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The Hebrew and Christian bible can be approached in multiple different ways when regarding its more modern ecological interpretations of the twentieth and twenty-first century. This can range from many different thoughts and ideologies when regarding where and how one lives, how one worships and how environmentally pro-active and minded one is. Christians can either support or criticize the representation of our natural world within multiple biblical texts possibly generating a hermeneutic of suspicion towards these traditional ‘patriarchal’ scriptures. Subsequently, many take a more eco-recovery approach and they can use these texts as an optimistic and positive headway towards advocating ecological movements of sustainability; to preserve and care for our natural world as can be expressed and interpreted within certain biblical narratives.
 In this essay I will be critically analysing different approaches towards the verses within Genesis 1:26-28 as well as offering my own opinions and approach. I will analytically explore different authors and scholars such as D.G. Horrell, Norman Habel, Cambry Pardee, as well as others to see what approaches other academics interpret these biblical verses. By doing this, I will draw my own conclusion on the approaches and also critically examine my least supportive approaches. By doing this, I can come to an overall conclusion on whether Genesis 1:26-28, to me, is more of a Resistance Type A approach towards the ecological representations of Genesis 1, or if it does indeed take a different, positive-recovery approach.
Genesis 1:26-28 are different historical verses within the biblical narrative of the story of Genesis; the first story within the old testament of the bible. Verses 26-28 in Genesis consist of God’s creation of humankind in his images and likeness. I will be analytically exploring the approaches to these particular verses due to the strong decrees given by God, for humankind to have dominion over every living thing on earth. I believe this to be a good part of Genesis 1 to analyse, due to the many ecological approaches and conflicting interpretations that have been taken as to how one interprets these declarations of human dominion on earth. These being for self-exploited entitlement of nature, respectful stewardship for all living and natural beings on earth or possibly something else entirely.
As briefly mentioned, my main approach towards Genesis 1:26-28 is the ‘Resistance Type A’. By this, I mean that I mainly interpret the biblical text in an anthropocentric and earthly empathetic point of view rather than an ecological one. I view these verses within Genesis 1:26-28 as one of human self-entitlement, dominion and superiority over all living creatures as well as over the whole natural world itself for personal human gain. To me, biblical texts seen in Genesis 1 give a hermeneutic of suspicion to Christians all over the world and can lead to Christians of all social classes having completely different opinionated outlooks upon the story of creation and its dominative implications as I believe that these implications and sense of elitism are in full practice and apparent in our modern era more than ever before. A clear example of this can be seen within the biblical verses of Genesis as quoted:
‘God blessed them, and God said to them, “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and subdue it; and have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over every living thing that moves upon the earth.’ (Gen 1:28-29)
An academic that takes a similar approach to my own is Norman Habel in his book: An Inconvenient Text: Is a Green Reading of the Bible Possible? Habel argues in chapter one that there are ‘grey texts’ throughout Genesis 1 that can be interpreted to change, harness and exploit natural lands for mankind’s own productive needs believing it to be the will of God. This is further highlighted as mentioned, through the details of human dominion in what Habel refers to as these negative ‘Grey Texts’, which are texts that seem to somewhat de-value earth and what can arguably be ecologically destructive due to the harmful nature many dominative individuals may inflict on the environment for personal gain. As previously mentioned, taking this approach can mean that one can interpret the verses of Gen 1:26-28 in a more empathetic point of view towards the earth. This has influenced and motivated a movement known as the ‘Earth Bible Team,’ from Adelaide, South Australia. They read and translate the bible into promotions for the modern concerns and injustices of the earth and believe that the voice and representation of earth in the bible, is suffering and oppressed due to the dominion of humankind as represent within 1:26-28.[footnoteRef:1] Therefore, because of this, it can be argued that Genesis 1:26-28 does not hold positively ecological values but instead upholds a negative and subdued planet earth at the mercy of the multiplying human dominion as represented in God’s commands. This makes me believe that these verses could be ecologically rejected due to the overwhelming evidence of the resistance approach of human dominion over other more ecological recovery approaches.  [1:  Earth Bible Team, Earth Bible: Reading the Bible from the Perspective of the Earth. (2020) http://www.webofcreation.org/Earthbible.html [accessed 14 January 2020].] 

‘Gen 1:26-28, [Habel] would argue is a grey text – a text that is ecologically destructive, devaluing Earth and offering humans a God-given right to harness nature.’[footnoteRef:2] [2:  N. Habel, An Inconvenient Text: Is a Green Reading of the Bible Possible? P.2] 

A further argument Habel gives in reference to the story of creation is of the ‘Image of God’, whereby he states that unlike all other living creatures that are earth-born, humankind is created and made in the ‘modelled’[footnoteRef:3] image and likeness of God. Therefore, this can support this ecological dominion debate in which Habel refers to the Book of Ezekiel detailing Philistine models of mice ravaging lands, and of statues of deities holding strong similarities to the image and representation of humankind by God. To somewhat ‘rule’ and ‘lead’ the rest of the natural world and everything living on it, comparing this to a king ruling a piece of land; humankind, as Habel argues, are somewhat ‘royal representatives of the ruling deity.’[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, they have the right to exercise the power of their dominion over the natural world. Similarly, this is how a ruling king in the ancient world BCE would do the same. This provides a mandate to dominate, multiply and subdue the earth along with all living things on it; becoming rulers of all creation rather than stewards. This gives support to the argument of a dualism between humankind and all of nature. As this inherited superiority is interpreted by the academic Howard Wallace who proposes that ‘Gen 1:26-28 is indeed seen as implicated in causing the ecological problems that have stemmed from aggressive human exploitation of the earth.’[footnoteRef:5] [3:  An Inconvenient Text: Is a Green Reading of the Bible Possible? P.4]  [4:  An Inconvenient Text: Is a Green Reading of the Bible Possible? P.5]  [5:  D.G. Horrell, The Bible and the Environment: Towards a Critical Ecological Biblical Theology. P.33] 

However, a completely different approach to Genesis 1:26-28 is of a recovery approach. This is a more positive and optimistic outlook on the biblical verses to seek a better understanding of the possible ecological wisdoms and useful resources given within the bible. An example of the recovery approach in action is the creation of the ‘Green Bible’ which was created by Harper Bibles on October 7th 2008, that consists of every positive reference towards the natural world highlighted in green throughout all the texts, giving better ecological values.[footnoteRef:6] This contrasts with the devaluation of the grey texts as expressed in Habel’s literature, giving a more positive ecological representation towards the natural world throughout the biblical stories. [6:  GBT, The Green Bible (2019) http://www.thegreenbible.org.uk/ [accessed 14 January 2020].
] 

Some opposing views to the Resistance Type A approach can be read in D.G. Horrell’s book: ‘The Bible and the Environment: Towards a Critical Ecological Biblical Theology’ in which he states that those who support the contemporary ecological agendas of the biblical texts, believe that biblical stories like Genesis 1:26-28, ‘cannot be held responsible for legitimating any wide-ranging mandate for human exploitation of the earth [or] its contemporary manifestations in scientific and technological mastery of nature.’[footnoteRef:7] Horrell continues this by claiming that despite the difficulty in defending the criticisms of human dominion in Genesis 1:26-28, many ecological recovery believers interpret these verses in their ancient historical context. This is argued by James Barr within Horrell’s book because of the Hebrew words used within Genesis 1:26-28 not being as strong as some interpret them to be, but instead, should be interpreted by mankind more as a duty of respect towards preserving the natural world rather than exploiting it. Additionally, the connections between the modern sciences and biblical faith is not as directly connected, as academics of resistance to this approach such as ‘Lynn White in his controversial 1967 paper entitled: ‘The Historical Roots of Our Ecologic Crisis’ [footnoteRef:8]make it out to be. [7:  The Bible and the Environment: Towards a Critical Ecological Biblical Theology. P.25]  [8:  L. White ‘The Historical Roots of our Ecologic Crisis.’ P.1205] 

I believe these thoughts to be problematic due to the historical relations between mankind and nature being of exploitation and egotistical selfishness. My views on this are reinforced in Lynn White’s 1967 paper in a chapter entitled: ‘Medieval View of Man and Nature.’ Whereas previously mentioned, he explored the relationship between man and nature in the medieval era, using an example of the scratch plough in 7th century AD. He compares the transition of the early ploughs used by two oxen to tillage the soil of lands towards scratching ploughs with vertical knives used by large plough teams of eight combined oxen instead of the usual two. Because of this, distribution of land was no longer based ‘on the needs of a family but, rather, on the capacity of a power machine to till the earth.’[footnoteRef:9] Therefore, White concludes this ruthlessness of modern technology holds similarity to man’s newfound relations with natural soil, mankind was now an exploiter of nature rather than being a part of it. In my opinion this can disprove James Barr’s argument within Horrell’s book.  [9:  ‘The Historical Roots of our Ecologic Crisis.’ P.1205
] 

This is because of the strong technological and agricultural advancements of humankind since Christ’s death. Most notably, in the last two hundred years since the beginning of the industrial revolution humans are arguably exploiting the natural resources of the world now more than ever (Increased uses of Gas, Coal, Oil, Fossil Fuels etc), especially, with the factual evidence of increased carbon emissions into our atmosphere, the dramatic changes of the climate and the slow warming of our planet.[footnoteRef:10]Therefore, in my opinion Marr’s interpretations of the Hebrew words used in Genesis 1 not having strong connotations today, is what I believe to be the opposite to what these words really represent in modern society. This is that these senses of ‘Kabash’ (subduing) the world and ‘Radah’ (dominating it) is more relevant now more than ever in the history of humankind.[footnoteRef:11] Therefore, I conclude from these thoughts that interpreting Genesis 1, especially ‘Gen 1:26-28’ in an anthropocentric point of view holds much more validity today as thinking ecologically positively about this text does.  [10:  BBC One, Climate Change: The Facts (2020) https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m00049b1 [accessed 12 January 2020]]  [11:  C. Pardee, ‘Making Earth Heaven: Ecological Implications of Genesis 1-3.’ P.2
] 

Despite, there being more evidence within Genesis 1:26-28 supporting the Resistance Type A approach, it also does not come without its own criticisms. Opposers to this approach would argue that resistance runs risks of interpreters having expected ideological pre-determined requirements upon the biblical texts. This means that they would reject more recovery ecological supportive texts based on Christian ecological traditional ethics instead of reformative eco outlooks. This, it is argued, will lead to the undermining of biblical authority and of the true worth of the consisting ‘green’ and ‘grey’ stories of the bible, leading, to more possible ‘Resistance Type B’ approaches rather than type A. This completely disregards any kind of reformative ecology within any biblical texts and is committed to the full authority and worth of the bible. However, I mainly disagree with these criticisms due to the desperate need for Christians to re-interpret the bible for the better of modern ecology. If many are committed to every word within the bible, then one must adhere to it and act as stewards to the rest of God’s creation. Furthermore, the hermeneutic of suspicion to biblical texts will be vastly different depending on the place and era someone is living. The modern environmental crises of the 21st century was non-existent prior to the advancements of the 20th and 21st century. Therefore, Christians would historically have different ecological ideologies of Genesis 1:26-28. 
Another argument within Genesis 1:26-28 is of the interpretations of goodness within the biblical verses. One argument is by Cambry Pardee in her article: Making Earth Heaven: Ecological Implications of Genesis 1-3.’ She emphasises God’s evaluations of his creation and constantly reminds readers throughout Genesis 1-2 that what he created was ‘good’. As mentioned, Pardee argues that the translation of ‘dominion’ within Genesis 1:26-28 does not imply any uses of abusive or exploitation, but instead the rule of a benevolent king. This is because to Pardee, the use of dominion within these verses is not near as harsh as in any other old testament. Such as its four-time use within Leviticus, three of those time leading to ‘severity or harshness’.[footnoteRef:12] As well as in Numbers 24.19 with razing a city or in Isiah 14.6 leading to anger and fury according to Pardee. Therefore, it can be argued from this that my resistance type A approach of human dominion within Genesis may not be the true first intentions of the human species by God, due to the passive-aggressiveness of the passage. I adhere to this interpretation more than other approaches because of the constant changing societies of mankind throughout history. Depending on when and where one lives, and is brought up, one will always have a hermeneutic of suspicion upon the biblical texts more than someone else. This depends on the era and location one lives and how they interpret these biblical texts. [12: ‘Making Earth Heaven: Ecological Implications of Genesis 1-3.’ P.2] 

In conclusion, there are many critical interpretations Christians and theologians can have when reading Genesis 1:26-28. Whether this is coming from an eco-recovery approach that has been explored or by an anthropocentric-dominative Resistance Type A approach. It is clear that Genesis 1:26-28 is always open to many different interpretations. As I conclude, from the works analytically explored, I do hold many adherences to theories that I thought I would not, when starting this research. I still believe that Genesis 1:26-28 does represent Christianity as a human dominative, anthropocentric religion as White and Habel proposes. However, I now also agree that in our modern times, it is more necessary than ever to look more at these texts in a recovery-ecological approach for the widespread influence the Christian bible possesses worldwide. 
Thus, we can stop advancing as a race in the results of further damage and exploitation of the earth but instead, find more renewable, sustainable and reliable new systems resulting in better care for all-natural creation. Therefore, interpreting influential text such as this, can bring efficiency and sustainability to our natural world in the years to come.
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