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In Part | of this article, we examined the philosophical
bases of the animd rights movement. Animd rightists
stake thar dam for animd rights usng an ontologica
argument, daming that humans and animals are identicd
in essence and cannot be ethicdly diginguished. This
argument for ontologic unity among al sentient creetures
is based upon therr insstence that humans and animas
are essentidly interrdated in at least one of three
categories. (1) we are interrdated by a mutud
phylogeny (phylogenetic unity), (2) we share in the
same spiritud essence and our lives are interwoven with
thers (spiritud unity), and/or (3) we are dl the
experiencing subjects of a life, a life that has intringc
vdue (exigentid unity). Having established ontologic
equdity among dl sentient creatures, animd rightists
then indg that dl creatures of equa essence must be
treated identically and must possess equd rights of life
and «df determination. This deontic ethic forbids dl
human use of animals unless that use specificaly benefits
the animd being used and the animd in use is a willing
participant (and ogous to human "informed consent”).

Does the Scripture agree with this assessment? Arewe
and the world of animds essentidly equivdent with
equal moral dams? The Bible does point to certain
gmilarities but none of these are related to the
amilaities which underlie animd rights arguments. In
fact, Scripture tends to repudiate dl three principa
presuppositions which undergird the dam for anima
rights.

Fird, Geneds 1:26-30 and 2.7, 21-25 dealy sates
that man was a specid creation with no phylogenetic

reldionship to any other creature. Thus there is a
phylogenetic discontinuity between man and animds -
we are not physcdly interrdated. Moses emphasized
the uniqueness of man's creation in the text when he
uses here the Hebrew verb "bara’ (create) only twice -
in Gen. 1:1 to refer to the beginning of creation, and in
verse 27 when he describes the creation of man. This
likdy emphasizes both the uniqueness of man as a
gpecia creation and that the creation of man was the
culmination of cregtion; creation was begun with the
purpose of cregting man. Man was made for the earth
and the earth for man.

Second, we are not spiritudly related. This argument of
spiritud  relatedness is drawn from Eastern mysicism
and has more andogy with Greek dudism than it does
Biblica revelation. Man was formed as a didinct unit
with individud identity. Unlike the animds, man was
animated with the breath of God (Gen. 2:7); this may
indicate an essential difference between the life of man
and that of animds. Keil and Dditzsch inggt that when
God breathed life into man, He made man a uniquely
“living soul.” This agument may be weakened
somewhat by the Mosaic references to animds as
"living souls' (Heb. "nephesh chayim”; Gen. 1:21,24,
2.7, 9:12ff) and by Moses spesking of animds in
Geness 7:15 & 22 as having "the breath (ruwach) of
life" Nevertheless, God formed the whole man - body
and spirit - as a unit withindividud rdationship with and
respongbility to Him. This persastent individudity of
identity permestes Scripture (“The soul who ans is the
one who will die... The righteousness of the righteous
man will be credited to him, and the wickedness of the
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wicked will be charged to him." Ezekiel 18:20, NIV);
the concept of shared essence among individuds with
loss of persond identity is completely foreign to the
Bible. Rather, Scripture shows us as creatures created
to be corporea - not as spirits temporarily confined in
bodies - with an utimae degtiny to live forever in
dlorified bodies on the new earth (Job 19:25-27; Phil.
3:21; Rev. 21:1 and others).

Findly, dthough the Scripture reminds us of severa
cregturely characterigtics which are shared by men and
animds and which are dgnificant, experiencing is not
one of these. Rather, the dgnificant points of creaturely
continuity seem to be that dl of us as creatures share in
the breath of life (Hebrew: "ruwach”) and that we are dl
living souls (Hebrew: "nephesh chayim’; Gen. 1:21, 24;
2:7; 9:12ff) with the life principle centered in the blood
(Gen. 9:4&5). Thus, we share inthe life principle, but it
is not the life principle itsdf that is precious. Rather,
Geness 9 in a gngle stroke demonstrates a sharp
discontinuity between human and animd life by
amultaneoudy prohibiting mandaughter (9:5-6) and
edtablishing God's approva of humans killing animas
for food (9:3-4). This discontinuity was fird evident in
Gen. 2:18-20 where Adam searched through the entire
animd world to find a creature which corresponded to
hm (Hebrew: " 'ezer k negdo"). Adam named each
animd brought before him, ggnifying its function in
doing so0; not one animd satisfactorily corresponded to
him - not one removed him from his persond isolation
(Gen. 2:18). Thus, ontologica continuity between
human and animd life cannot be established upon the
experiences of life, the intrindc vaue of life itsdf, or
physica pardlds between animds and humans rather,
we are separated from the animd world by an
impassable guif - a chasm of essentid difference inwho
we are.

If the putative pardlds dther do not exig or are
indgnificant before God, what then is the criticd
essence of man tha didinguishes him from dl of
cregtion, and wha are the ramificaions of this
diginction? The key isfound in Genesis 1:26-28, 2:18-
25, and 9:5-7; it is that only manis created in the imege
of God.

What does it mean to be created in God's image?
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Theologians have long wrestled with this concept and
have proposed a variety of modds which Anthony
Hoekema and P.E. Hughes have thoroughly discussed;
a brief overview is presented here for perspective.
These overviews are largey based on the descriptions
given by Hoekema and Hughes.

Irenaeus (c. 130 - ¢. 200) argued that the image of God
is "man's nature as a rational and free being, a nature
which was not logt a the Fal." Irenaeus considered
"image’ and "likeness' to refer to separate aspects of
man's essence, with "likeness' being the possession of a
spirit; he believed tha the natura man lacked a spirit,
and tha regeneration resulted in the return of the spirit
(and, thus, God's likeness) to man.

Thomas Aquinas (1225 - 1274), who was heavily
influenced by Plato and Aristotle, proposed that man
imaged God in possessng intdlect or reason. He
rejected Irenaeus divison of imege and likeness, but
believed that man exhibited God's image in three stages:

"The fird stage is man's naturd aptitude for
understanding and loving God, an aptitude
which consdts in the very nature of the
mind, which is common to dl men. The
next stage is where a man is actudly or
disgpogtively (or habitudly;, Lat. actu ve
habitu) knowing and loving God, but dill
imperfectly; and here we have the image by
conformity of grace. The third stage is
where a manis actudly knowing and loving
God pefectly; and this is the imege by
likeness of glory ... The fird stage of the
imege is found in dl men, the second only
in the just, and the third only in the
blessed.”

John Cavin (1509 - 1564) saw God's image not in
man's mind, but in his soul. Like Aquinas, he rejected
the dichotomy of likeness and image, but he saw image
as only a distorted rdic in the unregenerate man. Cavin
saw God's imege inthe "true knowledge, righteousness,
and holiness’ in which Adam was created, a state lost
due to the Fdl, and restored by sanctification after the
new hirth. As such, the concept of "dominion” hed little
importance to Cavin in his assessment of the meening
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of "the image of God." The ggnificance of this "weak"
position on the role of "dominion” will be discussed
|later.

Karl Barth (1886-1968) looked in a completdly new
direction for his definition of image. Barth focused on
the phrase in Gen. 1:27 that "mde and femde created
he them." From this, Barth derived his theologicd
anthropology of confrontation:

"Could anything be more obvious than to
conclude from this clear indication that the
image and likeness of the being created by
God dgnifies exigence in confrontation,
i.e, in this confrontation, in the
juxtagpogition and conjunction of man and
man, which isthat of mae and femde ...?"

Thus, to Barth, being in the image of God involves not
an andogy of being, but an andogy of rdaion. It
involves a capacity for reaionship between man and
God, and man to man as pictured in the man/woman
rlaionship - a capacity for confrontation and
encounter.

Emil Brunner (1889 - 1966) took the next step away
from the early views of what congtituted image. Brunner
believed imege to be man's relaion to God, his
responsbility to God, and the possbility of fdlowship
with God. Like Irenaeus, Brunner saw a dichotomy in
image, but he described them as the "formd" and
"maeid" aspects of image. The formd aspect he
presented as being typicd of the Old Testament, and
involving freedom, reason, conscience and language. He
believed the New Testament taught a "meaterid” aspect
which centered on love of God and neighbor.

FAndly, G.C. Berkouwer (b. 1903), in his dassc work
Man: the Image of God described the imege as man's
inescgpable relatedness to God in the totality of his
(man's) existence. To Berkouwer, imege was a verb
rather than a noun (we are to image God), and is an
andogy of love rather than an andogy of being or
relation.

Each of these views has its deficiencies, and both
Hoekema and Hughes have described these deficiences
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in detall. Hoekema quotes Herman Bavinck in his
assertion that dl these higtoric positions missthe mark in
recognizing that man's unigue position as image bearer
Isessentid to being human:

"Man does not smply bear or have the
image of God; heistheimage of God.

"From the doctrine that man has been
created in the image of God flowsthe clear
implication that the image extendsto manin
his entirety. Nothing in man is excluded
from the image of God. All creatures revea
traces of God, but only man is the image of
God. And he is that imege totaly, in soul
and body, in dl oconditions and
reldionships. Man is the imege of God
because and insofar as he is true men, and
he is man, true and real man, because and
insofar as heistheimage of God."

To both Hoekema and Hughes, it is not what we can
do, what capacities we possess or what relationships
we have that make us image; rather, imege is what we
are, and understanding the implications of being created
in God's imege is centra to meking sense of why man
exigs. For example, Hughes stated:

"Only of man is it sad that God created
him in his image. It is in this charter of his
conditution that man's uniqueness is
specificdly afirmed as a creature radicdly
diginguished from dl other creatures. In
this respect a lire is defined which links
man directly and respongbly to God in a
way that is unknown to any other cresture.
Nothing is more basic than the recognition
that being condtituted in the image of God
is of the very essence of and absolutely
central to the humanness of man. It is the
key that unlocks the meaning of his
authentic humanity. Apart from this redlity
he cannot exig truly as man, since for man
to deny God and the divine image stamped
upon his being and to assert his own
independent sdf-sufficiency is to deny his
own conditution and thus to dehumanize
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himsdf."

What, then, is it to be created in God's image? The
clues to this mugt certanly lie in the passages which
directly describe manas being in God's image. Firg, the
totaity of man is created in His image. When God
formed man, He formed the entire man in response to
His proposal in Gen. 1:26 to make man in His image.
Second, fdlen man mus ill bear the imege of God,
snce Gen. 9 forbids the killing of any man on the basis
that man is created in His image; if imege were logt due
to the Fal of man, only the killing of regenerate men
could be forbidden under this proviso. This does not
preclude the posshility that fdlen men may not imege
God accurady in dl aspects. Third, the image-reated
tasks to subdue the earth and have dominion over the
created order must be central to a proper understanding
of what it means to be created in God's image, snce
dominion of man over the earth is directly linked to
God's cregtive purpose datement in Gen. 1:26, and this
linkege is repeated in verse 28 to Adam as God gives
him his image-related mandate. Fourth, those who are
in God's imege mugt bear some special identification
with God that causes the wanton taking of human life to
be tantamount to attacking God, as only human life is
protected by God under pendty of death (Gen. 9:5-6).
Fndly, it is Jesus Chrigt that we image, because only
Heisthetrueimage of God (Cal. 1:15, Heb. 1:3).

Udng these guiddlines, | believe tha when God made
us in His image, He made us like Himsdf in
characteristics and character so that we could be his
vice-regents over the earth. Thus, unlike Cdvin who
believed that dominion was a side-issue, | believe, with
Hughes that dominion is the centrd issue. The
Scriptures tdl us that Jesus Chrigt is the Creator (John
1.3, 10; Heb. 1:2), that when He was on this earth the
cosmos was subject to Him as he cdmed the sea, fed
the multitudes, hedled the sick, and raised the dead, and
that one day He will be reveded as the sovereign King
of kings (Phil. 2:8-11; Eph. 1:200-23; | Pet. 3:22; Rev.
19 - 22). In being created in His image, we are to be
sovereign over the earth as He is over dl that exigts; of
COUrse, our sovereignty is derivative from and subject to
His preeminent sovereignty. In order to carry out this
task of viceregency, He has given us God-like
characteristics to enable us to subdue the earth and
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have dominion. Hughes has listed sx principle God-like
characteristics given us by God:

1. Persondity: God is in eterna 1-Thou reationship
within the Godhead. We too are rdationd beings. As
beings with persondity, we are never done, as we exis
in perpetua I-Thou rdationship with God. Compare
this with the animd; dthough they may congregate,
mate, and cooperate, there is no medting of the minds
for them, no interpersonal communion, nNo response to
God. This difference is highlighted in the way in which
God dedt differently with Noah and his family as
compared withthe animas, God saved specific persons
and representatives of the kinds of non-persons.

2. Spiritudity: Man is a rdigious being. In fact, the
meaning of a man's life is wrapped up in knowing and
glorifying God and beng obedient to His will. In
contrast, animds have no awareness of God, of His
goodness, holiness or mgesty, and cannot worship
Him. Solomon reminded us of this gulf when he mused
"Who knows the soirit of a man, which rises upward, or
the spirit of the animd, which goes down into the earth.”
(Ecclesastes 3:21; NIV, alt. trans.)

3. Rationdlity: Manis a thinking being. Aquinas believed
this to be the key of "image" because he was influenced
by the Greeks who taught that the divine spark was in
the intdlect. Rather, God is infinitdly rationd, and He
has made us rationd so as to be ade to properly
function within and have dominion over a raionaly
systematic cosmos.

4. Mordity: Manis amord beng. God is haly, and He
created us and demands from us holiness in dl we do
(Lev. 11:44; 19:2; 20:7; | Peter 1:15). He can demand
this from us because He gave us an awareness of right
and wrong, and awill by whichwe could choose ether.
Animds are not mora agents and are incgpable of dn
because they are unable to discern between right and
wrong actions or motives. We are reminded of this
diginction in the use of animds in the Old Testament
sacrificid system; animds are andogous to us in having
life ("nephesh”) in the blood, dlowing them to act as
man's temporary subgtitute, they are appropriate as a
subgtitute because they cannot sn and thus have no ans
of their own to pay for, but they are ineffective as a
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propitiatory subdtitute because they are essentidly
different from man; only the snless God-Man who is
the true image of God and took upon Himsdf human
form, becoming a men, could be our effective
propitiatory subgtitute (Hebrews 11). Because every
man is in God's image, every man is culpable before
God.

5. Authority: Man is an authoritetive being. God has
given us the cgpability and a mandate to widd authority
over the created order (Gen. 1:26-28; Ps. 8.6). This
authority, which is derivative of and subject to the
authority of God, has resulted in the domestication of
animds, the devdopment of agriculture and science,
and the very exigtence of civilization.

6. Creativity: Man is an aesthetic being. God recognized
man's aesthetic nature in Gen. 2:9 when He accounted
for man's aesthetic needs in the creation, and in Gen.
2:15 when He gave man a culturd mandate to "dress’
(or serve) the garden; this mandate was given before
the Fal, and was a command for Adamto interpret that
which was in the perfect Garden, trandorming it to
reved the imprint of man's creativeness.

These characterigtics were like God, and they equipped
Adam and his descendants for the culturd tasks which
lay before them. Governing these tasks was another
aspect of God's imege -- His character. As Adam
carried out his task of dominion, dl his activitieswere to
mirror the character of Him in whose imege he was
created. Thus, dominion would be exerted in perfect
righteousness, holiness, justice, mercy, love, etc. When
Adam rebelled againgt God, he did not lose the imege
of God (dthough Romans 1:.21ff demonstrates that
there was ggnificant distortion of the image) in function,
but he logt the perfect imege of His character. To be
sure men could ill be kind, and love one another ina
limited sense under common grace, but it was necessary
for the second Adam, Jesus Chrigt, to restore man's
ability to image His character through regeneration and
sanctification.

If man acts as God's vice-regent, what are his tasks?
Genes's 1:28 describes these as to fill the earth, subdue
the earth, and have dominion over the created order.
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The command to fill the earth (Gen. 1:28) is often
ignored, but it is not without Sgnificance Adam's
culturd task was enormous -- to have dominion over
the entire created order and to subdue the earth
according to the needs and dreams of man. Soon, the
Fdl would further complicate these tasks immeasurably.
Thus, dominion and subduing the earth were tasks
which could not be carried out by Adam aone; he must
have task-oriented progeny to assist him in carrying out
these tasks. Conversdy, if manwereto fill the earth, the
cultura tasks given im mugt be taken serioudy in the
post-Fal world to bring the world into conformity with
man's needs. To fail could mean the demise of man.

Adam was commanded to subdue the earth. The
Hebrew word trandated "subdue’ (kabash) is varioudy
described by Strong as "to tread down," "to bring under
subjection” and other smilar phrases. This word is used
in two other Pentateucha or near-Pentateuchal
references. Numbers 32:22,29 and Joshua 18:1. In
each case, "kabash" is used to denote the pacifying of
Canaan, subduing dl the enemies of Isragl so that |1sragl
no longer would experience drife or opposition from
those outsde, so that they could fuly enjoy the
promises of God within a peaceful land. Thus, to
"kabash" is to face that which opposes us and is
inimicable in its present state to our gods and wdl-
being, and bring it into conformity with our needs --

completdy pacifying it.

Adam was aso commanded to exert dominion. In fact,
David reminds us in Psdm 8:6 that God has brought the
entire created order under man's dominion. The
Hebrew word trandated "dominion” is "radah”. There is
some overlap between "radah” and "kabash," but
Strong describes "radah as "to crumble” "to have
dominion,” and "to tread down." "Radah" is also used in
Numbers 24:19 to speak of the absolute sovereignty of
the Messah, and in Judges 5:13 to emphesize the
preemptive authority Deborah wielded over the Jewish
nobility of her day. Thus, it can be inferred that when
God gave Adam dominion over the created order, He
was describing a preemptive authority which man would
widd over the creation as he interpreted the cosmos
and manipulated its functions to man's benefit, to reflect
the man's presence and activity, and to glorify God.
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What are the implications of these activities? Firg, as
we subdue the earth, we face aworld which, because
of the Fall, is hodtile to us. Our task isto conform the
earth to the legitimate sdf-interests of man. When we
sguander resources, waste, and pollute, we not only fall
to image God's character, but we violate the command
to pacify the earth. Adam was told to "dress (Hebrew:
"'abad" -- to serve, to work, to compd the garden and
to "keep" it (Hebrew: "shamar” -- to hedge about, to
guard, to protect. "Abad" is used in one other Mosaic
passage (Deut. 28:39) whereit is used to describe the
cultivation of avineyard. Thus, Adam wastold to
manipulate and cultivate the earth for his benefit (like a
vineyard) while protecting it and guarding it from any
who would destroy or damageit.

God's second command was to have dominion over the
created order. Our modd for dominion must be the
dominion that God widds. We gand in covenant
relaionship with God, and dthough we have legitimate
sf-interests, these are subject to and secondary to
those of God, so are the sdf-interests and prerogatives
of the creatures of thisworld to us. The animds are not
inanimate maching, they are not without significance, but
their dgnification and meaning occur when they stand in
proper relation to us as God's vice-regents, and we are
given the task to interpret ther dgnificance and
meaning.

The performance of these tasks, then, are subject to
two condraints:

1. Accountability. We are representing God. Scripture
repeatedly points out that we are accountable to God
for the ways in which we represent Him. This message
of accountability for opportunities, motives and actions
permeates the message of the Bible (some examples: |
Cor. 3:10-15; 4:1-5; Il Cor. 5:10; Jas. 4:17). It cannot
be posshble that God would assgn us with so great a
task and not hold us accountable for the way in which
we carry it out.

2. Character. It is God's plan that we be like Jesus
Chrigt in His character (Romans 8:29; |1 Cor. 3:18 and
many others). This meansthat dl our attitudes, thoughts,
motives, desires, plans, actions, and reationshipsimage
Jesus Chrigt -- we are to image Him in the totdity of
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our being. Our standard is dways Jesus Christ, who is
the True Image (Colossians). Falen man destroys as he
caries out his culturd mandate because he so
incompletdly images God in his character. Thus, Jesus,
the True Image, became the second Adam (I Cor. 15)
to makeit possble for usto be like Him.

Let's now return to the centra issue; how are we to
interact with the animds with whom we share this
world? We know that we are to have dominion over
them and we are to subdue the cosmos. Are there
certain interactions with animals that have God's specific
imprimatur? All actions which reflect the character of
God and invalve man's legitimate sdf-interest and are
central to man carrying out his culturd mandate are
legitimate. For example, Gen. 9:2-3 demondtrates to us
tha animds can be legitimady used for food by
humans. This point was reiterated when God sent the
Isradlites quail in the wilderness, when he commanded
Peter to kill and eat the "undean" animdls in his vison,
when He edtablished edting the lamb as part of the
Passover, and when Paul taught that eating meet itsdf
was not Snful unless doing so tempted a believer witha
weak conscience to violate his conscience (Romans 14,
| Cor. 8,10). In fact, Paul warned againg those who
inject dietary laws, such as forbidding to eat mest, into
their Chrigian wak (Col. 2:16; | Tim. 4:3). Other
Scriptural examples of animd use are the provison of
skins by God to clothe Adam and Eve (Gen. 3:21), and
the demand of an animd sacrifice to picture His
redemptive work and aone for the dns of the
repentant. God dlows animds to work for us but
cautions us to reward ther work appropriately (Deut.
24:4).

We can aso look to the sinlesslife of the Lord Jesus to
example for us appropriate trestment of animas. Jesus
rode into Jerusalem on a colt. As a Jew, He partook of
the Passover. He fed the multitudes with fish, and
caused fish to jump into the disciples nets. He caught a
fish to provide Himsdf with a coin to pay His taxes. In
Gen. 18, we find the preincarnate Christ in the tent of
Abraham eeting meat. All of these were snless and
blameless acts for Him; can they be any less to us? The
key is that these acts are to be done unto the Lord
(Romans 14.6-8).
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But what about animd use in experimentation?
Experimentation as we know it is a farly lae
methodologica addition to our culturd activity. It is
largdly responsble (dong with our increased
communication and information storage capacities) for
the incredible exploson of knowledge during the
twentieth century. Research is part of our culturd
mandate to subdue the earth. R.J. Rushdoony has
pointed out that science has replaced mythology as
man's means to control the cosmos; it is the new
"magic." This does not seem to be illegitimae in the
Scriptura framework, for the concept of subduing the
earth certainly involves understanding the created order
in order to control it appropriately so as to make the
earth more habitable for us. Noah performed an early
series of experiments in Gen. 8 when he sent out firg a
raven and then a series of doves from the ark. This
involved dgnificant risk to the life and well-being of the
birds released, and was peformed to establish the
current state of the earth and to determine a time
appropriate for disembarking so as to maximize the
aurvivd of dl on board the ark. As we seek to
understand disease, the body or the cosmos, we are
given the prerogative to use animas when necessary to
this process. But, in our deding with them, we are
cdled to image His character. This means we mus be
committed to the humane care of the animds entrusted
tous.

When congdering the effects of men on animds, one
mus consider our environmental impact on Species
aurvivd. We eschew the pantheidic philosophy that
seems to permeste the environmental movement, but
we mugt aso recdl our mandate to keep and dress the
eath. This involves presarving the earth in our
gewardship to God. God was concerned to preserve
the gendtic diversity of the earth through the flood (Gen.
6 - 8); | beieve that we should support measures to
conserve the species unless to do so would render the
earth hodile to human survivd. A hodile earth has not
been properly subdued; it remains outside the dominion
of our culturd mandate.

Fndly, what about animd rights? Do animds have
rights? We have seenthat animd rightists have typicaly
argued that animds are at least pardld with human
infants and the mentaly retarded in ther capacities and
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awareness, and that animas and humans are of one
essence, so that if any humans have rights, so should
animas. Ryder has proposed a system of graded rights
based on each creature's phylogenetic posdtion. But we
have aso seen that the Scripture denies any sort of
essentid interrel atedness between man and animds, so
no comparisons based on ontology can be drawn to
edtablish rights for animas. In fact, it should be stated
that no created creature has inherent rights, that dl
rights belong to and emanate from God, and that any
rights possessed by man are whally derivative. The
focus of Scripture is not upon the "rights’ of man but on
the supreme worth of God (Rev. 4:11). Because we are
created in His image we have dignity and worth
conferred upon us because of our association with God.
Thus, to strike a fatal blow upona manisto attack God
through His representative and incur God's demand that
the murderer pay with his own life. Animals represent
an entirdy different category, and being non-image they
lack the privilege and position given man as God's vice-
regents. Because we (humans) are dl "sons of Adam
and daughters of Eve," as put by C.S. Lewis, we are dl
created in God's image no matter what our individud
cgpabilities; the anthropologicd and sociologicd
implications of this podtion are immense. Rather than
possessing rights, animals fdl under our dominion (Ps.
8:6) where they are to be participants in man's task to
subdue the earth; it fdls to man to interpret the
appropriate role of each animd in this enterprise. When
they become part of the world of man, whether as food,
dothing, sdentific subject or fond companion, they
should be cared for in a manner conggent with the
character of God, who we image.
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