Introduction

This book has a simple argument: Contemporary Catholic and
Protestant Thomistic Christology is an immensely promising
development, and it should now be enhanced by a fuller integration
of biblical typologies (the New Adam, New Isaac, New Moses,
New Joshua, and New David) in order to do justice to the New
Testament’s eschatological portraits of Jesus.

When I first conceived this book, I intended to argue that
Thomas Aquinas should have included more attention to the New
Testament’s Christological typologies in his tertia pars, because this
would have allowed him to do fuller justice to the eschatological
character of Jesus’ identity and mission. Aquinas knew these typol-
ogies well, and he could have integrated them into his tertia pars.
On reflection, however, I realized that my concern is not actually
with Aquinas himself in his time and place but with contempo-
rary Thomistic Christology. In order to fully convey Jesus’ escha-
tological identity and mission, Thomistic Christology needs to
incorporate the typological materials found especially in Aquinas’s
biblical commentaries. This is not a competition between the tertia
pars and the biblical commentaries, since, as we will see, the escha-
tological insights conveyed by the typologies are present in their
ontological core within the Summa theologiae. The reconfiguring
that I propose in this book is a matter of figural enhancement and
augmentation, not of laying new foundations. My proposal accords
with Thomas Joseph White’s call for theologians to “seek a pro-
gressive unification of classical Christological ‘science’ and modern
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historical study,” in order to integrate the results of historical and
dogmatic approaches “into one coherent narrative.”™

Given an understanding of history that allows for God’s provi-
dence, the fact that the divine Messiah recapitulates the central figures
of Israel’s Scriptures will come as no surprise.> Among the Church
Fathers, Irenaeus is representative in teaching that “the treasure hid
in the Scriptures is Christ, since He was pointed out by means of
types and parables.” For their part, contemporary biblical scholars
recognize that for Second Temple Jews and for the New Testament
authors, “God is the mastermind of a vast divine economy that
includes both external past-tense events and their inscripturation.”
The New Testament portrays Jesus as the “new” or eschatological
Adam, Isaac, Moses, Joshua, and David. For Christians, just as the
“New” Testament fulfills but does not negate or replace the “Old,”

* Thomas Joseph White, O.P., “The Precarity of Wisdom: Modern Dominican Theology,
Perspectivalism, and the Tasks of Reconstruction,” in Ressourcement Thomism: Sacred
Doctrine, the Sacraments, and the Moral Life. Essays in Honor of Romanus Cessario,
O.P., ed. Reinhard Hiitter and Matthew Levering), 92-123, at 116-17. Among the
questions that White raises is one at the heart of my project: “What is the relation
between his [Jesus’s] eschatological message concerning the Kingdom of God and

the revelation of his own identiy as the Son of God?” (116). As White emphasizes in
his The Incarnate Lord: A Thomistic Study in Christology (Washington, DC: Catholic
University of America Press, 2015), 61, appreciation for historical research into Jesus
does not here substitute for the gift of faith by which Jesus is known personally.

In the New Testament (and, even more, in the Church Fathers and Aquinas), Jesus

N

eschatologically recapitulates the male figures, while Mary/Church recapitulates

the central female figures, beginning with Eve. It could also be argued that Jesus
eschatologically recapitulates various female figures in the Old Testament, but this is
not the path taken by the New Testament. For discussion of Mary and typology, see
Joseph Ratzinger, Daughter Zion: Meditations on the Church’s Marian Belief, trans.
John M. McDermott, S.J. (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1983); and Louis Bouyer,
The Seat of Wisdom: An Essay on the Place of the Virgin Mary in Christian Theology,
trans. A. V. Littledale (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1960).

Irenaeus, “Against Heresies,” Book IV, chapter 26, in The Apostolic Fathers, Justin

Martyr, Irenaeus, ed. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, vol. 1 of Ante-Nicene
Fathers Series (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995), 315-567, at 496.

+ Matthew W. Bates, The Hermeneutics of the Apostolic Proclamation: The Center of Paul’s
Method of Scriptural Interpretation (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2012), 121.
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so also Jesus is the eschatological fulfillment of these central Old
Testament figures without negating their own distinctive narrative
histories and identities.> Thus the New Testament’s “figural Chris-
tology” requires what Richard Hays terms “reading backwards.”
Indebted to the Church Fathers, Aquinas gave explicit attention
in his writings to Jesus as the New Adam, Isaac, Moses, Joshua, and
David according to the New Testament’s literal sense. Yet, con-
temporary Thomistic Christology has paid relatively little attention
to Jesus’ eschatological fulfillment of these types. Given that “the
‘reign of God’ is the clear and unmistakable central theme of Jesus’
work,”” the question is how to ensure that the reign of God is also a
central theme of Thomistic Christology. The theme is by no means
absent from Aquinas’s Christology. The tertia pars of the Summa
theologiae lacks a distinct quaestio on Jesus as King or on the inau-
guration of the kingdom of God. But the theme of the reign of God,
and the ontological reality expressed by that phrase, appears fre-
quently within Aquinas’s Christological reflections, especially in his
discussions of Jesus as the eschatological Moses, Joshua, and David.
My argument is that by incorporating and expanding upon
Aquinas’s reflections on the Christological typologies, contemporary
Thomistic Christology can meet the challenge identified by White
and laid down by the biblical scholar John Meier in the first volume
of his A Marginal Jew: “[F]aith in Christ today must be able to reflect
on itself systematically in a way that will allow an appropriation of

5 The New Testament does not name Jesus as the “New Adam” - Paul employs “last
Adam” or “second” Adam in 1 Corinthians 15. Nor does the New Testament speak of
the “New” Isaac, Moses, Joshua, or David. In this book, however, I will employ these
phrases in order to signify the eschatological recapitulation of these figures by Jesus.
On the Christian meaning of “Old” and “New” when applied to the two Testaments,
see R. W. L. Moberly, The Old Testament of the Old Testament: Patriarchal Narratives
and Mosaic Yahwism (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg Fortress, 1992), 158-59.

¢ See Richard B. Hays, Reading Backwards: Figural Christology and the Fourfold Gospel
Witness (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2014).

7 Gerhard Lohfink, The Forty Parables of Jesus, trans. Linda M. Maloney (Collegeville,
MN: Liturgical Press Academic, 2021), 223.
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the quest for the historical Jesus into theology. The historical Jesus,
while not the object or essence of faith, must be an integral part of
modern theology.” The “historical Jesus” portrayed by Meier and
others is an eschatological prophet who understood himself to be
inaugurating the kingdom of God. It is this eschatological Jesus that
the New Testament’s (and the Church Fathers” and Aquinas’s) typo-
logical Christology depicts in richly nuanced ways. It does so from
within a providentially unified understanding of history that does
not subscribe to the limits imposed by modern historiography. This
providential understanding of history resonates with contemporary
Thomistic Christology, which shares Paul’s view that “nothing - that
is to say, no human, no spiritual power, no geographical space, no
era of time, and not even death — ultimately stands outside the reach
of God’s sovereign control.™

After an introductory chapter that appreciatively sketches the con-
temporary ecumenical resurgence of Thomistic Christology, each of
the five main chapters takes up one typological motif (the eschatologi-
cal New Adam, New Isaac, New Moses, New Joshua, and New David),
exploring its role in the New Testament and in the Church Fathers and
addressing how Aquinas employs it. Each chapter also identifies places
in the tertia pars of the Summa theologiae where further integration
of the typological motif might strengthen contemporary Thomistic
Christology. Each chapter has a concluding section titled “An Onto-
logical Note,” in which I supplement the chapters’ typological-
eschatological emphasis by briefly examining Aquinas’s insights into
the ontological realities expressed respectively by the phrases “New
Adam” (Christ's human perfection under grace), “New Isaac” (atone-
ment), “New Moses” (law and grace), “New Joshua” (the state of glory),
and “New David” (the mystical body and Christ’s Headship of grace).*

8 John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus, vol. 1, The Roots of the
Problem and the Person (New York: Doubleday, 1991), 198-99.

o Bates, The Hermeneutics of the Apostolic Proclamation, 122.

> Here may be the place to recall the medieval practice of exegeting Scripture according
to the four causes, so as to penetrate to the ontological realities under discussion
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In proposing to “reconfigure” Thomistic Christology by inte-
grating these typologies more fully, I am concurring with the
judgment of Romanus Cessario and Cajetan Cuddy that Thomistic
theologians should “receive the essential philosophical and theo-
logical principles from the Angelic Doctor and then apply these
sound principles to the unique questions, challenges, and require-
ments that their own period raises.” As noted, I am responding
especially to modern New Testament scholars’ questions, chal-
lenges, and insights about Jesus’ eschatological understanding
of his identity and mission. For contemporary New Testament
scholars, one of the clearest elements of the New Testament is
“that Jesus was remembered as preaching about the kingdom
of God and that this was central to his message and mission.”
Biblical scholars also affirm that “Jesus’ talk of the kingdom was
blended with the much older imagery of inheriting the land of
promise,” that is, imagery related to the exodus.” Jesus’ eschato-
logical renewal of the Temple and the end of the exile are other
frequent themes.™

in scriptural texts. For background, focusing on the relation of divine and human
authorship, see Timothy Bellamah, O.P., “Tunc scimus cum causas cognoscimus:
Some Medieval Endeavors to Know Scripture in Its Causes,” in Theology Needs
Philosophy: Acting against Reason Is Contrary to Human Nature, ed. Matthew

L. Lamb (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2016), 154-72.
Romanus Cessario, O.P., and Cajetan Cuddy, O.P., Thomas and the Thomists: The
Achievement of Thomas Aquinas and His Interpreters (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress,

2017), Xii, xvii.

s

James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003), 387.

3 Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 386. For the influence of the exodus upon New Testament
writings and thought-patterns (as distinct from claims about the historical Jesus’
own worldview), see for example Teresa Morgan, Roman Faith and Christian Faith:
Pistis and Fides in the Early Roman Empire and Early Churches (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015), 504-05.

* For background to the theme of the eschatological end of exile, see Judith H.

Newman, Before the Bible: The Liturgical Body and the Formation of Scriptures in

Early Judaism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 95. This theme has been

a central element in N. T. Wright’s work, as spelled out especially in Wright’s
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For the purpose of developing these eschatological dimensions
of Jesus’ identity and mission from within Thomistic Christology, I
argue that the above-named five biblical typologies, well known to
Aquinas, can serve as a bridge for joining Aquinas’s Christology to
modern biblical scholarship’s emphasis on Jesus as the eschatolog-
ical Davidic king who restores his people, renews the Temple, and
leads the new exodus. Contemporary Thomists have perceived how
profoundly Aquinas integrates Scripture and the Church Fathers
into his theology, but Thomistic Christology still needs to assimilate
more explicitly the eschatological aspects that shape the New Testa-
ment’s portraits of Jesus.” Therefore, my chapters propose enrich-
ments to Thomistic Christology flowing from explicit attention to
the typologies, and I show how such enrichments can be set forth in
relation to the tertia pars.

programmatic The New Testament and the People of God (Minneapolis, MN:
Fortress, 1992). For further discussion, see Brant Pitre, “Excursus: N. T. Wright
and ‘the End of the Exile,” in Jesus, the Tribulation, and the End of the Exile:
Restoration Eschatology and the Origin of the Atonement (Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Academic, 2005), 31-40, where Pitre argues that “while Wright is absolutely
right about the importance of the ‘exile,” he is fundamentally wrong in his
understanding of it” - since Second Temple Jews living in the land do not appear
to have considered themselves to be in “exile,” but instead they focused on the fact
that the Assyrian exile of the northern ten tribes had never been resolved and they
awaited “the restoration of all twelve tribes of Israel in a final Return from Exile,
under the headship of a messianic king” (32, 38).

5 See, for example, Roger Nutt and Michael Dauphinais, eds., Thomas Aquinas, Biblical
Theologian (Steubenville, OH: Emmaus Academic, 2021); Piotr Roszak and Jérgen
Vijgen, eds., Reading the Church Fathers with St. Thomas Aquinas: Historical and
Systematical Perspectives (Turnhout: Brepols, 2021); Michael Dauphinais, Andrew
Hofer, O.P., and Roger W. Nutt, eds., Thomas Aquinas and the Greek Fathers (Ave
Maria, FL: Sapientia Press, 2019); Leo J. Elders, S.V.D., Thomas Aquinas and His
Predecessors: The Philosophers and the Church Fathers in His Works (Washington,
DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2018); Michael Dauphinais, Barry David,
and Matthew Levering, eds. Aquinas the Augustinian (Washington, DC: Catholic
University of America Press, 2007); and Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering,
eds., Reading John with St. Thomas Aquinas: Theological Exegesis and Speculative
Theology (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2004).
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Lest there be any misunderstanding, let me firmly reject
the all-too-common idea that Thomistic Christology is overly
philosophical. In fact, the metaphysical richness of Aquinas’s
Christology and of contemporary Thomistic Christology is
greatly needed for any serious reflection on who Jesus is, what
he accomplished, and what he continues to accomplish today.
In Chapter 1, I survey a number of contemporary Catholic and
Protestant thinkers who have reflected deeply upon Aquinas’s
Christology and who have retrieved its metaphysical and theo-
logical relevance. I single out recent books by Adonis Vidu and
Thomas Joseph White, while describing the work of many other
important contributors as well, such as Jean-Pierre Torrell and
Dominic Legge. It is noteworthy that scholars with deep Eastern
sympathies such as Rowan Williams, and Eastern Catholics such
as Khaled Anatolios, have also recently drawn upon Aquinas’s
Christology in fruitful ways. My first chapter makes clear that the
purpose of my book is not to undermine contemporary Thomis-
tic Christology but to augment it. Recognition of Jesus’ human-
ity, which Paul Gondreau and others have shown is so central
to Aquinas’s Christology, requires today a focused attention on
the way his teaching comports with the eschatological dimen-
sions of New Testament Christology.

I propose augmenting Thomistic Christology along typologi-
cal lines because Aquinas himself employed these typologies and
because they have a strikingly eschatological import. Of course,
given the biblical and patristic testimony, all theologians - not
only Thomists — should have a strong interest in exploring Jesus
Christ as the eschatological New Adam, New Isaac, New Moses,
New Joshua, and New David. As Joseph Ratzinger says of one of
these types, along lines that can be extended to the other four:

¢ See Paul Gondreau, “The Humanity of Christ, the Incarnate Word,” in The Theology
of Thomas Aquinas, ed. Rik Van Nieuwenhove and Joseph Wawrykow (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 2005), 252-76.
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“[I]t is important to emphasize that Jesus adopts the tradition of
Sinai and thus presents himself as the new Moses.””

Biblical Scholarship and Typology

Before proceeding, let me offer some further background to my pro-
posal. One of the most influential New Testament scholars of the
past fifty years, E. P. Sanders, reconstructs Jesus’ self-understanding
as follows: “Through him, Jesus held, God was acting directly and
immediately, bypassing the agreed, biblically sanctioned ordi-
nances, reaching out to the lost sheep of the house of Israel with no
more mediation than the words and deeds of one man - himself.”*
For Sanders, Jesus understood himself to have “full authority to
speak and act on behalf of God,” and Jesus experienced his rela-
tionship to God to be uniquely intimate.”

Sanders’s remarks are only partly correct, in my view. He is cor-
rect about Jesus’ authority and intimacy with the Father. But it is
not the case (as Sanders elsewhere helps to show?°) that Jesus simply
“bypassed” Torah and Temple or that Jesus reached out to his peo-
ple in a way that bypassed the mediation of Israel’s Scriptures. On
the contrary, Jesus fulfilled, rather than bypassed, Israel’s covenan-
tal law and cult.” Jesus’ words and deeds are unintelligible without
the mediation of Israel’s Scriptures. This can be seen throughout

S

Ratzinger is here writing as Pope Emeritus Benedict XVI: “The Catholic Priesthood,”
in From the Depths of Our Hearts: Priesthood, Celibacy, and the Crisis of the Catholic
Church, trans. Michael J. Miller, ed. Nicholas Diat (San Francisco: Ignatius Press,
2020), 23-60, at 32.

%

E. P. Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus (London: Penguin, 1993), 236-37.

e

Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 238.

2o See E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 1985).

2 For discussion of this point, addressing supersessionist and exegetical concerns,

see the chapters on “Torah” and “Temple” in my Engaging the Doctrine of Israel: A
Christian Israelology in Dialogue with Ongoing Judaism (Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2021).
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the New Testament, not least in Paul’s devotion to Jesus. As Robin
Scroggs remarks, “Paul believes that the eschatological age has been
inaugurated by a man who embodies God’s intent for all men - an
intent thwarted by the first Adam, fulfilled by the Last.” Scroggs
calls this belief Paul’s “Adamic Christology.”

From the Church Fathers onward - most certainly includ-
ing Aquinas — Christians have upheld this Adamic Christology.
Moreover, Adam is not the only figure from Israel’s Scriptures
who helped Jesus and the apostles to illuminate the meaning of
Jesus’ words and deeds. King David has a central role as well, since
Jesus is repeatedly described as the Messianic king in the line of
David. So do Melchizedek, Abraham, Isaac, Moses, Joshua, and
Solomon.”

But should these Old Testament figures matter to Christol-
ogy today? In Sanders’s view as a historian, they should not. No
doubt Jesus thought of himself as uniquely God’s “viceroy,” help-
ing to inaugurate the imminent kingdom of God,* but for Sanders
there is no need to describe Jesus as a New David or New Adam.
Sanders offers an illustration of what is wrong with such typologi-
cal Christology. He states that according to the Bible, “God called
Abraham in 1921 BC, Moses led the Israelites out of Egypt around
1500 BC, and David flourished about 1030 BC.... An approxi-
mate parallel today to the gospel’s treatment of Jesus would be to
describe Elizabeth II by saying that she is heir to the throne of Wil-
liam the Conqueror, that she fulfills the promise of King Arthur.”>
When the New Testament authors affirmed that Jesus fulfilled the
work of Moses and David, they reflected a commonplace manner

*» Robin Scroggs, The Last Adam: A Study in Pauline Anthropology (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1966), ix.

= For the connection of Abraham and Jesus, see Mary Healy, Hebrews (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Academic, 2016), 241.

* Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 248.

» Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 83.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009221504.001 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009221504.001

INTRODUCTION

of thinking in Second Temple Judaism, but for Sanders this cannot
be taken seriously today. In Matthew 16:14, for example, the people
imagine that Jesus might be the return of Elijah or Jeremiah!
Sanders represents a standard historical viewpoint when he dis-
misses as mere invention Matthew’s references to Jesus as the New
Moses or Luke’s references to Jesus as the New David. Yet, Sanders
considers that a significant amount of truth about Jesus can still
be discerned in the Gospels, notwithstanding all the typology. He
states, “Echoes of Jewish scripture are everywhere in the gospels, but
nevertheless no one would ever mistake the Jesus of the gospels for
either Moses or David.... [TThe gospels claim a connection between
Jesus and David, but they do not present Jesus as being in the least
like David.” Surely Sanders is correct that Jesus did not do a lot
of the things done by Moses and David, both of whom killed other
people, for example. In fact, Sanders recognizes that the evangelists
“thought that Jesus had gone beyond Moses and was a different sort
of king from David. Thus we do not get a cardboard pop-up depic-
tion of Jesus as a new Moses or David.”> But Sanders still thinks that
the historical Jesus must be separated from the typological overlay
by which the evangelists sought “to convince readers that Jesus ful-
filled God’s promises to Israel” and that Jesus is the “universal sav-
iour who fits into Jewish salvation history.”® According to Sanders,
the historian must do the “patient spadework to dig through the lay-
ers of Christian devotion and to recover the historical core.”
However, Sanders’s approach has an evident weak spot. Namely,
assuming that God exists and is the provident Creator — assump-
tions that are quite reasonable* — why could not the incarnate Lord

¢ Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 89.

7 Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 90.

8 Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 90.

» Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 280.

3° Against the notion that these assumptions require revealed theology per se, see the
arguments in my Proofs of God: Classical Arguments from Tertullian to Barth (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2016).

10
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actually be in a real and fully historical way the New Adam (inau-
gurating a new creation), the New Isaac (fulfilling the sacrificial
cult of the Temple), the New Moses (teaching God’s law, mediating
between God and his people, and establishing the new covenant®),
the New Joshua (leading God’s people across the Jordan of death
to the fullness of the Promised Land), and the New David (inau-
gurating the kingdom of God)? For Sanders, this may be all very
well as theology, but the historian cannot pay attention to it. The
historian must “distinguish one kind of truth from another, and ...
study only the second, mundane kind,” namely, the “bit of ordinary
history within the grand framework of salvation history.”

What if, however, the ordinary history at issue actually is “salva-
tion” history? Sanders assumes that the “ordinary history” of Jesus
of Nazareth is obscured by the salvation-historical typologies. But
what makes this assumption true, unless one deems a priori that
Jesus is not the incarnate Lord or that history has no providential
unity? While affirming the possibility of “Jesus’ own conscious

3 On the new covenant, see, for example, Michael J. Gorman’s observation about
Matthew 26:27-28, in Gorman, The Death of the Messiah and the Birth of the New
Covenant: A (Not So) New Model of the Atonement (Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2014),
36-37: “[I]n this dominical claim we should probably hear echoes of at least three
scriptural texts and themes - the Passover/Exodus, the blood of the covenant (Exod
24:6-8), and the new covenant and its forgiveness (Jer 31:31-34) — plus, in light of
Matthew’s ransom text (Matt 20:28 = Mark 10:45), the suffering servant’s death
(Isa 53:12).... This forgiven and forgiving new-covenant community embodies,
indeed fulfills, the two tables of the law.” See also Morna D. Hooker, Not Ashamed of
the Gospel: New Testament Interpretations of the Death of Christ (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1994), 59, 67.

3 Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 91. For the procedures involved, see Ernst
Troeltsch’s 1898 essay, “Historical and Dogmatic Method in Theology,” in Religion in
History, trans. James Luther Adams and Walter F. Bense (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress,
1991), 11-33. Against Sanders’s view of history, see especially The New Testament and
the People of God, 81-144. See also, from a somewhat different standpoint, Robert
Morgan, “Christology through Scriptural Interpretation through New Testament
Theology,” in Christology and Scripture: Interdisciplinary Perspectives, ed. Andrew T.
Lincoln and Angus Paddison (London: T&T Clark, 2007), 58-83.
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imitation of scriptural types,” Sanders holds that such imitation did
not express an underlying truth about Jesus.

This is a common viewpoint among scholars today, many of
whom find Scripture’s typologies to be implausible, arbitrary, and
historically anachronistic. I grant that some of the Old and New
Testament’s typological links may well be arbitrary, just as there
are instances of patristic and medieval typological or allegorical
exegesis that are implausible.”* But I think the five Christolog-
ical types presented here, which are not invented by the Church
Fathers but are found in the New Testament’s literal sense, can be
demonstrated to be reasonable entailments of Jesus’ status as the
eschatological Messiah. In my view, Christians should affirm these
typological portraits to be historically true about Jesus, rather than
mere metaphors.’

» Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, 85. For Sanders, “The more parallels there
were between Jesus and characters or prophecies in Hebrew scripture, the more
likely Matthew, Mark and Luke were to invent still more. They may have reasoned
that if there were six similarities, there probably had been a seventh. I think that
there is no doubt that they did invent some, though the possibility of overlaps, or
of Jesus” own conscious imitation of scriptural types, means that we must often be
uncertain” (85). Without engaging the question of the historicity of the typological
fulfillment, Anthony Le Donne argues that Sanders should have integrated typology
more fully into his portrait of Jesus, since Jesus” worldview was typologically
saturated: see Le Donne, The Historiographical Jesus: Memory, Typology, and the Son
of David (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2009), 4-5.

3 For background, see, for example, Lewis Ayres, ““There’s Fire in That Rain’: On

%

Reading the Letter and Reading Allegorically,” in Heaven on Earth? Theological
Interpretation in Ecumenical Dialogue, ed. Hans Boersma and Matthew Levering
(Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013), 33-52; and Henri de Lubac, S.J., Medieval Exegesis,
vol. 1, The Four Senses of Scripture, trans. Mark Sebanc (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1998).

See Gilbert Dahan, “Thomas Aquinas: Exegesis and Hermeneutics,” in Reading
Sacred Scripture with Thomas Aquinas: Hermeneutical Tools, Theological Questions
and New Perspectives, ed. Piotr Roszak and Jorgen Vijgen (Turnhout: Brepols,

3

2015), 45-70. Dahan notes that in studying Aquinas’s biblical interpretation, it is
useful to “distinguish between the historical books of the Old Testament, entailing a
literal reading and an allegorical (figurative) reading; the prophetic books,

12
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Put simply, Jesus really is the eschatological (and therefore
“New”) Adam, Isaac, Moses, Joshua, and David. To call him the
Messianic Son of David or the Last Adam is not a mere metaphor.
This entails that from the beginning, in God’s plan, Jesus is the one
to whom the earlier figures inchoately pointed, since “it is a law of
Biblical exegesis that the types in Scripture derive ... their meaning
and value from the anti-types to which they refer. Adam is there-
fore entirely subordinated to Christ.”*

In critical dialogue with Sanders, N. T. Wright has argued that
the New Testament’s worldview in this regard should be taken
much more seriously by contemporary historians - and by con-
temporary theologians. The New Testament authors would not
be surprised to find that their faith-filled understanding of Jesus
as fulfilling God’s covenants with Israel in the midst of history is
difficult to accept for modern secular historians. But Wright argues
that to understand the historical Jesus requires understanding how

principally entailing a literal reading (in a Christological sense); and the New
Testament, entailing a literal reading and a spiritual (somewhat tropological)
reading” (54). If one is reading the New Testament texts that portray Jesus as
the eschatological Adam (or Isaac, Moses, Joshua, David), then this is the literal
sense — and it is no mere metaphor, since Jesus eschatologically recapitulates these
personages. Note that Jesus does not eschatologically recapitulate everything in
the lives of these Old Testament personages but only the parts that befit his saving
work, allowing for his radical newness. See also Timothy Bellamah’s observation
that Theodore of Mopsuestia, who held that only five Psalms literally refer to
Jesus Christ, was condemned by Constantinople II in 553, “with the result that
Aquinas considered the prophetic literal sense a matter of doctrine and the denial
of it a matter of heresy” (Bellamah, “Tunc scimus cum causas cognoscimus,” 168).
Summarizing the import of Summa theologiae 1, q. 1, a. 10, Bellamah adds that for
Aquinas “the literal sense is the one intended by the author, and ... the author of
Scripture is God.... [A]ny text of Scripture may convey several senses, because
such signification lies within the capacity of its divine author, namely, God,” and
also because the human author can speak prophetically (and literally) about future
realities (Bellamah, “Tunc scimus cum causas cognoscimus,” 169).

3 Thomas Merton, The New Man (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1961), 132. |
have excised one word (marked by “...”): “all.”
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in Jesus “the symbols and stories of Israel had been fulfilled in a
shocking and decisive manner.”” This at least was the claim made
by the New Testament authors, by the first Christians, and in var-
ious ways by Jesus himself. When one reads the New Testament,
one perceives that its authors continually show us the truth about
Jesus typologically, in light of the central figures of Israel’s Scrip-
tures, beginning with Adam. The authors of the New Testament
understood these figures to be part of “the saga of God’s election,
judgment, and redemption of a people through time,” and they
understood Jesus to have recapitulated and perfected the missions
of these figures through his eschatological fulfillment of God’s cov-
enants with Israel.®®

Thus, Wright maintains that underlying the Gospel narratives
about Jesus’ life, death, and Resurrection, we see in a fulfilled and
transformed way “the narratives of Israel’s vocation: Abraham’s
call and covenant, Moses’ Exodus and Tabernacle, David’s and
Solomon’s victories and Temple.” For his part, the biblical theo-
logian Thomas Schreiner takes us back to Adam: “Jesus is the true
Adam, who exercises the rule that Adam was supposed to carry

77 N.T. Wright, History and Eschatology: Jesus and the Promise of Natural Theology
(Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2019), 197. See also Francis Watson’s
observation, spelling out the consequences of Gerhard von Rad’s approach: “The
‘Old Testament’, as Christian scripture, only comes into existence in the moment of
absolute newness represented by Jesus, and should be interpreted on the basis of its
moment of origin; only the antitype makes the types visible as such” (Watson, Text
and Truth: Redefining Biblical Theology [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1997], 207;

cf. 212-19 for criticism of Brevard Childs’s effort to preserve a “relatively independent
status” for the Old Testament within the Christian Bible).

Richard B. Hays, The Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Interpreter of Israel’s

%

3

Scripture (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005), xvi. Hays specifies what he means
by inaugurated eschatology: Paul “identifies the church as standing precisely at the
temporal juncture in which the old age has lost its claim upon us but the new age
is present only proleptically.... The story is not over yet, and the church should
imagine itself to be, analogously to Israel in the wilderness, a pilgrim people that has
not yet arrived at its promised destination” (188).

3 Wright, History and Eschatology, 237.
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out.” Jesus thereby overcomes the consequences of human sin
and death.” Brant Pitre emphasizes the theme of the new exodus
in the Gospel narratives. He contends that Jesus “identified himself
as the eschatological Moses, whose prophetic signs would not only
signify the new exodus spoken of by the prophets, but actually set
it in motion.”** Joshua Jipp directs us toward Jesus as the eschato-
logical David, known through “royal honorific[s] such as Christ,
Son of David, Branch, the Lion of Judah, shepherd, King, and so
on.”* These typological Christologies are the means by which the
New Testament authors communicate eschatological truths about
Jesus. Francis Watson nicely sums up the point: “Old Testament
conceptuality establishes the preconditions for the intelligibility of
Jesus’ person and work.”#

In his masterwork Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels, Hays
addresses the challenge mounted by scholars such as Sanders.
Hays remarks that historical-critical scholarship “characteristically
judges that the New Testament’s Christological readings of Israel’s
Scripture are simply a big mistake.”” Influenced by Hays, I offer
three observations in response. First, these central figures of Israel’s

4 Thomas S. Schreiner, The King in His Beauty: A Biblical Theology of the Old and New
Testaments (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2013), 438.

For background, see Jeffrey S. Siker, Sin in the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2020). As Siker observes, the New Testament presents “sin as

the fundamental human dilemma from which we need to be saved by God. The

+

mechanism for such salvation within Christian tradition is always linked to the life,
death, and resurrection of Jesus ... [TThe death of Jesus was the primary focus for
how the early Christians came to understand God’s extension of forgiveness of sins,
as well as the defeat of the power of sin and sin’s consequence, death” (172-73).
Brant Pitre, Jesus and the Last Supper (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2015), 514.
Joshua W. Jipp, The Messianic Theology of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2020), 16.

4

s

4

IS
S

Watson, Text and Truth, 218. Watson adds that this point does not mean that Jesus
“can be adequately ‘explained’ on this basis,” along lines that would reduce him to a
mere extension of Old Testament figures (218).

Richard B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels (Waco, TX: Baylor University
Press, 2016), 3.

4
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Scriptures shed light upon Jesus’ words and deeds.* Did Jesus say
or do anything that suggests a parallel with Adam? Yes, he inau-
gurated Israel’s restoration and thereby stands at the center of a
renewed creation. Did Jesus say or do anything that suggests a par-
allel with Isaac? Yes, he made clear that he was to shed his blood, in
obedience, as the Father’s beloved Son, thereby enacting the perfect
sacrificial offering. Did Jesus say or do anything that suggests a link
with Moses? Yes, he taught with unique authority, correcting Torah
when needed; and he symbolically presented his ministry as a new
exodus, in which his twelve disciples represent the twelve tribes
of the people of God. Did Jesus say or do anything that suggests a
link with Joshua? Yes, in accord with his baptism in the Jordan and
through his death and Resurrection, he crossed over into the full-
ness of the Promised Land at the head of the people of God.#” Did
Jesus say or do anything that lays claim to Davidic royal authority?
Yes, he preached the kingdom of God and did so as the one whose
work is central to its inauguration.

Second, our contemporaries are unlikely to be able to make sense
of Jesus as the Christ unless we retrieve the role of these typologies
in illuminating his eschatological work. As Christopher Seitz says,
“The challenge of our day is how to see in Jesus’ death and raising
actions truly in accordance with the Scriptures of Israel. For that, we
shall need to return to typological and figural senses.”* If we Chris-
tians are going to teach about the real Jesus Christ, who brings God’s

4 My point in this paragraph is not to claim that Jesus consciously thought of himself,
so far as historical criticism can discern, as the New Adam or the New Isaac (and
so on). Instead, I maintain that Jesus said and did things that make comprehensible
(and justifiable) these typological connections as found in the New Testament.

¥ For relevant background, see Pitre, Jesus and the Last Supper, 16667, 188.

# Christopher R. Seitz, Figured Out: Typology and Providence in Christian Scripture
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 47. See also the contention of Aidan
Nichols, O.P.: “The fundamental promise-fulfillment format of the Bible is why the
kind of exegesis we call ‘typological’ is the sort that best befits its unique genius”
(Nichols, Lovely, Like Jerusalem: The Fulfillment of the Old Testament in Christ and
the Church [San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2007], 167).
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plan to eschatological fulfillment, we must use the two-Testament
Bible to underscore that Jesus taught and did things that enable
us to recognize him as of universal relevance (the New Adam),
as possessing definitive royal authority in establishing justice (the
New David), as accomplishing the perfect offering in self-sacrificial
love (the New Isaac), as teaching the authoritative law of love and
enacting the new covenant (the New Moses), and as leading human
beings into the true Promised Land (the New Joshua). If much of
the Old Testament “is simply bewildering to modern Christians,”
as Leroy Huizenga remarks,* then this requires a Christology that
unlocks the whole of Israel’s Scriptures and covenantal life.

Third, Christianity stands or falls upon the existence and prov-
idence of God. Indeed, these two realities are the main point
of much of Israel’s Scriptures, so much so that the Letter to the
Hebrews maintains in its chapter on the scriptural heroes of faith
that “whoever would draw near to God must believe that he exists
and that he rewards those who seek him” (Heb 11:6). The cove-
nantal God enters into a relationship with his people in order to
show them who he is (and, of course, that he is) and in order to
show them that he cares for them and is trustworthy, despite their
sufferings. The providential convergence of the two-Testament
scriptural witness in the figure of Jesus Christ is what would be
expected if Jesus is the incarnate Lord. No wonder Seitz remarks,
“The crisis in [biblical] hermeneutics is in reality a crisis involving
God’s providence.” One way that God shows his fidelity consists
in his shaping of Israel’s history and Scriptures to illuminate the
person and work of Jesus.*

4 Leroy A. Huizenga, Loosing the Lion: Proclaiming the Gospel of Mark (Steubenville,
OH: Emmaus Road, 2017), 19.

° Huizenga, Loosing the Lion, 33.

' See also, from a different angle than the one pursued here, Gregory R. Lanier’s study
of Luke’s application to Jesus of various metaphors that are “significant OT/Jewish
ways of conceptualizing the identity of God” (Lanier, Old Testament Conceptual
Metaphors and the Christology of Luke’s Gospel [London: T&T Clark, 2018], 222).
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Thomism, Ressourcement, and Typology

As noted above, although Aquinas does not fully exploit the
Christological typologies in the tertia pars of the Summa theologiae -
although even if he does observe that Christ’s death on a Cross ful-
fills “very many figures” found in Israel’s Scriptures® - the typologies
appear more centrally in Aquinas’s biblical commentaries. More-
over, Aquinas treats Christ as the New Melchizedek in the tertia
pars’s question on Christ’s priesthood. Thus, the fact that Aquinas’s
theology is scientific, in an Aristotelian sense (while also employing
reasons of fittingness*), does not prevent Aquinas from decisively
employing Christological typology within his sacra doctrina.
Aquinas states that “all the senses are founded on one - the literal -
from which alone can any argument be drawn, and not from those
intended in allegory.”* It may seem that the New Testament typolo-
gies are the spiritual sense (specifically, the allegorical sense), and for
Aquinas “nothing necessary to faith is contained under the spiritual
sense which is not elsewhere put forward by the Scripture in its lit-
eral sense.” But in fact Aquinas makes clear that “the literal sense
is what is first intended by the words whether properly speaking or
figuratively.”® Given this definition, the typologies that are most

2 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, trans. Fathers of the English Dominican
Province (Westminster, MD: Christian Classics, 1981), III, q. 46, a. 4.

See Aidan Nichols, O.P., “St. Thomas Aquinas on the Passion of Christ: A Reading of
Summa Theologiae 111a, q. 46,” Scottish Journal of Theology 43 (1990): 447-59.

2

Aquinas, Summa theologiae 1, q. 1, a. 10, ad 1.

% 1, q.1,a. 10, ad 1. Franklin T. Harkins states, “Following the most common medieval
classification, Aquinas divides the spiritual sense into the allegorical, the moral or
tropological, and the anagogical. The allegorical sense is that according to which ‘the
things of the Old Law signify the things of the New Law’ (L.1.10 co.). For Aquinas,
as for premodern exegetes generally, Christological interpretations of the Old
Testament fall within the ambit of the allegorical” (Harkins, Thomas Aquinas: The
Basics [London: Routledge, 2021], 35).

¢ Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the Book of Job, trans. Brian Thomas Becket

Mullady, O.P., ed. The Aquinas Institute (Lander, WY: The Aquinas Institute for the

Study of Sacred Doctrine, 2016), ch. 1, lect. 2, p. 14.
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notable for Christology belong to the New Testament’s literal sense.
According to the literal sense of various New Testament texts, Jesus
is the New Adam, New Isaac, New Moses, New Joshua, and New
David. Although he transcends these Old Testament personages,
they are “types” of him and he eschatologically recapitulates and ful-
fills their missions.

In the patristic and medieval eras, as Hans Boersma says,
“Christian readers were convinced of the providential guidance of
God throughout history. So they would be more likely to regard
similarities between various events reflected in different [scriptural]
passages as the result of God’s faithful character rather than as mere
historical coincidence.” We should do the same in our reading of
Scripture. Even more pointedly, Ephraim Radner advises: “If ... the
Word is indeed the living hand that shapes events, then we should
rightly seek the meaning of such events in their figural identity.”s®
We should not expect to be able to understand Jesus as the Christ
outside of his figural identity. For example, if Jesus were not the
New David, he could not have brought Israel’s covenants to escha-
tological fulfillment. Indeed, as Matthew Barrett says, “Jesus’ own
Christological reading of the Old Testament, one imitated by his
disciples,” is typologically structured.>

In the mid-twentieth century, Ressourcement theologians and
neoscholastic theologians argued about what place to give to bibli-
cal typologies and the spiritual senses. While otherwise being close
collaborators in the retrieval of typological awareness, the Jesuits
Jean Daniélou and Henri de Lubac sharply disagreed with each
other about whether typology can or should be distinguished from

 Hans Boersma, Sacramental Preaching: Sermons on the Hidden Presence of Christ
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2016), 51.

* Ephraim Radner, Time and the Word: Figural Reading of the Christian Scriptures
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2016), 8.

 Matthew Barrett, Canon, Covenant and Christology: Rethinking Jesus and the
Scriptures of Israel (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2020), 37.
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allegory (Daniélou thought so, de Lubac thought not).** Among
the views condemned in Pope Pius XII's 1950 encyclical Humani
Generis is the view that “the literal sense of Holy Scripture and its
explanation, carefully worked out under the Church’s vigilance by
so many great exegetes, should yield now to a new exegesis, which
they are pleased to call symbolic or spiritual.” Some neoscholas-
tics feared that if biblical history were interpreted typologically in a
vigorous manner, then the defense of the historicity of the biblical
narratives could be imperiled. With regard to Christology, this rea-
sonable fear should lead us to recognize the need for a defense of the
historicity of the New Testament’s witness to Jesus,* but there is no
need to play down the typologies woven into the fabric of the New
Testament.

In an earlier book, Participatory Biblical Exegesis, I argued in favor
of a typologically rich understanding of “history,” and thus of the lit-
eral sense, due to history’s participation in divine providence.® I was
indebted to Francis Martin, who remarks that “the persons of Israel
share proleptically but metaphysically in the reality of Christ,” and
so “the relation between Jesus and Moses or David is analogical and
not merely intertextual.”** Although my arguments in Participatory

¢ See Jean Daniélou, S.J., The Lord of History: Reflections on the Inner Meaning of History,
trans. Nigel Abercrombie (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1958); and Henri de Lubac, S.J.,
“Typologie’ et allégorisme,” Recherches de science religieuse 34 (1947): 180-226.

Pope Pius XII, Encyclical Humani Generis, $23, at www.vatican.va/content/pius-xii/

2

en/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-xii_enc_12081950_humani-generis.html.

Iy
2

See, for example, Brant Pitre, The Case for Jesus: The Biblical and Historical Evidence
for Christ (New York: Image, 2016). See also my Did Jesus Rise from the Dead?
Historical and Theological Reflections (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019).

&

See my Participatory Biblical Exegesis: A Theology of Biblical Interpretation (Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2008). See also, more recently, T. Adam Van
Wart, “Aquinas’s Eschatological Historiography: Job, Providence, and the Multiple
Senses of the Historical Event,” Pro Ecclesia 30 (2021): 32-50.

Francis Martin, Sacred Scripture: The Disclosure of the Word (Naples, FL: Sapientia

I
2

Press, 2006), 274. See also Jeremy Holmes, “Participation and the Meaning of
Scripture,” in Reading Sacred Scripture with Thomas Aquinas, 91-113. I think that such
typologies need not be grounded in a historical referent although they may well be. Even
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Biblical Exegesis fit with Ressourcement theology, I advanced the
arguments on Thomistic grounds. Despite significant philosophical
differences (where the neoscholastics were largely in the right) and
despite significant differences in historical erudition (where the Res-
sourcement theologians had the upper hand), these two movements
of twentieth-century theology should complement each other.

My approach in the present book brings together neoscholas-
tic or Thomistic insights with Ressourcement insights into figural
Christology. My approach may also help to further unite Protestant
and Catholic Thomistic Christologies, by highlighting biblical the-
ology in a manner congruent with Reformed theologians’ emphasis
on Scripture, while doing so in a way befitting Catholic (and Ortho-
dox) emphasis on the importance of patristic exegesis. Overall, I
strive to contribute to what Piotr Roszak and Jorgen Vijgen have
called “Biblical Thomism” - defined not as something other than
“Thomism” but as an effort “to understand and employ the praxis
of sacra doctrina, as exemplified primarily by Thomas Aquinas” in
light of “the pivotal role of Scripture in such a speculative engage-
ment with Revelation.” In his own recent contribution to Biblical
Thomism, Serge-Thomas Bonino has highlighted Aquinas’s prac-
tice of a “conversio ad Scripturas” by which “the theologian returns
to the Bible, on one hand to verify the conformity of his theology to
the permanent standard that is the Word of God, and on the other
hand to deepen the understanding of the Scriptures by means of
perspectives opened up by theological contemplation.”® This is the

if no “historical Isaac” existed, God could have providentially governed the development
of the text of Genesis to ensure a typological preparation for Jesus the New Isaac.

3

5 Piotr Roszak and Jorgen Vijgen, “Introduction,” in Towards a Biblical Thomism:
Thomas Aquinas and the Renewal of Biblical Theology, ed. Piotr Roszak and Jérgen
Vijgen (Pamplona: EUNSA, 2018), 11-20, at 14. The present book can be seen as
a companion to my earlier work of constructive Thomistic Christology, Christ’s
Fulfillment of Torah and Temple: Salvation according to Thomas Aquinas (Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2002).

% Serge-Thomas Bonino, O.P., Saint Thomas d’Aquin, lecteur du Cantique des

Cantiques (Paris: Cerf, 2019), 137. I employ here the translation of Bonino’s book
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standpoint from which my “reconfiguring” of Thomistic Christol-
ogy in an eschatological key will proceed.

Conclusion

Hays has encouraged contemporary theologians and biblical schol-
ars to appreciate “the revisionary figural ways that the four Gospel
writers actually read Israel’s Scripture.”” Similarly, Jeftrey Pulse
calls upon the Christian Bible’s readers “to identify the various bib-
lical motifs that weave their way through the entirety of the biblical
narrative.... These motifs show the unity of the narrative as they
connect all Scripture — Genesis to Revelation - into one story.”®
The Gospels’ figural reading practices have dogmatic significance,
insofar as they shed light on Jesus’ Incarnation, teaching, Cross,
and Resurrection. Just as typologies are important for Scripture’s
presentation of the mysteries of Christ, so also can they contribute
much to Thomistic Christology.

On this basis, my book sketches a typological path for Thomistic
integration of contemporary eschatological portraits of Jesus’ per-
son and work. Thomists can agree with Dale Allison’s claim that
“Jesus was an apocalyptic prophet.”® Jesus understood himself to
be proclaiming and inaugurating the eschatological kingdom, heal-
ing the fallen creation and restoring his people. Allison notes that
“the major theme of Jesus’ preaching was the kingdom of God” and

done by Andrew Levering, forthcoming as Reading the Song of Songs with St. Thomas
Aquinas (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press). See also Stéphane
Loiseau, De I’écoute a la parole. La lecture biblique dans la doctrine sacrée selon
Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Cerf, 2017).

¢ Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels, 4.

5 Jeffrey Pulse, Figuring Resurrection: Joseph as a Death and Resurrection Figure in the
Old Testament and Second Temple Judaism (Bellingham, WA: Lexham, 2021), 278.

% Dale C. Allison, Jr., Constructing Jesus: Memory, Imagination, and History (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010), 31.
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that “Jesus himself is, in the canonical Gospels, the eschatological
king, or destined to be such.”°

As noted above, Aquinas affirms that Jesus is the Messianic
king who has inaugurated the eschatological kingdom of God,
even if Aquinas does not give this point an explicit place in the
tertia pars. As we will see, explicit reflection on Jesus as the New
David would be helpful for contemporary Thomistic Christology
(Chapter 6).

Pitre has shown that Jesus placed the new exodus at the very
center of his worldview. Commenting upon the symbolism of the
Last Supper, Pitre reconstructs its likely rationale: “Just as the first
exodus was set in motion by the Passover sacrifice, so too the new
exodus, which will usher in the kingdom, is set in motion by a new
Passover - an eschatological Passover - that is accomplished by
means of his own suffering, death, and restoration to life ‘in the
kingdom.”””" The new exodus theme receives a prominent place
in the New Testament, and it sheds light upon many of the cen-
tral aspects of Jesus’ words and deeds. Attention to Jesus as the
New Moses (Chapter 4) and New Joshua (Chapter 5) can enrich
contemporary Thomistic Christology’s reflections on various
aspects of the new exodus, such as Christ’s teaching and covenan-
tal enactment (New Moses) and Christ’s baptism and Ascension
(New Joshua).

Jesus in the Gospels strongly associates himself with the Tem-
ple. Anthony Le Donne has argued that the title “Son of David,”
in the Gospels, “was both Davidic and Solomonic,” and he finds
that “the charting of memory refraction will show how early mem-
ories of Jesus were initially shaped by typological interpretation.””

7o Allison, Constructing Jesus, 244—45. For Allison, it is likely that Jesus thought of the
full arrival of the kingdom as far more imminent than has actually turned out to be
the case, and Allison does not give particular credence, as a historian, to Jesus being
God incarnate.

7' Pitre, Jesus and the Last Supper, 511.

72 Le Donne, The Historiographical Jesus, 94.
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Le Donne suggests that Mark 11 and Matthew 21 - Jesus’ triumphal
entry into Jerusalem and his cleansing of the Temple — should be
read in light of Solomon the Son of David and Temple builder.”
Michael Patrick Barber has provided further arguments along sim-
ilar lines.” For contemporary Thomistic Christology, Christ as the
New Isaac (Chapter 3) — the perfect cultic sacrifice — offers a path
for engaging Christ’s relation to the Temple.

Among the more pressing theological issues today are whether
Christ really is the universal Savior and whether faith (implicit or
explicit) in Christ is necessary for salvation. In my view, attention
to Christ as the New Adam (Chapter 2) provides a way for contem-
porary Thomistic Christology to deepen its appreciation of Christ’s
Headship and to explain what it means to affirm that Christ is the
universal Savior.

Aquinas’s use of the New Melchizedek typology sets the pat-
tern for my chapters. When he addresses Christ’s priesthood in
the tertia pars, he recalls the Letter to the Hebrews’s statement that
Jesus was “designated by God a high priest according to the order
of Melchizedek” (Heb 5:10). In an insistent and evocative manner,
Hebrews discusses Jesus in light of Melchizedek. After showing why
Christ did not descend from the Levitical or Aaronic priesthood,
Aquinas concludes his quaestio on Christ’s priesthood (III, q. 22) by

73 Jiti Dvoracek emphasizes Solomon’s role in Jewish tradition as a healer and exorcist.
With significant textual evidence, he argues that “when Matthew’s Jesus in Matt 12,42
says ‘Something greater than Solomon is here,” he alludes not only to his own person
and teaching but also to his miraculous deeds, namely to his healings and exorcisms,
which are deeds of wisdom (cf. Matt 11,2; 11,19) and which surpass even the healings
and exorcisms of Solomon (9,33; 12,42)” (Dvoracek, The Son of David in Matthew’s
Gospel in the Light of the Solomon as Exorcist Tradition [Ttbingen: Mohr Siebeck,

2016], 205).
7

¥

Michael Patrick Barber, “Jesus as the Davidic Temple Builder and Peter’s Priestly
Role in Matthew 16:16-19,” Journal of Biblical Literature 132 (2013): 935-53. For
the argument that Jesus understood David and Solomon along priestly lines — and
understood himself as the “Son of David” in this sense — see Nicholas Perrin, Jesus
the Priest (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2018), 152-65.
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discussing what it means for Christ to be a New Melchizedek.” His
discussion here exemplifies the value of the “reconfiguring” that I
hope to encourage in Thomistic Christology today.

In sum, after an opening chapter demonstrating that the pres-
ent ecumenical renewal of Thomistic Christology offers an excit-
ing prospect, my five constructive chapters will outline a biblical,
patristic, and Thomistic typological approach whose consistent
purpose is to integrate contemporary Thomistic Christology more
fully with the New Testament’s inaugurated eschatology.

75 Fred L. Horton, Jr., provides some background from the Church Fathers: “In
searching the fathers, Jerome found that, except for Origen, those who dealt with
Melchizedek all considered him to be a man, a Canaanite, and the king of Jerusalem.
In general the function of Melchizedek for the church fathers was that of a priest of
the uncircumcision, a priesthood carried on through Christ .... The great majority of
writings about Melchizedek in the early church stem from writers opposing heretics
who make of Melchizedek a heavenly being” (Horton, The Melchizedek Tradition:

A Critical Examination of the Sources to the Fifth Century A.D. and in the Epistle

to the Hebrews [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976], 88-89). Horton
argues that Hebrews does not consider Melchizedek to be a heavenly being. Susan R.
Garrett deems it likely that the authors of Genesis 14:18-19 and Psalm 110:4 thought
Melchizedek to be an angel: see Garrett, No Ordinary Angel: Celestial Spirits and
Christian Claims about Jesus (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2008), 67.
Garrett adds, “Jesus is never called an angel in the New Testament, and indeed he is
distinguished from them in quite important ways” (Garrett, No Ordinary Angel, 238).
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