
02FuroJIh (1996)

E Typology and ıts Theological Basıis!
La pnologıe et sSes Bases Bıiblıques
Typologıe und ıhre theologische rundlage
eter Legarth, Arhus

ESUME FA T Ur fonctıon typologıque, de
Sur Ia Aase du mOT upo employe Aans anıere posıtıve negatıve, et qu’ıl

Cor. 10:1J1, OUS FrODOSONS la possede antı-type quL [uL correspond
ans la nouvelle allıance, l’exegese dedefinıtion suıvante de la notıon de

typologıe: c’est LUNEe comprehensıon nNeO- FACH s’egarera, S1 elle Lgnore faıt.
testamentaıre une FSONNEC, d’un Cependant, meme lorsque les apotres
{  S,  f  evenemen d’une ınstıtutıon de ont DasS donne Uune ınterpretatıion
”’Ancıen Testament des typologıque d’un element present dans
prefigurations voulues DAr Dıeu et quı l’AT; ıl est legıtıme de rechercher UNe

ase theologıque DOUTF UNe interpretationcorrespondent ALNnSL des elements de
l’accomplıssement eschatologıique de . La typologıe ımplıque un

Jesus-Chrıst. certaıne facon structuree d’envısager Ia
relatıon entre ancıenne allıance et laEn premıer lieu, Ia substance

theologıque du Lype est Das contenue nouvelle. Dans l’exegese de [’°A.T., A est
derrıiere SOUS l’evenement hıstorıque, DasSs seulement utıle, MALS AUSsSSsSL uıtal de
MALS dans evenement uıL-meme. En dıscerner Ces structures de pensee. Elles
second lıeu, aul presuppose QUE la peuvent apporter un contrıbution

valable FA  tude de P’A T Les auteurs dutypologıe est determınee Dar Dıeu.
Troisıememenlt, le Lype est un fondent leur typologıe Su  - MOLNS
representatıon une realıte superıeure et FroLs presupposes: 1) ıls Sont attentıfs

”’hıstoire du salut; 2) ıls consıderent qu/’ıleschatologıque JSJesus OChrıst.
La typologıe presuppose un contınulle UunNne contınullte entre ’ancıenne et la

substantıelle et fondamentale entre nouvelle allıances; 3) ıLs sont CONVALNCUS
l’”ancıenne allıance et la nouvelle. Cette QUE FAAT. est Eerıture Saınte. Ves
coherence theologıque OUEe entre des presupposes constıtuent des liıgnes
ersoONNeEs, des evenements et des dırectrıices fondamentales DOUFr notre
ınstıtutions des deux allıances. En meme tude exegetıque.
emDSs, ı1 apparait QUE OUS La typologıe OUS rappelle QUE
FCONNALSSONS coherence qQUE DAr le l’Evangıle est enracıne ans l’A.T. S57 [  on

meconnalit relatıon entre l’ancıennerecıt eerıt. Il s’ensult QUEC l’usage GUE faıt
aul de Ia typologıe presuppose et la nouvelle allıance, A est ımpossıOLe
convıction QUE FA est Eerıture Saınte. de rendre compte de manıere

La question quı DOSE est la Suıvante satısfaısante du contenu du Aınsı la
O0OUS est-1ıl possıble d’utılıser Ia typologıe typologıe Ilimıte DasSs (LU. relatıons

explıcıtes entre les et les antı-types,dans notre tude exegetıique d’un de
Quand les auteurs du MALS OS ournıt des prıncıpes generaux

declarent expressement qu'un element de DOUT notre interpretation de E°A E
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USAMMENFASSUNG Wenn dıe Autoren des ausdrücklich
Ausgehend 9{9} hermeneutischen feststellen, daß eın alttestamentliches
tUnNOG-Konzept Lın Kor 10,11 soll dıe Ereignis als Iypus eıiınes
folgende Definition vVO  _ Typologie korrespondierenden Antıtypus’ ım
vorgeschlagen werden: Typologie ıst dıe und fungıert (oder eben nıcht fungıert),
neutestamentlıche Interpretation UO annn würde dıe alttestamentliche
Personen, Ereignissen der Instıtutionen KExegese auf Abwege geralten, wWenn SLe
des Alten Testaments, dıe als dıes ıgnorıerte.
gottgewollte Vorausdarstellungen och für dıe Fälle, ın denen eın
verstanden werden, welche mıt apostolıscher Gebrauch UO. Iypologıe
bestimmten Faktoren der vorlıegt, ıst wesentlıch, iıhre
eschatologischen Erfüllung ın Jesus theologische Grundlage ausfindig
Christus korrespondieren. machen. I’ypologıe gewıisse

Erstens: dıe theologische Substanz des Gedankenstrukturen bezüglich des
Typus ıst nıcht hınter dem hıstoriıschen Verhältnisses vVO  < altem und
Ereignis suchen, sondern ın dem und VOTaUS, und LmM Rahmen der

alttestamentlichen Exegese ıst nıchtEreignis selbst. Zweiıtens: Paulus
VOFrauUS, daß dıe Typologıe UVO: ott nLUur nützlıch, sondern entscheıidend, daß
bestımmt ıst Drittens: der Iypus ıst dıe dıese edankenstrukturen khlar erkannt
beispielhafte Repräsentation eiıner werden. I’ypologie ann ın hılfreicher

Weıse zU Studiıium des beıitragen.größeren und vollkommeneren Realıtäat.
Somit verweıst auf dıe eschatologische Dıie Autoren des verwenden ITypologıe
Erfüllung Lın Jesus Chrıstus. unter mundestens dreı Voraussetzungen:

GL} S1Le lenken dıe Aufmerksamkeit aufTypologıe eıne grundsätzlıche und dıe Heılsgeschichte, (2.) S1Le nehmen eıneweıtgehende Kontinuität zwıschen dem Kontinuität UO altem und undalten und und VOTaAauUus Dıiıese
theologische Kohärenz findet sıch ın Q und (3.) S1Lıe sınd überzeugt, daß das

Heılıge Schrift ıst. Diese dreıbezug auf Personen, Ereignisse und Voraussetzungen stellen fundamentaleInstitutionen der beiden Testamente,
doch ıst zugleıich offensichtlich, daß

Rıchtlinizen für dıe Exegese dar
Iypologıe erınnert Uuns daran, daß dasWLr DO  S der Kohärenz LU aufgrund chrıstliche Evangelium seıne Wurzeln LMiıhrer schrıftlıchen Darlegung wIisSsen. hat. Wenn dıese Bezıehung zwıschenFolglich ıst eiıne der Voraussetzungen VO  s dem alten und und ıgnorıertPaulus’ Gebrauch UVO. Typologie dıe wırd, ıst eıne an£\|  ene AuslegungÜberzeugung, daß das als Heılıge vDO  \ neutestamentlıchen TextenSchriıft anzusehen ıst unmöglıch. Folglich ıst Iypologıe nıchtEs stellt sıch nU dıe Frage, ob un beschränkt auf das explızıte Verhältnismöglıch LSt, ın UNnserer exegetıischen UVUO  . Iypus und Antıtypus, sondern talttet

Untersuchung eiınes alttestamentlichen Uuns m1t grundsätzlichen Prıiınzıpıen fürTextes auf dıe Typologie zurückzugreifen. dıe Interpretation des (1U.:

1999 the Danısh church got 1E exXts, and 1ın thıs connecti.on iıt W as
Prayer Book, authorized by the Queen. saıd that 1ın choosing and delıimıting thelıturgical commıttee had for een EXTS the commuıttee had followed the

preparıng ‘Den Danske Alterbog” iıt. 1s rule that the has LO be read In ıts OW:called 1ın Danısh. ÖOne of the innovatıons terms’.
W as the introduction of EXTISs 1ın the Nevertheless, the commıttee has PrO-Danısh Sservıce. In report the commıttee pose that EXTS be read 1ın the Danısh
explained the erıter1a for the selection of servıce, S1INCEe from historical and theo-
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logıcal poınt of V1eW, the WaY of thınk- understood antıcıpatıons ıth
ıng 1S the MOST ıimportant background for inherent forward lookıng perspective;*

others thınk that typology 15 historicalthe Gospel. On the OM  D hand the Church
15 continuatıon of Israel, of Judaısm, correspondence and analogy, hıch Ca be
and the OT, and the other hand Iso interpreted only retrospectively
rupture wıth Israel, Juda1sm and the example of 0d’s actıon ın history.® It 15
‘When thıs oubleness 1S kept 1n miınd, ıt outsıde the of thıs tO discuss

the wıde varıety of dıvergıing op1ınıons. My1S possible for the Church LO incorporate 15 the hermeneuticthe EXTSsS 1ın the SEervıice on the ()’T’s startıng poınt
OW. condıiıtions/’. OoOMmMe of the EXTS AT TUNOGC-CONCEPt 1n the N'T,® INOTE PIC-

cısel y, the words Ös LUILLKAWCpreparıng for the Gospel 1n posıtıve WAaY,
others do ıt. 1n negatıve WAaY, namely OUVEBOALVEV énstvoug„ EvoCoOn ÖE NOOC
when the EXTS speak agaınst the vou®soLAV NUOV, ELG OUC Ta TEMN 1W

texts’.% OALOVOV KOATNVINKEV ın Cor.
'T hıs understandıng of the proposcC the followıng definıtion of LYy-

pology: Typology 15 interpretatıon ofdisregardıng the WaYy of readıng the
which 15 found 1ın the It 155 well-known PETSONS, events, ınstitutions ın the OT.S
that there 15 varıcd UuSe of EeXTIS 1ın ese AT understood God-willed pPre-
the In SOTINE the LEexXTt 1S5 taken figurations, and they correspond tOo ele-

ments 1ın the eschatologıcal fulfilment 1ınlıterally; ın others ıt 1s5 interpreted alle- ‚Jesus Christ.? shall comment SOINEgorically typologically. somet1ıimes elements ın thıs definition.the text contaıns promıise wıt
fulfilment 1n ‚Jesus Ohrist It 1s impossiıble Fırst, ıt appCcars that typology ın COIMN-

TAas tO allegory, respects the hıistoricalLO deseribe the relatiıonshıp between the and ıteral dimensıon of the ‘type 'Theand the 1n only ON WAaY. Never-
theless, ir 1s obv]ıous that typology plays type 15 nOot word, but PEeETSON, event,

ımportant role for the authors instıtution, and iıts theologıcal sub-
stance 1s saıd by aul LO be contaıned ınwhen they interpret the ıts actual and orıgınal setting. ByTypology has theoretical background, of the word OUVERALVEV aul SLTrEeSSES that

and ıt. 15 the a1m of thıs LO CONCEN-
Tate SOTINE ımportant aspects of thıs the type Was event. It W as real

ıncıdent 1n concrete sıtuatıion. In
The question 1sS What 1S the basıc under- modern historical eritical tradıtiıon 0)81
standıng of the when the authors 111 often doubt the authenticıty of the
read the typologıcally”? Is ıt possıble
wıthın the framework of typology LO read actual Lype, but undoubtedly the authors

the 1ın ıts OW terms’”?
of the regarded the LypeS hıstorıcal
realhtıies. Consequently, the poıint 15 that

'To begın wıth want to StTress that the theological substance of the type 1S5
interest 1S5 typology ıt 15 sed 1ın the contaıned nOot behind under the hıs-

want tO ask how the utılızes the orıcal incıdent, but 1n ıt
At the SaImne tıme ıt 1s apparen that the Secondly, aul re  u  SCS that the

use of the must be the basıs for the Lype 1s determıned by (10d There 1S
Church ın ıts readıng of the OT, and that (G0d-willed correspondence. aul Say>sS
of COUT SE includes the readıng of the 1n
the Chrıstian Servıce.

Ös TUINLLAWC OUVEBALVEV EXELVOLS. He
1S5 convınced that God 1Ss Lord, that (+0d
controls and leads hıstory. aul shows

Typology that 1n the orıgınal sıtuatıon the type had
ımportant prospective character. He

Among interpreters there AT dıvergıng maıntaıns that the lınks between the old
OPIN1ONS concern1ing the understandıiıng of and the Ne covenant ATe wılled and
typology 1ın the NTS However, INa y governed DYy God.19 It 1S5 nOt isolated CI -
discern LWwO maın viewponnts. Accordıng tOo SO1S, events, instıtutions that ATe
OIl posıtıon the ‚ ypes 1ın the ATeEe LypeSs, but relationshıp ıth God 15
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manıfested ın these PEeTSONS, events, tabernacle not only earthly, but first of
instiıtutions. al] belonging LO the first covenant,*!‘

Thırdly, accordıng LO aul the Lype 1S5 which 15 LO be replaced by another and
exemplary representatıon of bıgger and better covenant.}® As mentiıoned earlıer,
I1NOTe perfect realıty. It 1S5 not only precısely thıs relatıon of superlorıty char-
example, pattern;* but the type denotes acterızes the typologıical WaYy of thınkıng.
somethıng that 15 not yet present It The vertical typology 15 not dıssolved, but

1n the future. ıt 15 Joıned toO the horiızontal typology wıthantıcıpates somethıng
ıts dıfferentiatiıon of the LWO covenants. ItAccordingly, the Lype 1ın the 18 not

ıdeal, which posıtıvely negatıvely 1S5 TO 1S agaınst thıs background that the notıon
be ımıtated repeated.** But In the of vertical typology ın Heb an 9:924 1sS

LO be interpreted.relationshıip between the Lype an the
antıtype there 155 ascent. 'The type looks Generally 1ın the typology of the NT,
forward LO the eschatologıical fulfilment 1n factor 1n the old covenant 1S5 TUNOG, whıiıle
‚Jesus Christ.* Accordiıng LO aul the the analogous phenomenon 1ın the Nne

events 1ın the AaTre related LO Covenant 1s called ÄVTLTUNOG. Corres-
pondıingly, the desıgnatıons TUNOG andwhom the en of the ageSs has COINE (gLc

OUC Ta TEAMN LU OLOVOV KATYVINMEV). 'T’he ÄVTLTUNOG do not belong tO two-world
Lype 15 integrated part of the old thınkıng, but LO lıne of thought OMm1-

nated by salvatıon hıstory. It 1S5 not thecovenant;-*“ ıt. 15 LO LU WEAAOVTOV Col contrast between heavenly and2:17);P and the correspondıng antıtype
belongs to the 111e cCovenant. earthly realıty that 1S stressed, but the

basıc distinetion between the old and the
Ne covenant. 'The poınt 1S that the LypeThe heological Basıs of Iypology looks forward LO the fulfilment ın ‚Jesus
ChrıstIn the find both hor1ızontal and

vertical typology. In Heb the author We Ca dıstıngu1sh, ın the NT, between
refers LO the ımportant statemen ın xod typology of creatıon, typology of COVEe-

nant, and typology of ]Judgment.“% The25:40 It 1S saıd that the tabernacle of the typology of creatıon dıfferentiates, forold cCovenant W as only pattern and
shadow of the tabernacle of heaven, hıch example, between dam and Jesus,
accordıng to the words of (G0d W as the Paradıse an the Kıngdom of God The

resurrection of ‚Jesus iıntroduces NnNemodel (TUNOC) for the construction of creatıon, 1ın which 0d’s orıgınal PUrDOSCMoses’ tabernacle .16 From termınolog- 1Ss fulfilled 'The typology of Covenant1cal poınt of 1e W it 1s strıkıng that the relates to the Covenants Iın the 'Thetabernacle of heaven 1S called TUNOG 1n Flood 1S set agaınst the Christian bap-Heb an consequently the word tısm. ‚Jesus 155 the 11e Moses, etc TheÄVTLTUNOG desıgnates the hand made death of ‚Jesus 1S often brought ınto {OCus,(XELOONOLNTOG) tabernacle of the old COVE-
ant ın Heb 9:92  S 'Thıs termınology and

SInNCe by ıt the 111e Covenant 1S5 estab-
lıshed. Fınally the statements of aul 1ın

WAY of thınkıng 1S5 unusual 1n the One Cor AarTre characterıstic examplecould be tempted LO beheve that the OS- of typology of Judgement. According to
structure ın Heb TC  CS statıc,
two-world WaYy of thınkıng, of Platonic

aul the Inıquı1ty of Israel 1s warnıng
lesson tOo the Christian congregatıon.“*Philonic nature, wıt heavenly world It 15 characterıstic of typology that ıt 1S

of iıdeas ın opposıtıon tOo earthly not interested 1n SOINE tıiımeless relıg10usworld of matter. But thıs interpretation of truths, but 1S preoccupied ıth the QUCS-the background to the typology ın Heb 18 tıon how God acted, an how (:0d cts
E It 1gnores the fact that the vertical Furthermore, events Are not regardedtypology 1n Heb 15 integrated part of isolated entitıes, separate from each
the horızontal typology. The fact 15 that other They ATe not ‘typıcal’, that 1S5 LO Sa ythe author of Heb delineates the past they do not characterıze how (z0d cts at
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an tıme and ın anı Yy place, but they look 1ın Cor 10:11 that the aCCounts of trans-
forward to fulfilment 1ın ‚Jesus Christ gress10Ns of Israel WeTeEe wrıtten LO admon-
Sınce (God has acted both 1ın the old ish the Chrıstian congregatıon whom
covenant and the NCW, the ıdea of salva- the en of the asc>s has COINE (&EYoapN dE
tıon hıstory 1sS essentıal foundatıon for NOOC VouBsOLAV NUOV aul maıntaıns
understandıng typology 1n the that nOot only the event such, but Iso
Already 1ın the thıs concept of typology the wrıtten aCccCount of ıt W as iıntended for
15 present, and ıt 1S taken Ver by the the Chrıstian congregatıon. aul takes ıt
authors of the N'T. 22 for granted that there 1S theological

In theologıcal research the concept sal coherence between the Lext of the and
vatıon hıstory has een gıven diverging hıs letter LO the Corinthılans.
definitions,“ but uUusSe ıt here tO INEe an the Furthermore, iıt. mMust be noticed that
convıctiıon that God has acted for salva- aul usSes the phrase EYOCON ın descr1bıing
tıon 1ın actual historical events. The E1N- the text of the Underlyıng thıs choıice
tial ıdea 15 that human beings meet the of words there 15 the onvıctıon that the
lıvıng God 1ın concrete historical sıtua- 1S5 Holy Scripture voaon) In thıs
tıon, yet at the Saminle tıme the hıstorıcal connection the MOST frequent verbal

AT andevent has teleologıcal dimensıon. It has eXpress10ns VEYQAITNTOALE
intention; ıt a1ms qt consummatıon. 'hıs VEYOCUWMWEVOG. 40 Yet EYOAON 1K010 Ca be sed
reason1ıng forms the basıs of the N’T’s usSsSe 1ın relatıon LO the voaon.“ In thıs
of typology. connect.ion ö 15 notable that the phrase

In thıs WaYy of thınkıng theologıcal EVOCON includes the thought of DAaSSL-
coherence between the old and the 1le Ul diviınum.: God 15 the orıgınator of the
covenants 1S5 implıed, and that coherence Holy crıpture. Paul’s uUusSe of typology,
forms further basıs of typology 1n the therefore, 15 based the convıctiıon that

1'he authors of the consıder the 15 Holy Scripture. The ‚ypes AT

the books of the LO be ‘non-Christian’ nOt PCTSONS, events, instıitutions
colleection. They don’t belıeve that they such These ATEe nOt Lypes by vırtue of
functjion contrast tO the Chrıstian theır belongıng LO popular narratıve
gospel. On the CONtrary, there 1S sub- tradıtıon the lıke, but they AT ‚ ypes
stantıal and fundamental because they form part of Holycontinu1ty
between the old and Nne covenants. Scripture.“$

COUTSE thıs continulty 1s5 not LO be It follows that the narratıves WerTrTe wrıt-
understood unbroken harmony. Typol ten OoOWN not only tOo WAarTlil Israel, but Iso

wıth reference LO the Chrıstian u_o0€es not belıttle the transgress10ons of
dam and of Israel. But ıt 15 assumed nıty. The Lype such has inherent
that 1n the story of the people of God antıcıpatory outlook, and LOO, 1e-

there 1S consıstency 1ın 0od’s actıon 1ın spondiıingly, has the biblical descr1ıption
spıte of human transgress10ns. It 1S manı- and interpretatıon of ıt aul declares
fest that the God of the 1S the Father that the aCCounts of the transgress10ons of
of ‚Jesus Chriıst. It 185 the SaInle God who Israel WEeTe wrıtten OoOWN LO admonısh the
cts 1n both covenants. The authors Chrıstian congregatıon (MOOG Vovu9sOLOLV

reject the perception of God ın the WOV Sımilarly, the command 1n eut
25 :4 concern1ıng the that 15 treadıng Outand ıt. 1S suggested that there 1Ss

contradıection between the ımages of (10d graın W as gıven Öl NUAS 1: Cor 9:10).%
ın the and the NT, though there 1S, of Hor Paul, then, (10d 1s the authentic
COUI'SC, development 1n the divıne orıgınator of Holy Scripture (1 Cor
revelation.** and furthermore, Holy crıpture 15

intended for the Chrıstian communıty.Whiıle theologıcal coherence 1S5 found
between pPerSONS, events, and instıtutions aul thus formulates, reSupPOsSCS,
1ın the LWO Covenants, ıt 1S5 apparent that certaın doctrine of inspıratıon: 'The Holy

know ıt only through the wrıtten Scripture 1S5 ın the orıgınal sıtuatıon
inspıred by God, and ın ıts reception, ıt.account. By WaYy of example aul declares
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functions wıthın the further ınspırıng But ıt 1S5 dıfferent ın where there
PTrOCESS. 1S5 apostolic use of the typology. For the

hus the provıdes the prımary exegete the general poınt of V1CW must
background tO the theology of aul As 1S be ÖE LUNLKOWC OUVERBALVEV EKELVOLG.ell known, aul and the other authors of There 1s unıversal analogy of STrUC-
the al tımes refer tO Hellenistic ture.©% But ıt 15 not possıble for the O5S-
poets®® and to the world of ıdeas of ıtor of Scripture toO deduce type-antıtype
Ancient Judaism®). However, phenomena connect.on from each and specıfıc
1ın Rome and Athens, and 1n contemporary event depicted 1ın the Iypology 15 not
Jerusalem, AaATrTe not portraye TUNOL; exegetical method,° and the inter-
they Ca merely be parallels, capable of preter Ca utilıse ıt only 1ın where
confirmıng, but nOot normatıve. 'The the authors do Under other C1Ir-
authors of the find TUOL exclusively 1n cumstances thıs path 1ın the hermeneut-
the Only here do find hıstorical 1cal PrOCeSS 1S closed *4
phenomena whıiıch, ın connect.on ıth sal- On the other hand ıt 15 evıdent that
vatıon hıstory, poınt forward LO eschato- typology ıimplies certaın thought STrUuC-

tures that unıte the old and the 111elogıcal fulfilment ın Jesus Chrıist
Covenants, anı 1n the exeges1s of the ıt

Typology and Exegesis 1S not only useful, but vıtal, that these
thought structures be exposed. In thıs
WAaY, typologıcal Warenes Ca contrıb-Now the question 1S5 ıf it 1S5 possıble for

toO uUuSsSe typology ın the exegetıical study of ute 1ın valuable WaVY to the study of the
text Is ıt legıtimate wıth aul LO

declare: ÖE LUNLXOWC OUVERBALVEV The authors use typology al least
three premıises: (1) They TAaW attentiıon LOEXELVOLG, EYOCON ÖE NOOC vovB@soLAV NUOV, the salvatıon hıstory; (2) they AaSSUumMmMeELG QUC T TEAN LU ALOVOV XKOATNVTINKEV (1

Cor 10:11)? 'Thiıs question Cannot be continu1ty between the old Covenant and
answered unconditionally 1ın the afırma- the Nne an (3) they AaTe convınced that

the 1S Holy Scripture. 'These elementstıve. Kather, must dıstinguish between
ATe of fundamental ıimportance for the uSsSewhere the authors themselves

uSsSe typology, and where they do not. of typology iın the NE and generally they
When the authors of the expressly characterıze the N’T’s interpretation of the

Wıth thıs 1ın mınd, INaYy dıscernSTAte that the factor WAas Lype wıth fundamental guıdelınes for exegeticalcorrespondıing antıtype, posıtıve NCS- study.atıve, ın the e Covenant, exeges1s
wiıll be led astray ıf ıt. 1gnores thıs Indeed, As mentioned earlıer, the CoONCcept of

salvatıon hıstory plays sıgnıfıcant roleINaV SaVyY that there 1sS apostolıc author- ın typology, an 1n that ontext the histor-1ty behiınd ıf ical dimension 1S important. However,Israel’s crossıng the Red Sea 15 event
of salvatıon hıstory. In ıtself the narratıve exegetes who mınımıze neglect the

historical ontext of text and interpret ıt1S5 proclamation of od’s redeem1ing metaphor, symbol, myt. 1ınintervention. But al the Samnme tıme the practıice adopt allegorıcal interpreta-even has inherent forward lookıng tıon etc One of the plıoneers of the formperspective, prefiguring Christian bap- erıtical method, Martın Dıbelius, formu-tısm (1 Cor 10:2) Seeing that thıs 1S lated the ell known slogan,apostolıc iınterpretation, ıt 1sS obv1ıous tO Anfang WarTr dıe Predigt’.“ In the formChristian exegete that the factor 1ın the er1tical school ıt Was postulated that for1S5 NnOt sufficıently comprehended wıth-
out thıs Chrıistian reference. it 1s5 not

the earhest Chrıistian preachıng it dıd not
matter whether the ontent of the Gospelonly matter of re-u. of the tradıtıon, W as hıstorıically rehable not.>

but accordıng tO aul he depicts ıts true In narratıve theology OIl finds S1M-
ontent ılar poınt of 1eW. It Ca be claımed that
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the Jesus of the early Chrıstian 1a- quently ıt 15 ımportant for the study of
tıves has I1NOTEe less iındıfferent rela- etters tO know hıs roots ın Rabbin1ısm.
tıon LO the historical Jesus.®8 But Nevertheless ıt 1S5 apparen that typology
consıderatıon lıke thıs 15 INOTE related LO separates aul from the Ancıent Judaı1c
allegory than to bıblıcal typology. 'The tradıtion. From contemporary Jewıish
historical dimens1ıon 1S not at all ırrele- poınt of 1e W aul represents ul

ant for typology. 'The mMesSsSasce of the Lype ceptable interpretatıon of the OT, based
the thought of salvatıon hıstory wıt.15 closely determıned by the concrete hıs-

ıts fulfilment ın ‚Jesus Ohrıiıstorıcal realıty of the Lype 1n questıon. It 1S5
precıisely 1n concrete historical realıty When ıt LO exegesı1s, iıt
that (Go0od reveals hımself. If thıs historical apPCAaIrs that the EeEXTtSs AT LO be used
realıty 1s challenged, then Iso the revela- INOTEe than relig10-historical parallels.
tıon of God 1S challenged.“ The provıdes the MOST ımportant

Furthermore, these ıdeas AT ınte- background to the Gospel, and forms the
grated ın the typologıcal concept of basıs for the interpretatıon of the
continulty 1ın 0d’s actıon ın the old and books.44 But typology implıes that the
the Ne covenants and that the 15 the 15 nOt only background materı1al, which
Holy Scripture. 'T ’he foundatıon of the Chrıstian gospel 1ın pPOS-
theology 1S5 not tO be found 1n Hellenısm ıtıve negatıve WAaY. Among other thıngs
1ın Ancıent Judaısm, but ın the 'Thıs the contaıns descrıption of number
fact has far-reachıng OoONSCQHUCNCE for of factors (persons, incıdents, and instıitu-
exeges1s. Obviıously ıt 15 useful and es>- tıons), hıch accordıng tOo the authors of
Sa that the student of the includes the poınt forward LO the fulfilment 1ın
religx10-hıistorical parallels from (Gireco- ‚Jesus Ohrıst. These ypes ATe nOot 1n lıne
Roman and Ancıent Judaıic background; ıth other elements of the background
ındeed the authors of the lıved ın thıs and envıronment 1ın hıch the authors of
atmosphere. But they found TÜUILOL exclu- the lıved Rather, there 1S, 1ın theır
sıvely ın the Consequently the books 1e W essentıal coherence between the
of the AT fundamental LO under- LypeSs ın the and the antıtypes 1n the

thıs relatıon between the old andstandıng of the EXTISsS
Today only few wiıll endorse Marcıon’s the Ne covenants 1S5 ignored, ıt. wiıll be

rejection of the Holy Scripture. impossıble to o1ve adequate explana-
Adolf VO  - Harnack supported Marcıon,“ tıon of the text
and Rudolf Bultmann presented 1e W of We do nOt deal wıt. faded neglec-

ted connection of tradıtıon between Israelthe whıch 155 substantıally qaimiılar.4!
'The Hıstory of Relıgions School found and the Church. It 15 not only matter of
materı1al ın the Greco-Roman world of mentalıty that the Church has 1n COIN-

ıdeas for ıts interpretatıon of the NT, 1n IN0O  . ıth Ancıent Juda1sm. But the
authors of the SE 1ıt, ıt 1S question ofWaYy that owed somethıng LO arcıon. In

that WaYy the organıc connectı.on between promıise and fulfilment, of Lype an antı-
the old an the 1e covenant Was EeV1- Lype God guldes the hıstory of salvatıon
dently broken. But typology insısts that forward LO ıts eschatologıical fulfilment 1ın
the Chrıistian gospel has ıts roots ın the Jesus Christ.“*

'To summarıze, ıt apPpCars that the theo-
Typology, therefore, draws lıne logical princıples attached LO typology AT

between the church and the SYNASOSUC It of basıc ımportance for the study of the
1S5 ell known that aul Ca  - employ rab- At the Same tıme it 1S5 evıdent that ıts
bınıc hermeneutical rules ın interpreting brıings problems. Kor instance, ıt MUuUStT be
the EXTS of the O'T. 42 Obvıously Paul, 1n asked whether the usSsSe of the princıiples of
handıng the ‚Jesus tradıtıon, observes typology resuppOsSC>S that 1n the orıgınal
rabbıinıc rules for the transmıssıon of sıtuatıon the factor ıtself tO speak,
tradıtional materi1al,* formally profiting W as lookıng forward. Or W as ıt acceptable
from hıs rabbınıc educatıon. Conse- for typology that the future perspective 1S
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aserıbed the Lype, Even though ıt. 15 Jesus Christ Typology shows that not
ımpossıble LO emonstrate ıt ın the Or1g1- model of ınterpretatıion hıch reads
nal text?46 the text 1n the lıght of the Nne

In SOTNE ıt. Ca be shown by cCovenant 1ın Jesus Christ 15 iıllegıtimate.of careful study that the factor ın the On the CONTtFrarYy, typology asserts that the
contaıns eschatological dimension, actors 1n the ATeEe not fully understood
hıch DOCS beyond the contemporary ait- unless the 1919 Covenant 1s taken into
uatıon. 'Thıs IMNAaV nNnOot 1ın ıtself that consıderatıon. Only 155 iıt possıble TtO
the factor ın question 1sS Lype poıntıing brıing LO lıght the full ontent and S1g-forward tO correspondıng an dıstınctly nıflcance of the Lypedefined antıtype ın the 1lie covenant. But Another consıderable problem COMNCETNS
ıt Ca  } be saıd that the eschatological the hıstorıicıty of the factor. The queS-motive 15 related toO the fulfilment 1ın the tıon 1S: Does the factor lose ıts revelatory
e cCovenant ın Jesus Christ.4‘ Even ıf quality ıf ıt Ca be proved that ın SOTNE
precıse definıtion of the antıtype 15 1mMpoS- it has Afetitious character?>1 It 15
sıble, the convıctıon Ca remaın that there outsıde the of thıs artıcle to discuss
15 continulty 1n the act of God, and ın thıs problem thoroughly. But I1Ne1N-
princıple that that there 1S5 COIN- tıoned earhıer, typology remıinds that
necting lıne between the promıse 1ın the the theologıcal ontent of the Lype 15

and the eschatological fulfilment 1ın lınked LO real incıdent. Is ıt possıble tO
Jesus Chrıist.*® conclude from thıs cırcumstance that the

Almost the samImne thıng Ca be saıd valıdıty of the theologıcal MESSagEe of
concern1ıng the ınterpretatıion of those fac- factor depends the hıstorıicıty of the
tors ın which ıt 1S5 ımpossıble tOo determine factor ın question?

eschatological element.“ COUTSE it 1s5 It 1S evıdent that the takes ıt for
diffcult ın such LO lay oOWNn gu1lde- granted that salvatıon 1S deeply rooted ın
lines for the study of the OT, SINCE the concrete hıstorical events. The Christian
characters of the factors aÜare varıed. gospel deals ıth hıstorıical OCC
Nevertheless, exeges1s must a1m tO The ontent of the covenants 15 not tıme-
UuU1NlCOVer the general dısposiıtion 1ın the aCT less and hıstory-less speculatıons 1ın the
of (G0d 1ın the hıstory of salvatıon. 'Thıs world of abstractions. On the contrary the
general dısposition embraces proclama- bıblical EXTS recount od’s revelatıon 1n
tıon of salvatıon, which posıtively nNneS- concrete hıstorıical realıty. The Christian
atıvely for the Christian gospel. gospel has ıts basıs 1n known hıstorıcal
T’he relatıon between the gıft of salvatiıon context. The preacher o1ves account of
1ın the old cCovenant an ıts counterpart 1ın hıstorıical incıdents, and thıs back-
the 1LE Ca ın SOINeE be expressed ground he addresses hıs audıence. In

contrast. In other the factor Cor 15123 aul remınds the Corinth-
contaıns INESSage hıch prelımınarıly 1ans of the Gospel (tO EÜUOYYEALOV) which

Christ. 9
the proclamatıion of ‚Jesus he brought tO them, and ın that CONNEC-

tıon he combınes rabbınıc tradıtional
My poınt 1S5 that whether not the terms wıt kerygmatic expressions.°*% Fur-

factor 1n the contaıns the future ele- thermore, 1ın Cor 15:14 aul states that
ment, the student of the must endeav- ıf Christ Was not raısed from the dead, hıs
0108 LO interpret the text 1ın relation LO preachıng and theır faıth would INean
the revelatıon of salvatıon 1ın ‚Jesus nothıing.Christ COUTSEe the exegete has toO be OWEeVver ıt 1S5 not clear that there AT
caut1ous. There 1S obvıous rısk that borderline Sometimes i must be
ınterpretation miıght lead tOo arbıtrary admıtted that the theological ontent of
results, and that P10ouUS nalıvety should text 0es not depend the hıstoricıty of
predomıinate. But thıs o0€es nOot INean that detaıl 1ın ıt. 'T’he contaıns four
the student of the should avo1d relat- Gospels ıth diverging ınformatiıion about
ıng the text tO the Ne Covenan 1ın hıstorical facts Consequently, OT} MusSst
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distingu1sh between centre an perıphery These AT N: other thıngs the
ın the salvatıon historıical incıdent. One premiıses for typology ın the NT, and it 1S5

agaınst thıs background that the authorsexample 1S5 found ın Mark 10:46—-52 Par. 1ın
of the books read the For thethe account of the healıng of the blınd

INa  . 1ın Jericho. 'The theological MeESSasc Chrıstian church and Chrıstian exegesı1s
of thıs text 0€es not depend whether thıs 15 essentı1al startıng poınt for the
that 0Occasıon ‚Jesus went ın went Out of study of the

Thus, typology 1S not ımıted LO explıicıtJericho, and whether there WerTe OT

LWO blınd personNns. 'The Gospels contaın relationshıps between ‚ypeSs and antı-

Man y examples of such dıfficulties, but ‚ypes, but rather it. g1ves general prın-
cıples for the interpretatıon of the Inthey do not prevent from understand- thıs connectıion ıt 1sS inadequate LO SaY,ıng the theologıcal mMesSsSase of the EXTsS ıth the above mentioned lıturgıcal COI1-sımılar example 15 found ın the mıttee, that the has tOo be read on ıts

descr1ıptions of the words an Ccts of
OW: terms the exegete studies the

‚Jesus ın the Gospel of John four descr1ıption of type 1ın the on ıts OW
Gospels AT good SOUTCES for drawıng terms  9 he 111 nOt COINE LO satısfactory
full pıcture of ‚Jesus. 'T’he speeches of understandıng of the Ltype of the text 1ın
‚Jesus 1ın the Gospel of .John function questıion. The exegete must be of
SOUTCECS, EVEeN though they do not pretend the basıs of typology 1n erms of the
tO reproduce *+he LDSLISSIUMA verba Jesu. relatıon between the old covenant and the
The a1ım of ‚.John 18 LO render the preach- 1e Only wiıll the text of the be
ıng an the work of ‚Jesus ın rıght WAaY, fully understood.
but not 1n WaY that 15 ‘Dhotographically'
accurate. First published Teologı for kırken. Fes-

It 15 the SAaInle wıthın Oontext tskrıft anledning af Menighedsfakultetets
Aars Jubıileum, Arhus 1993, 132—-149There ATe several examples of historical Nıelsen ‘Om de gammeltestamentligedetaıls which AT of margınal ımportance lcoesninger ved gudstjenesten‘, ıin.“ ndledn

for the theologıical substance. On thıs
velt
ıng Forslag tıl terbog. Betaznkning afgı-

af kırkeminısterıietspoınt the interpreter 1s5 forced LO d1s- lıturgiske
tinguısh between centre an per1ıphery, kommıissı1ıon, gbenhavn 1985,
an LO est1imate when the assumptıion of The word typology 15 derıved from TUNOGC,
hıstorıicıty 15 requıred for the theologıcal IC appears the hermeneut-

1cal term OCor 10:6 an Rom 5:14 T'he
MeESSaSC and when ıt 1S5 not In thıs term Cor 10:11 an Pet 3:21
respect, dıvergıng Op1nN1ı0NS AT inevıtable, (ÄVTLTUNOG) 18 Iso related LO TUNOG. . 1n
EVEeN ıf the biıblical authors SEEIN generally 1L107 Matt 11:14: 12:40; 17:12;

24:31—39; Mark 9:13 John 3:14, Rom 4:11to SUPPOSC that the theological ontent of
LexTt depends the historıical incıdent Cor D  9 Gal1 use the desıgna-

ın questıion. tıon typology for both the relatiıonshıp
between the Lype the antıtype for

Conclusıiıon the study of thıs relationshıp. explıcı
typlogy aPpPCars al probabilıty for the
first tıme 1ın the prophetic lıterature the

The typologıcal WaYy of thınkıng ın the OT, for instance the ıdea of LE
1s based several basıc assumptı1ons. It Exodus Hos 2: 141 Isa 43:16—21), 1E

Covenan Jer 31:31—37; Kzek 16:60—63),1S presupposed, for example, that there
exısts theologıcal continulty between 111e ingdom of avıd Amos 9:1101 Isa
the old covenant an the DE W covenant ın 11:1—10), Ne 107 Isa 2:2—5) eic But ıt.

has een argued that typology 15 0OMmM1-spıte of certaın obvıous contrasts. The uUusSsSe ant motif 1n the INOTeEe generally, SEE-
of typology 1S supported by the convıctiıon ıng that 1n the there 15 behef the
that the 1s Holy Scripture, and by unchangeabılıty of God What (G0d dıd,
salvatıon historical interpretatıon of the God wıll do agaın. the NnNe aCT. of God

ll be characterized Dy STL greater
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glory than before (sSo Foulkes T’he Acts of the concept of TUNLXWC Goppelt, Typos,
of (10d. UCdY of the Basıs of Typology ın (0—-238)
the Old Testament, London, 1958, 9—40; the basıs of the cContext that

umme “T’he Old Testa- TUIOL TUNLXWC Cor 6—-1 are
hermeneutical terms 'The incidents thement Basıs of pologic Interpretation’,

Bıblıcal Research 9, 1964, 8S—5 Cf., COIl- old Covenan Are deseceribed NOTt only
cerning prophetic typology, Goppelt warnıng examples, but accordıng LO Paul
Typos Dıie typologıische Deutung des Alten they poınt owards the Ne cCovenant.
Testaments L Neuen, Gütersloh, 1939 eI0W use the term factor unıfying
armstadt, 494[ nl; VO  - Rad appllatıon for PEeETrSONS, incıdents,
‘Das Alte Testament ist eın Geschichts- instıtutions.
uC Westermann (hrsg.) Probleme greater extent follow Davıdson,
alttestamentlıicher Hermeneutik, ünchen, Typology, 4921 (T Torm Nytestamentlıig
1968, 16f; VOIN Rad Theologıe des en Hermeneutik, Kobenhavn 1928, DD
Testaments Z ünchen, 197/5, 126f, 281{f£, OTroug. an well-arrange SUTVEY of the
344-349, 388—398; Goppelt Art TUNOC story of research concern1ıng the ıdea of
AXTA., WN' Ö, 254f; er Tiwo typology 15 found Goppelt, Typos, 9—1
Testaments, One Bıble Study of Some Davıdson, Typology, H1 Moreover,
odern Solutions fOo the Theologiıcal Pro ( :M Edsman ‘Gamm och ypologısbem of the Relationship between the Old tolknıng G Svensk Exegetisk Arsbok
and New Testaments, Leicester, 1976, 12 194 7, 6983 Comprehensive Literature
243—9245 15 The Old Testa- concern1ıng typology 15 found Baker,
ment ın arly Christianity. Canon and Testaments, 240—9249 and Davıdson, Typol
Interpretation ın the 1£. of odern 0O£2Y, 426496
Eesearch, Tübıingen, 1991, 46f. Against 10 Rıghtly pointed Out by Eıllıs Paul‘
thıs, typology 15 held by Woollcombe (Jse of the Old Testament, Kdınburgh, Lon-
"T’he Bıblıcal Oriıgins Patrıstic evel- don, 1957, 1LZ78; arkus ‘Presupposi1i-
opment of ology’, 1n Lampe tıons of the Typological pproac LO

Woollcombe ed.) Essays Typology, Scripture’, Church Quarterly Revıeuw) 158,
London 195/, 42, 49 LO ave arısen 195/7, A4TTt an Skarsaune: Da Skriften
connectıjon ıth the ınterpretatıon of the hle apnet. Den förste kristne olknıng

the early Church Cfi. Goppelt Det gamle testamenlte, Oslo, 1987 31
‘'Apokalyptik und Typologıie be1 Paulus’, 11 Against Baker, Testaments, 253 an 2692 In
Typos Diıe typologıische Deutung des en that Case the terms ELXOOV ÖNOLWLUO could
Testaments Lm Neuen, Gütersloh, 1939 ave een sed Cf. Goppelt, THWNT 8,
(=Darmstadt, 281—0287/ 253
Davıdson Iypology In Scripture Study 12 ften PEeETrSoONS 1ın the Scr1iptures of the
of Hermeneutical TYIIOX Structures, Ber- Are epicte as examples for comfort for
rıen Springs, 1981, 107 warnıng, C Job Jas O<LE): 1) Jas
Kıg Goppelt, 1ypos, 18f; Fritsch SE Ksau Heb but these
‘Princıples of Biblical ology’, Bıblıo the 1ıdea of eschatologıical fulfi-
theca Sacra 104, 194 7, 214-216; Iment 1S not OuUnNn:! LE TOr Bıblısche
Lampe “"The Reasonableness of ology', Hermeneutik. Zur Schriftauslegung ın Pre-

ampe Woollcombe dıgt un Unterricht, ünchen, Ä
Essays Iypology, London, 195//, 196/7/, ST, 164

1320 Gundry ology Means But thıs relationship of increase Ca  - be
of Interpretation Past an Present’, Jour- antıthetical in terms of character, as
nal of the Evangelıcal Theological Socıety RomA the Adam-Christ-typology.
12, 1969, 237 Concerning structura narratıve inter-
(CGt the definıtion by aker, Testaments, pretatıon of thıs typology refer LO
267 an the explanation e 2399248 Davıdsen ‘Den str  urelle Adam/Kristus-
anı 251—2692 Cf. Hanson: The Livıing typolog1 Om Romerbrevets grundfortoel-
Utterances of T’he New Testament lıng”, ans. Teologısk Tidsskrift JI, 1992,
Exegestis of the Old, London, 1983, 4953 241—261
In CoNVincing WaYy Goppelt has shown uUuse the term the old COVeNnNan.
that typological WaYy of1ın 15 found general designation of the history of the

the EVvVen utsıde the VvVeryvY fiframework people of G0d preceding Jesus Christ and
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do nOot ımıt the term LO esıgnate only the Arhus, 1989, 229-—246, ıth deMNinıtion of
expliıcı Covenants 1ın the the oncept 237 88 VO  - Rad, “Testament,

15 CGf. the phrase TUNOG TOU WENAOVTOG Rom
5:1.  S @0 Goppelt, WN' S: 253 the prologues John and Heb

16 UT cts 7:4.  S Kıg Matt 2:19; Mark } cts 1:20; Rom
17 Heb 8:7/.13, :1.2.6.8.15.1 KL Cor 10:7; Pet 1:1  D
18 Heb 8  9 9:15 26 Kıg Luk:  D AT 18:31:; 24—44; cts 24:14;
19 k C FWrör, Hermeneutik, 87, Goppelt, Cor 15:54; Gal 3.:1  >

WN' 3, 258—260 an Davıdson, Typol- DL .g Rom 4223° 15:4; Cor 9:10 an
O£Y, 336—388 besides concern1ing the 10:11
vertical typology the e Hummel, (SF.: Goppelt, ‘Apokalyptik’, 2773 an Gun-

dTYy, "Iypology  \  9 240 It 15 thus assumed thatTestament, 39.n4 an Fritsch Zn
°’ANTITYIION’, Väa. Unnik typology pre  CS the ıdea of the unıty
Va der Woude ed.) Studıa Bıblıca e of Holy crıpture. 'That has een empha-
Semitica (FS Vriezen), Wagenıngen sızed by C Fritsch, ‘Princıiples 218—92920
1996, 100107 an Lampe, ‘Reasonableness’, 14f, 292929
GTr 1S, Use, 129-134:; 1S, Old Tosta- Dn the phrase OU%X% EvOoCON ÖE ÖL OQOLUTOV

WOVOV AAA %CL ÖL NUOAC Rommen(, 105—109 an 15 ‘How the
4:923f.New 'LTestament ses the ÖOld’,

30Marshall ed.) New Testament Interpreta- cts 1: ( 28° Cor 15:33 an 'Iitus
ı0N , KExeter, 1977 (reprinted 11° 15
Prophecy and Hermeneutics ın arly 31 an T SE  Eo; 2 Cor 2:19; Heb 11:37 an
Chriıstianity, TAN! Rapıds, maybe Iso Cor
271021902 39 @ concern1ıng the notıon structure-anal-

271 The above-mentioned examples sShow that O£Y VO'  - Rad, Theologıe Z 387[
the the antıtypes reciprocally Rıghtly pointed out by C Torm, Herme-
iıllumınate each er. One element 15 not. nevtik, DA D[ an! aker, Testaments,
truly understood unless the er 258 an 268
included 'Thıs 15 pointed Out by ampe, At thıs pDo1N INOTEe reserved than C
wh: states concern1ıng the ea an Uur- Skarsaune, Skriften, 3035
rection of Jesus, “T’he ulfilment makes ıt. 35 Of. 1S, Old Testament, 143—148

Dibelius Botschaft und Geschichte I,possıble for hım understand the past
events, the past events help hım LO Tübıingen, 1953, 2492
STasSp the meanıng of Chrıiıst’s redemptıve 3'7 (SE. C Bultmann Iıe Geschichte der
work. It ould be difficult for the Church synoptischen Tradıtion, (öttıngen, A
LO ave COINE LO full understandıng of 197/0, 4f.
the Gospel events ıf ıt had nOot een able LO 38 COf. c the description of narratıve erıti-

cısm by Va  . Aarde ‘Narratıve Orıt1-interpre Ohrıst erms of, an Dy refer-
Cc1sm applıed LO John 4:43—-54,ENCE LO, the traditional ımagery of Hebrew
artın Petzer ed.) Text andrelig10us thought, magery taken from Old

SsStamen history (‘Reasonableness’, 28) Interpretatıon. New Approaches ın the
On the other hand ampe had earlıer sald, Uriticism of Fthe New Testament, Leiden,
"The antıtype must be sed LO Ilumınate New York, Kgbenhavn, Köln, 1991,
the Lype We must not turn LO the Old 101—-128, partıcularly 107111
stamen 1ın order LO read the New ıts Also wiıithın the evangelıcal tradıtıon

kınd of exposıtıon IMNaYy be found, which,1g. shoul TEVEITSC that process’
Lampe “Iypological Exegesi1is’, CO a  oug. termed typologıcal, has unm1s-

O2 Y 6, 1953, 207) takable allegorica. traıts; cf. for instance
Goppelt en calls attentıon LO thıs, C Walvoord "The ncarnatıon of the Son of
‘Apokalyptik’, VT Correspondingly God Christological Typology’, Bı  ıotheca
Woollcombe, T1g1NS’, 68{1, sShows that Sacra 105, 1948, 407—413

The famous thesıs of Harnack 1S, ‘dasexactly the salvatıon historical poınt of
1 Jahrhundert verwerfen, War e1nV1eW distinguıshes the biblical ypology

from C the ONCcept of TUNOG by 110 Fehler, den die TC mıt eCcC
7 Wrör, Hermeneutik, 9—1 Aa abgelehnt hat; 1M Jahrhundert bel1-
Pılgaard: ‘Den frelseshistorische tolkning”, zubehalten, War eın Schicksal, dem sıch
1n Pedersen re Skrıftsyn metode. dıie Reformatıon och nıcht entziehen
Om den nytestamentlıge hermeneultik, vermochte; aber se1t dem Jahrhun-
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dert als kanonische Urkunde 1M Protes- r the termınology 1ın c Cor
tantısmus och konservieren, ıst dıe 15:1—3; 1 Phıil 4 Col 2  9 Thess
olge elıner relıg1ösen und kiırchlichen Läh- 2:13; ess 215 an the information
mung” Von Harnack arcıon. Das cts S  .
Evangelıum vO. fremden (Giott Kıne Mono- f C Niıelsen, ‘Lasninger’,
graphie zuU Geschichte der Grundlegung Cf. arkus, "Presupposıitions’, 446, ‘the
der hatholıschen ırche, Leı1ipzıg, Ä New Testament reveals ıts detaıijled
19924 Darmstadt, 217) ependence the Old-—not SIMPLY41 CGf. Bultmann ‘Die edeutung des Alten ıterary influence, but endowing the
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