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ABSTRACT:   

In her discussions of business and environment—specifically her discussions of ownership, Lisa Newton argues that traditional notions of private property based on the political theory of John Locke have undergone radical transformation in recent decades. Newton contends that this change, which is wreaking havoc on not only the jobs of American workers, but also environmental resources, comes out of changes in market forces, changes in investment trends and SEC regulations.  While I find such an analysis useful and even profound, I believe that forces behind such shifts in ownership are part of a legacy of adopting a mechanistic conception of the universe, one that Locke himself helped produce in his adherence to a material substratum.  The purpose of this paper is to trace the development of the mechanistic theory of nature advanced by René Descartes and John Locke, compare to the organicist views of Leibniz and Berkeley, and then show the relation between these opposing views on the nature of substance and shifting conceptions of ownership and land use.

Taking Care of Things: Substance, Machine, and Organism 

in Early Modern Thought

Look! are not the fields covered with a delightful verdure? Is there not something in the woods and groves, in the rivers and clear springs, that soothes, that delights, that transports the soul? At the prospect of the wide and deep ocean, or some huge mountain whose top is lost in the clouds, or of an old gloomy forest, are not our minds filled with a pleasing horror? Even in rocks and deserts is there not an agreeable wildness? How sincere a pleasure is it to behold the natural beauties of the earth! To preserve and renew our relish for them, is not the veil of night alternately drawn over her face, and doth she not change her dress with the seasons? How aptly are the elements disposed! What variety and use in the meanest productions of nature! What delicacy, what beauty, what contrivance, in animal and vegetable bodies! How exquisitely are all things suited, as well to their particular ends, as to constitute opposite parts of the whole! And, while they mutually aid and support, do they not also set off and illustrate each other? …. Is not the whole system immense, beautiful, glorious beyond expression and beyond thought! What treatment, then, do those philosophers deserve, who would deprive these noble and delightful scenes of all reality? How should those Principles be entertained that lead us to think all the visible beauty of the creation a false imaginary glare? To be plain, can you expect this Scepticism of yours will not be thought extravagantly absurd by all men of sense?

--Philonous in Berkeley’s Three Dialogues
When you’ve seen one redwood tree, you’ve seen them all.

--Ronald Reagan, Governor of California

I remember a story of yet another example in which Native Americans were dispossessed of and forced from their land by white settlers.  The Indian Nation in question had sued in federal court for their right to remain and keep their traditional land.  The federal judge, upon reviewing the evidence put forth, concluded with an echo of John Winthrop:  While the Indians have a natural right to the land, they do not have a corresponding civil right, because they are not subduing it.
  Hence, the land rightfully belongs to the whites.  Novelist Daniel Quinn calls this preoccupation with subduing nature the essence, or premise, of our “taker” culture, which unless abandoned, will surely doom us to ecological suicide.


Philosopher Lisa Newton, focusing on the topics of business, environment, ownership and land use, similarly warns us of impending economic and ecological doom if we continue our increasing tendency to privilege land use that encourages environmental degradation and/or liquidation.  She contends that changes in government regulations and market practice have degraded or devastated everything from North Pacific Coast redwoods, to New England fisheries, to Southeastern barrier islands, to Brazilian rainforests, to the jobs of North American workers throughout the continent.  Meanwhile, a smaller number of individuals have become more and more wealthy and everyone else has suffered.  In each of these discussions, Newton criticizes the defenders of such practices for their misuse of our political and legal traditions and seems to implore us to return to the liberal tradition of John Locke and early modern political thought. 

While I find such an analysis useful and even profound, I believe that forces behind such shifts in ownership are part of a legacy of adopting a mechanistic conception of the universe, one that Locke himself helped produce in his adherence to materialism.  The purpose of this paper is to trace the development of the mechanistic theory of nature advanced by René Descartes and John Locke, compare to the organicist criticisms of materialism posed by some of their contemporaries like Leibniz and Berkeley, and then show the relation between these opposing views on the nature of substance and the shifting conceptions of ownership and land use problematized by Lisa Newton.  I will begin with Newton’s contemporary discussion of changing conceptions in private property and ownership.
I. Newton on Property-Ownership
In her 1988 essay “Hostile Takeovers: An Opposition View,”
 Lisa Newton discusses the practice of hostile takeovers, a type of corporate merger that had become prevalent in the 1980’s and the subject of much debate in the business ethics literature.  In that article, after discussing the impact of hostile takeovers on production, management, and stakeholders, she outlines how the practice puts at risk our fundamental principles of ownership and private property.  She writes:

For all human history, we have been able to trust property owners …to take care of their property, because it was in their interest to do so, and…that was how the property of the world was cared for.  With the corporate takeover, that may no longer be the case for the kind of property that looms so large in Western economies, the publicly held corporation.  And this development is very alarming.

To make her case, Newton explains the traditional interconnection between property and ownership, indicating the built-in imperative of stewardship that has until recently been attached to property.  Liquidation, traditionally held in check by the need for retention, is now encouraged by this type of merger, not only by lending practice, but by accounting procedures and tax laws.


With a similar line of argument, Newton takes on the related issue of CEO compensation, explaining how changes in stockholdership from the 1960’s to the 1980’s to the present have created a business environment that rewards chief executive officers of major corporations exorbitantly for practices that amount to liquidation.  Again, laments Newton, traditional notions of ownership and stewardship are being replaced with emphasis on greed, acquisition, and short term gain.
  Owners cease to be stewards and become (or hire) professional liquidators.


Newton advances these same critiques of contemporary business practice in her discussion of environmental issues.  In her discussion of the Northern Spotted Owl and the Redwood Forests, Newton chronicles the history of logging in the Pacific Northwest coast, citing the Pacific Lumber Company as a model of sustainable business practice and humane community.
  She reports the demise of Pacific Lumber Company in the late 1980’s as precipitating out of a hostile takeover engineered by Charles Hurwitz, CEO of MAXXAM, who financed the buyout by raiding the workers’ pension and accelerating the timber harvest well beyond sustainability.  The discussion is an excellent illustration of the changing conceptions of ownership described above.  The best example, however, of the recent divergence from classical liberal theory of ownership is found in Newton’s discussion of the landmark Supreme Court ruling, Lucas vs. South Carolina Coastal Council.  I shall now develop those arguments.
II. Lucas vs. South Carolina
In a discussion of Private Property and Takings,
 Lisa Newton (with Catherine Dillingham) undertakes an analysis of Antonin Scalia’s Majority Opinion in the US Supreme Court ruling on Lucas vs. South Carolina.  Newton reviews Scalia’s Majority Opinion, shows its connection to the work of legal theorist Richard Epstein, who bases his view on the political and legal philosophies of John Locke and William Blackstone, and then proceeds to debunk Epstein’s and Scalia’s use of early modern political theory.  
The Lucas case is essentially about a real estate speculator, David Lucas, who purchased two residential lots on the Isle of Palms in South Carolina in 1986 with the intention of building on them two single-family dwellings.  After Hurricane Hugo ripped through South Carolina in September of 1989, the SC Legislature enacted the Beachfront Management Act, which barred Lucas from building on those lots.  He sued in the South Carolina Court of Common Pleas, claiming that the Act effected a taking of his land without just compensation.  Lucas won the initial decision, had it reversed in the South Carolina Supreme Court, and brought the case to the US Supreme Court.  A divided Court decided in Lucas’ favor, Justice Scalia offering the reasoning in the Majority Opinion.  His argument is that since Lucas purchased the lots to build houses and the new regulation no longer allowed him to do so, that regulation amount to a taking without compensation—a violation of the Fifth Amendment of the US Constitution.  The precedent being set is summarized well in the following passage from Scalia’s Majority Opinion, quoted in Newton:

We think…that there are good reasons for our frequently expressed belief that when the owner of property has been called on to sacrifice all economically beneficial uses in the name of the common good, that is, to leave his property economically idle, he has suffered a taking.

In examining Scalia’s line of argument, Newton traces Scalia’s reasoning to Richard Epstein’s 1987 article “Takings: Descent and Resurrection” in the Supreme Court Review and his 1985 book Takings: Private Property and the Power of Eminent Domain.  She then offers an analysis of Epstein’s position, which, as I indicate above, is advanced by him as an extension of the political and legal theories of John Locke and William Blackstone.  I shall not repeat the details of her analysis here, but summarize her disagreement with Epstein and Scalia.  

Basically, Newton contends that neither Locke nor Blackstone offer any justification for the Lucas decision.  She offers two main reasons.  First, while both of them employ the language of absolute rights to property, they, unlike Epstein, ultimately ground their theory of property ownership in Christian Scripture.   Individual property ownership is a divine directive, and hence no one—not even a King—can take that away from Englishmen.
  Second, and more importantly for Newton’s purposes, both Locke and Blackstone temper the right to property with the need to secure community interests.  For Locke, no one can use property to the detriment of the commons and no one can justly take more than they can use.  And the question of who decides what is detrimental to the commons and how much is too much is to be determined by the body politic—not the landowner.  For Blackstone, similarly, though private property is itself an absolute right, individual uses of property can be limited by the law of the land.
  Since the law of the land is enacted by representatives in Legislature, it amounts to a consent of the represented landowner.  Regulation of land use, therefore, when enacted by a Legislative body (as opposed to a monarch), is always legitimate and should not be classed as a taking.  Finishing her analysis, Newton writes:

Blackstone, Locke, and their contemporaries knew perfectly well that “rights” do not just appear on earth like so many mushrooms after rain.  Either the right to hold property comes from an authority strong enough to defy all powers of the earth—God—or that right exists only at the pleasure of all those powers.  There is no tertium quid to which we might appeal.  If God made the grant, then in a line of reasoning taken directly from Aristotle, Thomas Aquinas and Richard Hooker, Natural Law shows us its extent and limit….  The granting power also determines the limitation of the grant: Because God has no desire whatsoever to promote human selfishness or isolation, God grants the privacy of property only subject to community determinations of the common good.

She concludes:

On no theory of law ever hallowed by our tradition or accepted by this nation is there a right to damage land for your own profit or hold the land hostage until the state pays you its full value.  Epstein and, to the extent that he relies on Epstein, Scalia, are making things up.

III. Newton, Locke, and Dominion Theory
Newton’s ideal of ownership as stewardship is based on a Social Contract/Natural Law theory of property.  Her arguments against the evils of current short-sighted business practice appeal directly to Locke’s classic liberal theory of ownership. What I’d like to do now is offer a critique of this appeal and show that while she’s right to criticize Scalia et al on one level, there’s another level on which Scalia and Epstein have mined from Locke a deeper truth about Anglo-American culture that apparently Newton has missed: the ideal of manifest destiny and the implications of the dominion model of property for land use.  

To understand what is meant by a dominion theory of property, one has to delve more deeply into Locke’s theory of property.  Locke’s account can be found in his Second Treatise of Government, Chapter V.  In it he explains the origin of property as it exists in the state of nature, a human’s right to possess that which is acquired, the evolution of property in the formation of civil society and international agreements, and the advent of money as an impetus to large scale industry.  Newton’s analysis focuses on Locke’s account of the formation of property through the mixing of matter with labor, and his discussion of rights and responsibilities of property owners.  So far as she covers these aspects of the theory, her analysis is sound.  But what’s significant about Newton’s discussion of Locke for my purposes is not so much what she includes, but what she doesn’t include in her analysis.  I would argue that what she doesn’t include is in fact what’s driving the ideology of Scalia and the ethos of modern economics.
 
Throughout his chapter on property, Locke discusses America and its state-of-nature-inhabitants, the “Indians.”  To the modern reader, his comments seem trite, if not embarrassingly ethnocentric, so one may be inclined to skim over these references and ignore their relation to the subject at hand.  But these references reveal something important about Locke’s theory.  Locke’s theory of ownership not only serves to explain the origin of private property; it is also an apology for “civilized” (i.e., European) land use as opposed to that of the “primitive” Indians.  For whatever reason, Locke seems obligated to explain to the reader how important it is that tilling of the land and transformation of the wilderness is right and good.  Here are some of his comments found throughout the chapter on property.
I ask, whether in the wild woods and uncultivated waste of America, left to nature, without any improvement, tillage or husbandry, a thousand acres yield the needy and wretched inhabitants as many conveniences of life, as ten acres of equally fertile land do in Devonshire, where they are well cultivated?

There cannot be a clearer demonstration of any thing, than several nations of the Americans are of this, who are rich in land, and poor in the comforts of life; whom nature having furnished as liberally as any other people, with the materials of plenty,… yet for want of improving it by labour, have not one hundredth part of the conveniences we enjoy.

An acre of land, that bears here twenty bushels of wheat, and another in America, which, with the same husbandry, would do the like, are without doubt, of the same natural intrinsic value: but yet the benefit mankind receives from the one in a year, is worth 5l. and from the other possibly not worth a penny if all the profit of an Indian received from it were to be valued, and sold here…It is labour then which puts the greatest part of value upon land.

The upshot of these passages is that while the English give the land value by mixing it with their labor, the Indians do not.  While the English hold dominion over the land, the Indians leave it be.  While the English obey God’s will by subduing the earth, the Indians stay ignorantly free.  Locke makes it quite clear to his readers that they belong to a superior culture, one that will make the world over into paradise.  The American natives, by contrast, live an inferior life, owing to their inferior way of being.

Such a view can be characterized as a dominion theory of property, which can be summarized thus: a dominion theory of property asserts that humans are morally required to acquire and transform objects found in nature into economically useful entities.  Mere use of what comes handy will not do.  In the case of Locke, the reason for this is Biblical: God forces man to labor, presumably because of original sin; as he labors over the earth he transforms the wasteland into private property.  Locke writes:
God commanded…him to labour….  [S]ubduing or cultivating the earth, and having dominion, we see are joined together.  The one gave title to the other, so that God, by commanding to subdue, gave authority so far to appropriate: and the condition of human life, which requires labour and materials to work on, necessarily introduces private possessions.

This view is religious in nature, speaking to human purpose and destiny.  And while contemporary business owners (and writers like Epstein) are disinclined to follow Locke’s Biblical arguments, they still in fact follow his ownership creed.  What has happened is that the creed has become rationalized and secularized, but the original character remains in tact.  The religious underpinnings are ignored and left unchallenged and the superstructure of practice remains in the mist.

The practices of which Lisa Newton laments are but extensions, in my mind, of Locke’s dominion theory of property.  And while Locke is careful to counsel his readers to take care of the commons, it is not for the commons but for the people that he is concerned, and this concern for people necessarily involves their ability to transform matter into something economically useful.  What this means is that redwood trees are not useful just sitting there; beachfront land is not doing any good providing habitat for sea oats and ghost crabs; Georges Banks is not doing any good providing a rich environment for magnificent fish if humans can’t eat them; and Chico Mendez and those rubber tappers weren’t doing any good keeping cattlemen from clearing the forests of Brazil.

One might argue, as Newton does, that these practices are irrational and ultimately lead to our demise, and that there is good in leaving these things as they are, but that is another way of making my point.  These practices are like racial discrimination: they are irrational, yet we continue to promote, reinforce, or acquiesce in them.  We are blinded to the insanity or look the other way.  We rationalize practice and then see it as rational.  It is, at base, a crisis of perception.

IV. Early Moderns: Substance, Machine, and Organism
Materialism and dominion theory in science and politics was not new with Locke, even in the early moderns.  Francis Bacon, René Descartes, and Thomas Hobbes before him had clearly articulated these doctrines in their political and/or metaphysical writings.  Bacon had outlined the methodology of the new science as one of domination, harassment and torture of nature to reveal to us her secrets.  He informs his reader that "to establish and extend the power and dominion of the human race itself over the universe…is without doubt both a more wholesome thing and a more noble than [any] other…"
  Bacon perhaps epitomizes the attitude of violence towards the environment, but it was the mechanization of nature by René Descartes that solidified the modern scientist's alienation from and lordship over nature.  Though he did not call for the "torturing of nature," and though it would be pointless to imply that he intended such antagonism, he nevertheless legitimized the mechanization and despiritualization of the natural world.


The philosophy of Thomas Hobbes was at once a reductionist materialist metaphysics and an ethical atomism.  Reducing all human feelings, emotions and actions to quantifiable motions, he constructed a political theory on the premise of a soulless collection of individuals held together by nothing more than fear of a leviathan who holds dominion over the selfish lot.
  Locke, while diverging from Bacon and Hobbes in a variety of ways, still maintained the doctrines of mechanism and dominion theory.  The wheels of the machine were turning, and the ideal of dominion was soon to become not just theory, but fact.
The doctrine of mechanism was not without its early modern critics. Locke’s antagonist George Berkeley immediately saw the religious ramifications of the mechanistic hypothesis. Berkeley may seem to be an unlikely hero in this story.  Himself a bishop and steeped in the very same cultural tradition, one would think that Berkeley would have little to offer the contemporary environmentalist.  Yet at one level Berkeley’s critique of Locke’s epistemology and metaphysics provides insight that seems to transcend his particular culture, time and place.

Berkeley is best known for his attack on the notion of substance and his claim that esse est percipi, that “to be is to be perceived.”  He is usually studied on the way to Hume and Kant rather that for his own sake, and his intent and purpose is usually passed over rather quickly.  Yet there is something in Berkeley worth pausing over here, as we consider the relationship between the doctrine of matter and the dominion theory of property.  Berkeley set out to refute the skeptics when he attacked Locke’s theory of substance.
  Yet Locke was no skeptic.  He also set out to disprove the atheists, though Locke was no atheist.  What was he up to?  Simply this:  Locke, Hobbes, Descartes, and (Isaac) Newton, though all ostensibly believers in God, were advancing a Godless doctrine—the doctrine of mechanism, that God’s creation—the earth, the heavens, the universe—in reality is simply a complex machine.  

Berkeley saw that any account of nature that reduced the world to a lifeless spiritless mechanism inevitably led to a moral as well as physical materialism.  It relegated values such as beauty to the realm of human contrivance and gave reality to matter alone.  His doctrine of immaterialism therefore sought to undermine the foundations of materialism.  The concept of material substance—matter—had to go.  The alternative was a barren, lifeless, mechanism at the foundation of all meaning, value, and beauty.


Berkeley was not the only early modern to find the Cartesian/Lockean account of nature problematic.  Baruch Spinoza, follower and critic of Descartes, though himself a proponent of using mechanics (efficient causes) to study nature, made no distinction between God and Spirit and Nature, and hence had no need to discuss or command the dominion of nature.  There was but one substance in his metaphysics, and that substance was both mind and matter—and everything else.
  The only mastery he admonished was self-mastery—the ability to free oneself from earthly desire (such as acquisition!).


Gottlieb Leibniz, noted rationalist philosopher and co-founder of the Calculus, developed a pluralistic conception of nature that described every particle of matter as imbued with life.  Monads, the principle elements of all created things, were individual substances irreducible to mechanical causes.  And while Leibniz’s politics offers no profound alternative to that of the early moderns, his metaphysics implies a foundation for a fruitful discussion of natural intrinsic value.  Leibniz is particularly interesting because his rival, Isaac Newton, who had simultaneously invented the Calculus, was a proponent of the materialism found in Descartes and Locke.  While Leibniz’ mathematical description of nature was as useful as Newton’s, his metaphysics denied materialism and proposed that organism—life—is the fundamental principle in nature.

Although the disagreement over the nature of substance during this period may not have centered on the question of ownership, there is a relationship between Locke’s doctrine of material substance and his theory of property.  Metaphysically, Locke’s doctrine of substance was essentially the same as Descartes’ (though the epistemology is quite different).  Material substance is inert matter that can be explained in purely mechanical terms.  It can be quantified and therefore studied mathematically with logical precision.  Matter has no life or value of its own and is animated by and imbued with value by spirit or Mind, which stands over, against, and above it.  Mind is the master, matter the servant; Mind is the lord, matter the slave.  Mind and matter were created separately and God supplied the means
 and the instructions for how the two are to interrelate. 
This conception of matter relates directly to Locke’s politics.  Mind subduing matter by mixing it with labor produces property; and property is matter rationalized.  God commands this mixture and so our duty as (civilized) human beings is to interact with this matter by subduing and hence transforming this lifeless, valueless matter into something useful—private property.  Civil society must enable and protect this transformation.  Individual citizens are to be free—liber-ated—to appropriate more and more matter and transform it into economic value.


Although I think it would be reckless to conclude that Berkeley, in critiquing Locke’s metaphysics, was criticizing his politics (much less English land  use), I think it’s clear that his concerns about the despiritualization of creation by the materialists parallels our modern concerns about the reduction of nature to purely instrumental value. For if the world is but a mechanism, made for us to conquer and rule, what does it matter if we decide to liquidate it at the next board meeting?  

V. Christianity, God, and Property
Before hostile takeovers, downsizing, right sizing, the demise of Pacific Lumber, and Antonin Scalia’s assault on environmental protection, Professor Lynn White published a brief essay in Science called “The Historical Roots of our Ecological Crisis.” 
   In it he argued that the idea of dominion which is at the core of Western religion is also at the core of our environmental crises.  The problem only now come to a head because of changes in our political institutions, but the mentality has been with us for a very long time.   Near the beginning of his essay, he writes:
As a beginning we should try to clarify our thinking by looking, in some historical depth, at the presuppositions that underlie modern technology and science…. The quite sudden fusion of these two, towards the middle of the 19th century, is surely related to the slightly prior and contemporary democratic revolutions which, by reducing social barriers, tended to assert functional unity between brain and hand.  Our ecologic crisis is the product of an emerging, entirely novel, democratic culture.  The issue is whether a democratized world can survive its own implications. Presumably we cannot, unless we rethink our axioms.

The democratic revolutions White refers to are rooted in the liberal tradition of Locke and company, and while a first glance might make it appear as though it was an unhappy coincidence, we can see from the above analysis that modern political theory are themselves rooted in the idea of dominion.  Speaking of the history of this dominion, White writes:

By the latter part of the 7th century after Christ…certain northern peasants were using an entirely different kind of plow…. Man’s relation to the soil was profoundly changed.   Formerly man had been part of nature; now he was the exploiter of nature…


This…exploitative attitude appears slightly before A.D. 830 in Western illustrated calendars.  The new…calendars…show men coercing the world around them—plowing harvesting, chopping trees, butchering pigs.  Man and nature are two things, and man is master.

White attributes this mentality directly to Christianity:
What people do about their ecology depends on what they think about themselves in relation to things around them.  Human ecology is deeply conditioned by beliefs about our nature and destiny—that is, by religion…

The victory of Christianity over paganism was the greatest psychic revolution in the history of our culture…  [Although] the forms of our thinking and language have largely ceased to be Christian, but…the substance often remains amazingly akin to that of the past.  Our daily habits of action, for example, are dominated by an implicit faith in perpetual progress which was unknown either to Greco-Roman antiquity or to the Orient.  It is rooted in, and indefensible apart from, Judeo-Christian theology…. We continue today to live, as we have lived fro about 1700 years, very largely in the context of Christian axioms.

In a passage that could easily have been a reading of Locke’s dominion theory of property, White finishes the analysis:

Christianity inherited from Judaism not only a concept of time as non-repetitive and linear but also a striking story of creation.  By gradual stages a loving and all-powerful God created light and darkness, the heavenly bodies, and earth and all its plants, animals, birds, and fishes.  Finally, God had created Adam and, as an after thought, Eve to keep man from being lonely.  Man named all the animals, thus establishing his dominance over them.  God planned all of this explicitly for man’s benefit and rule: no item in physical creation had any purpose save to serve man’s purposes.

In response to this charge against Christianity, Andrew Linzey asserts that it is not dominion but love which is at the core of Christianity, even if “Christians have had enormous difficulty in believing their own Gospel.”
  Quoting the archbishop of Canterbury, Linzey’s contends that Christian theology “has been distorted by being too man-centered”
  and that Christian Gospel command us to love the whole world.

Linzey’s argument is a defense of a “stewardship interpretation” of the Old Testament (Genesis), as opposed to a “despotic interpretation,” like the one found in White’s analysis.  The debate is very reminiscent of the question posed earlier about land use in the liberal political tradition.  Are current conceptions of ownership and land use a divergence from or a logical consequence of the liberal tradition of John Locke?  Newton has argued that current practice is inconsistent with Locke’s tradition.  I have argued that while it may be problematic on one level for Locke, it is consistent with his ideology of dominion in the final analysis.  Similarly, Linzey argues that looking at the world as made for us is ultimately inconsistent with Gospel, while White argues that the dominion is a uniquely Christian axiom that drives Western degradation of the earth.  The two disputes can be stated together thus: Does the stewardship model of ownership inevitably degenerate into the dominion model?

However we answer that question, one thing is clear: the dominion model cannot stand.  As Hegel aptly showed us in the “master-slave dialectic,” sooner or later the master creates the conditions of his own demise.  And just as southern whites not so long ago lived in mortal fear of slave insurrection, more and more of us live in fear of ecological disaster.  To avoid such calamity, Professor White proposed that we invoke the spirit of St. Francis, who “tried to depose man from his monarchy over creation and set up a democracy of all God’s creatures.”
  White, perhaps anticipating Linzey, noted a strand of Christianity that deplored dominion as an impediment to the commandment of love.  Perhaps Newton has something similar in mind.  Are there strands of liberal democratic economics that deplore liquidation and over-consumption?  Perhaps, but I don’t think we’ll get there by invoking the spirit of John Locke.
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