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1. Introduction

In his letter to the Romans, Paul summarizes lgisltgy, not only addressing the people
living in Rome in the year 57 AD, but presentings htoncepts of justification,

sanctification and glorification to all Christiarieroughout church history. Since the
writing is of an artistic literary form and is iméed for the public, it is reasonable to call

this theological work an epistle rather than aelett

In the eighth chapter of the epistle, Paul disctigbe believer’s privileges, having
established his theory of justification, namelyttttaough the faith (obedience) of Jesus
those who are baptized on his death die with hichaae therefore freed from sin, and are
raised with him and therefore put into a right tielaship with God. The themes of
suffering and glory culminate in verse 18, wheralbgénes glory as being something that
is not only current happiness and grace (whichtlaeefirst-fruits of glory) but is also

located in the future.

How can it be that after the appearance of thesCthere is still suffering in the world?
The gap between the creation and God has not lweepletely overcome. In the verses
19-30 Paul clarifies the origin and the characfethts gap. There are varying ways to
interpret this paragraph resulting from the différeoncepts oktioic, which can be

translated as creature, creation, or even the facteation. The word ‘creature’ can be

regarded as being either simply human or it caerréd any living being, The word

1 Cf. Deissmann, 218-220.



‘creation’ can mean the whole (physical and mentad)ld or the created order that is
valid within creation; lastly it can be regarded!as process of creation which was either
completed on the sixth day or still ongoinggatio continuawith a partially open

future).

My goal in this paper is to present arguments fat against these possible translations,
which mainly involve references to Jewish traditiamd to Paul’'s other letters.
Subsequently, | want to relate the concept of @yeah Romans 8 to Paul’'s concept of
new creationin 2 Cor 5. Finally, | will lay out some ethicabmsequences of translating

kTlolg with a concept of creation which includes aninaadd even inanimate objects.

2. Trandation

19: For the creation longingly expects the revepbhthe sons of God.
20: For the creationcfiorc] was subordinated under the perishabilitycfLotnc], not
voluntarily, but by §.«] the one who subordinated it, towares.] hope.
21: That also the creatiorrfoc] itself will/shall be freed from slavery of desttion

[bondage of decaylppopc] to the liberty of the glory of the children of Go

22: For we know that the whole creation groansdtiogr) and suffers great pain

(together) fuvwdivw, as of a woman in childbirth] until now.

Since the abstract terfmokapadokie: cannot be translated as the subject of a sentence
with the predicate ‘to expect’, | chose to trarslaérse 19 changing the phrakesire’s
expectanceanto the creation’s expectancevhich is full of desire Nevertheless can an
argument be made for a literal translation of thiisase which can in turn affect our

interpretation: There is a desire manifested wittieation. Since the whole world is



inanimate, it itself cannot literally expect anytyj however it can bear living entities that
have either intentional mental states of expeata(@hich would be a very literal
translation) or have a non-intentional but consgidtive to achieve or avoid something
(for example pain). The desire of the creation ttem be regarded as the longing entities
within the physical creation. Also, a completeltedal interpretation can be supported,

postulating a certain final state towards whichwimele of creation moveés.

Muaterotng in verse 20 can be translated as worthlessnegsildy, or in a moral sense,
depravity or perverseness. It can also have a figueative meaning: what is devoid of
truth and appropriatened€ranfield interprets this term in a wider sengke‘frustration

of not being able properly to fulfill the purposk[the own] existence™In the German
Unified Translation the ternVerganglichkeit (perishability) is used. The possible
translation ofp6ope in verse 21 as decay or perishing gives evideocedranslating
wetetotng as perishability and6opo as perishing, both relating to the concept of Rom
5:12-17 where the origin of death is ascertainethensin of Adam. Thus “the one who
subordinated it” is God reacting to Adam’s sin nmakiall creatures mortal and/or

creation bear only perishable things. This was #lednterpretation of the early Churth.

Wilckens however does not agree here, arguingstdatvith accusative can not only be

translated in a causal grammatical case (becau&darh’s sin), but can also denominate

2 One could, for example, justify the literal traat#bns by interpreting the desire of the creatithe time-
invariant physical laws in the universe, like tieeend law of thermodynamics: the creation is logdir
maximal entropy. Because | don’t dare to interginetrevealing of the sons of God as the state edma
entropy of the universe, | will abstain from followg up this matter. Nevertheless | can see potantiais
approach within the ontological frameworks of pamtesm and panexperientialism.

3 It is possible that Paul relates to the famougejiroEccl 1,2: #& mdvte petardng”, where the writer
states that in this world all things are as vaaityg nothing, literally a (perishable) breath, ametréfore
condemns the opinions of those who set happineasyithing but in God alone. Cf. Geneva Bible Notes.
* Cranfield, 413f.

® Wilckens, 154.



the origin of an action (that is thedficient causg which is normally expressed By«
with genitive. This was indeed widely used wherenéfig to divine action$.Rudolf
Bultmann also favors this translation, althoughadnits that this question cannot be

clearly decided.

3. Creation or creature?
First possibility: act of creation

There are two usual endings to nominal derivatofegerbs in Greek:gic and po. The
former emphasizes the action itself, the latterpiauct of the actiofl While ktiope is
rarely used in the NTand always denotes creatures or created objedtac is used
frequently, having only once unambiguously refertedhe act of creation (Ro 1,20).
Usually it denotes, liket{oua, the result of a creative act: that which is adal In the
context of Romans 8:20, 21 and 22i0.¢ is always used as the subject of a sentence

with a transitive verb, which makes the translatsrtheact of creatiorvery implausible.

Second possibility: creature

The King James Versidhof the Bible translates Ro 8:20 “For the creatwss made
subject to...” and Ro 8,21 “Because the creaturdf itd®o shall be delivered ...”. From

an anthropocentric viewpoint (in the tradition ofdgartes’ dualism of matter and mind),

® As in Plutarch, Dionysios, Sir, 3 Macc, etc. CDA&G lexicon, article ‘dia’ 2.dp. Here Rom 8,20 is
explicitly mentioned.

" Cf. Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testamentes, 230

8 Cf. Taylor, 11.

°1Ti4,4;Rv5,13;8,9.

10 Cf. BDAG, Art. ktisma, 2.

1 Also: 1833 Webster Bible, 1889 Darby Bible, 1898uBy-Rheims Bible, 1965 Bible in Basic English.



only conscious subjects can expect or groan oresuéinimals are merely biological
machines. Today some fundamentalist Christianispsgfer this translation by engaging

this argument?

The NT indeed gives examples wheréoic is likely to be translated as creature. For
example, although St. Francis might disagree, ltaigl to justify that in Mk 16:15 (“Go

into the whole world and proclaim the good newswery creature”) Jesus wants his
disciples to evangelize and baptize animals or ewanimate objects such as trees and

stones. Similar verses are Col 1:23 and Hebr 4:13.

If we make the distinction between creatures aaritj entities created by God” and the
creation as the inanimate physical world, then \ae@ m- or exclude plants and/or
sentient but non-self-conscious animals, dependmg@ur definition of “living entity”.
This distinction is reflected by the ethical thegriof biocentrism, pathocentrism and
anthropocentrism. An argument for pathocentristhésusage of the verbs ‘to groan’ and
‘to suffer’. An argument for anthropocentrism isetlverb ‘to eagerly expect’. An
argument for biocentrism is the verb ‘made subjedtitility’ (when futility is interpreted

as perishability: death came into the world foli&dl forms.).

Already Chrysostom argued against the anthropacenterpretation by referring to the
Old Testament® For example, Psa 96:12 says: “All the trees offtirest shall exult”,

similar Psa 104:16; Joel 1:18 says: “How the ansngmban faR]!"” Another argument

against the anthropocentric view is that Ro 8,38 $haat the creatures are (or the creation

is) subordinatedhot voluntarily if ktiowg only referred to humanity, the subordination

12 Cf. http://www.Godandscience.org/youngearth/rorBamtml (accessed on Oct 28, 2009).
13 Cf. Wilckens, 153.




would have been carried out voluntarily, in the sserthat the fall of mankind was
provoked by a voluntary decision of Adam. It onlyakes sense to emphasize “not
voluntarily” in verse 20 when the object which isherdinated is not congruent with the
reason for the subordinatidhA third argument is the use efioic in a singular form: if

an author wants to make clear that he denotesucesathe should useioeic instead™

Finally, there is also the possibility to read ti@aas the sum of all living beings (or of
all humans)exceptthe Christians. According to Ulrich Wilckens, tleentext of this

passage (namely verse 18,19 antf)2fawvors this interpretation: The Christians whe ar
(or are going to become) the sons of God canndhatsame time expect their own
revealing; verse 23 (“not only it [the creationytlwe ourselves [Christians]...”) makes
even more obvious that the Christians are not dedunktioic; therefore it makes sense

to define creation in Romans 8 as theé creation

What about the Non-Christians? Paul saw himsetha#\postle to the Gentiles, and one
major purpose of writing to the Romans was to prekes missionary theology and how
it relates to the people of Israel. It would beansistent, if Paul on the one hand pleaded
for universalism, meaning that he “kept everybodyrigoner to disobedience, with the
purpose of having mercy on them all.” (Rom 11:3B)we accept the argument that
individuals with free will cannot be referred towerse 20 (“not willingly”), everybody
who descends from Adam (including Jews and Gelptilage to be treated equally. Since
the revealing of the sons of God seems to takeeplathe future, it is still possible that

everybody will be savedifiiversal reconciliatione.g. 1 Tim 4,10: “we hope for a living

14 ¢f. Wilckens, 153.
15 Jewett, 513f.
16 Cf. Wilckens, 152.



God, who is the Savior of all people, especiallyhafse who believe.”) . The idea that the
Non-Christians only participate in the act of rdiren of the sons of God and eagerly

wait for this to happen (verse 19) does not cormyiti the ordinary concept of missioh.

Wilckens states that for some of these reasonar@jerity of exegetes readsioLc
neither as humanity nor as Non-Christian humarhity.also asserts that the concept of
creation is primarily used as not including humars the remaining parts of the Rffas

well as in the Apostolic Fathers, the Septuagiut iarpost-biblical Jewish literaturé.

Third possibility: created order

It is very likely that Paul's concept of creationginates in the Hebrew Testament. In

Gen 1,1 the terr®72 not only means ‘to create’ but also ‘to frameg form’ or ‘to

shape™ It is thus possible thatrioic denotes something like ttemsmicorder in the
universe. This order, which was originally attribgditby God as ‘good’ (Gen 1), got

somewhat disarranged by the fall of mankind: sith @ath came into the world.

However, the context of Ro 8,19-22 does not allbis translation, since an order cannot
groan, suffer or expect anything. But the concéptlmat can be regarded as the essence
of creation may help us to understand how to keachc as (inanimate) creation in the

context of groaning, suffering and subordination.

Forth possibility: creation

17 Cf. ibid. 153.

18E.g. Hebr 9,11; Mk 10,6; 13,9; 2Petr 3,4; Offb4,1
19 Cf. Taylor, 153, footnotes 657-660.

20 Cf. Taylor, 20.



The whole creation includes all created objectsstifit#ing the creation to living
creatures or to mankind when translating is a cmtisin that is in greater dept to be
justified than a global interpretation. We havensse far that there are problems with a
literal interpretation of the verses in Romans 8duse of the role of creation as an acting

entity. How can the inanimate creation be undedse®being in need for salvation?

When we take a look at Genesis 3:17, we can s¢alftes Adam’s sin God “cursed the

ground” on account of Adam. It is quite difficult teceive an adequate translation for

X122 which is the derived noun fromaR used in this verse, since there are six

different Hebrew words which all are usually tratetl with curse®* An advanced
translation would be “to bind (with a spell), hemwith obstacles, render powerless to

122

resist”™c. Comparing with Gen 4:11, Cain is cursed/banme®k) from the soil, which

means that he is banned from enjoying its proditgti Louis Taylor renarrates Genesis
3 that “God sentenced [Adam] to hard labor as tkams of livelihood for the rest of his
natural life, and cursed the earth to the end thahould be rebellious to Adam'’s
demands or appeafé” Also the relation between man and animals chamgédAdam’s
fall: Originally friendly and obedient toward hinGén 1:263°, they now “snarled their

defiance at his approaches or fled his presenfaaitf®.

It is thus possible to regard the curse on the ptoas a metaphor expressing the way

God changedthe physical world with the purpose of executihg turse on Adam? His

ZLTWOT, Art. nfera

22 From Akkadian atru. Cf. ibid.

Z Cf. ibid.

% Taylor, 46

% Cf. Taylor, 46.

% calvin, Comm. on Genesis I, 131f.



sin resulted “in the distortion of the unity andape of the whole creatiofi” After the
world was corrupted, the beauty of the paradise goee?® There are three ways to see
how the distortion of the cosmos induces sin: ({hfub man worships the things of the
subhuman cosmos because of their seeming supgtioritim?® (2) It is not possible to
survive without harming livé? (3) The human refusal to accept limitations (Whitthe
essence of Adam’s sin, since he wanted to becomeGbd) actually ruins the world,;
man’s greed and gluttony result in the exploitatddmature, animals and other humans,
using up the limited natural resources and poliutiestroys the means of livelihood for

current and future generatiofis.

Incorporating the affects of sin on the whole (aatienand inanimate) creation can
explain the use of ‘not voluntarily’ and ‘vanityt iRomans 8,20. Because it does not have

free will, the creation is an innocent victim oétfall of man. Jewett notes:

When the creatures are made the food and fuelrdtsts, they are subject to vanity, they are
captivated by the law of sin. And thi®t willingly, not of their own choice. All the creatures
desire their own perfection and consummation; wthey are made instruments of sin it is not
willingly. Or, They are thus captivated, not foryasin of their own, which they had

committed, but for man's siii:

Louis Taylor states likewise:

As Paul explicitly declares that Adam let sin ithe world by his willful disobedience of

God’s law, and that his disobedience wrought thgob of distortion of the sub-human

2" Taylor, 46.

%8 Cf. Jewett, 511-518.

9 Cf. Rom 1,24.

30 According to Albert Schweitzer's biocentric ethidsarming and killing any life is sinful. A clear
conscience cannot exist and is “a invention ofdbeil”’, because one has to harm life in order twise.
Cf. Globokar, Roman¥erantwortung fiir alles was lebt. Von Albert Schizei und Hans Jonas zu einer
theologischen Ethik des Lebgii®si Gregoriana Serie Teologia 92), Rome 200206.

3L Cf. Jewett, 513, and Hawthorne / Martin, 189.

32 Mathew Henry Commentary, Romans Chapter 8.



cosmos, so he also declares by implication thafulsiman today is responsible for the

continued groaning and suffering of the creatiofr ...

When Paul says in 2 Cor 5:19 that “in Christ God weconciling the world to Himself”,
it is not clear ifcoopog refers to the universe or to the whole of mankReading it in the
context of Col 1:20 (and Eph 1,10) we can make rgnraent for the former: “... and
through him to reconcile to himsedfl things[tx mavta], whether on earth or in heaven.”
Romans 8,20-22 can be interpreted in this way: e“Wole creation was subordinated
under the perishability / vanity” may say thatthihgs are affected by Adam’s sthThe
“slavery of destruction” or respectively the “bogéaof decay” can also be applied to

creation, which as a whole and as the sum of glotdin it is perishabl®.

Above | stated some arguments why the term creatioRomans 8 does not include
humans. Most exegetes agree here; the Mathew Hammymentary for example defines
creation as “the whole frame of nature ..., the cagegaof inanimate and sensible
creatures, which, because of their harmony and ahaependence, and because they all
constitute and make up one world, are spoken othim singular number as the

creature.®®

However, there are still the above mentioned argusn@gainst an interpretation as
inanimate creation. How can creation that “suftés pain of childbirth” be understood?

Wilckens outlines some parallels this formulatias in Hellenistic literature, being used

% Taylor, 56.

3 This interpretation would also explain why theb/ermotdoow is used twice in the sentence. If the ones
subordinated are congruent with the ones who amoresible for the subordination, there would béegas
ways to formulate the sentence.

% This issue has to be explained in detail: Fronpirspective of cosmology, all complex aggregations
and compounds will seize to exist one day, sineestttropy of an isolated system can only increate w
time. From the perspective of rationalistic philply, the world is contingent and lacks necessity.

% MHC Romans Chapter 8.



metaphorically®’ To the pain of animals (and maybe to human baibéeyet having free
will) can be literally referred to; but it is vemynlikely that Paul writestiowc only
denominating sentient animals, since the distinctbetween things, inanimate and
animate life never explicitly occurs when the wardation is used. Jewett notes that the
concept of ecorrupted naturewas common not only in Judaism but also in the om
civic cult3® But instead of the “nature’s joy at its deliverartbrough Augustus and his

successor, Paul hears only agonized gro#hs.”

Similarly Robert Jewett defines creation as “astaj interdependent system with a life
and development of its own, yet anticipating appedp human intervention to counter
Adam’s fall.”*® And although Christians are already subject teaan, they are still

included in the interdependence of suffering witbieation' Paul here expresses the

eschatological theology of “already ... not yé&t”.

When God subordinated the creation, He already“imachind” to reconcile it to Him
again at one time. This is what ‘towards hope’ @nse 20 might express. The disposition
of reconciliation was already laid into creationtie process of subordinatifityFrom
this background the image of childbirth can be caghpnded along with verse 18 saying
that creation is in a state of giving bifthThe new creation is only partially born, the old

creation suffers great pain because of the proakebsth; but when the new creation is

37 Cf. Wilckens, 150.

3 E.g. in Hesiod or Virgil. Cf. Jewett, 516, foote®5.

¥ Jewett, 516.

0 Jewett, 517.

* Cf. Wilckens, 158.

2 Cf. Jewett, 517.

*3 Cf. Wilckens 155.

4 Wilckens 155: Die Schépfung ,liegt in den Weherh.dbefindet sich in einer Situation gesteigerter
Erfahrung von Nichtigkeit und Verganglichkeit, ndi¢r sich der bevorstehende eschatologische Umbruch
nach apokalyptischer Vorstellung ankiindigt.”



finally born, the old creation does not suffer pamymore and is therefore rescued, too.
One could extend this image by claiming that thé @leation was pregnant from the

beginning. Ulrich Wilckens explains the groaningcodation like this:

As His Creator God Himself is present in His creatand therefore creation as well
‘groans’ and ‘suffers pain’ about the contradictioetween its natureSpsei and the
goal God has set for creation; likewise creatioregains expectance and hope that God

will neutralize this contradiction in due coufSe.

It is quite interesting that Paul’s theory can asove as a theodicy argument, which can
be seen in this quote and will also play a roléhm next chapter. It can be concluded so
far: Moatalotng can best be translated gerishabilityin a physical sens&rtiolc can best
be translated ason-human creatign“‘die den Christen als mit-leidende, mit-wartende
und mit-zu-verherrlichende Heilspartnerin zur Seitst, zugleich aber auch
gegeniibersteht® The use of ideas like ,expecting®, ,being freedtroaning and
,giving childbirth can best be understood as aopimmorphismé’ Theouv-prefix used
with some of these terms seems to be importanhdenstand these anthropomorphisms
also as analogies: Non-human creation suftexgether with the Christians as the
Christians suffer together with Christ; therefdne hon-human creation will be glorified

together with the humans as the humans are gldriigether with Christ

5 Wilckens, 156 (own translation).

“6 Cf. also Chang, 85-90. This passage can'’t bela@swithout losing a large part of its contentitaral
word-by-word translation would be: “which also sdaron the side of [supports] the Christians as-with
suffering, with-waiting, and with-to-be-glorifiedlvation partner, but at the same time also iipogition
to them.”

*" Cf. ibid., 353.

*® Cf. ibid., 356.



4. The New Creation

Paul uses the term ‘new creation’ in 2 Cor 5:17 &adi 6:15: “If anyone is in Christ, he
is anew creatior’ and “It does not matter if one is circumcisednat, [it only counts
that he is] anew creatiori’ It should be noted thativoc cannot only be translated ‘new’
but also ‘renovated*? Adolf Deissmann points out the parallels to Paalis life, which

he himself divided into to parts — an old Saul andew Paul®® The idea of the

expectance of a new creation already occurred daidm as the transformation into
original goodness® For Paul, the new creation is at the same timeadly present but

also a future reality. New Creation(s) can be preted either as individual converts or

as communal realiff or as the cosmos as a whole.

Accepting the arguments for interpretingoic in Romans 8,21 as the entire creation, we
can read “be freed from slavery” as the procedsamisforming theold creationinto the
new creation This transformation already began with the comaiiglesus Christ by
transforming (some?) men by baptism. But humanssghecaptured within the old
creation which is still perishable and includestdeand suffering? Justification as the
process of bringing man into a right relationship God can only be completed by
transforming the sub-human cosmos which lets ustgirturrent state) remain sinners
“according to the flesh” — although already freemhi sin “according to the spirit” by the

faith of Jesus Christ when living in Christ.

9 Taylor, 71.

0 Cf. Taylor, 75.

L Cf. 4 Ezra 7:75, 2 Apoc Bar 73f.

2 A new community of Jews and Gentiles, comparetti¢cld community of Jews only.

3 Cf. Hawthorne / Martin, 189.

4 Cf. Taylor, 110: “It has already been seen thail Bansidered those converted to Christ as livintwio
ages: this present evil age and the age to come.”



How can this transformation be understood? Thigalfitransformation’ might be
identical to the comingpocalypsavhich is commonly referred to in both testamemd a
in Christian literaturé® Is the apocalypse as a cosmic redemption a réoramation of
the creation back into its original state which aaproved by God as “good” (Gen 1) ?
There are two ways of interpreting the end of timigher annihilation or renovatic.
Annihilation is preferred by most modern writersice it seems to be more compatible
with the scientific theories of thaig crunchor theentropy deatlof the universe; it will
take many billions of years until this happens, aatially quite some time before that no
complex life forms will exist in the universe anyora. According to this theory of

annihilation God will create a new heavenly paradspiritual and eternal.

The idea of the apocalypse as renovation is differt is common knowledge for
exegetes that Jesus himself and the first genarafi€hristians might have expected the

apocalypse to occur within their lifespan. Louigy/[ba writes:

It is notable also that the renovation in its uliim stage in Pauline and other New
Testament thought takes place in time. There séerns no proof that time, in the sense
of sequential events and existence, will be donayaim the Kingdom of God after

Parousia of Christ’

There is a lot of evidence that Paul’s view wag tha Kingdom of God (or as it is called
in the Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum: “the life bétworld to come”) is actually located

in the future ofthis universe. It is even likely that Paul “would agteehe idea that the

%5 For example 1 Mos 3,15, Book of Daniel, “your kilngn come” in the Lord’s prayer, the Book of
Revelation

% Cf. Taylor, 126.

" Taylor, 127.



renovation shall be by fire’® Taylor starts a speculation interpreting this fieevents

that lead to the entropy deattof the universe.

This speculation is not new. The French Jesuith@ed de Chardin (1881-1955)
introduced the ternomega pointto describe the maximal level of complexity and
consciousness towards the universe is evolfif@he contemporary physicist Frank
Tipler extends Chardin’s theory in his bodke Physics of ChristianityAccordingly,

consciousness in the universe will not vanish dughe laws of thermodynamics as

complex matter will.] This final state of the unrge will be pure consciousness.

Teilhard saw the process of organic evolution aeguence of progressive syntheses
whose ultimate convergence point is that of GodeWhumanity and the material world
have reached their final state of evolution andaested all potential for further
development, a new convergence between them andugpernatural order would be
initiated by the Parousia, or Second Coming of &hfiieilhard asserted that the work of
Christ is primarily to lead the material world thig cosmic redemption, while the
conquest of evil is only secondary to his purp&ssl is represented by Teilhard merely
as growing pains within the cosmic process: therdisr that is implied by order in

process of realizatio.

Teilhard’s theory can therefore not only be usedekplain the apocalypse as a
renovation rather than an annihilation, but it eéso let us understand Romans 8 from a
new perspective. The last sentence of the quotesilseems like an interpretation of

verse 18 (“For | consider that the sufferings a$ foresent time are not worth comparing

%8 Cf. Taylor, 129: “... if one reads [1 Cor 3:12-16]donjunction with Romans 8:19-22 with the very
prevalent idea of cosmic conflagration in both @ld Testament apocryphal works and the New Testamen
apocryphal works such as the Acts of Paul (...) &iedApocalypse of Peter (...), it is not at all difficto
assume that the Apostle would agree to the idaahbaenovation shall be by fire.”

*9|n German this term is actually translated ‘Wamdétwhich means ‘heat death’.

€0 Cf. e.g. Chardin, Teilhar@he phenomenon of Man, Man’s place in namr@he future of Man

® Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre. (2008). Encyclopadtitannica. Encyclopaedia Britannica 2008 Ultimate
Reference Suite. Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica.



with the glory that is to be revealed to us.”) argilse 22 (“For we know that the whole

creation groans and suffers great pain [of chittibintil now.”) #2

5. Implications

All current suffering can be understood as a pantpkh Christ’s suffering. Thus Romans
5,1-5 can be seen in a different way and also lgetsin a more literal way: “We rejoice
in our sufferings” (Rom 5:3), because in the suffigthere is “hope of the glory of God”.
In the knowledge / the hope of being rescued, tifiersng as an unavoidable aspect part
of ‘being in the flesh’ or even as commiseratiomhwareation is a sign of connection and
interdependence of the new creation (namely thés@dmms) and the old creation (the rest
of the world which is still bound to the slaveryadcay). This connection lets us expect
and hope for a universal salvation which includesanly our spirit but also our flesh,

the animals and the remaining inanimate creation.

For me this is a first small step to understand@hastian concept of the ‘resurrection of
the body’ respectively ‘resurrection of the fleskhe Christian concept does not seem to
be compatible after all with the Platonic dualisimietn makes the soul the prisoner of the
body and the goal for the soul to be freed fromRiegarding the new creation as a
continuation of the old creation, rather renovateah actually new, the implication for
our lives can be that we give this world a muchatgevalue, while at the same time are

not conformed to this world (cf. Rom 12:2), expegtits completed renewal.

%2 One final speculation: If we — humans living oe fianet earth — want to survive and “make it” ¢oeb
part of the omega point, we have to put effortis ¥enture (which may include dealing with climate
change, building starships to colonize other wowtien our sun is dying, etc.), but we also have no
guarantee that by our works this kind of justificatwill occur.



“Man, thus renovated, has a definite relationgbithe present age and to the age to
come-NOW! This relation includes a sort of psyctbond with the sub-human

cosmos.5?

Personally, | remain cautious about the interpi@tapresented in this paper. When |
think of resurrection, | usually don’t think of a#&l state of united consciousness in the
universe, but of personal resurrection. It seems¢oa lot easier to guarantee personal
resurrection by imagining heaven as a separatee ptatside’ of the physical universe
where — already now — our souls are located, afthdbey are bound to human bodies
which are located in the material world; at the ehaach life, the body dies, the soul

lives on, eternally, without suffering and resioais, in unison with God.

It is always a special moment finding similarities the presumable world view of a
biblical author and either philosophical theoriassome contemporary world views
which have emerged from modern cosmological theoBeit when doing an exegesis of
a text, one should not try to obtrude the own pretebelief system on a text but rather
find out what the belief system of the author w&isice platonic ideas are deep-seated in
our culture and understanding, it is hard to read| Rithout them, especially when he is
writing to Hellenistic recipients which themselvese partly influenced by this
philosophy. The challenge for philosophers and ldgans nowadays seems to be to
establish a theory of the essence of man, includghgast and future in an evolutionary
process, in the connection to other living and hang things in the universe —
overcoming anthropocentrism, especially in ethtbalories, while not crossing over all
the way to a nihilist world view, in which we artesf a (locally and temporally) tiny piece

of complex matter in a large universe, without amaning and obligation.

8 Taylor, 100.
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