modern evangelical seeker-friendly churches.  
Northridge Church in Plymouth is 14,000 people, and it’s part of the Willow Creek Association.  It grew from 2,000 to 14,000 in about the last ten years.  Bill Hybels has been supportive of dealing with climate change.  Pat Robertson, who ran for President a while back and the, what is it, The 700 Club – he’s got a Christian broadcasting network that’s now on little commercials with Newt Gingrich.  Pat Robertson and Al Gore, I think, are talking about climate change on commercials.  
Richard Cizik from the National Association of Evangelicals and many other evangelical leaders have signed a statement about Evangelical Initiative on Climate Change, which really focuses on the impact of climate change on the vulnerable poor as the real driving thrust from a moral perspective on the necessity of dealing with this issue.  Nevertheless, there’s a lot of debate within the evangelical community on this question.  Richard Cizik, who we say formerly worked for the National Association of Evangelicals. 
There was a lot of pressure from the grassroots, various organizations that are part of the evangelical community that wanted him fired because of his approach to the environment and talking about climate change.  And as a matter of fact, he stepped down, so this is not necessarily the way to win friends and influence people within the evangelical camp, per se, right now.  But there’s a real – I think we’re at a tipping point on this issue within the evangelical community.  
And if you look at the polls of younger evangelicals, under 40, it’s just not the issue.  The culture warriors, so to speak, on both the left and the right are Baby Boomers and older, and the children of the Boomers – highest divorce rate in history.  They’ve had enough of conflict, so the culture war metaphor doesn’t resonate with younger evangelicals at all.  And so over time the evangelical community is going, I think, to really undergo some serious shifts on this issue.  
So I wanted to just speak to how I approach this as an evangelical.  You know, the Bible doesn’t really speak to the modern kind of disastrous things like nuclear war or climate change – doesn’t specifically address these questions.  And so as someone who trusts the Bible, you can’t turn to the concordance and look up climate change and see what the Bible says, so you have to look at bigger picture kind of issues.  And I think one of the things that’s really clear in the Bible is that the human capacity to have an enormous impact for harm on the earth is recognized quite a bit in the Bible, especially in the book of Genesis.  
This is one of my favorite texts from Genesis; it’s Genesis chapter 6, so this is after the creation and after the spread of early humanity, but before the flood.  It’s getting the set-up for the flood and Noah’s Ark.  “The Lord saw how great man’s wickedness on earth had become, and that every inclination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil all the time.  The Lord was grieved that he had made man on the earth, and his heart was filled with pain.”  It’s a very poignant picture of the heart of God; it’s the first time I think the word pain is actually used in the Bible except for the pain in childbirth that humans will suffer.  
So it’s God’s heart was filled with pain.  And then a few verses later:  “Now the earth was corrupt in God’s sight and was full of violence.  God saw how corrupt the earth had become, for all the people on earth had corrupted their ways.”  Now the Hebrew word that’s translated corrupt there is sahat, and it’s a general term.  There’s a specific term in the Hebrew for moral corruption; this is the broader term which includes like degradation, ruining something, marring something.  So I think in the text of Genesis, where humanity is actually quite limited in its impact on the environment, you have a recognition of the incredible potential for harm that humanity has.  
And that is all a run-up to the 11th chapter of the book of Genesis, which is the Tower of Babel story – that humanity gathered together in cities, and they built this fine tower reaching up to the heavens.  And this is God’s response to the technological advance of the human race – it’s kind of like why God decided to confuse the language of the people, to end the experiment, so to speak.  And it’s in 11:6: “If as one people speaking the same language they have begun to do this, then nothing they plan to do will be impossible to them.”  
It’s a really interesting picture of God; it’s like God is frightened of humanity.  He’s frightened about the impact humanity has for destroying life as he planned it to be lived.  It’s really a little bit outside of the box kind of a verse – “nothing they plan to do will be impossible for them,” because of the one language.  And of course now we have an internet, and we have a global communication system, and our capacity, our knowledge curve is just going up, up and up because of our communication capabilities.  
So the Bible clearly has a very strong understanding of both the value of technology – we talked about it a little bit earlier, that technology essentially is inferred in creation.  Culture, technology, advancement, sophistication, complexity – that’s all part of the human experience from God.  It’s part of multiplying and filling the earth.  But also the dark underbelly of technology is recognized in the Bible.  And I think this is why the lean towards skepticism about climate change in the evangelical community to me is curious, and in my view it points to the cultural factors at work.  
Because the Biblical narrative, I think, leads you to if anything accept it without evidence because it fits your narrative, if you know what I mean.  In the 1970s when I came to faith, man, The Late Great Planet Earth and all these eschatology books were talking about oh, the ecological disasters, because the book of Revelation is talking about a third of the rivers being destroyed, and that’s being fulfilled by pollution and all that.  And so here we have a situation where I think we have other factors at work besides theological, again because of the lean in our community right now.  
I think that the kicker issue for me from a Biblical perspective in how to respond to climate change is the emphasis in the Bible on prudence.  So wisdom is really what the Bible is about more than knowledge; wisdom is sort of the goal.  How do you live life well?  The book of Proverbs is all about just living life well.  The fool is kinda the opposite of the wise man in the Bible, and a fool is not like an idiot; a fool is someone who is unable to imagine future consequences and change his behavior in the present to adjust for those consequences.  
So Proverbs is all about the importance of planning and saving enough seed for the next year.  Wisdom, it’s really prudence, is an important theme in the Bible, and it’s all about acting in the present to avoid future harm.  So I think of it like this, to use a parable – Jesus liked to talk in parables – it’s like we’re driving a school bus filled with people, and we can only slow down or speed up.  It’s kind of like the movie Speed a couple of years ago where they’re trapped in this bus and the brakes don’t work and it’s going faster and faster because it’s controlled by a remote control from somewhere else.  Keanu Reeves, I think, in Speed.  
We’re on this school bus, we can’t get out, we’re going faster and faster.  There are no brakes on this school bus; we can’t stop the school bus.  And we turn on the radio, and we get warnings from NPR that hundreds of miles ahead there’s a bridge that’s being tested by engineers, and it’s on the verge of collapse, and so they’re urging traffic to slow down so they can have time to reinforce the bridge.  But then they turn to the AM dial, and equally intelligent people are saying, “Gee, drive on faster, if anything.”  What do you do if you’re driving the school bus?  
The problem with climate change is the bus is the world, and the problem with being an American is that we’re in the driver’s seat of this bus whether we want to be or not.  And the people who are in the bus don’t even have drivers’ licenses; they’re not burning fossil fuels at the rate we are.  They don’t have the power in the world that we have.  They don’t have the technological savvy to solve the problems that we have.  So the bus literally can’t slow down without us, without Americans.  The bus can’t slow down without our leadership.  
And the decisions we make about continuing to speed up or slowing down will affect all the people in the world who are on this bus, who don’t have the same resources to manage the problems of climate change.  I don’t think any of us are gonna suffer from being too hot the rest of our lifetime; we’ll have air conditioning available.  We’ll have food available.  But the poor are in a much different position; they have a much more natural relationship with the environment than we have created for ourselves.  
So the thing to understand about climate change is currently we are speeding up, and we have been since the industrial revolution, and we’re going faster and faster.  And the only thing that has even any hope of slowing us down is like a global recession, so the recession that we’re in is kinda like starting to slow down the energy consumption.  But nothing short of that has been effective in helping us to try to slow the bus down.  I think the Conference of Bishops had a really good – the Catholic Church in the United States, as the Catholic Church internationally, has identified climate change as a moral problem that needs to be addressed with moral passion, and the U.S. Conference of Bishops wrote this:
“The virtue of prudence is paramount in addressing climate change.  This virtue is not only a necessary one, but it is also vital to the moral health of the larger community.  Prudence is intelligence applied to our actions.  In facing climate change, what we already know requires a response.  It cannot be easily dismissed.  Significant levels of scientific consensus, even in a situation with less than full certainty, where the consequences of not acting are serious, justifies – indeed, can obligate – our taking action intended to avert potential dangers.”  
So the Catholic Bishops are not just speaking to everyone who agrees with the science; they’re speaking to those who are befuddled by the science; they’re speaking to those who are maybe more convinced by the skeptics on climate change.  But they’re saying the same response is justified morally.  In other words, if enough evidence indicates that the present course of action could jeopardize humankind’s well-being, prudence dictates taking mitigating or preventative action.  This responsibility weighs more heavily upon those with the power to act to protect the poor.  
So we’re the Americans; we’re driving the bus.  So this is kind of – I talked about climate change in our church, and I knew there were a lot of people in the church who weren’t convinced by the science, and I made my Biblical appeal on these grounds.  And I think people can respond to an appeal like this when their convictions are rooted in a Biblical understanding of the world.  The single biggest contributor to global warming is coal burning power for electricity.  I didn’t know that most of our electricity was created by coal burning power when I went to the retreat in 2006, and I think there are probably a lot of people who don’t realize that.  
But coal burning power is the way that we get our electricity, and no one doubts that coal burning power is a very dirty form of energy; that it harms human health.  Coal burning power releases mercury into the atmosphere, which gets into the food chain.  That’s why if you go to the DNR website, come to our state – to Michigan – to fish, but if you’re pregnant, don’t eat any of the fish that you catch in the Great Lakes.  Or eat one meal per month of these fish and avoid those fish – that’s because of coal burning power releasing mercury, it getting into the atmosphere, getting into the food supply.  
The EPA indicates that one of six children born in the United States is at risk for mental retardation, learning disabilities and memory loss due to mercury poisoning, and this is something that affects the poor much more than the wealthy because the coal burning power plants are often near the urban centers, which don’t have the power to keep the coal burning power plants out.  They don’t have the political connections; they don’t have the money; and so the plants get plunked down next to the urban centers and there’s obviously a reason.  
There’s more energy supply needed in those places, so you see these problems much, much harder in the cities.  African-Americans suffer them more than white people do.  All the inequities are exaggerated by climate change.  Other pollutants generated by coal burning power increase the asthma rates and the cancer rates, and again that hits more heavily on the poor.  So the best way to slow down would be to reduce our use of coal for energy, and I think that’s gonna be the thing that people will rally around to say, “Yeah, we just need to do this for so many reasons.”  
And then of course the other steps involve reducing our consumption of oil, and I think again that’s a prudent thing to do.  We know the supply is limited.  We’ll have enough; our children will have to suffer the consequences of not having enough.  A prudence perspective would be we need to act now so that our children don’t suffer as much, not to mention the geopolitical concerns about gee, we’re putting money in the hands of people who really want to do us harm.  We have a church plant in Kashmir, which is a Muslim country that’s racked with militant Islamic movement, and I had a friend who was murdered.  
And the arms supplies and everything else, it came from oil money, and I think about that friend when I put gas in my car, and I think about what’s the next car I should buy.  So let me just close by this issue of a spiritual cultural transformation.  I read Carl’s article – it’s in your thing on the moral climate – and Carl brought up the issue of sacrifice.  And I was interested that in this retreat I went to, none of the environmentalists talked about sacrifice, because they know that sacrifice is just not a word that has resonance in the American psyche.  
So they talk about business, they talk about economics – they don’t talk about sacrifice because it hurts the cause, so to speak.  And I thought, “Gee, that’s not good, is it?”  And evangelicals, we’re the most powerful thought leaders in the area of morality in the country because of our size and our media influence.  And America’s a very religious nation, and why is sacrifice a dirty word in America?  I think we evangelicals have some responsibility for that, that we haven’t been preaching about the need for sacrifice, which is what – giving something good up for a greater good, which is what sacrifice is.  
So personally I think the recession is God’s way of telling us we’ve been living beyond our means, and we’re in this mess because we sacrificed the long-term good for short-term gain on an economic level, and I think the same applies in our use of energy.  So it’s time that we start sacrificing again for the sake of the climate.  Scientists are not in a position to go around preaching about sacrifice because there’s no agreed-upon sacred text to advocate for sacrifice.  We’ve got a test that people regard as sacred, so it’s like our job to start advocating for these things within our faith communities.  
To scientists, I’ll just close by saying well, what inspires human beings to sacrifice?  Now what actually inspires a human being to sacrifice?  Well, what inspires a human being to do anything – it’s basically what’s going on in their brain, and you know the brain has three main areas.  There’s the brain stem, which is like the primal part of the human brain – the fight/flight/freeze instinct – birds, you know – that’s all that brain stem.  And then on top of that is the limbic system, the emotional parts of the brain, and then on top of that is the cerebral cortex that makes it hard for women to bear children without pain because our brains are so big.  
And you’ve got those three different parts of the brain, and you actually have to appeal to all parts of the human brain to get the human being to do anything.  So what scientists can do is they can give us the best kind of cerebral cortex information, and I think they’ve been doing their job.  But then we’ve got the emotional response – what would love tell us to do in response to this – love for our fellow man, our wanting to bond with fellow man?  And then what would fear tell us, and from a religious framework, fear is a legitimate motive.  
The Bible says that the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom, meaning like I don’t wanna cross God.  This is his stuff and if I mess with it – you know you can’t mess with Mother Nature because Mother Nature is gonna mess with you, and Mother Nature is kind of neutral morally.  What about a God who actually has a moral perspective on the world?  I have fear about this issue, and I think it’s a healthy, holy fear, and human beings need all three of those parts of their brain functioning in order to have a full human response to a crisis like climate change.  
So I think we really do need each other to respond to this issue.  So I’m sorry I went a little bit long, but this was like kind of complicated material; it’s the first time I presented it in this form, so thanks for your patience.  Why don’t we talk about climate change?
End
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