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PSALM 22:
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T A CONFERENCE in New York City in 1988, Joseph Car-

dinal Ratzinger encouraged biblical scholars and theo-

logians to continue to work toward a suitable synthesis
between the historical-critical approach to biblical interpretation
and the more decidedly theological and spiritual approach
characteristic of most traditional or “pre-critical” exegesis.

You can call the patristic-medieval exegetical approach Method A. The
historical-critical approach, the modern approach . . . is Method B. What 1 am
calling for is not a return to Method A, but a development of a Method C, taking
advantage of the strengths of both Method A and Method B, but cognizant of
the shortcomings of both.’

While these matters are, of course, more complex than A-B-C,
the schema may be a helpful one.? I share the cardinal’s basic

! The quotation is taken from a roundtable discussion summarized in Paul T. Stallsworth,
“The Story of an Encounter,” in Richard John Neuhaus, ed., Biblical Interpretation in Crisis:
The Ratzinger Conference on Bible and Church (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1989),
107-8. See also Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, “Biblical Interpretation in Crisis: On the Question
of the Foundations and Approaches of Exegesis Today,” The Erasmus Lecture, in ibid., 1-23.

2 Strictly speaking, we are dealing not with two specific “methods” but two general
approaches. A series of basic principles unites the work of exegetes as diverse as Origen and
Chrysostom, Bernard of Clairvaux and Thomas Aquinas, so that we may speak of a single
dominant patristic-medieval approach to exegesis, which Cardinal Ratzinger has labeled
“Method A.” When we turn to consider those biblical commentators whose work falls under
the umbrella of “historical-critical” exegesis, the diversity of specific methodologiesis perhaps
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position, namely that both Method A and Method B have their
strengths and weaknesses and that the development of a Method
C is both possible and desirable.’ I would merely add that several
approaches that do not fall neatly under either Method A or
Method B might also have a contribution to make to a Method C
synthesis. These range from traditional Jewish exegesis to some of
the newer methodologies which emerged as rivals to historical-
criticism in the latter half of the twentieth century (e.g., narrative
criticism).

One of the most important points of contrast between
traditional exegesis and historical-critical exegesis concerns the
interpretation of the Old Testament and its relationship to the
New Testament. Method A reads the Old Testament Christo-
logically, sometimes to the point of disregarding its context in
Israelite history, whereas Method B interprets the Old Testament
on its own terms, sometimes to the point of severing its link to the
New Testament.* Method C, I suggest, would integrate these two

even greater. But in this case too, fundamental principles of exegesis shared by these scholars
may be identified, justifying the label “Method B.”

% Much valuable work toward this goal has been done already. For a bibliographic essay
covering topics such as “pneumatic exegesis” and “salvation history,” see Henning Graf
Reventlow, Problems of Old Testament Theology in the Twentieth Century (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1985). For a balanced discussion of the prospecis for recovering
patristic-medieval exegesis, see Denis Farkasfalvy, “A Heritage in Search of Heirs: The Future
of Ancient Christian Exegesis,” Communio 25 (1998): 505-19. Other helpful resources
include: Stephen Fowl, ed., The Theological Interpretation of Scripture: Classic and
Contemporary Readings (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997); Christopher A. Hall, Reading Scripture
with the Church Fatbers (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1998); John H. Hayes, ed.,
Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation, 2 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1999); Henri de
Lubac, Medieval Exegesis, vols. 1-2, The Four Senses of Scripture, trans. Mark Sebanc (vol. 1)
and E. M. Macierowski (vol. 2), Ressourcement (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1998-2000); Donald K. McKim, ed., Historical Handbook of Major Biblical Interpreters
{Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1998); Pontifical Biblical Commission, The Interpretation
of the Bible in the Church (Boston: St. Paul Books & Media, 1993); Anthony Thistleton, New
Horizons in Hermeneutics: The Theory and Practice of Transforming Biblical Reading (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1932); as well as the works mentioned in notes 4-7 below.

* This is not to suggest that all Method B exegetes have been unaware of this danger. For
a bibliographic essay on twentieth-century attempts to articulate the relationship between Old
Testament and New Testament, see Henning Graf Reventlow, Problems of Biblical Theology
in the Twentieth Century (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986).
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approaches by discerning the genuine organic connections
between Old Testament and New Testament.’

For this to occur, the New Testament’s own Christological
interpretation of the Old Testament must not be regarded as
merely one among many possible “readings.” It is rather the her-
meneutical key that discloses the inspired “logic” of the Old
Testament. Christ is the zelos at which the divinely orchestrated
trajectories of the Old Testament’s various component parts
converge. But these theological and spiritual trajectories of the
Old Testament cannot be discerned on the basis of the telos alone.
The exegesis of a given Old Testament text must be allowed to
unfold according to principles and categories intrinsic to that text.
This unfolding will be aided by historical and literary-critical tools
and procedures but must not be hampered by positivist or
historicist presuppositions and goals.® The Old Testament is to be
read on its own terms but also under the guiding light of Christ.
In the end these two will be found to be one and the same, since
“the Spirit of Christ” was already present to Israel prior to the
Incarnation, exercising an influence upon the authors of the Old
Testament and preparing Israel for Yahweh’s eschatological
kingdom (1 Pet 1:10-11).

The Book of Psalms presents a unique challenge in this regard.
No other book of the Old Testament has been so thoroughly
assimilated by Christian tradition, yet there are few books of the
Bible for which the respective exegetical conclusions of Method
A and Method B diverge so widely. This has been especially true
for the past one hundred years or so, in which the scholarship of
the Psalms has been dominated by the form-critical approach of

* Cardinal Ratzinger speaks elsewhere of the “inner continuity and coherence of the Law
and the Gospel” and of the “inner continuity of salvation history” (Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger,
Many Religions—One Covenant: Israel, the Church and the World, trans. Graham Harrison
[San Francisco: Ignatius, 1999], 36, 68).

¢ As Francis Martin notes, “There is a difference between getting behind a text in order to
use it as a source for the history of early Christianity and as a norm for judging the meaning
of the text (historical criticism), and the historical and philological study that facilitates the
communicative effort of the text itself. The first makes the text a servant of extraneous
preoccupations, the second seeks to serve the text” (“Literary Theory, Philosophy of History
and Exegesis,” The Thomist 52 [1988]: 593).
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Hermann Gunkel. As Brevard Childs notes, because form criticism
clarifies the original sociological and liturgical context of the
Psalms, it makes the Church’s traditional use of the Psalter seem
“highly arbitrary and far removed from the original function
within ancient Israel. With one stroke Gunkel appeared to have
rendered all pre-critical exegesis of the Psalter invalid.”” Childs
goes on to note that this situation has, somewhat paradoxically,
made Christian scholars anxious to reconcile the two approaches
and “bridge the gap between critical exegesis and the actual faith
of the church.”®

Psalm 22 presents an interesting case in point. It is frequently
quoted or alluded to in the New Testament, and it is treasured in
Christian tradition as a unique prophetic witness to the Passion of
Christ. Historical-critical exegesis poses a serious challenge to this
traditional view, but Christian scholars who practice historical-
critical exegesis seem eager in the case of Psalm 22 to account for,
if not to justify, its use in the New Testament. The remainder of
this article will examine Psalm 22 as a test case for Method C
exegesis, in hope of offering a modest contribution to a much
larger project.” We shall consider: (1) the Method A inter-
pretation of Psalm 22 as the vox Christi, (2) the Method B at-
tempt to locate this psalm in an Old Testament Israelite context,
(3) various attempts to reconcile this Old Testament setting with
the New Testament use of Psalm 22, and (4) a Method C attempt
to describe the organic connection between the psalm in its Old
Testament context and Jesus’ quotation of it from the cross (Matt
27:46; Mark 15:34).

I. METHOD A: THE VOX CHRISTI

While the New Testament quotes or alludes to a small handful
of verses from Psalm 22, the Church Fathers take the process to

7 Brevard Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1979), 510.

8 Ibid., 511.

? According to Ratzinger, the development of a Method C synthesis will require “[a]t least
the work of a whole generation” (“Biblical Interpretation in Crisis,” 5-6).
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its logical conclusion by referring the entire psalm to Christ’s
death and Resurrection. But the Fathers do far more than this.
They do not treat Psalm 22 as a typological foreshadowing, nor
is the reference to Christ understood to be the psalm’s spiritual
sense. Rather, in Psalm 22 the Fathers hear the vox Christi, the
very words of Christ as he prays to the Father upon the cross, and
this is treated as the psalm’s sensus litteralis.

The Fathers assume that King David was the human author of
Psalm 22, but they demonstrate no desire whatsoever to locate the
psalm in David’s life or in any other Old Testament context.
David is merely a mouthpiece, through whom “the Prophetic
Spirit speaks in the name of Christ.”'® He is “the king and prophet
who spoke these words” but “endured none of these sufferings.”"!
It is important to note that this interpretation was forged in an
apologetic context. For Justin Martyr, Tertullian, and Lactantius
alike, it is not enough to ignore the Old Testament context of
Psalm 22; they must emphatically deny that it even has one. If
Trypho the Jew or Marcion of Pontus can refer this psalm to
David or another Israelite, its authority as a unique prophetic
witness to Christ may be doubted. But the apologists argue that
this is impossible. “David himself did not suffer this cross, nor did
any other king of the Jews.”'” Rather, Psalm 22 contains “the
entire passion of Christ, who was even then prophetically
declaring His glory.”"

Two commentators of the Antiochene School challenged the
vox Christi interpretation and sought an Old Testament context
for Psalm 22. Diodore of Tarsus and his student Theodore of

19 Justin Martyr, First Apology 38, in Thomas B. Falls, ed., Writings of Saint Justin Martyr,
Fathers of the Church 6 (New York: Christian Heritage, 1948), 74. According to Athanasius,
Psalm 22 “tells the manner of the death from the Savior’s own lips” (Ad Marcellinum 7, in
Robert C. Gregg, ed., Athanasius: The Life of Antony and the Letter to Marcellinus, Classics
of Western Spirituality [New York and Toronto: Paulist Press, 1980}, 105).

" Justin Martyr, First Apology 35 (Falls, ed., 72).

2 Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 3.19, in Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, eds.,
Ante-Nicene Christian Library: Translations of the Writings of the Fathers Down to A.D. 325,
vol. 7, Tertullianus Against Marcion [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1868], 158); cf. Justin, Dialogue
with Trypho 97; Lactantius, Divine Institutes 4.18.

© Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 3.19 (Roberts and Donaldson, eds., 158).
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Mopsuestia hold that this psalm describes the afflictions suffered
by David during the revolt of Absalom.' It is spoken “by the
person of David,” not “by the person of the Lord.”” Diodore
grants that the psalm contains certain “partial likenesses” to the
Passion of Christ, but these do not disrupt the basic “plan”
(bypothesis) of the psalm taken as a whole.'® He notes how one
detail after another “fits David” better than it “fits the Lord,”"’
but even those details which “ended up” fitting the Lord’s Passion
first “happened historically” to David.’® Theodore’s interpretation
is, if anything, even more strict. Christ merely borrowed a line
from Psalm 22 to speak of his own sufferings, and this in no way
justifies taking the psalm as such to refer to him."”

This Antiochene exegesis of Psalm 22, however, stood no
chance of dislodging the vox Christi interpretation. The latter
found an authoritative voice in Augustine and was widely dis-
seminated with the popular Expositio Psalmorum of Cassio-
dorus.”® Meanwhile Diodore and Theodore were condemned as
heretics.

At the same time, Cassiodorus’s detailed exposition has the
unintended effect of exposing three serious weaknesses in the
traditional interpretation. First, passages which do not seem
appropriate on the lips of Christ are given strained inter-
pretations. For example, how can the celibate Christ speak of “my

¥ Cf. Diodore of Tarsus, Commentarii in Psalmos 21.1 (on the ascription of the
commentary in question to Diodore, see Jean-Marie Olivier, ed., Diodori Tarsensis
Commentarii in Psalmos, vol. 1, Commentarii in Psalmos I-L [Corpus Christianorum. Series
Graeca 6; Turnhout: Brepols, 19801, Ixxiii-cviii); Theodore of Mopsuestia, Expositionis in
Psabmnos 21.1.

¥ Diodore, Commzentarii in Psalmos 21.1. Where not otherwise indicated, translations are
mine.

1 Ihid., 21.1, 19.

17 Ibid., 21.2b et passim.

 Thid., 21.19.

¥ Theodore, Expositionis 21.1.

20 According to the former, in Psalm 22 “the Passion of Christis . . . plainly recited as if
it were a gospel” (Augustine, Ennaratio in Psalmos 21.2.2). According to the latter, “the Lord
Christ speaks through the whole of the psalm,” and thus “it appears not so much as prophecy,
but as history” (Cassiodorus, Expositio Psalmorum 21.1, in P. G. Walsh, ed., Cassiodorus:
Explanation of the Psalms, vol. 1, Psalms 1-50, Ancient Christian Writers [New York and
Mahwah: Paulist Press, 1990}, 216).
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seed” (v. 31)? Cassiodorus answers that “seed” here refers to “the
works which He revealed on the earth at the time of His
incarnation.”” Second, over this exposition of the literal sense, an
equally arbitrary interpretation of the spiritual sense is sometimes
superimposed. On the line, “my tongue cleaves to my jaws” (v.
16), Cassiodorus comments: “His tongue denotes the apostles as
preachers, who cleaved to Christ’s jaws in maintaining His
commands.”** Third, and most critical for our purposes, the vox
Christi interpretation forces Cassiodorus to deny Old Testament
Israel its rightful place in the psalm. The phrase “seed of Israel”
(v. 24) must be interpreted so as to refer to Christians.” Indeed
Israel only figures into the psalm as the enemies of Christ. The
“calves” and “fat bulls” who surround the psalm’s speaker (v. 13)
“are clearly the Jewish people.”*

Thomas Aquinas’s exposition of Psalm 22 is more sophisticated
and less arbitrary than that of Cassiodorus. For example, Thomas
relates the phrase “my tongue cleaves to my jaws” (v. 16) to
Christ’s silence during his passion (citing Ezek 3:26 in support),
an interpretation that goes back to Justin Martyr.” This seems
preferable to the comment of Cassiodorus cited above. But in the
end Thomas’s exposition serves to confirm the authority of the
vox Christi interpretation with its inherent limitations.” Thomas
is emphatic that the psalmist speaks “in the person of Christ
praying” (in persona Christi orantis)” and that the reference to

2 Cassiodorus, Expositio Psalmorum 21.32 (Walsh, ed., 233).

2 1bid., 21.16 (Walsh, ed., 224).

3 Ibid., 21.25 (Walsh, ed., 230). It is perfecty legitimate to find references to the Church
in the Psalter when it is read according to the spiritual sense, but such spiritual exegesis must
be built upon a solid interpretation of the literal sense.

* Tbid., 21.13 (Walsh, ed., 222). It is easy to see how such an interpretation might
encourage anti-Semitic attitudes, rather than an appreciation for Israel’s place in salvation
history.

% Thomas Aquinas, In Psalmos Davidis Expositio 21.12; Justin Martyr, Dizlogue with
Trypho 102-3.

% Initially Thomas seems to acknowledge a level at which the words of the psalm bear
some relation to David’s trials, while these in turn symbolize the sufferings of Christ (In
Psalmos 21.1). In practice, however, Thomas only carries this two-level approach through his
explanation of the psalm’s superscription, after which he never again mentions David.

* tbid., 21.20.
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Christ’s Passion is the psalm’s “literal sense.”® Thus Psalm 22 is
still effectively denied an Old Testament context.

But along with its patent weaknesses, the Method A
interpretation of Psalm 22 has certain strengths. First, it takes
seriously the foundational New Testament insight that the “Spirit
of Christ” was already present to Old Testament Israel, “bearing
witness in advance to the sufferings destined for Christ and the
glories to follow” (1 Pet 1:11).% Second, it does justice to the fact
that Christ himself takes up this prayer and makes it his own
precisely at the most pivotal moment in salvation history, and to
the fact that all four evangelists make allusion to Psalm 22 in
recounting his Passion. In other words, the vox Christi inter-
pretation respectfully follows a seminal intuition regarding this
psalm, one that traces back to the apostolic Church and indeed to
the Lord himself—who, we should remember, was an Israelite and
thus ought to have had some idea what the psalm really meant.*

Finally, by listening to Psalm 22 as a prayer offered by Christ
during the extremity of his suffering, the more astute of the
Method A exegetes are able to disclose something of this text’s
remarkable spiritual quality. Thomas, in particular, shows real
Texigefiihl when he comments on the psalm’s splendid imagery.
For example, the phrase, “like water I am poured out” (v. 15),
suggests to him a complete effusion of life. “If oil is poured out,
some remains in the vessel, and if wine is poured out, at least
some aroma remains in the vessel. But from water nothing

% Ihid., 21.1.

? According to John H. Reumann, this verse alludes to Psalm 22 “as a whole” (“Psalm 22
at the Cross: Lament and Thanksgiving for Jesus Christ,” Interpretation 28 [1974]: 41).

30 With respect to the question of historicity, it seems more likely that Jesus actually quoted
the opening line of Psalm 22 from the cross than that it was placed on his lips by the early
Church or the evangelists, though the point is disputed. In the cautious estimation of
Raymond Brown, the historicity of this logion is “a possibility not to be discounted” (The
Death of the Messiab: From Gethsemane to the Grave: A Commentary on the Passion
Narratives in the Four Gospels, vol. 2, Anchor Bible Reference Library [New York:
Doubleday, 1994], 1088). Reumann concludes his treatment of the question as follows: “In
short, we find the evidence and arg ts for genui in the logion of Mark 15:34 to fall
short of definite proof that Jesus said it” (“Psalm 22 at the Cross,” 57; emphasis in original).
But how could one ever hope 1o find definite proof in such a case?
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remains.”' On the other hand, “Upon you was I cast from the
womb” (v. 11) suggests total dependence on God and thus “the
perfection of hope.”? Taken together, these two comments
adumbrate an important insight into Psalm 22, namely, that this
prayer illustrates dramatically how an exalted hope may be
present in the midst of the deepest desolation, indeed how total
reliance on God can only be perfectly realized through an
experience of God-forsakenness. As one recent commentator has
noted, this juxtaposition of complaint and trust, which is char-
acteristic of the entire psalm, is already found in nuce in its
opening line. The one who complains of being forsaken by God
still calls upon Yahweh as “my God, my God.”** The line quoted
by Jesus, then, is an epitome of the psalm’s spirituality.

II. METHOD B: THE OLD TESTAMENT CONTEXT

Like the Antiochene school, modern historical-critical exegesis
strives to locate Psalm 22 in its proper Old Testament context.
But unlike Diodore and Theodore, Method B commentators reject
the idea that this context is to be found in the life of King David.*
Indeed, since the advent of the form-critical method in the late
nineteenth century, the tendency has been to locate most psalms
not “in particular historical events, but in the cultic life of the
community.” Accordingly, Psalm 22 is said to have been
composed for use in the Temple liturgy. It begins as a prayer of
lament and petition (vv. 2-22) to be offered by “persons who were
severely sick and threatened by death.” It continues with a

! Aquinas, In Psalmos 21.11.

32 1bid., 21.7.

3 1. Clinton McCann, Jr., “The Book of Psalms: Introduction, Commentary, and
Reflections,” in The New Interpreter’s Bible, vol. 4 (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1996), 762.

3* Hermann Gunkel (Die Psalmen, Sth ed. [Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1968],
94) rejects Davidic authorship on the basis of Psalm 22’s relatively late vocabulary and its
advanced theology (e.g., the anticipated conversion of the Gentiles in vv. 28-29).

35 Childs, brtroduction, 509.

36 Cf. James L. Mays, Psabns (Louisville: John Knox, 1994), 106.

37 Peter C. Craigie, Psalins 1-50, Word Biblical Commentary 19 (Waco: Word Books,
1983), 198.
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jubilant hymn of praise “in the midst of the assembly” (vv. 23-27),
and it concludes with an exalted eschatological vision of universal
homage to Israel’s God (vv. 28-32).

Scholars variously explain the abrupt transition between verses
22 and 23. Many hold that the petitioner received an “oracle of
salvation” from a Temple functionary at precisely this point.*®
Others (correctly, in my opinion) question the grounds for such
an assumption.” In any case, Psalm 22 is “the basis of a liturgy, in
which the worshiper moves from lament to prayer, and finally to
praise and thanksgiving.”*® As we shall see, this dynamic and
dramatic character of the psalm and the “movement” of prayer
which it is designed to engender are crucial to understanding its
theology and spiritual function. Psalm 22 has a sort of “plot” in
which something “happens.”

Of particular concern to Method B scholars has been the
liturgical and theological identity of the psalm’s speaker, the “1”
who laments, petitions, and praises God. Having already swept
aside the patristic-medieval view that the speaker is Christ and the
Antiochene view that he is David, early form critics also rejected
the traditional Jewish view, which held that the “I” represents
Israel as a collective; rather, they maintained that the speaker is
simply an individual Israelite.*? This does not mean that Psalm 22
originated with the sufferings of a particular Israelite, but simply
that it was composed for and made available to any suffering
Israelite who might come to the Temple to petition Yahweh. This
is part of a more general form-critical trend, which views the
sufferings described in the individual laments throughout the

*# Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalms 1-59: A Commentary, trans. Hilton C. Oswald
(Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1988), 298; Reumann, “Psalm 22 at the Cross,” 44; Craigie, Psalms
1-50, 200; McCann, “Book of Psalms,” 763.

# Cf. Rudolf Kilian, “Ps 22 und das priesterliche Heilsorakel,” Biblische Zeitschrift 12
(1968): 172-85.

* Craigie, Psalms 1-50, 197.

1 Mays, Psalms, 108.

# Cf. Gunkel, Psalmen, 94. For the traditional Jewish view, see Mayer I. Gruber, ed.,
Rashi’s Commentary on Psalms 1-89 (Books I-1II) with English Translation, Introduction and
Notes, South Florida Studies in the History of Judaism 161 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998),
126.
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Psalter as stereotypical, like those found in other Ancient Near
Eastern laments.*

Other scholars, however, were quick to point out that Psalm
22 seems to differ from other laments in precisely this regard. Its
extremely graphic images suggest a physical suffering so severe
and a spiritual trial so intense that one can hardly think of an
“ordinary member” of the Israelite community. For Hans-Joachim
Kraus, the speaker is “an archetypal figure,” and in Psalm 22 “the
‘archetypal affliction’ of Godforsakenness is being suffered in a
mortal sickness.”** Still other scholars returned to something akin
to the traditional Jewish interpretation. For Alphonse Deissler the
speaker of Psalm 22 represents Israel, and this explains why he
possesses both collective and individual traits.** Earlier Charles
Briggs had compared the sufferer of Psalm 22 with the figures of
Mother Zion in the book of Lamentations and the Servant of
Yahweh in Isaiah 40-535. In all of these texts, individual sufferings
are “combined with national experiences.” The speaker of Psalm
22 is thus taken to be an “idealized” representation of the early
post-exilic remnant, harassed by neighboring nations.*

Without turning Psalm 22 into an historical allegory, as Briggs
virtually does, we might still locate it within certain theological
developments of the exilic and early post-exilic periods. Indeed,
several twentieth-century commentators associate Psalm 22 with
anawim piety, a spiritual development that finds its earliest
articulation in Zephaniah (seventh century B.C.), comes to classic
expression in Lamentations 3 (sixth century B.C.), and

B Cf. Childs, Introduction, 519; John Barton, “Form Criticism (OT),” Anchor Bible
Dictionary, vol. 2 (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 840. A. A. Anderson describes Psalm 22 as
containing “more or less stereotyped language” (Psalms 1-72, New Century Bible [Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1981}, 185).

* Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 294. Similarly, Mays describes the speaker as “a special case of the
type” or “prototypical” (Psalms, 108).

* Alphonse Deissler, Le Livre des Psaumes 1-75, Verbum Salutis 1 (Paris: Beauchesne,
1966), 111.

* Charles A. Briggs and Emilie G. Briggs, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Psalms, vol. 1, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1906), 190-91. It is precisely this interpretation that Gunkel rejected (Psalmen, 94-95),
presumably because it connects a psalm of individual lament to specific historical events, a
procedure that goes against the canons of form criticism.
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encompasses a large number of Psalms.” In verses 24-27, the
speaker of Psalm 22 addresses a group of anawim (“afflicted,
lowly, humble ones”), whom he also refers to as his “brethren.”
In verse 25, he calls himself an ani (functionally, the singular of
anawim) and refers to his suffering as anut (“affliction”; a cognate
noun). Kraus is correct to reject the notion that we are dealing
here with a distinct “religious party” or faction in ancient Israel.*®
Nevertheless, the anawim are “brothers . . . in a religious sense,”
a group constituted by a shared “theological spiritual identity,”*

The anawim are those who “fear” and “seek” Yahweh (vv. 24,
27). By also calling them “the seed of Jacob” and “the seed of
Israel” (v. 24), the psalmist does not mean to suggest that Israel
secundum carnem and the amawim are coterminous groups.
Rather, the anawim are thus identified as “the true Israel.™° As
James L. Mays puts it, the anawim are “thinking and speaking
about themselves and their relation to God in a way that is
beginning to redefine what it means to be Israel.”**

This is a crucial point. Mays has indicated, in a more
satisfactory way than Briggs, the manner by which the speaker of
Psalm 22 might be said to represent Israel. For Briggs the
representation takes place on a literary plane, by a sort of
symbolism or allegory. The sufferer of Psalm 22 stands for Israel.
As Gunkel notes, this is problematic, since the speaker also
addresses other pious Israclites.”* Who, then, would they
represent? But for Mays the sufferer of Psalm 22 is an ani, indeed
the “prototypical” member of the anawim, and it is only as an ani
that he represents Israel. That is, the anawim are those who most
fully assume the true identity and vocation of Israel, and the

¥ The classic treatment is that of Albert Gelin (The Poor of Yahweb, trans. Kathryn
Sullivan [Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 1964]), who refers Psalm 22 to this
movement {84). Hans-Joachim Kraus’s survey of the theme of the “poor” in the Psalter
(Theology of the Psalms, trans. Keith Crim [Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1986], 150-54) is
valuable for its rigorous methodology but reductionist in some of its conclusions.

* Kraus, Theology of the Psalms, 153.

4 Mays, Psalms, 111.

% Ibid.

51 Ibid., 111-12.

32 Gunkel, Psalmen, 94.
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sufferer of Psalm 22 most fully manifests the spiritual character of
this group. Thus, “the figure in the psalm shares in the corporate
vocation of Israel.”?

III. THE SEARCH FOR A SYNTHESIS

There is a consensus among historical-critical commentators
that Psalm 22 is not predictive of the Passion and Resurrection of
Christ. Itis neither “prophetic” nor “messianic.”* This conclusion
is based on solid form criticism, which observes that, in terms of
genre, Psalm 22 is neither a prophetic oracle nor a royal psalm.
Thus it was not “intended” to be a prediction of the sufferings and
subsequent glory of Christ.”® Such an interpretation would seem
to sever Psalm 22 from its New Testament use and its Method A
interpretation.

But some scholars maintain that this discrepancy between
traditional exegesis and form-critical analysis only forces one to
consider the relationship between Psalm 22 and the Passion
narratives from new angles. Kraus looks for the “inner
connections” between the two and finds them in the “archetypal”
character of the psalm and of the afflictions it describes. Jesus’
praying of Psalm 22 on the cross indicates that he “identifies
himself with the entire fullness of suffering.”*® Similarly, Claus
Westermann holds that Christ “has descended into the depths of
human suffering of which the psalm speaks.””’” Thus, according to
A. A. Anderson, “the real point of contact between the Psalmist

’3 Mays, Psalms, 113.

** Gunkel, Psalmen, 94; Deissler, Psaumes 1-75, 111; Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 301; Anderson,
Psalms 1-72, 185; McCann, “Book of Psalms,” 169.

* Anderson, Psalms 1-72, 185. One might perhaps argue that Psalm 22’s superscription
(“. . . a psalm of David”) makes it messianic in its canonical form. This interesting suggestion
(made to me by Scott Hahn) deserves separate treatment since it raises thorny issues. What is
the precise force of the phrase “of David”? Should the superscriptions (which are rather
unstable in the ancient versions) be regarded as canonical and inspired in the first place?

3¢ Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 301; cf. Craigie, Psalms 1-50, 202.

7 Claus Westermann, The Living Psalms, trans. ]J. R. Porter (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1989), 298; cf. Deissler, Psaumes 1-75, 112.
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and Christ is the reality of suffering and faith, not simply the
poetic language.”*®

This Method B effort to locate the true continuity between Old
Testament and New Testament at the level of “reality” rather than
at the level of language or concepts provides a promising point of
synthesis with Method A. Thomas Aquinas teaches that while the
literal sense of Scripture is a matter of words signifying “things”
(that is, realities), the spiritual sense is a matter of these same
things having a signification of their own. Thus, for example, “the
things of the Old Law signify the things of the New Law.”’ We
might posit, then, that the words of Psalm 22 refer to Old
Testament realities, namely, the suffering of Israel’s anawim and
their “habitual, trustful recourse”®® to Yahweh (the literal sense),
and that these realities themselves, not the words of the psalm as
such, “signify” in some manner the sufferings of Christ and his
recourse to the Father on the cross (the spiritual sense).

But precisely there is the rub. What could “signify” mean in
such a statement? If the Israelite author of Psalm 22 does not
seem to have intended his text to be predictive, how can we imply
that the Old Testament realities of which Psalm 22 speaks have a
proleptic and not merely coincidental correspondence to New
Testament realities? Method A would presumably make appeal at
this point to divine inspiration, noting that God is author of both
Sacred Scripture (the words) and Sacred History (the “things”).
But Method B exegetes seem reluctant to do the same.®’ Deissler,

8 Anderson, Psalms 1-72, 185.

5% Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1, q. 1, a. 10. See also the discussion of Eric Auerbach’s
distinction between figural and symbolic interpretation in Francis Martin, “Critique historique
et enseignement du Nouveau Testament sur Pimitation du Christ,” Revue Thomiste 93 (1993):
243.

0 Gelin, Poor of Yahweb, 84.

¢! Briggs may imply a divine purpose in the composition of Psalm 22. For him, however,
we are not dealing with Old Testament realities signifying New Testament ones but with an
Old Testament “ideal” or “concept” that somehow “prepares” for the historical experience
of Jesus. The author of Psalm 22 “idealises the sufferings of Israel” and presents pious
followers of Yahweh with “a comforting conception of a divine purpose in their sufferings.”
Briggs goes on to suggest that “this ideal was designed to prepare the minds of the people of
God for the ultimate realisation of that purpose of redemption in a sufferer {Jesus] who first
summed up in his historical experiences this ideal of suffering.” He concludes that Psalm 22
is “in this sense” messianic (Psalms, vol. 1, 192; emphasis added). “Designed” by whom?
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writing in the 1960s, employed the then popular notion of
Heilsgeschichte in order to link Psalm 22 to Jesus Christ, in whom
salvation history reaches its “culminating point.” But while such
categories seem to imply at least some sort of divine providence
over history, Deissler insists that Psalm 22 is “not a prophetic
text, and still less a prediction.”**

Perhaps this is merely to agree with Thomas that the sig-
nification of the realities of Sacred History goes beyond the
signification of the mere words of the biblical text. On the other
hand, we may be glimpsing a problem inherent in Method B.
How can historical-critical exegesis, with its tendency toward
positivism, accommodate a developed notion of divinely directed
and revelatory history, much less a truly operative notion of
biblical inspiration? Does Method B have trouble with the idea of
inspiration precisely because it does not have an adequate
philosophy of history, or for that matter, of human action? In
other words, is the failure to perceive or allow for a “vertical
dimension” of events the cause of Method B’s failure to allow for
a “vertical dimension” of texts?®

Perhaps the observation, valid in itself, that Psalm 22 is not
prophetic or messianic in its literary genre serves as a smoke
screen. Is Method B capable of proclaiming any Old Testament
text of any genre to be truly predictive of New Testament events?
And if not, how can it continue to appeal to “salvation history” in
order to find the “real connection” between Old Testament and
New Testament? Not surprisingly, the notion of Heilsgeschichze,
in the sense of God’s salvific self-disclosure in real history, has
been dying a slow death in biblical scholarship in recent decades.
Thomas L. Thompson, for example, maintains that the term
Heilsgeschichie is to be retained only in the sense of “a form of
theologically motivated Tendenz in Israel’s view of its past.” As “a
concept of revelation” or “a view of the history of Israel itself as
salvific,” it has been “largely discredited.”®*

Briggs does not say.
2 Deissler, Psaumes 1-75, 111.
¢ For the relationship between these two, see Martin, “Literary Theory,” 596.

% Thomas L. Thompson, “Historiography (Israelite),” Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. 3
(New York: Doubleday, 1992), 209.
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Many recent commentators on Psalm 22, while not subscribing
to this position explicitly, seem to have accepted its terms
implicitly. They view the connection between the psalm and
Christ’s Passion not in terms of a divinely directed and salvific
sequence of events but entirely as a matter of interpretive hind-
sight. According to Peter C. Craigie, for example, Psalm 22 is
“not messianic in its original sense or setting,” but “it may be
interpreted from a NT perspective as a messianic psalm”; thus in
the hands of the evangelists it “takes on the appearance of anti-
cipatory prophecy.”® For Patrick D. Miller, Psalm 22 provided
the early Christians with “interpretive clues to the meaning of the
Passion” and thus served as a “hermeneutical guide.”®® Similarly,
J. Clinton McCann states that the psalm supplied the evangelists
with “a rich resource . . . for articulating the meaning of both the
cross and the resurrection.”®’

These statements are true as far as they go, but they do not go
far enough. Is there not the risk of reducing everything to
interpretation? As long as we speak only of how the psalm is
interpreted from a New Testament perspective and do not
demonstrate the appropriateness of this interpretation from an
Old Testament perspective, a Christological reading of the psalm
will appear arbitrary or merely imaginative. A yawning chasm will
remain between the Testaments, and no synthesis will have been
achieved between Method A and Method B.

IV. METHOD C; THE ORGANIC CONNECTION

The single most important point of contact between Old
Testament Israel and the New Testament Church is, of course,
Jesus himself.*® This observation has a special pertinence to our

 Craigie, Psalms 1-50, 202.

% Patrick D. Miller, Fnterpreting the Psalms (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), 109. Cf.
Mays, Psalms, 106.

7 1. Clinton McCann, A Theological Introduction to the Book of Psalms: The Psalms as
Torah (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1993), 173.

% N. T. Wright has challenged the validity of the way New Testament scholarship has
tended so to distance Jesus from both Israel and the Church that he seems neither rooted in
the former nor in any way responsible for the latter (see N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory
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discussion of Psalm 22. Jesus® use of this classic anawim prayer
from the cross is consistent with the overall Synoptic presentation
of his relationship with the Father,* which is one of profound
intimacy’® and complete dependence—traits that are by no means
lacking even from the Johannine portrait. In fact, the Marcan and
Matthean “My God, my God” discloses the same essential
spirituality as the Lucan “Into your hands” and the Johannine “I
thirst,” which are also drawn from the Psalter.”! In other words,
we have a range of witnesses supplying the basic contours of the
Israelite piety of the historical Jesus. They indicate that in his hour
of trial he prayed as one of the anawim.”

As we have seen, for some scholars the essential link between
Psalm 22 in its Old Testament context and Jesus’ use of it on the
cross is the reality of human suffering, generically speaking, and
Jesus’ profound participation in this reality. But it would be a
grave mistake to minimize or omit from consideration the Israelite
context of the sufferings described in Psalm 22 and the Israelite
context of Jesus’ own sufferings. If Jesus enters into human
suffering, he does so as an Israelite who enters into Israel’s
sufferings. Indeed, by taking up the prayer of the anawim he
identifies himself as one who has assumed and is living out Israel’s

of God, vol. 2 of Christian Origins and the Question of God [Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1996}).

% The Lord’s Prayer and the Beatitudes are classic expressions of anawim piety. In Matt
11:29, Jesus identifies himself as “meek and humble of heart.”

7® According to Brown, because Jesus feels forsaken on the cross, he “no longer presumes
to speak intimately” to God as “Father” but uses “my God,” which is “the address common
to all human beings” (Death of the Messiah, 2:1046). In my opinion, this view does not take
sufficient account of the fact that Jesus is taking up the words of a sacred text. In any case,
while the feelings of abandonment may be very real, the words “My God, my God” hardly
suggest a diminishment of intimacy (cf. Brown’s own note 41 on the same page).

7! Naturally, there are differences in presentation. In Luke and john, Jesus is more
composed and decisive, both in the garden and on the cross, than he is in Mark and Matthew.
The Lucan “Into your hands” (Luke 23:46) is taken from Psalm 31 (v. ), which, like Psalm
22, embodies an individual’s act of trust in the midst of affliction and persecution. The
Johannine “I thirst” (John 19:28) may allude to Psalm 22 itself (v. 16; so T. Worden, “My
God, My God, Why Hast Thou Forsaken Me?” Scripture 6 [1953-54]: 15; Brown, Death of
the Messiah, 2:1073), while it also echoes Pss 42:2-3; 63:2; 69:4.

72 80 Barnabas M. Ahern, preface to Gelin, Poor of Yahweh, 8 (implied by Gelin himself
on p. 87); cf. Mays, Psalms, 114,
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true identity and vocation. To appreciate this, we must return
once more to the Old Testament context of Psalm 22 and
examine certain aspects of the anawim piety that this psalm
embodies.

First, what is most distinctive of, and fundamental to, the
Israelite context of Psalm 22 (and the rest of the Old Testament)
is revelation. The ani does not use the expression “my God” to
refer to his personally chosen image for unknowable tran-
scendence but to call upon Yahweh, the savior of Israel. The ani
is a member of a community of faith which extends from “our
ancestors” (v. 5) down through the present generation and to
future generations (vv. 31-32). The sarcasm of those who ridicule
him betrays their antagonism toward this faith (vv. 8-9), so that
we might even say that the ani is, in a sense, persecuted for the
word of God. Through this ordeal the ani will gain a deeper
understanding of who Yahweh is and will bear witness to God’s
“name” {v. 23).

Second, the ani is one who is keenly aware of his total lifelong
dependence on God. Yahweh is, as it were, the midwife who pulls
him “from the womb” (v. 10) and the undertaker who lays him
“in the dust of death” (v. 16). And for the entire intervening
period he is “thrown upon” God (v. 11). It is true that all human
beings are in fact utterly dependent on God, but those who are
seriously afflicted or poor or denied justice” are more likely to
recognize this utter dependence. Their “troubles drive them to
rely on Yahweh alone.” They are mocked for this very thing. They
flee to take refuge in “the precincts of the sanctuary” and “with
great intensity . . . turn to God.””*

Third, God allows the anawim to experience vulnerability.
This is described in extreme terms in Psalm 22, where the ani is

73 Kraus names such traits as characteristic of the “poor” in the Psalms but then cautions:
“These features of social justice should not be transformed too readily into a religious or
spiritual interpretation”™ (Theology of the Psalms, 152), Certainly there is a risk of
overspiritualizing the term anawim; but is it not equally mistaken to underspritualize it? Does
Kraus not make the same error as those whose interpretation he criticizes, insofar as he fails
to realize that, at least in this case, concrete circumstances and spirituality are quite
inseparable?

7* Thid.
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stripped of his clothes, bound hand and foot, surrounded by his
enemies, and stared at (vv. 17-18). Equally striking are the images
by which the ani speaks of his intense physical pain (vv. 15-16).
They suggest a keen awareness of his own mortality. The image
of water being poured out, for example, recalls the proverbial
saying of the woman of Tekoa: “We all must die—like water
spilled on the ground, which cannot be gathered up again” (2 Sam
14:14). This is the ultimate vulnerability, and it presents the
ultimate spiritual trial. For, to Old Testament Israel, death means
estrangement from God.”

The crucial question is how the sufferer will respond to all of
this. It is not affliction itself that makes one an a#i but the manner
in which one undergoes affliction.”® Every affliction calls for an
act of trust, and the most severe afflictions will prove whether or
not one is a true ani. To bring one’s affliction to the Temple and
to take up this prayer is itself an act of faith; it is to choose to let
oneself be guided through the experience of trial by the words of
a liturgy.

Psalm 22 is a model anawim prayer. “To use it was to set
oneself in its paradigm.””” The prayer is designed to lead the
sufferer through a process. This process begins with a frank
acknowledgment of feelings of abandonment, an articulation of
the experience of God-forsakenness. The profound emotions of
a spiritual trial are released as the sufferer laments his deplorable
condition; he feels like “a worm and not a man” (v. 7). But the
genius of this prayer is that it helps the lamenter to be brutally
honest with God while remaining within a framework of faith,
intimacy, and reverence. Words of lamentation and complaint are
interwoven with words of petition and even praise. Furthermore,
by phrasing his complaint as a question (“why have you forsaken
me?”) the sufferer opens himself to an answer.

7 This traditional view, represented by texts such as Psalm 88, gave way only very
gradually to a hope for post-mortem union with God. Such hope emerged precisely in the
context of anawim spirituality (e.g. Ps 73; Wis 2-3).

76 Cf. Mays, Psalins, 112.

7 Ihid., 106.
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The turning point of the psalm and the decisive moment in the
liturgy come with verses 20-22. This passage places the divine
name upon the sufferer’s lips, followed by a string of confident
and very personal petitions (“Hasten to help me. . . . Rescue my
soul. . . . Save me”). These words call for a great act of faith on
the part of the lamenter, commensurate to the severe trial through
which he is passing. If he is allowing himself to be led by the
words of the liturgy, he will begin to experience a real change at
this point, an interior renewal. Before circumstances change, there
must be a change of attitude and a renewal of commitment.
Otherwise the affliction will not have served its purpose as a
means of purification and deepening of trust.

Next, the psalm leads the worshiper into a hymn of praise.
Whereas he formerly was “the reproach of mankind and despised
by the people [of Israel]” (v. 7), he now experiences renewed
fellowship with other Israelites, especially fellow anawim (vv.
23-27), and proclaims the kingship of Yahweh over the Gentiles
(vv. 28-31). His mockers had assumed that his severe affliction
was a sign of God’s displeasure and distance, and he himself had
been tempted to draw the same conclusion. But now, aided by the
words of the psalm and under the influence of the spirit of prayer
of which the psalm-liturgy is a vehicle, he recognizes that God has
not “hidden his face” but has “listened” to his cry for help.
Moreover, he realizes now that Yahweh is not the sort of God
who “despises” or “detests” the “affliction of an afflicted one”
(anut aniz v. 25).

In some respects, this last point is the most significant
theological claim in the entire psalm, and it may help us to locate
Psalm 22 in the larger context of Israel’s theological development
during the exilic and early post-exilic periods. In particular, we
have in mind the simple but profound insight that affliction, far
from necessarily indicating divine disapproval or the condem-
nation of sin, may often be “the painful means chosen by God to
lead man to total surrender, to a form of denudation in His
presence, to a dramatic purification of faith,” as Albert Gelin so
aptly expresses it.”® This truth (which finds a variety of

78 Gelin, Poor of Yahweh, 45-46.
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articulations in Lamentations, Job, Isaiah 40-55, Genesis, and the
Psalter) became a key element in post-exilic Israel’s new
awareness of her true identity and vocation. At least some
Israelites came to understand that it would not be through a
glorious renewal of the Davidic-Solomonic Empire that Israel
would realize its destiny as “a light to the nations” (Isa 42:6). On
the contrary, only a humble, docile remnant could inherit “the
everlasting covenant, the sure promises made to David,” and
thereby assume David’s vocation to be “a witness to the peoples”
(55:3-4). Those who accept this call to be the “Servant of
Yahweh” constitute the true Israel.

Something of how suffering and witness are connected may be
indicated in the remarkable final verses of Psalm 22, where the
universal dimensions and eschatological orientation of Yahweh’s
kingship are proclaimed. Apparently it is precisely Yahweh’s
saving action on behalf of the ani that the Gentiles are to
“remember” and on the basis of which they will “turn to Yahweh”
and come under his rule (v. 28; cf. v. 31).”” Thus none of the
sufferings of Israel’s least ones—of all those anonymous anawim
who prayed in the spirit if not the actual words of Psalm 22 down
through the centuries—is permitted to fall through the cracks of
historical contingency. Rather, they are all gathered up into a
divine plan of salvation, which not only extends to “the ends of
the earth” (v. 28) but mysteriously unfolds in history in such a
way as to encompass both those who have already “gone done
into the dust” (v. 30) and those who are “yet to be born” (v. 32).
God’s universal salvific will is forever founded on his particular
historical dealings with Israel.

Psalm 22, then, gives post-exilic Israel a way of praying that
prepares her for the eschatological kingdom of Yahweh. It teaches
Israel that she will discover her true identity and fulfill her
vocation insofar as she lives and prays as the anawim. It may even
imply (though not so clearly as Isa 55:3-4) that the anawim will
replace the Davidic monarchy as the instrument through which
Yahweh will usher in his universal reign. Thus, while it does not

7 So Mays, Psalms, 112-13; cf. Gelin, Poor of Yahweb, 86-87. One cannot help but think
of 1 Cor 11:26 and 2 Tim 2:8 in such a context.
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contain the word or concept “Messiah,” it refers to that which is
truly “messianic.” As Mays expresses it, the ani of Psalm 22
participates in “the corporate vocation of Israel and the messianic
role of David.”®

On the cross Jesus takes Psalm 22 upon his lips as an Israelite
who had lived his life as an ani and who now faced his ultimate
trial. Finding himself surrounded, and mocked for his trust in
God, and seeing his clothes divided among his assailants, the
particular appropriateness of this psalm must have impressed itself
upon him. He prayed the opening line of Psalm 22 both to
express the depth of his suffering and desolation and to make a
solemn act of trust in God.®® In other words, this psalm
presumably helped him to pray through his trial, just as it was
designed to do. As he experienced the total vulnerability of having
his hands and feet nailed to the cross,** as his arms and legs were
wrenched at the joints, and as he felt the life pour out of him like
water, what other prayer in the entire tradition of his people
could have served him so well?

But it is clear that Jesus did not see himself as just another
Israelite, or even as just another ani. By habitually calling upon
God as “Father” throughout his ministry, Jesus had indicated that
he embodied Israel’s unique filial relationship to God (see Exod
4:22), and indeed that he himself was the true Israel.** Moreover,
he was convinced that his own suffering and death would usher
in the eschatological kingdom of God. Nor is it implausible to
suggest that meditation on Psalm 22 had played a part in his
coming to this conviction. As the quintessential ani, Jesus would
live out Israel’s spiritual destiny.

N. T. Wright has made a strong case that the historical Jesus,
already during his ministry and especially in his final trip to

% Mays, Psalms, 113. At the same time, it is doubtful whether anyone prior to the time of
Christ would have understood the speaker of Psalm 22 to be the Messiah.

8 1 agree with Brown that it is unlikely that Jesus recited the entire psalm from the cross
(Death of the Messiah, 2:1087 n. 129), but it is not unreasonable to suppose that in praying
its first line he had in mind the psalm’s “whole meaning” (Gelin, Poor of Yahwebh, 87).

82 Regarding verse 17b (“they have bound [?] my hands and my feet”), see Gregory Vall,
“Psalm 22:17b: “The Old Guess,”” Journal of Biblical Literature 116 (1997): 45-56.

8 Cf. Roch Kereszty, “God the Father,” Commaunio 26 (1999): 260-65.
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Jerusalem, not only considered himself the Messiah, but quite
deliberately acted out a messianic drama.®® Wright demonstrates
how Jesus derived his understanding of messiahship from the
Scriptures and notes how remarkably well Psalm 22, with its
pattern of suffering and restitution, matches “Jesus’ mindset, aims
and beliefs.”®

This raises the possibility that Jesus quoted Psalm 22 not only
for his own sake but for the benefit of the witnesses surrounding
him, as a final, albeit cryptic, proclamation of his identity and of
the salvation-historical significance of what he was at that moment
undergoing. If so, the misapprehension of his words by some of
those present (Matt 27:47-49; Mark 15:35-36) appears tragically
ironic, whereas the New Testament use of Psalm 22 as an inter-
pretive key to the Passion shows itself to be a matter of fidelity to
the Master’s dying words.

Accordingly, Psalm 22 reveals that Jesus’ Passion was the
ultimate act of anawim piety. As he hung upon the cross and
poured out his life, Jesus made a conscious and deliberate decision
to entrust himself to God. He did this, moreover, with all his
Israelite “brethren” (v. 23) and “all the clans of the nations” (v.
28) in mind. Jesus experienced fully humanity’s alienation from
God, and in the midst of this very experience he rendered God
perfect devotion on humanity’s behalf. Because of who Jesus is,
and because of the intensity of his love for God and neighbor, his
act of humble submission is salvific for all human beings, provided
they conform themselves to his way of relating to God—that is,
provided they too become anawim (cf. Heb 5:7-9).

Finally, a Method C study of Psalm 22 can increase our
appreciation for the epiphanic quality of Jesus’ death on the cross.
This is the single act in all of history by which the inner life of the
Blessed Trinity is most fully revealed, and Jesus’ quotation of
Psalm 22:2 (like his other “last words”) discloses an interior
dimension of this divine-human act. Far from indicating that the
Father had turned his back on the Crucified, Jesus’ praying of

8 Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, especially chs. 11-12 (= pp. 477-611).
% Ibid., 600.
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Psalm 22 (or even its first line) would have confirmed his abiding
intimacy with the Father and assured him that God “does not
despise or detest the affliction of an afflicted one” (v. 25).

At the same time, Jesus’ quotation of Psalm 22:2 expresses real
human spiritual desolation, and this fact must not be swept aside
with facile explanations. The paradox of desolation in the midst
of unbroken communion can, however, be illuminated through
meditation on the Incarnation, in conjunction with our Method
C interpretation of Psalm 22. The communion of being and love
which the Son has with the Father in the Holy Spirit from all
eternity is now (from the first moment of the Incarnation) lived
in and through a concrete humanity.®® Thus, after having related
to the Father for thirty-some years by means of a somatically
based human intellect, imagination, and will (all mysteriously
united to his divine personhood), on the cross Jesus experienced
the violent rending asunder of the body-soul unity.*” Psalm 22
accents the somatic dimension of such a spiritual trial in typically
Hebraic fashion. The dissolution of those bodily members which
symbolize spiritual capacities is described poetically in the most
concrete of terms.

My heart has become like wax,

melting within my breast;

my palate is dry like a potsherd,

my tongue cleaves to my jaws;

you lay me in the dust of death. (Vv. 15b-16)

Death involves for all of us a surrender of the human faculties
by which we have related to God throughout our lives. It is thus
the ultimate spiritual trial and life’s culminating opportunity to
make a perfect act of faith, hope, and love. Death, therefore, is
itself a paradox, since that which came into the world because of
sin (Rom 5:12) has become by grace our last and best chance to
reverse Adam’s usurpation of his own life by rendering ourselves

# “The Son of God . . . communicates to his humanity his own personal mode of existence
in the Trinity” (Catechism of the Catholic Church §470).

8 Of course, Christ’s body and soul each remain united to the Word, and the body-soul
unity is to be reestablished and glorified through the Resurrection.
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back to God. Of course, this transformation of human death is
effected precisely by Christ’s self-offering on Golgotha, by which
he consecrated his humanity (in solidarity with all humanity)
perfectly to the Father. But in Psalm 22 we see Israel already
participating—by prophetic anticipation and however
imperfectly—in Christ’s Passion.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

By describing Psalm 22’s function as a model prayer of
post-exilic anawim piety and relating this function to Jesus’ own
use of this psalm, we have attempted to demonstrate something
of the organic continuity between Old Testament and New
Testament. But if this exercise is to contribute to the development
of the “thoroughly relevant hermeneutic” for which Cardinal
Ratzinger is calling,®® we must insist that we are not dealing here
with a clever appropriation of an Old Testament text on the part
of Jesus or the early Church, nor with a spontaneous evolution of
religious ideas and experiences. Rather we discern in both the
composition and the intended use of Psalm 22 a divine
“directedness” and forward-leading intentionality at work in
Israel’s history. In accord with Method A, we wish to take quite
seriously the New Testament’s claim that the pre-incarnate Word
was already active among Old Testament Israel.

At the same time, we would not restrict this activity to isolated
moments of textual inspiration. According to Method A, Christ
spoke through David, but what he says through David in Psalm 22
is disconnected not only from David’s own life but from Israel’s
broader historical experience. For Method B, by contrast, Christ
has nothing to do with the composition of Psalm 22, nor with its
use by Israel during the Old Testament period. Rather, either
Jesus or the early Church, or both, drew upon the psalm as a
resource or interpretive guide in order to make sense out of Jesus’
Passion and death. The remarkable similarity between Psalm 22
and the Passion narratives, contemporary exegetes imply, must be

% Ratzinger, “Biblical Interpretation in Crisis,” 6.
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due to some combination of historical contingencies, Jesus’ self-
interpretation, and the evangelists’ intertextual hermeneutic. The
one conclusion which Method B would seem to wish to avoid is
that Psalm 22 was actually composed for Jesus, that it is in any
real sense prophetic, predictive, or messianic.

Our proposal is not merely that God was involved in the
composition of Psalm 22 but that the “Spirit of Messiah” (1 Pet
1:11) guided and inspired the entire process by which anawim
piety developed in Israel, a process that takes in not only the
inspired composition of Psalm 22 but also its intended use.
Moreover, this process was part and parcel of the broader “divine
pedagogy” by which the Blessed Trinity was teaching and forming
Israel and preparing her for the advent of the Messiah.*” When
the Messiah came, he was led, in his humanity, to an under-
standing of Israel’s true identity and vocation—and therefore to
an understanding of his own identity and vocation—by the
liturgical and spiritual traditions that he himself, in his
pre-existent divinity, had formed among his people and by the
very Scriptures that he had likewise inspired.

 Cf. Gelin, Poor of Yabweb, 74; Catechism of the Catholic Church §53. This position has
something in common with, but should not be confused with, a “social theory” of inspiration.
Itis important to maintain a technical and restrictive sense for the word inspiration, one which
pertains specifically to the Holy Spirit’s involvement in the composition of the Sacred Text
itself.
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OR MOST OF ITS HISTORY, the locus classicus for the
discussion of original sin, antedating even Augustine with
whom the phrase “original sin” first appears, was Romans
5:12." Recent years, however, have seen this passage supplanted
by another drawn from the Pauline corpus, namely, Colossians
1:16.> The Romans passage had long been taken as proof of our
union in the first man and his sin, but it is our antecedent relation
to Christ that has occupied the attention of contemporary

! For the use of Romans 5:12, see Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 3.9.64; Origen,
Contra Celsum 6.36; Ambrose, De excessu fratris Satyri 2.6; Rufinus, Expositio symboli 23.
It was in his Ad Simplicianum 1.1.10 that Augustine first coined the phrase peccatum originale.

2 Authors as diverse as Henri Rondet (cf. Original Sin: The Patristic and Theological
Background, trans. Cajetan Finegan, O.P. [New York: Alba House, 1972}, 264) and Juan Luis
Segundo (Evolution and Guilt, trans. John Drury [New York: Maryknoll, 1974}, 83) have
made explicit use of the passage. With most, one finds the passage unmistakably at work,
though without direct citation (e.g., Karl Rahner, “The Sin of Adam,” Theological
Investigations 11, trans. David Bourke [London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1974; New York:
The Seabury Press, 1974), 255). Itis not necessary for the purposes of this paper to enter into
the debate concerning the authorship of Colossians. Questions about the letter’s authenticity
first arose in the early nineteenth century, and both sides continue to have their defenders. A
summary of the arguments may be found in Werner G. Kiimmel, Introduction to the New
Testament, trans. Howard C., Kee (rev. ed.; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1975), 340-46.
Kiimmel himself favors attribution to St. Paul. For a look at some of the more recent
contributors to the debate, see Thomas J. Sappington, Revelation and Redemption at Colossae,
Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement Series, ed. David Hill and David E.
Orton, vol. 53 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1991), 22-24. All biblical passages quoted in this paper
will be taken from the Revised Standard Version of the Bible.
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theology. “Original sin,” writes Brian McDermott, “says
something profound and true about human history, insofar as it
can be thought of sine Christo.” But in fact, he continues, the
world is not without Christ and it never has been. “Structurally,
thanks to the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, all of history
is in Christo and ad Christum.”* The idea of the primacy of Christ
and the universal offer and action of his grace ab initio, to which
sin has always been subsequent and subordinate, has been the
predominant influence in Catholic work on original sin over the
past thirty years, And with the ascendancy of this Christocentrism,
one may argue, reflection on sin has returned to its roots. For it
is precisely Christ whom Paul takes as the key to understanding
the nature and extent of sin.*

There is, however, still another benefit that has come with the
new emphasis on Christ, beyond that of reminding us how much
more the grace of God has abounded “in the grace of that one
man Jesus Christ” than sin has condemned (Rom 5:15). It is the
benefit of shifting attention away from the issue of the first man’s
sin, or the first couple’s, or whether there was a first couple rather
than a first human community, or whether human communities
have arisen separately in different places at different times, or
whether any sin has or could implicate the entire race, has or
could be transmitted, or whether there could possibly have been
such a place as paradise and in what sense human sin may have
affected creation. All these questions have proven to be somewhat
embarrassing in the face of contemporary science. If the central
claim is that all grace is gratia Christi and that, in one way or
another, everyone is in need of it, then the issue of whether and
how this universal need is tied to the sin of Adam becomes of
secondary importance. The same is true of the problem of evil,
physical and moral. What is primary is that Christ reverses evil;
it is of less moment whether and how Adam introduced it. In fact,

3 Brian O. McDermott, S.J., “The Theology of Original Sin: Recent Developments,”
Theological Studies 36 (1977): 509. The same point is made verbatim by Stephen J. Duffy,
“Qur Hearts of Darkness: Original Sin Revisited,” Theological Studies 49 (1988): 621.

* It is for this reason, A. M. Dubarle argues in The Biblical Doctrine of Original Sin, trans.
M. Stewart (New York: Herder and Herder, 1964), 147, that the doctrine of a universal
transmission of both the penalty and the guilt of sin is distinctively Christian.
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it has seemed to many theologians that so long as Christ’s primacy
is asserted in faith, the problem of evil may be addressed entirely
from the standpoint of experience. And indeed the tendency has
been to situate the theology of sin within a general evolutionary
view of the world. In such a view physical evil is understood as a
function of the law of entropy governing matter, and moral evil
is a necessary feature of the beginning stage of psychological
development, gradually and only incompletely overcome as the
drives of the id are brought under control by the superego.’

Yet the implications of this view are unsettling. Human history
is represented as being, of its nature, a condition of defect and sin.
Salvation, rather than operating in and through history as its true
medium, is essentially eschatological; it is the transcendent force
of Christ overcoming the recalcitrance of history, driving it on to
a somewhat extraneous, even if predestined, end. “A more
processive, evolutionary perspective,” Stephen Duffy has recently
written, views original sin, “not as the disastrous residue of some
primal crime but as a present conflict between our history and the
dynamics of the ultimate. It is the contradiction between what
human beings are and what they are called to become in Christ.”
It is not, Duffy explains, the old Manichean idea that to be finite
is to be evil, but rather that because we are finite we must begin
in evil. ““Original sin,’” he states,

$ McDermott offers Sharon Maclsaac and Pierre Grelot as two theologians who have
drawn upon depth psychology, and Freud in particular, in their analyses of original sin (see
“The Theology of Original Sin”). N. P. Williams, in the eighth and final of his famous
Bampton Lectures for 1924 (The Ideas of the Fall and Original Sin [London: Longmans,
1927]), although Neo-Platonic in his description of the Fall as a fragmentation of the World
Soul {made in the image of Christ, who has continued to sustain this Soul, and has been
guiding it through history to reintegration and completion), adopted the lexicon of the
Darwinists to describe the effect of sin within us as a conflict between our appetitive instincts
and an enervated herd instinct.

¢ Duffy, “Our Hearts of Darkness,” 617-18. This reading of the words in Colossians 1:16,
“in him all things were created,” to mean that all things were created unto Christ, who draws
them to himself despite the presence of sin, has been widely followed for some time now. In
illustration, see the survey by James L. Connor, S.J., “Original Sin: Contemporary
Approaches,” Theological Studies 29 (1968) 215-40, particularly the synopses of A. Hulsbosch
(231), Alfred Vanneste (237) and Engelbert Gutwenger (238).
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is a code word for a mise en situation, an involuntary existential condition that
is natural to humans as disordered and incomplete. Human evil, therefore, must
be grasped as underdevelopment by reference to a future goal and as statistical
necessity in an evolving universe. It is difficult to imagine a world created for
development and the becoming of freedom where evil is not a structural
component.”

Of course the doctrine of creation, as traditionally understood,
had never supposed that the world was “created for development
and the becoming of freedom.” The belief was that the sovereign
God had created freedom as complete, though not perfect, and a
human order that was mature, even if not possessing its final
form. What Duffy describes is more reminiscent of the classical
belief in the inherent instability of all that exists outside the
divine. Hence the irony that at the very moment when theology
has rediscovered the significance of relating Christ to creation, it
has burdened itself with something of the same pessimism that
haunted the pagans. The purpose of this essay is to determine
whether there may not be a way out from under this burden.

I

We will begin by offering a brief history of the use of
Colossians 1:16. The passage under discussion reads as follows:

“He is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation; *for in him
all things were created, in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether
thrones or dominions or principalities or authorities—all things were created
through him and for him. He is before all things, and in him all things hold
together. He is the head of the body, the church; he is the beginning, the first-
born from the dead, that in everything he might be preeminent. **For in him all
the fulness of God was pleased to dwell, *and through him to reconcile to
himself all things, whether on earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of
his cross.

It is commonplace today to take Christ as the subject of this
passage: Christ as pre-existing creation in verses 15-16, and Christ

7 Duffy, “Our Hearts of Darkness,” 619.
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become “historic” through the incarnation in verses 17-20,%
though actually no subject is expressly named. The lines
immediately preceding (vv. 13-14) speak of our having been
transferred by God to the kingdom of his beloved Son, “in whom
we have redemption, the forgiveness of sins.” Many
commentators believe that 1:15-20 comprise a Christian hymn
that has been inserted here by the letter’s author,” perhaps
accounting for why no name is mentioned until verse 24, when it
is indeed the title “Christ.” It has even been maintained that the
author deliberately sought to bring a Christic association to the
hymn by interpolating the phrase “of the church” in 1:18a."° This
is not a matter of mere semantics. As Martin Hengel observes,
despite the fact that the title “Christ” is used in the Pauline letters
as a virtual second name for Jesus, it is always a name with a
meaning—the anointed one who bought the promises of the old
covenant with his blood."

Nevertheless, exegetes routinely assume that the title “Christ”
implied in verse 16 may be regarded as just another way of
speaking of divine Wisdom (which name Paul applies to Christ in
1 Cor. 1:24) or the Word (which Paul never uses at all). Hence,
when it is said in 1:16 that “in him all things were created,” the
meaning is that God created all things through his Word, or
through his Wisdom."? So G. B. Caird states that Colossians 1:16
is widely considered to be “one of the three New Testament

¢ Eduard Lohse, Colossians and Philemon, trans. William R. Poehlmann and Robert J.
Karris, ed. Helmut Koester, Hermeneia Series (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971), 46f.

® The theory, however, is disputed by G. B. Caird, in Paul’s Letters from Prison, New
Clarendon Bible Series, gen. ed. H. F. D. Sparks (London: Oxford University Press, 1976),
174-75.

1% See Lohse, Colossians and Philenon, 42-43.

" Martin Hengel, Between Jesus and Pawl, trans. John Bowden (London: SCM Press Lid.,
1983; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), 65, 72. Hengel writes that the name Jesus, the
shortened form of Joshua, was “extraordinarily popular” among first century Jews (74). He
goes on to add (75) that even before his conversion, Paul would have been familiar with the
double name "Inoolc Xptorde from its use among the Jerusalern Hellenists. See also Nils
Alstrup Dahl, Jesus the Christ, ed. Donald H. Juel (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 117-
18.

12 See Lohse, Colossians and Philemon, 49-52, and n. 129; Hans Conzelmann, 1
Corinthians, wans. James W. Leitch, bibliography and references by James W. Dunkly, ed.
George W. MacRae, S.J., Hermeneia Series (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), 144-45.
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examples of Wisdom or Logos Christology” (the other two being
John 1:1-14 and Heb 1:1-4)" which reflect the influence of the
Hellenistic Judaism one may find, biblically, in such passages as
Proverbs 8:22-31; Wisdom 7:22-30; Sirach 24:1-22; Baruch
3:9-4:1, and extra-biblically in the thought of Philo."

If this interpretation of the “in him” (¢v a7@ ) of Colossians
1:16 to mean “Christ or the Word” is standard today, it was also
standard among the early writers of the Church, in particular
Origen, who made the greatest use of this passage in his work.
Origen understood the verse as teaching that the transcendent
God created the world through his Word as an instrumental and
exemplary cause, that in the Word, God both guides and unifies
what he has created.” This became the established reading for the
Alexandrian tradition.'® Interestingly enough, the sixth-century
writer Pseudo-Dionysius referred to Colossians 1:16 for the sake
of enumerating the levels of heavenly beings created by God,"
and relied instead on verse 17 to speak of God, rather than simply
the Word, as the Source who is drawing all things back to
himself.’® Notwithstanding the Areopagite’s enduring authority,
it is the Alexandrian Logos theology that one encounters in the
medieval commentaries."

Colossians 1:16 was brought to new theological prominence,
as J. A. Lyons has shown, by the nineteenth-century rise of
science.”’ It first appeared among Protestant writers—not

B Caird, Paul’s Letters from Prison, 176.

" See Harry Austryn Wolfson, Philo, vol. 1 of Foundations of Religious Philosophy in
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1947), 238.

S Origen, De princ. 1.7.1; 2.6.1-3; 2.9.4; 4.4.4; Comm. in Job. 2. 8.

16 See Athanasius, Contra gentes 41-42; Orat, 2.18, 66; Ad Afros 4. Of the Word, Basil of
Caesarea wrote, “The cause of being comes from Him to all things that exist, according to the
will of God the Father. Through Him structure and preservation are given to all things, for
He created everything, and dispenses well-being to all things, according to the need of each”
(On the Holy Spirit 7, trans, David Anderson [New York: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press,
19801, 23-24).

17 pseudo-Dionysius, Celestial Hierarchy (PG 3) 200D, 2104, 205D.

18 pseudo-Dionysius, Divine Names (PG 3) 593D, 637B, 700B, 820A, 936D-937A.

' See, for example, Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1, q. 46, a. 3; In ep. ad Col. lect.
4 (Vives, vol. 21), 384-86.

201 am entirely indebted for the following survey to Fr. Lyons’s illuminating The Cosmic
Cbrist in Origen and Teilbard de Chardin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982). Fr. Lyons
fell victim to cancer and died tragically at the age of 45, just before he finished this study,
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surprisingly, perhaps, given the Protestant regard for biblical
study, and the disregard under which this study had been
languishing among Catholic theologians for centuries. Yet the
traditional Protestant focus on individual salvation, and on
Christ’s relation to his Church, was a source of resistance to the
new talk of Christ as the “cosmic” head and redeemer of the
universe.”! It was the work of systematic theologians that underlay
the cosmological turn, reasoning that the fact of Christ’s divinity
implied a transcendent role as savior.”” Scholars began to realize
that here was the basis for a new apologetic, a Christ-centered
response to the view of reality being promulgated by science.

E. W. Grinfield, in The Christian Cosmos (1857), attempting
to recover the insights of the early Fathers, advanced the idea that
Christ is the world’s creator. He believed that it would be a way
of commending Christian belief to the scientific mind if the claim
that Christ, the image of God, is impressed upon things were
understood as explaining the laws of nature and our capacity to
discover them.” The great exegete J. B. Lightfoot was an in-
fluential proponent of the thesis that Colossians 1:16-17
represents a Pauline development of Philo’s doctrine of the Logos
as God’s mediator with creation, and the principle of order and
unity in the world. Like Grinfield, he maintained that belief in
Christ not only accords with science, but explains the possibility
of science and establishes the ground of the phenomena with
which science deals. Christ, he wrote in his Colossians
commentary of 1875

essentially his dissertation for Oxford. He was paid a singular henor by his director, who
completed the work according to instructions Fr. Lyons gave the week before his death, and
who saw it through to publication.

1 Leonhard Usteri in the 4™ edition of his study of St. Paul’s thought (Entwickelung des
Paulinischen Lebrebegriffes in seinem Verbdltnis zur biblischen Dogmatik des Neuen
Testamentes [Zurich: Orell, Fiissli and Co., 1832) first uses the term “cosmic” in connection
with Christ to describe how the significance of calling Jesus “son of God’ came to be shaped
among early Christians by the thinking of Hellenistic Judaism and Greek philosophy (Lyons,
The Cosmic Christ, 11-12).

2 Among these pioneers, Lyons considers in particular the contributions of I. A. Dorner,
Richard Rothe, and H. L. Martensen.

B Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 22-23.
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impresses upon creation that unity and solidarity which makes it a cosmos
instead of a chaos. Thus (to take one instance) the action of gravitation, which
keeps in their places things fixed and regulates the motions of things moving, is
an expression of His mind.**

It was in fact science, in the form of evolution, that led
theologians to go beyond what was still basically a classical view
of the transcendent Logos. More than the repository of the divine
ideas, who imparts intelligible order according to the Father’s
design, the Logos, Christ, is also immanent, joined to humanity,
and is carrying creation back to God. Henry Drummond in
Natural Law in the Spiritual World (1883) described nature as
imbued with a dynamic principle of evolution, impelling it on to
ever-higher levels of development, and yet as being unable of
itself to make any advance. God has had to intervene repeatedly,
first to raise inanimate creation to life, then to raise humanity
from living creatures, and finally, through Christ’s redemptive
incarnation, to bring humanity, and with humanity all of nature,
to himself as creation’s destined end.” In a similar vein, J. R.
Illingworth argued that the doctrine of God creating the world in
Christ actually strengthened the theory of evolution. For the
Darwinian mechanism of natural selection acting on randomly
occurring variations in a species cannot account either for the
progressive advancement in life, nor for the unity that clearly
underlies the great diversity of things. Illingworth not only
assigned Christ the role of evolutionary principle, but he spoke as
if Christ, by virtue of his Incarnation, inaugurated a new, ecclesial
species, animated by his own energy, which by a “spiritual
process” has been passed on through the generations.”® In the
book Divine Immanence (1898), he wrote of the Incarnation:

It is not merely an event in the history of man, but an event, at least as far as our
earth is concerned, in the history of matter; analogous upon a higher plane to the
origin of life, or the origin of personality; the appearance of a new order of
being in the world.”

* Quoted in ibid., 24.

¥ Ibid., 25.

% 1. R. lllingworth, “The Incarnation and Development,” in Lux Mundi, ed. C. Gore
(1889), 208, quoted in Lyons, The Cosmeic Christ, 26.

¥ Quoted in Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 27.
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J. W. Buckham voiced what had become a very widely held view
when he said in Christ and the Eternal Order (1906) that Christ
alone can explain the evidence of an evolutionary movement, not
only from the simple to the complex, but from “an indefinite
incoherent homogeneity, to a definite coherent heterogeneity.”
Increasingly, as Lyons puts it, theologians were arguing that when
we look around us we see a universe, not a chaos. And if there is
a cosmos, there must be a cosmic Christ.?®

One of the earliest Catholic writers to be drawn to the
Colossians passage was the French Thomist Pierre Rousselot. He
frequently cited Colossians 1:17b, “in him all things hold
together,” at times using the Vulgate “ommnia in ipso constant.”
But unlike many of his predecessors, Rousselot was not speaking
of the role assigned by Philo to the Logos of unifying a multiple
world. Instead he seems to have been thinking of the Incarnate
Christ’s activity of “sealing” things by joining them to himself. In
other words, Rousselot distinguished very carefully between
Christ as creator and his salvific function as redeemer—
redemption, however, extending beyond believers to encompass
the entire world. Christ, he said in the draft work La renaissance
de la raison (ca. 1913), “sanctifies all our sensible world, to which
he belongs and which, having been created in him as the Word,
has been renewed by him as Emmanuel.”” Later, in an essay
published in 1928, some thirteen years after his death in World
War I, he noted that the Pauline teaching that believers are
actively engaged, in Christ, with building up the body of Christ,
is “expanded in the Epistle to the Colossians and in the Johannine
writings, even to affirming the ‘recapitulation’ of the absolutely
entire creation in the Word of God made flesh.”*® Rousselot did
not deny that the world needs a unifying principle, nor that this
principle is Christ; he denied only that it necessarily is Christ.
Rousselot called his principle the “metaphysical Adam.”*! He took
the view, in some respects having its antecedent in medieval

% 1bid., 33.

» 1bid., 156.

30 «La Grace d’aprés saint Jean et d’aprs saint Paul,” in Recherches de science religieuse 18
(1928): 95; quoted in Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 154.

3 Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 156.
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Neoplatonism, that the unifying ground of the multiplicity of
physical things lies in their idea, held in a subject’s consciousness;
and he reasoned that only a human consciousness can fill the need
for a point of unity that is at once immanent in the physical world
and related as mediator to God.** This mediator would be the true
head of humanity. It is unclear whether Rousselot identified the
metaphysical Adam with the first man. Because of sin, Christ has
taken on flesh. And by virtue of his Incarnation, Christ is our
head; he is the metaphysical Adam, called the second Adam.
There is no way of knowing how else the role might have been
played. Hence Rousselot used three different names for Christ,
corresponding to his three separate tasks: Word, for Christ as
creator; Second Adam, for Christ as metaphysical unifier; and
Emmanuel, for Christ as sanctifier and elevator of creation.

Rousselot gave credit for the idea of a metaphysical Adam to
Maurice Blondel.** Blondel struggled his whole career long with
the question of an absolute ground underlying the diversity of
reality, of an absolute truth that makes possible our relative
knowing, and of whether it is not necessary that this ground be
immanent in the world. It seemed to him that to demonstrate the
need in ontology or epistemology for a principle that is both
transcendent and immanent would be the beginning of a Christian
philosophy. But, would one then say that humanity, made to
receive the divine life, might have performed this role, or does
created reality bear the mark of having been intended, from the
very beginning and apart from sin, for intimate and
transformative union with God through the Incarnation?
“Perhaps,” he wrote in L’Action (1893):

Destined to receive the divine life within himself, man might have been able to
play this role of universal bond and to suffice for this creative mediation, because
this immanence of God within us would be as the magnetic center which would
tie all things together, like a bundle of needles invisibly bound together by a
powerful magnet. But also in order that, in spite of everything, the mediation
might be total, permanent, voluntary, in a word, such as to insure the reality of
everything which undoubtedly was able not to be, but which, being as it is,
requires a divine witness, perhaps a Mediator was needed who would make

52 Ibid., 156-57. Cf. John Scotus Eriugena, De divisione naturae, 4.7-8.
33 Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 157, 159.
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himself patient of this integral reality and who would be like the Amen of the
universe. . . .>*

Regardless of whether creation as such requires a divine
Mediator, Blondel argued, this creation as it exists is made whole,
entire, by the presence within it of Emmanuel. He frequently cited
Colossians 1:17b in connection with this point.** He also made
use of an expression that Leibniz first proposed when explaining
transubstantiation, and spoke of Christ as the wvinculum
substantiale of the world. “The Vinculum,” he said in Une Enigme
historique (1930):

is, as a matter of fact, not only a physical nature, a metaphysical essence, an
immanent finality: it is also, without prejudice to all that, the supreme magnet,
which attracts and unites from above, step by step, the total hierarchy of distinct
and consolidated beings; it is that without which or rather He “without whom
everything that has been made would become again as nothing.”

He continues by comparing the incorporating action of the
vinculum in the world to that of Christ in the Eucharist, where
He sustains the distinctive qualities of the bread and wine while
uniting them to himself:

For, if inferior nature admits of being transposed into a new earth and heaven
where the Word, a and w, primogenitus omnis creaturae, is the sole light, the
unique aliment and the universal “binding,” i1 quo omnia constant, the Vinculum
is not a transnaturalizing clasp but an embrace which binds them while
respecting their nature.*

This universal action of Christ in the world, uniting and
transfiguring, Blondel referred to as his doctrine of

3% Maurice Blondel, L’Action (Paris: F. Alcan, 1893), 460-61; trans. Oliva Blanchette
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1984), 420. See also Blondel’s Letter on
Apologetics (1896), trans. Ilityd Trethowan (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1994), 201-3, and 203 n. 1 where Blondel wonders whether, rather than man
filled with grace, man united to the Word as the illuminator of the intellect could have played
the part of the “universal bond of being throughout all history,” or whether there would still
be need of Christ’s Incarnation.

3% Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 161 n. 76.

* Quoted in ibid., 162-63.
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Panchristisme.”” Plumbing the depths of Christian faith to discover
there the centrality for human thought of the Incarnation was,
Blondel believed, the only way Christianity could retain any
significance for the modern age. In an essay of 1919 he wrote:

Faced by the horizons widened by the natural and human sciences, one cannot,
without betraying Catholicism, rest satisfied with mediocre explanations and
with limited views which make Christ into an historical accident, which isolate
him from the cosmos like an extrinsic episode, and which seem to make him into
an intruder or an exile, dépaysé in the crushing and hostile immensity of the
universe.*

But it was vitally important to Blondel to keep Christ’s place in
the universe as metaphysical center separate from his mission to
unite creation with the Father. The latter was, for him, an act of
gratuity going completely beyond, and being in no way implied
by, the equally gratuitous act of creation.*

3 Alexander Dru, “Introduction,” in Maurice Blondel, The Letter on Apologetics and
History and Dogma, trans. Alexander Dru and Hlltyd Trethowan (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm.
B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1994), 51. The idea of the metaphysical and cosmological role
of Christ runs throughout Blondel’s work. See John J. McNeill, S.J., The Blondelian Synthbesis
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1966), 196-97, 204, 216f., 222-23; Henri Bouillard, Blondel et le
Christianisme (Paris: Edinons du Seuil, 1961), 159-63.

%% Quoted in Dru, “Introduction,” 50. The essay was actually a paper Blondel wrote for
a friend, Auguste Valensin, in answer 1o Valensin’s request that he read and evaluate some
essays he had sent him that were written by a young Jesuit, Teilhard de Chardin. See Pierre
Teithard de Chardin and Maurice Blondel, Correspondernce, notes and commentary by Henri
de Lubac, S.]., trans. William Whitman (New York: Herder and Herder, 1967), 22-27.

3 1t was over this point that Blondel finally broke with his fellow collaborator on the
journal Anrales de Philosophie Chrétien, Lucien Laberthonniére. Toward the end of their long
correspondence, Laberthonniére wrote, “I cannot admit that there should be
supernaturalization artificially added to naturalization. I am unable to distinguish as between
a creative God and a supernaturalizing God. We are not first of all an eternal essence which
God then contrives to turn into an existence by individualizing it and multiplying it by some
matter or other. . . . In saying I cannot distinguish between a creative God and a
supernaturalizing God, I mean to say that I cannot distinguish and separate the incarnation
from the creation.” Blondel’s response was direct: “You conclude that there is no need to
distinguish between ‘the gifts of the Creator’ and the ‘gifts of the Incarnation and redemption,’
that there is continuity, not to say unity between the natural and supernatural order, orders
which abstraction alone discerns artificially. Well, for my part I believe that there is an abyss
to cross, and in order not to see it one must not realize in concreto what God is” (quoted in
Dru, “Introduction,” 75-76).
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In 1908 and 1909 at the Jesuit theologate at Ore Place, near
Hastings, England, and then again in 1913 and 1914 at Paris,
Rousselot became a close friend with and exerted a notable
influence on a fellow student named Pierre Teilhard de Chardin,*
who unquestionably had the greatest impact of any writer in the
twentieth century on the Catholic theology of creation. Lyons tells
that it was at this time that French theologians first began to use
the term “cosmic” of Christ, and attention at Ore Place focused
on Colossians 1:17b, which Teilhard would later call “the
‘fundamental article’ of belief.”*! It was here that Teilhard first
read Bergson’s Creative Evolution (1907).* He had already been
introduced to the thought of Blondel, perhaps as early as 1900, by
their mutual friend Auguste Valensin; and through Valensin,
Blondel would be introduced to Teilhard’s written work in
1919.” Blondel had deep regard for Teilhard’s effort to fashion
a system that could provide meaning for those whose faith was
being assaulted on every side. Late in life, in a letter to Msgr.
Bruno de Solages dated 26 December 1947, Blondel recalled a
conversation he had had as a young man with the French
philosopher, Jules Lachelier. “How I would love,” Blondel
remembered Lachelier saying, “to be able to reconcile Darwin and
the Bible.” Wrote Blondel, “What consolation he would have
found in Fr. Teilhard de Chardin’s paleontology and serene
faith!”*

Yet from his first reading in 1919, Blondel believed that
Teilhard failed in one critical respect, reducing grace to a property
of nature. Teilhard took a dramatic step beyond either Rousselot
or Blondel and argued that not only is Christ the center of
creation, the one head, the prime mover and organizer of this
evolving world and its exclusive goal, but he is all these things by
necessity. Jesus of Nazareth, he wrote, is the “concrete seed,” first
germinating in the resurrection and growing to embrace the entire

* Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 151.

1 Ibid., 43, 149.

“ Ibid., 171.

“ Ibid., 159.

* Teilhard de Chardin and Blondel, Correspondence, 13.
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universe.” This incorporation of all things into his life and his
uniting them with God—hence the name “Christ-Omega”—is in
fact Christ’s self-formation. Cosmogenesis is identically
Christogenesis, he said quite provocatively. The process of
creating and assimilating creation Teilhard described as the
building up of Christ’s third nature, his cosmic nature,* and it
drew criticism from many, like André Feuillet, who nonetheless
agreed with Teilhard’s Christocentric point of view.*

It is not simply that, for Teilhard, the divine decision to create
is also the decision to bring about the cosmic Christ; it is that if
there is creation, then there must also be redemption. It is a
requirement of matter. In his La Théologie de saint Paul (1908)
with which Teilhard is said to have been familiar,*® Ferdinand
Prat wrote in commenting on Colossians 1:16-17:

Without him, without uncreated Wisdom, all creatures, unable to endure
themselves, would be scattered, broken up and, in mutual conflict, plunged into
nothing. He it is who preserves them in existence, cohesion and harmony. As the
bond of the universe, Philo’s Logos exercised the same role.”

In an essay from 1917, “Le Milieu Mystique,” Teilhard has Christ
say very much the same thing:

It is I who am the true bond of the World. Without me, even if they appear to
make contact with one another, beings are separated by an abyss. In me they
meet despite the Chaos of the ages and of Space.™

# “Christianity and Evolution,” (unpublished essay of 1945) in Pierre Teilhard de Chardin,
Christianity and Evolution, trans. René Hague (New York and London: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1971), 181.

 Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 185f.

¥ Tbid., 64. For evidence of Blondel’s early concern with the implication of Teilhard’s
thought, see Teilhard de Chardin and Blondel, Correspondence, 24-25, 39.

* Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 43,

* Ibid., 150.

3% Ibid. Later, in a lecture given at Paris in 1923, Teilhard would speak of Christ as “the
principle of universal consistence,” the natural and supernatural ceater of the universe who
has been at work since the beginning, gathering up all things in himself that they might be
brought back to the Father. See Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, “Pantheism and Christianity,” in
\dem, Christianity and Evolution, 71.



CHRISTOLOGY AND ORIGINAL SIN 215

For Teilhard, matter is the state of disunited multiplicity. Even
though he will say that it is the nature of being to be united,’!
matter inclines by its own activity to even greater disintegration,
to conflict and disharmony, slipping toward the state of nonbeing.
It is an inescapable fact that creation must begin in multiplicity;
unity is what follows. But the consequence is to say that creation
must take its start in conflict, and that humanity must begin in sin.
“QOriginal sin,” Teilhard wrote in 1920:

taken in its widest sense, is not a malady specific to the earth, nor is it bound up
with human generation. It simply symbolizes the inevitable chance of evil . . .
which accompanies the existence of all participated being. Wherever being in
fieri is produced, suffering and wrong immediately appear as its shadow.”

One recognizes here what is essentially an epitome of the
thinking on sin that we reviewed at this paper’s outset. It would
seem that Teilhard’s conflation of nature with grace, his merging
creation with sanctification, is due at least in part to his view of
created being, which he believes is naturally so deficient that it
can have no enduring existence except as taken into the
progressively incarnated being of Christ. It is ironic, but
nonetheless true, that the traditional teaching of the Fall,
precluded in Teilhard’s system, extolled the dignity of man, who
even if he was a traitor to God’s word, was a traitor in freedom.
In Teilhard’s description, humanity is but the passive soil in which
the ultimate, historical seed of Christ’s cosmic body is planted.

Having followed the Christocentric turn in theology, we are
left with the task of discovering a ground for this Christocentrism
other than despair of human history. Significantly, Teilhard
interpreted Colossians 1:15-17 as referring, not just to Wisdom
upholding creation, but to the incarnate Word, Christ as divine
and human. This, the focus on the human element implied, as
Hengel maintained, in the title “Christ,” is the direction in which
a solution must lie. Hence we move on to a consideration of three
theologians who have taken Colossians 1:15-17 in this messianic,

1 Lyons, The Cosmic Christ, 178.
32 Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, “Fall, Redemption, and Geocentrism,” in idem, Christianity
and Evolution, 40.
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covenantal sense: Karl Barth, Hans Urs von Balthasar, and Donald
Keefe.

Il
A) Karl Barth

It is of utmost importance, Barth declared in his Church
Dogmatics, to ask

how the writers of the New Testament for their part understood the important
81" ad70o0 or v abTd; what they meant by associating with God the Father His
Son or Word or Jesus Christ in creation. . . . [Wihether it was the eternal son (or
eternal Word) of God as such in his pure deity, that they had in mind; or
whether, more inclusively and more concretely, it was the Son of God as the Son
of Man, the Word made flesh.”

Barth concludes it was the latter. What makes the teaching found
in John 1:3; Hebrews 1:1-3; and Colossians 1:15-16 so radical,
he states, is the fact that it is Jesus himself whom the authors are
assigning “divine causality” in the event of creation. From all
eternity, the Father who loves his Son loves him also as Mediator,
and for his sake loves the world that will be united with him. The
Son made flesh, Jesus, is the justification for the blessings
bestowed on creation in the beginning, and the cause of their
recovery after the curse of sin. His love and his obedience to the
Father is the prototype for ours, his one life with the Church is
the union that the first man and woman’s could only image.** His
history is the center and goal of our history; our existence is
intended from before all time as the condition for his. The union
of God and humanity in Jesus, the covenant, is the intrinsic basis
for creation.” It is the ordering principle of creation. All the
cosmos is utterly Christocentric; but what that implies, then,

53 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, vol. I1J/1: The Doctrine of Creation, trans. J. W.
Edwards, O. Bussey, and Harold Knight, ed. G. Bromiley and T. F. Torrance (Edinburgh: T.
& T. Clark, 1958), 53-54.

** Ibid., 184f.

53 Ibid., 94-97.
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reasons Barth, is that it is also anthropocentric. “Man is the
creature,” writes Barth:

of the boundary between heaven and earth; he is on earth and under heaven. He
is the being that conceives his environment, who can see, hear, understand and
dominate it: “Thou hast put all things under his feet.” He is the essence of a free
being in this world. . . . [TThe covenant between God and man is the meaning
and the glory, the ground and the goal of heaven and earth, and so of the whole
creation. . .. When the existence of creation begins, God’s dealing with man also
begins. For all that exists points towards man, in so far as it makes God’s
purpose visible, moving towards His revealed and effective action in the
covenant with Jesus Christ.*

But one must read Barth carefully here. He says that man is the
essence of a free being “in this world,” meaning that man
exemplifies creaturely freedom which may be exercised in
obedience to God, or simply fail. As it is, human freedom is
marked always and everywhere by failure. The first man, Adam,
is distinguished only by the fact that he was the first to sin—and
trivially at that. He was not only the beginner of sin, but a
beginner in sin. None of us has to sin; there is no predisposition
to sin passed on by the first man. But each of us does sin, in the
first act of our freedom, just as Adam did in the first act of his.
“There never was a golden age,” Barth writes:

There is no point in looking back to one. The first man was immediately the first
sinner. . . . That is Adam as seen and understood in the biblical tradition, the
man who sinned at once, the man who was at once proud man, the man who
stands at that gateway as the representative of all who follow, the one whom all
his successors do in fact resemble (in the fact that they all sin at once as well).”’

% Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, trans. G. T. Thompson (New York: Harper & Row,
Publishers, 1959), 63-64.

57 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics TV/1: The Doctrine of Reconciliation, wans. G, W.
Bromiley, ed. G. W. Bromiley and T. F. Torrance (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1956), 508,
510. One discovers, remarked Balthasar, this theme of sin as a dialectical moment in the
human return to the Creator appearing again and again in Barth’s work (Hans Urs von
Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth: Exposition and Interpretation, trans. Edward T. Oakes,
S.J. [San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1992], 100f, 228-31, 244-48).
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Human history is, from beginning to end, Adamic, and impotent
to escape the play of sin. There can be no progress, there is no
hope, except in Christ and by his work.

‘Born of the Virgin Mary.” . . . What is involved here is, if you like, a divine act
of judgment. To what is to begin here man is to contribute nothing by his action
and initiative. Man is not simply excluded, for the Virgin is there. But the male,
as the specific agent of human action and history, with his responsibility for
directing the human species, must now retire into the background, as the
powerless figure of Joseph.*®

Barth does not explain why sin is universal. He denies
explicitly that it is determined; but it nonetheless appears
inevitable, and inevitable because of man’s created nature. He
calls human freedom an “imperfect mirroring” of God’s, for we
are creatures of space and time. And this is as much as to say, he
writes—using language that may be found in the Platonism of
writers from Augustine to Dionysius—that we are fashioned from
nothing.

Creaturely reality means reality on the basis of a creatio ex nihilo, a creation out
of nothing. . . . Everything outside God is held constant by God over
nothingness. Creaturely nature means existence in time and space, existence with
a beginning and an end, existence that becomes, in order to pass away again. .
.. The creature is threatened by the possibility of nothingness and of destruction,
which is excluded by God—and only by God. If a creature exists, it is only
maintained in its mode of existence if God so wills. If He did not so will,
nothingness would inevitably break in from all sides.”

Barth is representative here of the dark tone that pervades the
work of many of his contemporaries, writing as they were in the
shadow of August 1914, which, as Heinz Zahrnt observes, slew
the easy optimism of liberal theology and gave birth to the
theology of the twentieth century.*

An even starker picture of creation is drawn by Paul Tillich.
His intent, as he fashioned an explanation for the universality of

5% Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, 99.

%9 Ibid., 55-56.

¢ Heinz Zahrnt, The Question of God: Protestant Theology in the 20* Century, trans. R.
A. Wilson (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1969), 15.
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sin, was to avoid equating multiplicity, materiality, with evil. But
the result, critics have said, was to make sin a “structurally
necessary” corollary of created freedom.®! “Man,” he writes in his
Systematic Theology:

and the rest of reality are not only ‘inside’ the process of the divine life but also
‘outside’ it. Man is grounded in it, but he is not kept within the ground. Man has
left the ground in order to ‘stand upon’ himself, to be actually what he
essentially is, in order to be finite freedom. This is the point at which the
doctrine of the creation and of the fall join. . . . Fully developed creatureliness
is fallen creatureliness. The creature has actualized its freedom insofar as it is
outside the creative ground of the divine life.®?

To be outside the divine ground is not just separation, it is
“estrangement,” an alienation from God that is “unavoidable.”®
Human freedom begins in a “leap” out of essential being, into
finite existence and away from the divine. To be, in a fully human
sense, is to be fallen.** So for Tillich, as for Barth, to speak of
Christ as standing at the center of things, as the one in whom all
things were made, is to say that the world and humanity were
created in view of Christ, who in gracious love has lifted us out of
our proper selves into union with the Father.

61 See Tillich’s summary of the remarks of R. H. Daubney, David E. Roberts, and Reinhold
Niebuhr in The Theology of Paul Tillich, eds. Charles W. Kegley and Robert W. Bretall (New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1961), 342-45. His response is that sin is not part of the
essence of things, and therefore not structurally necessary. It is due to the divine decision to
create, and to the realization of finite freedom under the conditions of existential
estrangement, which fs necessary. See also Paul Tillich, Systesnatic Theology, 3 vols. published
as one (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1967), 2:44.

82 Tillich, Systematic Theology, 1:255.

 Ibid., 1:259. Tillich goes on to say in 2:46: “Sin expresses most sharply the personal
character of estrangement over against its tragic side. It expresses personal freedom and guilt
in contrast to tragic guilt and the universal destiny of estrangement.” See also the quotations
taken by Niebuhr from a Tillich essay entitled “Propositions,” in The Theology of Paul Tillich,
220f.

¢4 Martin Buber makes the same claim using what Tillich calls “psychological symbols” in
his exegesis of the creation and Fall accounts in Genesis. See Martin Buber, Good and Evil,
trans. Ronald Gregor Smith and Michael Bullock (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1953),
67-97. Balthasar, in The God Question and Modern Man, trans. Hilda Graef (New York: The
Seabury Press, 1967), 119f., outlines the appearance in literature of the theme of seif-
realization through rebellion, Satan as hero.
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B) Hans Urs von Balthasar

In his study of Barth, Hans Urs von Balthasar was able to cite
a string of Catholic authors, writing in the 1930s, 1940s, and
1950s, who said that the Incarnate Christ is the key to
understanding the order of creation and the nature of man. He is
the image of God according to whose pattern we were made.® It
was the peerless contribution of Henri de Lubac’s Surnaturel
(1947) to show that the tradition of both patristic and medieval
theology had regarded humanity as having only one final end,
union with God, and that this supernatural finality shaped the
essence of the human. And yet ever since the patristic period,
there had been reluctance to speak of the Incarnation except as
propter peccatum, that is, except as intended to redeem humanity
from sin. The reason, as Aquinas said, was simply that we know
of the Incarnation only through Scripture, and Scripture only
knows the Incarnation as God’s response to sin.®® Hence
Ambrose’s felix culpa. Barth, or even Teilhard, might say that
creation as such is grounded in Christ, since for them it is only as
grounded in Christ that creation has an order. But most Catholic
writers tended to qualify this by saying that God, from all
eternity, saw humanity in light of Christ because he foresaw the
coming of sin.

There were, however, exceptions to this hesitation. The first
clear example seems to have been the twelfth-century theologian
Honorius of Autun,

The sin of the first man was not the cause of Christ’s incarnation; it was, if
anything, the cause of man’s death and condemnation. The cause of Christ’s
incarnation was, on the contrary, God’s predestining man to deification, and
Christ was predestined from eternity in order that man might be deified.®’

Albert the Great took a position similar to the idea of Pseudo-
Dionysius that the Incarnation effects a return of creation,

 Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, part 3, c. 3.

% Aquinas, STh IIi, q. 1, a. 3.

” Honorius of Autun, Libellus octo questionum de angelis et homine, q. 2. Quoted in
Eugene TeSelle, Christ in Context: Divine Purpose and Human Possibility (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1975), 39.
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through elevation, back to its source.*® Thomas himself includes
this opinion among his list of legitimate explanations for the
Incarnation, although, as we saw, his own preference was that it
be understood as propter peccatum:

Lastly, the Incarnation puts the finishing touch to the whole vast work envisaged
by God. For man, who was the last to be created, returns by a sort of circulatory
movement to his first beginning, being united by the work of the Incarnation to
the very principle of all things.”

But the idea that God’s first and eternal intention is that his Son
become flesh, the Head of a sanctified humanity united with
himself, is most closely identified with John Duns Scotus. Scotus
wrote that the human glory of Christ as the incarnate Son of God
is the highest possible created good. As such, it would be absurd
to propose that it was intended for the sake of anything else, for
everything else is inferior. Thus, it cannot be that God’s initial
intention was to predestine Adam to glory, and Christ in order
that Adam not be lost; but rather the intention was the glory of
Christ, and Adam’s race for the sake of this glory.”

Although Balthasar retains an ever-keen awareness that Christ
is the last Adam who “is already always the one who has bled, ‘the
Lamb slain before the foundation of the world’ (Apoc. 13, 8) in
an ‘eternal redemption’ (Heb. 9, 12), and who speaks louder with
the event of his blood than any murderous events within time,” to
his own mind Christ is above all the first-born of many brethren:

The Church, the angels, Adam, those predestined: they are all in heaven as
chosen in him, as redeemed through him, as married to him. So much so that
Paul (1 Cor. 15, 44 f£.) sees Adam as on the earth in order that the “last Adam,”
as the “man from heaven,” may be given the decisive, time-transcending task of
reunion.”’ ’

% Ihid., 40.

% Thomas Aquinas, Compendium Theologiae, 201, trans. Cyril Vollert (Herder, 1947);
reprinted as Light of Faith: The Compendium of Theology (Manchester, N.H.: Sophia Institute
Press, 1993), 230.

7 Yohn Duns Scotus, Irz IIl Sent., d. 7, q. 3, dubia; quoted in TeSelle, Christ in Context,
42,

! Hans Urs von Balthasar, A Theological Anthropology (New York: Sheed and Ward,
1967), 33.
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Balthasar develops a doctrine of creation and of human history
that is thoroughly Christocentric, but without either denying the
Fall, as did Teilhard, or making it inherently necessary, as had
Barth. “In the words of Saint Paul,” he writes, referring to 1
Corinthians 8:6 and Colossians 1:16f., “the world itself must have
been framed in Christ Incarnate.””* Or again, “the final and,
hence, the first idea of the Creator in making the world and
making man was ‘to unite all things in him (Christ), things in
heaven and things on earth’ (Eph. 1, 10).””

If, however, the human person as free, as intersubjective, as
open entirely to the other in being open to God, was created for
the sake of the Son taking on flesh in order to unite the Creator
with creation, then, reasons Balthasar, humanity must have been
made free, and made in a grace-filled intimacy with God. The
nature of this grace, he writes in A Theological Anthropology, is
love. “No man,” he observes, “reaches the core and ground of his
own being, becoming free to himself and to all beings, unless love
shines on him.””* The first man was made free for God, raised to
dialogue with God, by love. But we know from history, Balthasar
continues, that man is also a part of nature, led by the impulses of
nature. And the instincts, which on the animal level ensure that
the individual will act according to what is proper for itself and
the species, on the human level draw the individual into himself,
and replace openness with self-closure. Furthermore, to be human
is to belong to community. The love God gives is given in and
through community. The failure of any one member of the first
community to respond to God’s love would have an effect on
every other member of the community, for the strength of each
person’s love would be dependent upon everyone else’s; and the
effect would reach down through each succeeding generation.

72 Hans Urs von Balthasar, A Theology of History, trans. from the second German edition
(New York: Sheed and Ward, 1963; repr. San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1994), 65. Balthasar
adds: “It is not, so to say, the divine Logos but the Incarnate Son who speaks of himself as
‘him, who is before all and at the end of all, who underwent death and is now alive’ (Rev.
2:8), ‘the Truth, the faithful and unerring witness, the source from which God’s creation
began’ (Rev. 3:14).”

7 Balthasar, A Theological Anthropology, 86.

7 Tbid., 87.
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Hence Balthasar, similarly to Rahner, proposes that the first
sinner, weighed down by his condition “as a biological being”
having recently emerged “from the animal kingdom,” in some
manner rejected the gracious love of God, and thereby reduced
what had been a community of grace to a community of sin.”

Balthasar goes on to wonder, however, whether the fact that
the first sinner’s freedom touched upon, compromised, the
freedom of all humanity does not require that this first act be
located at a “metaphysical point.” Such a point, he recognizes, is
not “historically demonstrable.” Perhaps the main reason why
Teilhard denied there ever had been a Fall was that he could find
no empirical evidence for one. The only history we know is
history under sin. But what if we suppose, asks Balthasar, that this
metaphysical point exists outside the temporal process, “above the
biological development of man, which would thus be subject
already and at its very heart to the law of generation and death
and consequently to ‘vanity’ (i.e., empty futility)”? Then we
would be able to “move away from the idea that the Fall affecting
the whole temporal condition of the cosmos took place
demonstrably at one particular point in the history of the
universe.” What inclines Balthasar to the idea is the problem of
human freedom. “True freedom,” he states, “can never be the
mere result of an unfree process; thus, human freedom must have
been involved at some undemonstrable point in the decision of
the Creator that man be his partner.””” Balthasar takes the
suggestion no further, but he refers the reader to his discussion of
the nineteenth-century Russian theologian Vladimir Scloviev in
Balthasar’s monumental The Glory of the Lord.

Soloviev was the author of a masterful and at times bewildering
system, a kind of post-Hegelian Christian idealism. There is much
in Soloviev of which Balthasar, while duly impressed, is wary. Yet
there are three questions that Soloviev, the man of faith in the
modern world, raised which are questions for Balthasar, too: how
can an unfree world produce free man? how can a world defined
by time produce the human person who we believe will, after

7S Ibid., 88-89.
76 Thid., 90-91.
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death, live beyond time? and how can it be that “death came into
the world through one’s man’s sin (Rom. 5:12) and yet must have
existed, in terms of evolutionary history, long before the first
man”?”’ Balthasar recalls the teaching of Maximus the Confessor
that the original sin was committed in the first moment of human
freedom,”® and that several of the Fathers, with Romans 8:19-22
in mind, spoke of the world taking its shape from that primordial
decision. But even here, Balthasar makes no move to draw these
insights together.

C) Donald Keefe

In his two-volume Covenantal Theology, Donald Keefe
embarks on a rigorously systematic analysis of created being,
centered on the same event that Balthasar takes as his starting
point, though with less sureness, in A Theology of History: the
new covenant (Jer 31:31; Luke 22:20; 1 Cor 11:25), inaugurated
with the fiat of Mary, sealed with the blood of Jesus, immanent
in history through the Eucharistic life of the Church. This, Keefe
maintains, is the full implication of saying, as so many theologians
have said, that all things were created in Christ. To be created in
Christ means to be created in, created as belonging to the order
established by, the covenant of which Jesus who is called “Christ”
is the author.”” This covenant is the primary intention behind
creating; it is, as Barth put it, the internal basis for creation. The
covenant fulfilled is the participation, in full mutuality, of
humanity in the inner life of God. Like Balthasar, Keefe regards
God’s purpose to have been the creation of a community of
human persons, known from all eternity, who share one life with

77 Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord: A Theological Aesthetics, vol. 3, Studies
in Theological Style: Lay Styles, trans. Andrew Louth, John Saward, Martin Simon, and
Rowan Williams, ed. John Riches (San Francisco: Ignatdius Press, 1986), 313-15.

78 On Maximus’s position, see Lars Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological
Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor, 2d ed. (Chicago and La Salle, Iil.: Open Court,
1995), 145.

7 Whether the talk is of Christ in Colossians 1:16 and Philemon 2:5-8, or the Son in
Hebrews 1:1-3, or the Word in John 1:1-3, Keefe, like Barth, understands the reference to
be to Jesus, God made man, although decidedly unlike Barth he is insistent that this union is
as much the effect of human freedom as it is of God’s.










































































































































































































































































































































