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Historically Christians have had difficulty formulating a widely accepted ethic and praxis

regarding material wealth. This confusion has roots in the scriptures themselves, where

material wealth is described in terms of both blessing and caution. The consumptive, affluent

lifestyles enjoyed by many North American Christians today find strong affirmation in

John Schneider’s The Good of Affluence (2002). Our central response to Schneider’s

justification of material affluence is that its focus is too limited. By concentrating on the

individual and his or her immediate material context, Schneider seems to overlook God’s more

encompassing desire for all of creation to flourish. We contrast Schneider’s perspective

with ours using a rubric based on the biblical concept of shalom. The distinctions include:

the interpretation of God’s primary desire for human beings (flourishing materially vs.

flourishing in diverse ways); the fundamental nature of human beings (as individuals vs.

as members of communities); a prescribed human-creation model (ruler over creation vs.

servant within creation); and the character of our fundamental governing system (un-

restrained capitalism/consumption vs. limit-bounded capitalism/sustainability). Neither

blindly condemning nor uncritically condoning material affluence, we propose a model

for assessing material affluence based on shalomic living. We hold that God’s desire for

human beings to flourish is subsumed within (but not replaced by) his desire for all of

creation to flourish.

F
or the past several years, I (Dave) have

taught a spring course at the Au Sable

Institute of Environmental Studies, a

Christian Biological Station in northern

Michigan. When I teach at Au Sable, I stay at

one of the small cabins they have in a little

cluster of buildings on the shore of Big Twin

Lake. On most days, after returning from

field trips for supper, I stay in the classroom

with students until dusk, at which time I

walk the half-mile or so back to my cabin.

During these walks, I am treated to a host

of evening forest sounds, including frog cho-

ruses, small mammal rustlings, and a variety

of bird songs. Usually one of the birds I hear

is the common loon—who makes an eerie,

prehistoric sounding wail that is unmistak-

able. Without going into details of this bird’s

biology, it is important to note that loons

nest on the shores of lakes that are typically

found in remote, undisturbed locations. True

to this pattern, the loons do not nest on Big

Twin Lake by Au Sable, most likely because

summer cabins and cottages surround it.

Rather, the loons use Big Twin Lake to feed

on the fish found in these waters.

A pattern I have noticed each spring is

that human activity around the lake increases

substantially as Memorial Day approaches.

Many of the cottage owners make their pil-

grimage to Big Twin Lake for this holiday

weekend. The intensification of human activ-

ity is mirrored by a disappearance of loons
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from the lake during this same period. From

Thursday night through Monday night there

are no loon calls from the waters of Big Twin

Lake. The human presence is too acute for

the birds to enjoy comfortable fishing.

I tell this story as illustration that material

human affluence typically comes at a cost to

nonhuman creation. The structures around

Big Twin Lake are second homes for the

people who own them. The boats and jet skis

that are ever-present during the holiday

weekend are luxury items for individuals

who enjoy a lifestyle well above that of sub-

sistence living. While this increased material

prosperity may be of benefit to human

beings, it has a detrimental effect on the

welfare of loons.

I know that I need to be careful in assess-

ing this situation. My income, like that of

many North Americans, is clearly at a level

above that of subsistence living. Further-

more, one of the cabins on this lake that

supports human activity is the one in which

I stay. Yet the questions that emerge from

this illustration require attention. Does God

desire material affluence for human beings?

Is the achievement of human affluence more

important than the welfare of the broader

creation? Does material affluence always

necessitate a degradation of creation? Is our

current governing economic system (mod-

ern capitalism) able to protect nonhuman

creation as it responds to resource depletion

by increased market prices?

John Schneider’s The Good of Affluence:
Seeking God in a Culture of Affluence1 has
helped to bring me face to face with the chal-
lenge of affluence and the potential conflicts
it raises for Christians today. This paper rep-
resents a working out of questions raised by
the loon story, and in the end, offers a new
perspective from which such questions can
be more appropriately engaged.

Introduction
When living in Tanzania, my wife and I

encountered the notion that taking some-

thing one needs from a North American is

like taking a bucket of water out of a large

river: there will always be more water to

replace the bucket that was removed. Ethical

implications aside, this is a notion that accu-

rately depicts the concept of affluence—

“having a generously sufficient and typically

increasing supply of material possessions.”

A related, but more encompassing concept is

“to flourish.” This word bears the same root

and image as the verb, “to flower.” Accord-

ing to Webster’s dictionary, “to flourish” is

“to grow luxuriantly” or “to thrive.”2

Affluence is a condition with which the

church historically has struggled, and yet a

condition that many North American Chris-

tians enjoy today at unprecedented levels.

In this culture, affluence is seen as a precon-

dition for flourishing, and at times the two

concepts are treated as the same (consider

the image raised by the phrase, “the good

life”). However, recent studies indicate that

in the midst of all this affluence, the actual

flourishing of North Americans is remarkably

low.3 While material possessions have become

a hallmark of our society, contentment and

happiness (i.e., “thriving”) have not.

Into this peculiar situation, Schneider

articulates a bold and thoughtful justifica-

tion for lifestyles enjoyed by many North

American Christians, lifestyles that too often

are simply assumed without the careful

thought and assessment they demand.4 In so

doing, he gives the often-neglected business

community a theological voice in discussions

on resource use and creation care. Schneider

raises several legitimate points that environ-

mentalists would benefit from acknowledg-

ing. He notes that God desires material

affluence for his human subjects; God expects

and desires for us to delight in the goodness

of his creation; North American capitalism

has made valuable contributions to the envi-

ronmental movement; and, much good can

result from material affluence. In sum, we

believe a theological perspective on wealth

generation, such as Schneider offers, is a

perspective that must be engaged when

stewardship is considered. Today material

affluence comes with too great a cost to the

creation and holds too much potential bene-

fit for the creation for it any longer to be left

out of discussions on creation care.
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Yet, while we find Schneider’s contribu-

tion valuable, we think the context within

which Christians ought to be thinking about

material affluence is much larger than he

considers. We will proceed by identifying

four fundamental starting points on which

we find common ground with Schneider;

then with each we will offer an expanded

interpretation that will bring us to a different

endpoint. To conclude, we provide a new,

yet simple construct of how affluent Chris-

tians can assess their material wealth, and in

so doing suggest ways that can bring our

wealth into a spiritual and practical frame-

work that is more consistent with our

Christian faith.

Although this paper is largely a response

to Schneider’s book, it parallels the wider

tension that has been present for decades

between environmentalists and the busi-

ness/economics community.5 It is our hope

that these efforts will not contribute added

divisiveness to this tension, but will instead

bring these two groups into closer dialogue.

Points of Common
Ground and Expansion
God’s Desire for Human Beings
At the outset of his book, Schneider makes

clear that his interpretation of God’s desire

for human beings is, at its core, one of mate-

rial blessedness: “… God’s primary will is

that his human creatures should flourish

materially.”6 While we agree that God

desires human beings to enjoy life and that a

certain level of material affluence is neces-

sary for such enjoyment, we would like to

expand Schneider’s notion by suggesting

this is not God’s primary goal for us. Words

such as “prosper,” “prosperity,” and “flour-

ish” that appear frequently in Scripture7

connote more than material flourishing; they

refer to a broader notion of flourishing that

we defined above. A brief illustration here

may help.

When a Tanzanian friend who came to

Columbus, Ohio, for graduate work was

asked what she thought about living in the

United States, she told us she was terribly

homesick and wanted very badly to return

to Tanzania. Tanzania is one of the poorest

countries in Africa, and the place to which

she longed to return was Mwanza, a city

of one million people with dirt roads in its

downtown district, and desperately poor

people living in shacks all along its stony

hillsides. But this woman would choose

Mwanza over Columbus because, as she

explained, none of the North Americans she

met had any time to get to know her.8

For this woman, and countless other

global citizens, the flourishing of relation-

ships means more than affluence of finances
and possessions. Emphasizing material

affluence as God’s “primary will” for his

human creatures de-emphasizes so many

other aspects of our humanity.9 It is good

for us to recognize that while our North

American society is rich in material posses-

sions, we can learn much from cultures less

blessed with material prosperity, but richer

than us in other ways. While we recognize

that God is concerned with our affluence, or

our material flourishing, we do not think this

aspect of our personhood is more important

than our social or psychological or spiritual

flourishing.

Furthermore, God’s desire for human

beings to flourish occurs within his desire

for the whole creation to flourish. His com-

mand, “Be fruitful and increase in number,”

was not only given to human beings but to

birds and fish as well (Gen. 1:22). It follows

that mere human flourishing is a hollow

flourishing; a flourishing that by itself falls

short of God’s desire for the creation.

There is now little doubt that the current

impact of human beings is seriously jeopar-

dizing the ability of the broader creation to

flourish. One line of evidence (among many)

is that we are currently in the midst of an

epic extinction period. Although estimates

of the total number of species on earth vary

widely from 6 to 30 million (or more), low

estimates for extinction rates are in the range

of 6 to 10 per day.10 This rate is far in excess of

any prior times, including the most recent

mass extinction period that occurred at the

end of the dinosaur age.11 While these num-

bers may be startling enough as they stand,

more troubling is the primary cause of

extinctions today—habitat loss from the

alteration of creation exacted by a single spe-

cies, Homo sapiens. This situation is docu-

mented by a host of scientists and also

increasingly recognized as a significant

problem by economists,12 business leaders,13

politicians,14 philosophers,15 and theolo-

gians,16 including Joseph Sittler who notes:
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The American epic has come to a turning point in the

spirit of our minds. We have, while solving some

problems, ignored others. We have fashioned a soci-

ety and an industrial order at a cost, and the bill is due

and payable. The magnificence of our endowment

has been cleverly used and appallingly abused.

The accumulated garbage of the achievement has

befouled the air, polluted the water, scarred the land,

besmirched the beautiful, clogged and confused our

living space, so managed all human placement and

means of movement as to convenience us as consum-

ers and insult us as persons.17

Therefore, even beyond limiting the ability of other

creatures to flourish, we are the cause of their extermina-

tion.18 In a time such as this, when God’s masterpiece

of biodiversity is suffering unprecedented degradation,

a call for human beings to strive for even greater material

prosperity seems tragically (for the broader creation and

ourselves)19 misguided.

The Fundamental Nature of Human Beings
One of the great comforts and great mysteries of Christian-

ity is that the Creator of all things concerns himself with

the welfare of individual creatures such as us. God wants

each and every human creature to flourish, and part of that

flourishing includes having basic needs met so that we can

enjoy and delight in the fruits of creation. On this note,

we share common ground with Schneider. However,

the concern that our three-in-one, relational God has for

individual human beings does not occur in an existential

vacuum.20 He is concerned with us as we exist within a

physical and social context, and these contexts are of deep

concern to him as well. God’s creation is one in which

there is no mere existence, only co-existence.21 We co-exist

in relationship with God, with our fellow human creatures

and with the broader creation in which we exist, and God

is the loving caretaker of all these interconnections.22

In Creating a Just Future, German theologian Jurgen

Moltmann further emphasizes that as community mem-

bers we are also in relationship with future generations.23

Moltmann suggests our generation exhibits selfishness

with regard to the generations to come. We are exhausting

resources, losing precious topsoil, and injecting poisonous

chemicals and nuclear wastes into the earth, all at levels

that seriously endanger the quality of life for future

human beings.24

This emphasis on relationality (in space and time) seems

largely absent from Schneider’s work. His suggested goal

for individuals today is one of achieving personal material

prosperity, with apparently little regard for the cost it

exacts on others. He states:

It is no doubt why delightful physical actions like get-

ting in good shape, buying a fine new dress or suit,

having one’s hair done well, shaving and putting on

a good aftershave, or getting behind the wheel of a

finely tuned car elevate us from various states of

depression and discouragement. The same is true of

curling up in a pleasurable sitting room in front of a

fire in winter, and of grilling steaks on a cedar deck

on a warm spring evening … And it is the condition

of affluence alone that makes full delight possible.25

While Schneider’s images of personal adornment,

choice of personal transportation, personal leisure, and

food choice may have the ability to make us as individuals

experience some degree of “delight,” these lifestyle

choices may have significant detrimental effects on our

relationships with future generations, the earth, our fellow

humans today, and on our relationship with the Creator.26

Recognizing ourselves as relational beings dependent on

the integrated communities within which we exist, should

have significant consequences for the lifestyle choices we

make. God desires “full delight” not only for us as individ-

uals, but also for the communities we necessarily exist

within. For many North Americans, leading lifestyles of

restraint will likely be more relationship-affirming than

leading lifestyles of increasing luxury.27

A Prescribed Human-Creation Model
In the second chapter of The Good of Affluence, Schneider

comments beautifully on the dangers of consumerism and

the power that material affluence can exert over human

beings, even those “who sincerely profess faith in the true

God.”28 We find strong agreement with these comments,

as we do when Schneider goes on to describe God as a lov-

ing Creator who finds great joy in the things he has made.

However, somewhat peculiarly, Schneider writes that this

image of a God who deeply loves and rejoices in his non-

human elements of creation is an image we should keep in

“the background” as we consider imago Dei. If this is who

God is, and we are created in his image, we wonder why

such a revelation should be kept in the background. Instead,

we believe this aspect of God’s nature is of utmost impor-

tance as we think about and live out our relationships

within the created world.

… in the context of modern consumer

capitalism, there is little danger of failing

to recognize human dominion. Indeed,

the danger seems to be the opposite …

In his ensuing discussion of imago Dei, Schneider

follows J. Richard Middleton’s emphasis on the image of

God as connoting God’s royal representative, one who

holds a kingly dominion over creation.29 When consider-

ing the Babylonian creation account (and the perspective
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of some deep ecologists today who deny any

special status for Homo sapiens), this empha-

sis is needed. However, in the context of

modern consumer capitalism, there is little

danger of failing to recognize human domin-

ion. Indeed, the danger seems to be the

opposite, where a notion of royal dominion

over creation needs to be balanced by the

other voices present in Genesis.

Schneider’s treatment of dominion heavily

emphasizes the concept of “rule” (radah). To

radah is certainly to rule, but to rule in a man-

ner that reflects how the Creator rules. This

is where the notion of a God who loves and

takes joy in his creation is paramount and

should not be relegated to “background” sta-

tus. A good ruler is one who truly loves and

rejoices in the subjects being ruled. A good

ruler will insure that the subjects being ruled

are allowed to flourish.30

God gives additional stewardship direc-

tives in Gen. 2:15 where Adam is told to

“work” (abad) the garden and to “take care

of it” (shamar). The Hebrew word abad is

translated elsewhere in the Old Testament as

“to serve,” as in Josh. 24:15, “But as for me

and my household, we will abad the Lord.”

Likewise, shamar is rendered with a variety

of English translations, including “to keep,”

“to protect,” or “to preserve.” The Aaronic

blessing common at the conclusion of many

worship services from Num. 6:24 uses this

same word, “The Lord bless you and shamar

you.” By advocating a utilitarian under-

standing of radah and omitting Gen. 2:15

from his concept of dominion, Schneider

develops an image of stewardship that is

predominantly nonrelational, controlling and

ultimately self-serving.31

By contrast, we suggest a broader under-

standing, infused with the rich meanings of

these three Hebrew words, but also based

on the model of the incarnate Christ, who

took on the very nature of a servant so

that all things could be reconciled to God.32

Stewardship modeled after an embedded,

servant Christ will lead to human activity

within the creation that foundationally

exhibits gentle ruling, serving and preserv-

ing.33 This type of behavior is not consistent

with a lifestyle of acquiring ever-increasing

material affluence at the cost of creation’s

integrity. Furthermore, if our model for cre-

ation care comes from Christ who gave up

his life for the entire creation, then instead

of viewing creation as a resource for our

expanding affluence, we should address the

question, what can we give up so that the

creation can better flourish?34

The Character of Our
Fundamental Governing System
Schneider is clear in his belief that the mate-

rial prosperity he promotes is best achieved

by a capitalistic, technology-based, growth-

driven economy. There is little doubt that

such a connection has some validity. Quality

of life is greatest in capitalist nations, where

income levels and health services are high

on a global standard. Schneider’s point that

it is the affluent members of the world that

are at the forefront of most environmental

movements also deserves consideration (al-

though not blind acceptance).35 Yet, to simply

stop here (as Schneider largely does) is to

ignore the costs associated with such an eco-

nomic system, costs that typically demand

significant sacrifice by both the underprivi-

leged of these societies, as well as the natural

world in which these societies exist.36

We advocate a broader understanding of

economy than what Schneider, and many

others, typically consider. At its core, “econ-

omy” (from the Greek, oeconomia) refers to

management of the “household.” When the

household is recognized to be the bio-

sphere,37 then a proper economy will insure

the welfare of the commodities (monetary

included, but not explicitly included) of the

entire biosphere.38 In this vein, North Ameri-

can capitalism falls short of what a proper

economy should be for at least three reasons:

first, it demands an economy that must con-

tinue to grow to be successful even though

it is dependent on a finite resource base,39

second, it focuses on human material (finan-

cial) welfare, to the exclusion of so many

other aspects of humanity (including per-

sonal health, peaceful existence, social rela-

tionships, etc.),40 and third, because it only

addresses the welfare of one of the members

of the household, human beings.41

While not dismissing capitalism as the

best system for promoting human welfare,

we contend that the manifestation of this

system in North America is too unilaterally

profit (growth) driven and at its core, unsus-

tainable. Schneider writes:

Eden set the man and woman free from

servitude to want, it unleashed them …
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to take human pleasure in the whole of life … Capi-

talism has brought us closer to recreating that

condition than has any other economic system in

the history of the world.42

While there is some legitimacy here, the type of unre-

strained capitalism promoted these days is far from

Eden-esque. It is good to be reminded that even in Eden

there were limits, limits that were part of God’s good and

perfect creation. The temptation of overstepping good and

healthy limits is pervasive in our consumer-based culture.

We hold out hope that capitalism can become bounded

and re-formed in such a way that good limits are set and

respected, and where today’s key economic concept of

consumption becomes replaced with the more shalomic

notion of sustainability.43

Several economists provide descriptions of just what

such an economy may look like. One of the leading voices

is Herman Daly, senior economist in the Environment

Department of the World Bank until 1994. Daly advocates

a steady-state economy based on ecological principles of

limits and sustainability.44 Among Daly’s ideas to promote

an environmentally sustainable economy are to stop

counting the consumption of natural capital as income, to

tax labor and income less while taxing resource depletion

more, and to support and develop more local markets,

instead of promoting global markets.45

Two other current voices that deserve serious consider-

ation are Lester Brown and Bob Goudzwaard. Brown

echoes Daly’s call for an economy that is ecologically

sustainable.46 He emphasizes that our current economic

system erroneously assumes that nature falls under its

jurisdiction, but instead, the more appropriate under-

standing is that any economic system exists within and is

limited by its natural context. His emphasis that ecologists

and economists work closely together is a development

we see as vital to move capitalism into a more sustainable

arena. Goudzwaard, a Christian economist from the Neth-

erlands, calls for a conversion of a profit-driven economy

to an economy of care and an economy of enough. He sug-

gests that businesses first use their profit to improve the

lives of their workers and the community in which they

exist (environmental and social), before using profit to

grow the business itself.47

Discussions such as this on the relative benefits of vari-

ous manifestations of an economic governing system run

the risk of remaining esoteric, and personally “safe.” But

we must be reminded that any economic system is made

up of individual persons who make daily decisions about

their behavior, behavior that will have implications (finan-

cial and otherwise) on their surroundings. Therefore, in

closing this section, we emphasize that while converting

an economic system from the top down is an intimidating

prospect, changing personal daily decisions in how we

live our lives is something about which we all can be more

intentional.

Our encouragement is for individuals to realize that the

way we earn or spend or save our financial resources will

necessarily have an effect on our relationships within the

creation. The lifestyle choices we make on a daily basis are

indeed significant, and will speak clearly of our commit-

ment or lack thereof to the welfare of the creation.48

Carving out a lifestyle in this age of North American

material affluence that gives evidence of our devotion to

a Creator who deeply loves everything he has made, is a

challenging agenda. At times, the implications of our life-

styles for the broader creation are not easily identified; at

other times, they are clear but we choose to ignore them.

Yet, if our faith truly matters, then it will become manifest

in our daily decisions.

For example, we all know that riding a bicycle, walk-

ing, car pooling, or using public transportation is better

for the creation than driving our individual automobiles.

And certain automobiles themselves are less taxing on the

environment than others. Supporting local and/or organic

farmers is better for the earth than purchasing food grown

by industrial agriculture. Being satisfied with one home

demands less from the creation than having multiple

dwellings. This list can go on and on. What becomes clear

in these considerations is that the best choice for the cre-

ation is not always the most convenient choice for us, or

always the most economically expedient. Yet, if our faith

truly matters, then such decisions will transcend conve-

nience and economics, and will lead to lifestyles that bear

fruits of blessing for the creation. The significance of these

daily decisions is affirmed by Wendell Berry who says:

How we take our lives from this world, how we

work, what work we do, how well we use the materi-

als we use, and what we do with them after we have

used them—all these are questions of the highest and

gravest religious significance. In answering them,

we practice, or do not practice, our religion …

If … we believe that we are living souls, God’s dust

and God’s breath, acting our parts among other

creatures all made of the same dust and breath as our-

selves; and if we understand that we are free, within

the obvious limits of mortal human life, to do evil or

good to ourselves and to the other creatures—then all

our acts have a supreme significance.49

A New Model for Assessing
Material Prosperity
For the reasons stated thus far, a new model of assessing

our affluence is necessary. Such a model should be embed-

ded in the understanding that we are relational creatures,

created by a relational God who allowed his Son to be

sacrificed for the reconciliation of everything he created

(Col. 1:15–20). Acquisition and enjoyment of affluence,

while neither inherently evil nor cosmically good, must be

considered in light of its costs to our relationships with

other people and our relationships with the broader cre-
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ation. Shalom is the guiding principle here—

thus affluence should be assessed as proper

or improper depending on its ability to pro-

mote right relationships that lead to a clearer

reality of shalom.

And what is the nature of this coming

shalom? Shalom is the condition of God’s

final kingdom of righteousness and integ-

rity, a condition that began to unfold with

Christ’s sacrifice, but which will become

complete when he returns. That is, we exist

in an exciting intermediate time, where we

catch glimpses now of the coming glory, but

a time in which the coming glory is all too

often obscured yet by sin. David Wise notes:

Kenneth Maahs identifies the future

peace of creation … to imply the fullest

manifestation of life as God intends it.

“Shalom (peace) is God’s dream
and promise for the fulfillment of
his creation … the knitting together
of all the brokenness in the
cosmos, in the relations between
man and man, a man and himself,
man and nature, within nature, and
between man-nature and God.”

This image of peace is the peace of

the original creation. Much of the pro-

phetic image of the coming creation

speaks of peace understood in these

terms—all creatures dwelling together

without violence.50

In contrast to Schneider’s notion of human

flourishing coming from material delight,51

the biblical vision of shalom gives us a model

of integrity for all of creation, humans and

nonhumans together living in a way where

the entire creation can flourish— materially,

ecologically, socially.52 God’s desire for

humans to flourish (materially or otherwise)

should not preempt the ability for the

broader creation to flourish; instead, in sha-

lom such blessing will be realized by all.

This shalomic vision of an integrated, flour-

ishing creation should be at the heart of dis-

cussions on proper lifestyles and should be

the litmus test by which material affluence

is evaluated.

Based upon this vision, our proposed

model for assessing material affluence begins

with a simple illustration:

I—————————I—————————I
Sacrificial Relational Cosmic Good

The Cosmic Good position (Schneider) calls

on people to free themselves of guilt and to

uncritically enjoy their affluence. The Rela-

tional perspective (largely ours) encourages

redirection of the fruits of affluence outward

from consumption by individuals to benefit

the broader community (creation) in which

they exist. While this paper is largely a com-

parison of the Cosmic Good and Relational

categories, we also recognize a Sacrificial per-

spective that calls on affluent persons to feel

guilty about their wealth and to give up their

affluence for the welfare of others or for the

welfare of the earth. Occupying the middle

ground between guilt and affirmation, the

Relational perspective regrets and works to

minimize the cost on creation that humans

have exacted, yet also promotes joyful lives

that celebrate sustainability as an intrinsic

element of shalom.

For assessing material affluence, we sug-

gest three initial questions that arise from

the model: (1) Where are we located on the

continuum? (2) Would movement on the con-

tinuum result in a more shalom-promoting

outcome? and (3) In today’s world, to what

extent should we, as Christians, be expected

to relinquish the material goods our afflu-

ence makes possible?

Developing honest and informed answers

to these three questions is a challenging task.

This appraisal is best done in community,

where the wisdom of others can balance our

self-interests. Again, this underscores the

importance of recognizing our personhood

as foundationally relational. In a culture that

affirms and rewards individualism, the wit-

ness of the church, that we are fundamen-

tally dependent upon one another and the

whole of creation, is desperately needed. We

must evaluate our material affluence with

acknowledgment of these interdependencies

and then develop lifestyles that promote the

welfare of all of creation.

There is no doubt, in any case, that our

way of life will change. The question is

whether it will change in an avalanche

of evil consequences, or before it,

because we have changed our minds,

that is, whether necessity will change

us or whether, by repenting, we retain

some freedom to choose a better way.53

Conclusion
We conclude that a theological perspective

on wealth generation needs to be present

in discussions on creation care. Schneider’s
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Acquisition

and enjoyment

of affluence,

while neither

inherently evil

nor cosmically

good, must be

considered in

light of its

costs to our

relationships

with other

people and our

relationships

with the

broader

creation.

Shalom

is the

guiding

principle …



contributions are valuable in this regard, yet they arise

from a limited, human-centered context that we feel

should be more expansive. Although some degree of

material affluence is part of human flourishing, God

desires that we flourish in many ways beyond mere mate-

rial flourishing. God also desires for his entire creation to

flourish, including the relationships that are inherent in

the creation. Our current economic system of unrestrained

capitalism does more to degrade relationships and the

natural world than it does to promote shalom. A more

controlled and earth-affirming capitalism is needed.

Finally, assessment of our material affluence should

recognize the costs and potential benefits of affluence,

using Shalom as a guiding principle. �
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