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Some resources to provide Catholic background: 

1. CCCB, Building a New Culture: Central Themes in Recent Church Teaching on the Environment (2013)

2. CCCB, Criteria to Assist the CCCB when Evaluating Proposed Joint Texts on Climate Change (2011)

Some Key principles in the Catholic understanding

· Human beings are created in God’s image. We are unique among created material beings. But we are also part of creation, so we cannot act as if the world is simply something external that we can manipulate at will.

· There is an intrinsic order to creation (it has all been made through the Word “Logos”). 

· Because of our unique place in creation, we have a responsibility to care for the world (responsible stewardship). If we weren’t set above the rest of creation, we couldn’t have this responsibility. 

· Human Ecology: there is a close relationship between justice in human relationships, and care for the environment. When human rights and relationships are violated, the earth will be violated too. This is because of the unique position of human beings. (a kind of “cascade effect” – cf. Rm 8.19-23)

· Solidarity (includes concept of universal destination of goods): We are one people. The goods of the earth belong to all (not just a select few). This means both that natural resources need to be fairly distributed and not hoarded, but also that we must preserve the environment for others, including future generations.

· It is not the role of the Catholic Church (at least, not its Bishops or pastors) to provide answers of a technical nature. This is left to laity, particularly those involved in civil society. 

Some comments on the Draft text itself

One World

· in the Catholic understanding, creation is “good,” as opposed to dualistic anthropologies which saw the material world as evil. But this does not mean that it is “sacred.” If everything is sacred, then “sacred” becomes meaningless.

· Also, this paragraph seems to equate the earth with creation. Not only is the universe much more than our earth, but creation includes spiritual beings as well (angels). This is alluded to in the Nicene Creed (“all things visible and invisible”).

Gift of Creation and the Common Good

· Here we have the first instance of use of the word “now” (it happens 9 times) which seems overdone, and implies that our moral obligations have suddenly changed. However, if wrecking the earth is bad now, it was always bad.

· There is perhaps a lack of nuance when we are told we are obligated to “safeguard Earth’s climate against further disruption”. This could be better nuanced by saying “further human disruption”. Also, who is the “we”? It seems that it is humanity as a whole, for churches on their own cannot stop industries.

· The final sentence in this section is very good.

The Common Good and Climate Change

· the term “Human-Earth relationship” is introduced here without being explained. Historically, this relationship has simply been understood by Christians as the responsibility for stewardship. Couldn’t this term be used instead?

· It seems to be an exaggeration to suggest that every single justice issue is now situated within “the Human-Earth relationship” as well as to say that climate change is disrupting “all the areas” where we work for justice. 

· It is possible to establish human climate disruption as a justice issue without making overreaching claims.

· ** this section makes no actual mention of the “common good,” nor does it touch on the topic. (the point being made is rather that every area of justice is linked to climate change)

Climate Justice

· again, very awkward language is used – “modify the Human-Earth Relationship”. Why not simply say “to better care for the planet entrusted to us”?

· this section is actually about solidarity – perhaps the title could be changed?

· The final 2 sentences are odd-sounding – “Increasing fossil fuel extraction and consumption . . . moves us away from our faith in the God of justice.” What does this mean? Is it impossible to be a faithful Christian if one works in the energy industry? This is a rather grandiose moral statement.

Transformation

· many of these proposals are technical, and thus not subject to theological commentary.

Right Relationship

· the idea that the economy is about relationships is good and perhaps worthy of development

· “in Right Relationship we touch the fullness of human meaning and the Presence of the Divine” – the meaning here is unclear. However, the idea of “right relationship” seems to be the same as the traditional concept of “righteousness.”

· In order to give this an explicitly Christian grounding, why not say something like the following: “As Christians, we are redeemed by Jesus Christ and drawn into a saving relationship with God who is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. And because we are created beings living in a world created through God’s Word (Logos), this relationship must be lived in a way that respects the natural order of that world. “Those who say ‘I love God,’ and hate their brothers and sisters are liars” (1 Jn 4.20), and when we deliberately destroy our natural environment we ruin what rightly belongs to all our brothers and sisters.”

Economy for Life

· the definition of “the economy” provided here seems to differ from what was given in the previous section (where it is “about access to the means of life”). Why do we say it “must be redefined as . . .”? No reason is given for why the current definition (which is not given) is inadequate.

· This paragraph basically seems to be an assertion that the problem with our economy is its dependence on fossil fuel consumption, which contributes to climate change.

Covenant

· it is unclear how “the Earth sciences” teach us that continued use of fossil fuels will lead to “societal collapse.” This kind of prognostication is simply not in the domain of the earth sciences.

· the talk about “betray[ing] . . . the goodness of God in creation” and “trampl[ing] the covenant of Right Relationship” is confusing. It would be clearer to say something like the following: “As Christians, we consider that this would be a betrayal of our relationship with the God who made and loves us, and a violation of our solemn obligation as human beings made in his image to care for the earth.”

· The statement about renewable energy technology is certainly outside the scope of a churches’ statement, from the Catholic point of view. It seems to me that reasonable minds could differ on whether we already have the technology to abandon a fossil-fuel economy.

