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ABSTRACT
Reconsidering Paul’s Use of Creation Language in Romans 8: Employing A Corpus-

Driven Model of Systemic Functional Monosemy

Gregory P. Fewster
McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton, Ontario
Master of Arts (Christian Studies), 2012

A majority of modern scholars understand Paul’s use of creation language
(xtiow) in Rom 8:18-23 as part of a commentary on the state of sub-human creation, or
nature—an understanding that is still disputed in some quarters. This position serves as a
point of departure for an inquiry into the state of lexical study in New Testament
scholarship. In light of contemporary approaches, this thesis articulates a theory of
monosemy—a minimalistic semantic theory cast in the framework of Systemic
Functional Linguistics. This theory is fundamentally corpus-driven with a special focus
upon metaphorical extension. The model is applied to Paul’s use of creation-language
through a robust corpus analysis and an investigation into kticig's role in textual and
ideational functions within the paragraph. [ argue that xtioig plays a role in the cohesive

structure of Rom 8:18-23 and—contra the majority of interpreters—functions as a

nominalized ideational metaphor for the human body.
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Chapter One

CREATION LANGUAGE IN ROMANS 8: A SURVEY OF INTERPRETATION AND METHOD

A survey of many modern commentaries on Paul’s letter to the Romans reveals an
historical diversity in the interpretation of the sense of xtioig (creation, creature) in Rom
8:19-23. While scholarly consensus seems to have been reached in recent years, there
are enough dissenting voices to warrant the re-evaluation of the issue. The word «ticig
appears four times in the passage. thus recommending it as a worthwhile locus of study.
Accurate determination of this word's meaning has notable ramifications for the
interpretation of the passage in its immediate context, the larger argument of Romans,
and Pauline theology including Pauline doctrines of new creation, soteriology,
cosmology, and eschatology. In light of these concerns, this chapter will survey the
historical trends of interpretation before moving into a more comprehensive assessment
of recent research. An important consideration of this chapter and of the thesis as a
whole is that the question of creation language in Romans 8 serves as a microcosm of
the practice of word studies in biblical Greek. This chapter will address the
methodologies used to approach this question and how these practices relate to the
burgeoning field of linguistic criticism. Are the scholarly attempts at word studies
linguistically informed and are these linguistic theories appropriate for biblical scholars
to be adapting? The goal of this thesis, therefore, is to provide a model for lexical

analysis that can be effectively applied to Paul’s use of ktiotg in Rom 8:18-23.



1. Interpretations of Creation language in Rom 8:18-23

1.1. Among the Fathers and Reformers

Ancient commentary on Romans 8 reveals a diversity of opinion as to the sense of
kticwc. The witness of Irenaeus appears somewhat divided and it is occasionally unclear
whether he has the entire created order or humanity in view. Early on in book 5 of his
Against Heresies, Irenaeus describes the redemption and return of creation to its early
pristine state, prior to a brief quotation from Rom 8:19ff.' According to Michaels,
Irenaeus’s use of the Latin term conditio is an unambiguous reference to “the material
creation as a whole.”” In a later chapter, however, amidst another reference to Romans
8, Irenaeus seems to stray from his original use of conditio, altering his terminology to
the Latin creatura. perhaps indicating a more anthropological focus.> Despite this
ambiguity, D.J. Bingham suggests that Irenaeus had a dual anthropological and
cosmological focus—anthropology provides the foundation for understanding
cosmology.”4 Regardless of where Irenaeus truly stood, this interpretive tension
provides a caricature for the subsequent history of interpretation of creation language in
Romans 8. Besides a minority of alternatives, there seem to be two main interpretive
streams with respect to xticig. The anthropological view prefers to take kricig as a
reference to humanity, while the cosmological view prefers to see a reference to the

COSmMos.

" Irenaeus, “Against Heresies V,” 561.

: Michaels, “Redemption of Our Body,” 113.

3 See Irenaeus, “Against Heresies V,” 567. Note Michaels’ reference to this phenomenon in Michaels,
“Redemption of Our Body,” 113-14.

* Bingham, “Irenaeus Reads Romans 8. 128.



Augustine is frequently cited as an early proponent of the anthropological
perspective.” A quotation from his unfinished commentary on Romans seems to indicate
as much. even to the extent that a cosmological reading should be considered heretical.

We should not think that this implies a sorrowing and sighing of trees and

vegetables and stones and other suchlike creatures—for this is the error of the

Manichees—nor should we think that the holy angels are subject to futility. nor

that they will be freed from the slavery of death, since they are entirely without

death. Rather and without false interpretation we take “‘every creature™ to mean
man itself.’

The reference here to angels may be an implicit critique of Origen’s interpretation. In
book seven of his commentary on Romans, Origen states explicitly that the creation
should be read as “rational creation.”’ Even so. Origen's position is certainly not an
anthropological one and thus it seems as though angels are in his view here.?
Championing the cosmological view is the 4th Century preacher and exegete John
Chrysostom. He considers Paul’s use of creation language to fall in line with the
prophetic practice of personification, performing the function of emphasis.” Chrysostom
is not alone in this interpretation (especially if Irenaeus takes a cosmological stance) and
as such Cranfield is willing to reference other ancient witnesses in Ambrosiaster. Cyril,
and Euthymius.'”

The cosmological-anthropological distinctions are carried down even into the

time of the Reformation. John Calvin is very explicit with respect to his cosmological

> See esp. Cranfield, Romans. 1: 411; Michaels, “Redemption of Our Body,” 114; Whitehouse, The
Redemption of the Body, 11, 53; Zyro, “Neue Erorterung,” 664, who reference Augustine as such.

° The translation is taken from Augustine, Romans, 22-23. Augustine continues in this manner,
admitting that creatures may range from angels to beasts, however his assertion remains that human-kind
is the ultimate creature (24-25).

7 Origen, “Commentary on the the Epistle to the Romans 7.4, 68.

® Cranfield cites him as the main proponent of the angelic view (Cranfield, Romans, 1: 411).

® Chrysostom, Homilies on Acts and Romans, 444. Chrysostom’s suggested personification is a
perspective that is widely held among modern commentators as will be seen below.

'% Cranfield, Romans, 1: 411.



stance. Apparently following Chrysostom, Calvin views personification as an important
literary technique here and understands the sense of xticig as non-rational creation. It
seems incomprehensible for nature to possess characteristics such as hope, or volition
and thus such references are deemed as personification.!' On the other hand, Martin
Luther seems to hold to a more anthropological position. Luther’s articulation is far
more implicit than Calvin’s, though he accomplishes his goals through the use of the
term creature rather than creation.'” It is notable that Luther understands most exegetes
to interpret the creation as “man.”"’ Despite his anthropological stance, however. Luther
is far more concerned with Paul’s description of creation than with the word’s sense in
the passage, and accordingly spends little time articulating or defending his position.

1.2. Ktioic in Anthropological and Cosmological Perspective'”

The cosmological-anthropological distinction has continued to hold sway in discussions
of creation language in the recent past. John Bolt’s 1995 article in Calvin Theological
Journal takes a step back in time to come up against a “twentieth-century neo-orthodox
inspired anthropological-soteriological reading of the travail of creation.”" Bolt's
rejoinder to this seemingly well-established position espouses a cosmic reading that

appears to have significant environmental implications as well.'® Such an

Y Calvin, Romans and Thessalonians, 172-73.

" Luther, Romans, 107—109.

' Luther. Romans, 108. Likely, Luther means the human race or humanity.

"* Keep in mind that such distinctions are firmly established in terms of soteriology. The question is
whether it is human-centered or cosmos-centered soteriology.

'* Bolt, “Relation Between Creation and Redemption,” 35. His article views such a position as an
historical aberration, pointing to many earlier writers who seem to have held a cosmological bent (see
above). Anthropological views are well represented in Tenney's work on the resurrection. Though he is
not explicit in his position, Tenney’s only application of Rom 8:19-22 is in the context of human bodily
resurrection and never with respect to the cosmos (Tenney, Reality of the Resurrection, 172, 185; see also
Michaels, “Redemption of Our Body,” 114, who notes this phenomenon as well). Tenney’s ability to use
the passage in this way without having to articulate or argue for a human-centered view speaks volumes.

' Bolt, “Relation Between Creation and Redemption,” 35-36. The place of environmental readings of
Romans 8 and xticig will be briefly explored below.



anthropological bent is an accurate identification; however, the state of play in the mid
to late 20th Century is slightly more complicated. Notwithstanding the typical
anthropological bent, ktici is still occasionally regarded with the sense of nature. J.
Ruemann and G. Lampe are two important proponents of the anthropological
perspective who nuance their view, not through an alternative understanding of the word
Ktioic, but in how they see the humanity-cosmos interrelation.'” In spite of the human-
centered focus of much of this writing, a cosmological agenda does play a part,
evidenced in J. Gibb’s monograph Creation and Redemption. This Pauline theology of
creation and redemption focuses especially on the lordship of Christ as a central Pauline
theme. The lordship theme thus educates his view of Romans 8. For Gibbs, humanity is
of concern; however, the cosmos is entwined with humanity’s fate inasmuch as Christ’s
lordship extends beyond humanity.'®

1.3. Contemporary Consensus in the xtioig Debate

Since the writing of Gibbs et al.. there have been two important developments in the
conversation: (1) the old cosmological-anthropological distinctions have essentially

been put aside.'’ and (2) scholarly consensus with respect to the sense of ktioic has all

7 See Reumann, Creation, 91-99; Lampe. “Doctrine of ktiotg,” 449—62. Reumann’s brief work best
illustrates this tension. Though he is convinced that kticig must refer to more than believers and include
the inanimate world, his ultimate position avoids viewing this passage as a “cosmic daydream.” Instead,
Reumann views this as an “expression of anthropology and soteriology™ (99). Lampe's redemptive-
historical approach takes into consideration the Old Testament background to the notion of creation.
which is deemed to be primarily anthropocentric. Lampe explicitly sub-ordinates “creation” to humankind
yet writes that “the hope of re-creation of the body leads naturally to the idea of the re-creation of the
natural order of which it forms a part™ (455-56). See also Gerber, “Rém. viii.18ff.” 65, and more recently,
Lambrecht, “Ecocentric or Anthropocentric?”185-86; Moo, Romans, 517 n.50; Barrett, Romans, 163,
who maintain this tenuous balance.

'* See Gibbs, Creation and Redemption, 3441,

' Bolt's article (see above) remains an exception.



but been reached.” Perhaps one of the more important contributions in these directions
has been the publication of C.E.B. Cranfield's commentary on Romans. Cranfield’s
usual practice of surveying every available position on a topic was not abandoned in his
comments on ktioic. which reveal two notable features.”' First, Cranfield makes no
explicit mention of polarized readings. Instead, his goal is to select the most exegetically
responsible sense in light of a variety of previous suggestions.>* Second, he comes
firmly down on the suggestion that kticig is “the sum-total of sub-human nature both
animate and inanimate.™ Both Cranfield’s outline of available positions™ and his
conclusion seem to have captured the minds of most authors up to the present to the

; . . 23
extent that the acceptance of xticic as nature is almost a foregone conclusion.”

*% A slight nuance appears in some articles that may prefer a cosmological reading of the text but
suggest that there is an overarching theocentric emphasis in this passage, i.e., God is the one who made
the creation and is in control of its fate. See, for example, Vollmer, “Theocentric Reading,” 796-97.

*l See Cranfield, Romans, 1: 411, for his list including footnotes with reference to major proponents of
these views. His approach, in contrast to the dichotomous approaches immediately preceding his, is in
some ways a teturn to former methods. See for example Whitehouse, The Redemption of the Body, 11,
who gives a list of typical interpretations along with their major proponents. Pp. 11-9 reveals a more
robust articulation of these positions, though lacking the systematic disagreement present in Cranfield's
commentary. Whitehouse’s treatment evidences the rich diversity of opinion present at the time that
Michaels (see below) encountered in his initial research (Michaels, “Redemption of OQur Body,” 92). It is
notable therefore, that Cranfield’s work marks the interpretive shift that has led to the contemporary
consensus.

= In my view, this is quite remarkable considering that he writes only a few years after Gibbs and
Reumann.

= Cranfield, Romans, 1: 41112,

** See similar approaches in Witherington, Romans, 222-23; Hahne, Corruption and Redemption. 176~
81; Dumbrell, Romans, 90-91; Morris, Romans, 320.

* Besides Cranfield, for those who actively argue in favour of this position see Bolt, “Relation Between
Creation and Redemption,” 39—41; Byrne, Romans, 254; Dumbrell, Romans, 91; Dunn, Romans 1-8,
469-70; Fitzmyer, Romans, 5057, Hahne, Corruption and Redemption, 176-81; Jackson, New Creation.
151-52; Jewett, “Corruption and Redemption,” 34-36 Jewett, Romans, 511; Keesmaat, Paul and His
Story, 102-110; Lenski, Romans, 532; Moo, Romans, 513-15; Moo, “Nature in the New Creation,” 459—
63; Moo, "Romans 8 and Isaiah’s Cosmic Covenant,” 75-77; Morris, Romans, 320; Murray, Romans,
301-303; Osborne. Romans, 208-209; Schreiner, Romans, 435; Witherington, Romans, 222-23.

For those works that simply assume (to some degree or another) this position into their exegetical or
theological framework see Barrett, Romans, 165-6; Batey, Romans. 112-13; Beker, “Vision of Hope,”
28-29; Braaten, “All Creation Groans,” 131-32; Bullmore, “Christian Environmentalism.” 159-61; Keck.
Romans, 210; Keener, Romans, 111-12; Keesmaat, “Exodus and Intertextual Transformation,” 43—47;
Lambrecht, “Ecocentric or Anthropocentric?” 169-71; Lawson, “Hope of Creation.” 559-61; Lee, Paul's
Gospel in Romans, 406-407; Middleton, “New Heaven and New Earth,” 89-90; Mounce, Romans, 184;



For the purpose of this review, | would like to pay special attention to two recent
works that have given serious treatment to issue of creation language in Romans 8:
Harry Alan Hahne's 2006 monograph The Corruption and Redemption of Creation:
Nature in Romans 8.19-22 and Jewish Apocalyptic Literature and T. Ryan Jackson's
2010 monograph New Creation in Paul's Letters.*® Hahne’s work seeks to articulate a
relationship between Paul’s thought in Rom 8:19-22 and the various patterns of
corruption and redemption in Jewish apocalyptic literature. Hahne follows standard
historical-critical procedures—his research consisting of a detailed analysis of important
background material (in this case apocalyptic literature) that may have influenced Paul’s
thought. This is followed by detailed exegesis of the passage in question. beginning with
an assessment of the meaning of kticig in the passage in question.27 Hahne's approach
to this question is reminiscent of Cranfield, though he goes into slightly greater detail.?®
While Hahne's mastery of the Second Temple literature regarding the corruption and
redemption of nature is impressive. the connection he draws between these apocalyptic
writings and Paul seems tenuous at best. A direct link between the two sets of literature

cannot be found, a point Hahne himself admits and attempts to explain away.” It is

Rimbach, “All Creation Groans,” 382-84; Vollmer, “Theocentric Reading.” 791-92, 94; Ware, “Paul's
Hope and Ours,™ 130-33; Wright, “Romans,” 596.

“® Another recent work that addresses this issue is J. Hyun Lee’s 2010 monograph Paul's Gospel in
Romans. Despite its recent publication, its focus is on discourse analysis of the first half of Romans. His
treatment of Romans 8 is relatively brief and his comments on the meaning of kticig are minimal.

7 Up until this point, the meaning of xkticts in the context of Romans 8§ (nature) seems to be assumed.
This provides an interesting contrast to Nelson’s 1969 Th.D. dissertation, which also provides a similar
exegetical treatment while his discussion of the meaning of 1} xticig immediately follows his history of
interpretation (Nelson, “Groaning of Creation,” 138-56).

8 See below for a brief assessment of this approach.

** See Hahne, Corruption and Redemption, 225-26. This is an issue noted also by Lambrecht,
“Ecocentric or Anthropocentric?” 176.



questionable whether such an elaborate reading of this text is warranted given the
variability in apocalyptic views and the lack of formal links present in Romans 8 itself.””

Jackson's monograph views Romans 8 in the broader context of a Pauline
theology of new creation, especially in relation to explicit new creation passages in
Galatians and 2 Corinthians. New Creation in Paul’s Letters revisits cosmological-
anthropological distinctions that still appear to maintain a hold in the Pauline “new
creation™ schemes. Jackson’s conclusions diverge from this traditional dichotomy
proposing an eschatological soteriology as the best way to understand the doctrine in
Pauline thought. Unique to this genre of research, Jackson treats Romans 8 alongside
explicit “new creation™ texts as a third and important witness to this theme.’' His
treatment of ktioig itself is brief and spans its occurrence in the entire book of Romans
including Rom 1:25, 8:19-22, and 8:39.>* The conclusion of his chapter does not make
any novel contribution to that discussion, but simply acquiesces to scholarly consensus
of the word’s meaning in Rom 8:19-22 as Jackson’s concern is with the broader
theological implications of the passage as a whole.”> Even so, Jackson's articulation of a
balanced anthropological and cosmological soteriology can hardly be substantiated
when the foundation for a cosmological emphasis is virtually assumed.

Some major implications arise from this apparent consensus. The first and most
obvious is its impact on Pauline theology—specifically with respect to Paul’s
soteriology and eschatology. With this consensus, an anthropological soteriology is no

longer a viable option and redemptive concerns extend to the entire cosmos. In

* The two figures in Hahne, Corruption and Redemption, 227, illustrate well the diverse views
regarding the corruption of nature and its redemption in apocalyptic Second Temple literature.

*! Namely. Galatians 6 and 2 Corinthians 5 in which the unique phrase xawn xtioig appears.

32 See Jackson, New Creation, 151-52.

* His discussion spans three short paragraphs.



eschatological terms, this also seems to imply an end-time cosmological reconstitution
or renovation.” Of a more practical nature are the environmental sensitivities raised by
many authors. For several years much of the hermeneutical work on Romans 8
(notwithstanding commentaries) has had an ecological thrust.*> While the specific
conclusions of various articles have been diverse. there remains a very strong
ideological/ecological biblical theology that drives and sustains these exegetical
decisions.”® Again, this is not the place to pass judgment on these conclusions; however.
it is important to be aware that certain linguistic and exegetical decisions have

significant theological and pragmatic ramifications.

** See, for example, Wright, Resurrection, 224, 258. Renovation is an apt term in this context, although
its usage does not seem to have caught on. See especially Bingham, “Irenacus Reads Romans 8,” 128.

% Jonathan Moo writes, “Romans 8.19-22 is quite possibly the text most frequently cited by those
seeking to employ Christian Scripture for an environmental agenda” (Moo, “Romans 8§ and Isaiah’s
Cosmic Covenant,” 74). The two most recent publications in this respect are Byrne, “Ecological
Reading,” 83-93 (cf. his earlier work, Byrne, “Creation Groaning,” 193-203; Byrne, Romans, 259) and
Horrell, Hunt, and Southgate. Greening Paul, 63-86). The former article, though valuing environmental
elements in the passage, provide much need balance and caution in importing modern environmental
attitudes on Paul. The latter provides a brief state-of-play and narrative analysis of the passage
culminating in some caution along the same lines as Byrne. Another recent and important article, Moo,
“Nature in the New Creation.” 44988, responds to environmental concerns. This paper is explicitly
biblical theological in nature attempting to bridge the gap between the biblical text and contemporary
concerns. While not focused exclusively on Romans 8, it maintains an important position in the
conversation. See also Bullmore, “Christian Environmentalism,” 139-62, a practical theologian
articulating what he deems to be the four central passages relating to Christian environmentalism, though
with a particular focus on Christian stewardship; Rimbach. “All Creation Groans,” 379-91. who provides
a significant early commentary in the context of an Asian forum on the theology of nature; and Lawson,
“Hope of Creation,” 559-65, who is primarily pastoral in its attempt to re-invigorate a consciousness of
the surrounding world, which re-interprets the “dominion” of the world that is firmly situated within
Paul’s discussion in Romans.

* In fact, much of this work derives from a theology of response. Lynn White's 1967 article, “The
Historical Roots of our Ecological Crisis,” points a direct finger at Western brands of Christianity that
seem to promote an abusive relationship with the natural world (White, “Roots of Qur Ecological Crisis,”
1203-1207). Her comments are paradigmatic of similar attitudes. Many Christian writers since then have
openly made reference to this article as a significant catalyst in an environmentally positive Christian
response (see Bullmore, “Christian Environmentalism,™ 141; Grizzle, Rothrock, and Barrett,
“Evangelicals and Environmentalism,” 4; Lawson, “Hope of Creation,” 559; Moo, “Nature in the New
Creation,” 449: Volmer, “Theocentric Reading,” 789-90, 94-95; cf. Lambrecht. “Ecocentric or
Anthropocentric?” 184-88 who engages four major works on this passage and evaluates how they
negotiate potential ecological implications of the passage). An important dynamic to question, therefore,
is the degree of ideological influence on exegetical and linguistic decisions.
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1.4. Voices of Dissent and Viable Alternatives

Even with much of the scholarly world taking the xticig = nature view, some disparate
voices arise. In the context of an exploration into feminine images in the Pauline corpus,
Beverly Gaventa explores creation language in terms of its relationship to birthing
metaphor in Romans 8. While her emphasis is ultimately on the implications of the
birthing metaphor on a reading of the passage (and of Paul more broadly), her view of
ktioig is emphatically different than the contemporary view. Rather, her position is that
kticig carries the sense of the entire created order par excellence—including within its
scope humanity and subhuman creation.>’

Susan Eastman's 2002 article in the Journal of Biblical Literature. though
chiefly concerned with t@v vidv tob Bgob (sons of God) in Rom 8:19. gives brief
attention to creation language, seeing these concepts as being especially inter-
connected.”® Her initial comments regarding xticic seem to follow Kisemann and
Gaventa. suggesting that the exclusion of humanity in Paul’s scheme is as much in error
as the exclusion of nature.”* Her statement here seems to be an oversimplification,
however. Eastman wishes to rule ou;[ believers as part of Paul’'s kticw and include
unbelieving humanity along with nature. Even so. Eastman highlights the presence of
unbelieving Israel as a very particular referent in this case in light of her comments

regarding the background of the “sons of God"—the sonship language attributed to

Israel in the Old Testament.*

7 Gaventa, Qur Mother, 53-54. This position is also held by Kisemann, who is actually very adamant
against the nature view (Kdsemann, Romans. 232-36), and Hultgren, who specifically makes references to
both Kédsemann and especially Gaventa (see Hultgren, Romans, 321). See also Johnson., Reading Romans,
137; Gerber, “Rom. viii.18ff.” 64.

38 See Eastman, “Whose Apocalypse?” 27376, for her full discussion.

3% Eastman, “Whose Apocalypse?” 274.

* Eastman, “Whose Apocalypse?” 276.
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An intriguing perspective has been recently revisited in a short essay by J.
Ramsey Michaels. Revisiting some exegetical work done early on in his career,
Michaels links Rom 8:19-22 along with other important passages dealing with bodily
resurrection (2 Corinthians 5 and 1 Corinthians 15) positing that kticig is used in this
passage as a metaphor for the body.41 It is reasonable to suggest that Michaels may be
included in the traditional anthropological camp, though his position is slightly more
nuanced.

1.5 Conclusion

The meaning of kticig in Rom 8:19-22 remains a somewhat contentious issue in
contemporary scholarship. Despite its near-consensus among most commentators and
writers there are enough divergent voices to warrant continued study.’? However, this
raises the question—will more studies of the same genre add a significant voice to the
conversation? I suggest that more fundamental questions need to be asked vis-a-vis
theories of words and word-meaning and how words contribute to the meaning of larger
sections of text. Indeed, this has ramifications well beyond the scope of the “kticis-

debate™ in Romans 8.

1 See Michaels, “Redemption of Our Body,” 92-97, 104—114. Michaels owes a degree of credit to two
works published in 1892 and 1902 by William Fitzhugh Whitehouse and William G. Williams
respectively. Whitehouse explicitly states that his “main contention is that kticig means nothing more or
less than the human body, and that it is of its present sufferings and future redemption that the Apostle is
speaking™ (Whitehouse, The Redemption of the Body, 26, with his view defended on pp. 27-34). Williams
notes the difficulty of understanding this word and the subsequent impact it has on the interpretation of
the entre passage. Finally as he gives a brief overview of the passage’s content, he too explicitly states that
“that this word "body" gives explicitly the lucid and sufficient, and only possible, explanation of the word
‘creature.” If this explanation is correct, “the creature’ is simply the human body:” (Williams, Romans,
253). Michaels has traced their work back to a German writer F.F. Zyro (see Zyro. “Neue Erklarung.”
403—416; Zyro, “Neue Erdrterung,” 645-66).

* In fact, this is where Michaels ends his essay suggesting that the door should not be closed on this
“interpretive question™ (Michaels, “Redemption of Our Body,” 114). To some degree, this thesis is a
response to Michaels” challenge.
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2. Evaluating Interpretive Methods: The Problem of Word Studies
Since the publishing of James Barr’'s The Semantics of Biblical Language. the
importance of linguistically sound lexical studies has been brought into sharp relief.*
The number of published works devoted to words and word meanings specifically
relating to biblical exegesis has greatly increased in the wake of Barr’s Semantics.™ Do
contemporary studies and commentaries that analyze Greek lexis—particularly xticic—
make full use of these insights?*
2.1. Where is the Method?
As noted above. Cranfield's commentary serves as a staple reference among later
commentaries and articles concerned with Romans 8. As such, what appears to be his
word-study method is often duplicated. This method (if can indeed be called as such)
essentially consists of setting out potential glosses (usually based upon previous
suggestions) and subsequently excluding various options based on exegetical decisions
drawn subjectively from the immediate context or based on broader theological
orientations.*® Consider the following example taken from Witherington's commentary
on Romans—chosen for its brevity—which imitates Cranfield's procedure:

V. 19 has prompted major debate about the meaning of ktisis,
“creation.” Basically, there are eight possibilities: all humanity,

* Barr's work serves to critique the theologically driven approaches to lexical meaning present in the
biblical theology movement, especially present in Kittel and Friedrich’s Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament. See esp. Barr, Semantics, 206262 for an extended critique of the Dictionary.

* Although the number of such works is far from overwhelming and has diminished in the past 10 to 20
years.

** For a detailed and sustained treatment of this issue with respect to select commentaries written post-
James Barr, see Baxter’s “In the Original Text it Says ... A Study of Hebrew and Greek Lexical Analyses
in Commentaries.” One of his main conclusions is that many commentaries are still riddled with lexical
fallacies despite the resources available (Baxter, “In the Original Text,” 20).

* Granted, commentaries rarely have the time or space for fully-fledged lexical studies. Even so, the
few monographs devoted to the subject are not encouraging. Oddly, the best example is Nelson's work
from 1969, which attempts to locate the meaning of ktici in light of the Liddell-Scott lexicon
(representing Hellenistic usage) and LXX and New Testament usage (see Nelson, “Groaning of Creation,”
139-46). Even this treatment is brief, however.
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unbelieving humanity alone, believing humanity alone, angels alone,
subhuman nature (both creature and creation), subhuman nature plus
angels, unbelievers and nature. and subhuman nature plus humanity in
general. V. 23 clearly enough contrasts believers with creation, and this
seems to rule out inclusion of believers here. V. 20 seems to rule out
non-believers as well. or even humanity in general, since at least Adam
was not subject to such futility or suffering without a choice. So ktisis
here probably refers to subhuman creation and nature. Paul does not
appear to think that angels in general or in toto have been subjected to
the sort of decay and futility spoken of here.*’

Interestingly, these, and other such comments in similar commentaries, are
included almost as a preamble to the actual exegesis. Evidently, the word’s meaning
must be established prior to any exegetical discussions. perhaps in order to streamline
those sections. For many of these studies. no real linguistic or lexical theory is put forth;
at best, Moo makes reference to the kticig entry in BDAG.* Whether opting to reference
BDAG or simply selecting one out of several potential meanings for xticig. these
arguments reflect an extraordinary lack of linguistic sophistication. It is therefore
difficult to make meaningful contributions in such a conversation that is essentially
made up of subjective inferences based on context.

Authors holding to the xticig = nature position are not the only guilty parties.
Indeed, those holding alternative views reflect similar methodological shortcomings.

Eastman's article, though provocative, leans precariously close to performing

7 Witherington. Romans. 222-23. There are more options even than Witherington suggests. Cranfield
has eight options as well but includes the whole creation (which includes humankind, nature, and the
angels) and provides proponents of each view (Cranfield, Romans, 1: 411; see also Byrne, Romans, 255;
Dumbrell, Romans, 90-91; Moo, Romans, 513—4; Morris, Romans. 320; Schreiner, Romans, 435). As
noted above Hahne’s treatment is much fuller (see Hahne, Corruption and Redemption, 176-81).
Witherington is very biased in his treatment of this issue. This is highlighted in the description of
subhuman nature as consisting of “*both creature and creation.” A better and more neutral description
might be flora and fauna. [ndeed Witherington breezes through the alternative interpretations in order to
push the traditional viewpoint.

*¥ Moo, Romans, 513. To my mind this reveals a sort of “look it up in BDAG™ mentality when dealing
with lexical issues—a very prevalent practice amongst New Testament students (see Elliot, “Look it Up,”
48--53, who while honouring F.W. Danker for his work in the Bauer lexicon, notes this prevalent approach
to lexicography). Interestingly, Moo is one commentator who fares particularly poorly in Baxter’s study in
terms of committing lexical fallacies (see Baxter, “In the Original Text,” 11518, 123, 125-26, 129-33).
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theological lexicography with her highly nuanced and theological proposition.*’

Michaels, on the other hand, with his suggestion of a metaphorical sense to ktictg, lacks
any discussion of metaphor theory. Given that metaphor is so important to his thesis, the
lack of any sort of theoretical underpinning is conspicuous. Evidently. for all sides there
is need of linguistic sophistication in this conversation.”

2.2 Lexical Function?

A curious feature of these studies is a preoccupation with the meaning of lexis in a very
restricted sense. The primary role of a lexical item seems to be deemed one of semantic
content and, as a result, it is simply the meaning of ktioig that is worth discussing. What
is often ignored is how «ktioic (or any other word for that matter) might perform
additional functions in the pericope and larger discourse. Concerns such as the role of
lexis in the organization of texts, or even in how lexis contributes to the social-relational
aspect of language are at best secondary to traditional questions about semantics.”' Even
then, the meaning of ktioig is almost always an isolated discussion with little concern
for how it functionally interacts with other nearby linguistic features. For example,
many authors have noted the metaphorical capability of kticig in Romans 8. especially

in terms of personiﬁcation;52 however, little has been done to systematically inquire into

** See Silva, Biblical Words. 29. His concern in this regard stems from the lexical fallacy illegitimate
totality transfer, a notion stemming from James Barr (see Silva, Biblical V'ords, 25; and Barr, Semantics,
218). These notions will be addressed in full in the subsequent chapter.

** To this point, even the language that I have used has been relatively “un-linguistic” in order to aptly
represent the views surveyed in this review. The linguistic terminology used in subsequent chapters
should indicate further the lack of sophistication present in the above material. That is not to say that
modern linguistics is the “saviour™ of biblical studies; however, it is to say that modern linguistic insights
seem to add some necessary precision where words and word-meaning comes into play.

*' I say traditional semantics because the linguistic model I will be adapting still asks semantic
questions; however, its definition of semantics is much broader than traditional handbooks on biblical
semantics would allow.

32 For general references to xtic1s in terms of metaphor see Rimbach, “All Creation Groans.” 386;
Gaventa, Our Aother, 51-62; Keck, Romans, 211-12; Michaels, “Redemption of Our Body,” 108, among
several others.
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the overwhelming lexical metaphorical collusion present in the pericope and how that
affects the function of the individual metaphors.”® Furthermore, the four-fold occurrence
of the lexeme and the accompanying implications regarding structure have not, as yet,
been explored among commentators.
2.3 Conclusion
Moving forward, there seems to be a general need for linguistic precision with respect to
the question of kticig’s meaning in Rom 8:19-22 and more broadly perhaps in biblical
word studies. The preoccupations of traditional semantics is of course a major concern
in word study, yet a broadening of scope may be an important feature that will add
exegetical payoff in these undertakings. It may be more helpful to ask how a lexical item
contributes to the meaning of larger discourse by way of function, with traditional
questions about semantic content simply existing under that umbrella.

3. Is There a Way Forward?
3.1 Selecting an Approach
If previous treatments of creation language in Romans 8 are lacking in sophistication
and precision, what, then, is the way forward in this discussion? Two options present
themselves. The first option is to augment and supplement these previous treatments
with the standard lexicographical work available for New Testament scholars including
that of James Barr, Moisés Silva. J.P. Louw, and Eugene Nida.” However, as will be

shown in the subsequent chapter, some of the theoretical elements of these works

See Bullmore, “Christian Environmentalism,” 161; Bolt, “Relation Between Creation and Redemption.”
39; Dunn, Romans 1-8, 472; Cranfield, Romans, 1: 412; Morris, Romans, 320; Mounce, Romans, 184, for
specific references to personification.

'fz Exceptions exist of course. particularly seen in the work of Gaventa and Eastman.

> In addition to the already mentioned works of Barr and Silva, see especially Louw, Semantics; Nida,
Componential Analysis; Nida and Louw, Lexical Semantics; Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon.
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contain some weakness as an accurate and applicable description of lexis and lexical
function. The second, and preferred. option is to construct an alternative model for
discerning lexical function that is sensitive to the present issue. Such a method may be
specific enough to apply to the role of ktioig in Romans 8 while general enough to
encourage application to other lexical concerns in New Testament studies.

3.2 Procedure and Thesis

This thesis, the