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ing His message to their minds? God
certainly meets man in historical deeds,
but we can be thankful that He does
not leave him to his own devices in the
understanding of these deeds, but pro-
vides him with an authoritative revela-
tion of the meaning of them. Some of
the manifestations of dialectical theology
border upon the irrational, but biblical
thought, although sometimes paradoxi-
cal, Is never irrational.

(f) Its increasing tendency towards
an anthropocentric outlook

There can be no doubt that existential-
ism is the leading philosophical influ-
ence upon present-day theology. Since
Kierkegaard’s day, existentialist philoso-
phy has tended to become less and less
Christian. Heidegger's brand of it has
considerably affected Bultmann and

Tillich, and he speaks not of God but
of ‘Being’. In his thought man is
challenged to forsake °‘inauthentic ex-
istence ’, in which he tries to hide from
reality, It is when he turns round and
faces the truth about himself ‘like a
man ’, that he comes into °‘authentic
existence . It is not easy to see how
Heidegger's man in authentic existence
differs from a self-made man.

These tendencies towards a man-
cenired view of things (often linked
with a subjectivist outlook in ethics) are
being given their head by those who
occupy the left of centre in theology at
the moment. Barth and those who
belong well to the right of his move-
ment may well find themselves left high
and dry by the tide of so-called ‘radi-
calism’. Only a God-given revival of
true biblical faith and truly biblical
theology can stem this tide.

The Interpretation of the Old Testament

by the New Testament

By THE REV. KLAAS RUNIA, THD, Profes-
sor of Theology at the Reformed Theo-
logical College, Geelong, Australia.
This article was originally published in
Theolog. Review, journal of the Austra-
lian Theological Students’ Fellowship.

IT IS SELF-EVIDENT that this is an im-
portant aspect of the interpretation of
the Bible. 1t concerns both the Old and
the New Testament. On the one hand,
we have to examine the New Testament
to see how the inspired authors ap-
proached and read their Bible. And, on
the other hand, we have to study the
Old Testament for ourselves and try to
answer the question: How shall we
today read this part of the Bible?
Even a superficial reading of the New
Testament shows us that all the authors
make much use of the Old Testament
and we immediately notice that they
read it in a special way, viz., as a Christ-
ian book. Take for example the Gospel
according to St Matthew. In the very
first chapter we find the gencalogy of
Jesus Christ and we see that Matthew
traces it back to Abraham, the founding
father of Israel (1: 1). After that, he

gives us a long list of names: three
times fourtcen (1: 17). In this list the
whole Old Testament passes before our
eyes. Many of the most important
personalities are mentioned: the patri-
archs, Abraham, lsaac and Jacob; then
Judah; later on Boaz (who married
Ruth), David (together with Bathsheba),
Solomon, Hezekiah, efc. But this gene-
alogy is only the beginning. In the re-
maining part of the book, too, the Old
Testament is repeatedly quoted.

In chapter 1: 23 the well-known
words of Is. 7: 14 — ‘ Behold, a virgin
shall conceive and bear a son, and his
name shall be called Emmanuel’, are
quoted and applied to Jesus. Of course,
this quotation as such does not create
much of a problem if we accept that the
birth of the child Jesus was indeed a
virgin birth. The next quotation in
chapter 2: 6, however, (from Micah 5 :
2 — Bethlehem as the birth-place of the
Messiah), is more difficult, for Matthew
quotes the Old Testament passage some-
what differently from the original.
Chapter 2: 15 is more difficult again;
Matthew quotes Hosea 11: 1 — * QOut
of Egypt have 1 called my Son’, and
applies this to the return of the infant
Jesus with his parents from Egypt after
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the death of Herod, while in Hosea 11:
1 itself the reference is to the Exdous.
The next quotation, Chapter 2: 18, is
also rather hard. Matthew quotes Jer.
31: 15, where the prophet speaks of
Rachel weeping for her children (a
reference to the Israelites brought into
exile), and applies this to the little
children of Bethlehem who werc
murdered by Herod. Is not that a
little far-fetched, we are inclined to ask.
Then we come to chapter 2: 23, where
Matthew speaks of the fact that after
the return from Egypt, Joseph, with
Mary and the little Jesus, settles in
Nazareth and the evangelist concludes
by saying: ‘that what was spoken
by the prophets might be fulfilled, *“ He
shall be called a Nazarene ”’. This is
perhaps the most difficult quotation of
all, because there is no known passage
in the Old Testament, which says that
the Messiah will be a Nazarene!l

These few examples bring us at once
right into the problem of the interpreta-
tion of the Old Testament by the New.
According to some scholars the whole
method of the New Testament writers is
altogether unacceptable for us today with
our modern standards of exegesis.
Rudolf Bultmann, for example, calls it
a matter of pure arbitrariness2. The
New Testament writers do not gain any
new knowledge from the Old Testament
texts, but read from or into them what
they already know. In this way °the
Old Testament becomes clear as pro-
phecy as a result of the fulfilment’., Of
course, the New Testament writers meant
well. They came to it because of their
apologetic  interest. In their anti-
Jewish polemics and their mission to
the gentiles this method served them by
giving them f proofs’ that their faith
in Jesus Christ was right. Was He not
the fulfilment of predictions and pro-
phecies made long ago? But, Bultmann
says, for us this whole procedure is un-
tenable: “In reality this method of
finding prophecy — whether with or
without allegorizing — abandons the
text of the Old Testament to the mercy
of arbitrary choice, and the grotesque
examples in the apostolic fathers are
simply the consequence of the method
of the New Testament authors.’3

Very few scholars today would go all
the way with Bultmann who, in fact,
sees hardly any wvalue in the Old
Testament. In his view the only way we
can speak of a fulfilment of the Old Test-
ament is that we see it as fulfilled in ‘its
inner contradiction, its miscarriage’.4 Al-
though there is a drift towards a trans-
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cendent God and His activity in the
Old Testament, there is also the fact that
God and His activity are not conceived
of in a radically transcendent and escha-
tological sense. Again and again Israel
tries to realize the divine promises (the
covenant of God, the rule of God, the
idea of the people of God) in its own
empirical history, each time leading to a
failure. Now this miscarriage of history
actually amounts to a promise, and as
such the Old Testament still has value
for us too.

All  this means, of course, that
for Bultmann the Old Testament is
a pre-Christian book. It has for him
the same function as the Mosaic law
had for Paul in the doctrine of justifica-
tion. Bultmann himself mentions this
cxample explicitly and concludes: ‘In
the same way faith requires the back-
ward glance into Old Testament history
as a history of failure, and so of promise,
in order to know that the situation of
the justified man arises only on the basis
of this miscarriage.’> After all this it
is not surprising that Bultmann cannot
possibly agree with the New Testament
writers, when they read the Old Test-
ament as a through and through Christ-
ian book.

We for ourselves believe that the Old
Testament and the New are the one
Word of God. We fully believe that
not only the New Testament, but the
Old Testament as well, is a Christian
book. This means that in principle we
fully agree with the New Testament
writers. Yet for us too there are many
questions. Did they not read too much
into the Old Testament? What were
their principles of interpretation in read-
ing the Old Testament? Were these
principles valid, i.e., did they not violate
the peculiar character of the Old Test-
ament? And are these principles still
valid for us today?

When we turn to the New Testament
and count all the quotations, we find
an amazingly great number. H. Berkhof,
using the marginal notes of the Nestlé
edition of the Greek New Testament,
counts 613 real quotations. Adding the
clear allusions to the Old Testament, he
comes to a number of 1,640.6

Some of them cause no difficulty at all.
For example, there are the quotations
which see the Old Testament as a moral
authority for our Christian life. Thus
Jesus quotes the fifth commandment in
Matt. 15: 4, ‘ Honour your father and
your mother’, adding a word from Ex.
21: 17, ‘He who speaks evil of father
or mother, let him surely die’ (cf. also

Lev. 20: 9). Similarly Paul quotes
Prov. 25: 21, 22 in Rom. 12: 20, ‘If
your enemy is hungry, feed him; if he is
thirsty, give him drink; for by so doing
you will heap burning coals upon his
head ’. But thesc are only a small por-
tion of the quotations. In the majority
of the passages quoted something quite
different is at stake.

One of the main featurcs of the Old
Testament is that it spcaks of the great
future, the eschaton, in which God will
give full redemption to His people. To
be sure, Isracl knew already about re-
demption. They had experienced it
again and again; first of all in the
Exodus, the great redemption from
Egypt, the founding fact in their national
history; and also afterwards, in many
peculiar events of deliverance and re-
demption. Time and again, throughout
their whole history as a nation, there was
God’s redeeming hand over His people.
Yet they also knew that all these acts of
redemption were still to come. The
prophets, in particular, always pointed
to a coming redemption.

Now the starting point of all the New
Testament writers is that this eschato-
logical redemption, the promised time of
grace and mercy, has come in the appear-
ance, death and resurrection of Jesus, the
rabbi of Nazareth. The *eschaton’ is
no longer a matter of the future only,
but it is a present reality. Again and
again we read how they take certain
Old Testament passages, which are
clearly eschatological in their own con-
text, and apply them to Jesus of Naza-
reth. C. H. Dodd, in his book Accord-
ing to the Scriptures, has made a special
study of these passages and discovered
that there are certain ‘ blocks ’ of escha-
tological passages in the Old Testament,
which the New Testament consistently
applies to Jesus. He singles out es-
pecially: Dan. 7 and 12; Joel 2 and 3;
Zech. 9-14 and Malachi 3 and 47 We
find these passages quoted throughout
the whole New Testament. In other
words, they show us that there was a
very definite method of reading the Old
Testament among the New Testament
writers. But where did they get this
from? Deodd’s conclusion is: ‘To ac-
count for the beginning of this most
original and fruitful process of rethink-
ing the Old Testament we found need
to postulate a creative mind. The Gos-
pels offer us one. Are we compelled to
reject the offer?’8 The answer is a
clear ‘No’. The New Testament itself
emphatically tells us that Jesus read the
Old Testament in this way and also

taught His disciples to do the same (cf.
Luke 24: 25ff. and 44ff.). 1t is clear
that the New Testament writers have
accepted this lead given by the Master,
and creatively added to it when later
on they wrote their books.9 Everywhere
in the Old Testament they found indica-
tions of Jesus as the Messiah.

But again the question presents itself :
Were they right in doing this? Or did
they violate the Old Testament itself, by
reading it as a ‘ Christian * book? The
only way to answer this question is to
study the quotations themselves. Of
course, it is impossible to discuss them
all in one short article. But this is
hardly necessary, as all the main quota-
tions fall into three categories: A.
Direct messianic prophecies. B. Typical
or typological passages. C. General
statements of the Old Testament, which
are applied to Jesus.l0 On each of
these three groups we shall make some
comments.

A. DIRECT MESSIANIC PROPHE-
CIES

There are¢ many passages in the Old
Testament which speak directly of the
messianic age. Here the Old Testament
author himself is looking forward to the
future and sees in his mind the figure
of the promised Messiah. The New
Testament writers simply take these
passages and apply them to Jesus
Christ.  In a sense, one can say that
there is no special principle of interpre-
tation. There is no need for such a
principle, for the passages themselves
are clearly messianic. In most cases
even the Jews themselves accepted the
messianic character of these passages.
The one peculiar thing is that the New
Testament writers believe that Jesus, the
man of Nazareth, is the Messiah.
Therefore, if one wishes to speak of a
principle of interpretation, one can say
that it is this belief in Jesus as the
Messiah sent by God.

As examples, we point to the follow-
ing passages. Moses’ words, recorded in
Deuteronomy 18: 15, ‘ The Lord your
God will raise up for you a prophet like
me from among you, from your breth-
ren — him you shall heed °, are applied
to Jesus in Acts 3: 22, 23 and 7: 37.
The passages about the ¢ Ebed Yahweh’
(‘Servant of the Lord’) are quoted
throughout the whole New Testament.11
Jeremiah 31 (the new covenant) is
quoted as fulfilled in Hebrews 8: 8-12
and 10: 16, 17. Micah 5: 2 (Bethlehem
as the birthplace of the Messiah) is
quoted in Matthew 2: 6.12  Malachi
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3: 1, which speaks of the messenger,
who is to prepare the way before the
Lord, is applied to John the Baptist in
Matthew 11: 10; Mark 1: 2; Luke 1:
17, 76; 7: 27. Malachi 4: 5 (Elijah
comes first) is applied by Jesus Himself
to John the Baptist, according to
Matthew 11: 10, 17f.; Mark 7: 13.13
Zechariah 9: 9, speaking of the humble
king, is seen as fulfilled in Matthew
21: 5.

In all these passages there is no real
problem of interpretation, nor is any
violence done to the Old Testament for
they are all clearly messianic. All de-
pends here on the question, whether
Jesus is the Messiah. If this is so — and
this is a matter of faith then the
New Testament writers were fully right
in applying them to Jesus.

B. TYPICAL OR TYPOLOGICAL
PASSAGES

This group of passages is much more
difficult, because it contains material of
quite a different nature. The passages
themselves are not directly messianic.
They all had significance primarily for
the time of the prophet himself, but at
the same time there is, according to the
New Testament, an aspect in which they
point to the future, i.e.. to the messianic
age. In other words, while the Old
Testament author saw only one dimen-
sion in these passages, namely, his own
contemporary dimension, the New
Testament sees two dimensions: the
contemporary-Old Testament aspect and
the future-messianic aspect. Usually
we speak here of Old Testament fypes.
W. Eichrodt gives the following defini-
tion: Types are °persons, institutions
or events of the Old Testament that are
looked upon as divinely appointed
models or previews of corresponding
great things in the New Testament his-
tory of salvation.’14

At this point evervthing becomes
much more difficult. For how do we
know whether a person or event or insti-
tution is a type? It is so easy to create
tvpes and then to read them into the
Old Testament. How can we avoid
arbitrariness here? What are the
standards? Are there some fixed
characteristics of types? We believe
that the answer to the last guestion is
in the affirmative, and would refer to
L. Berkhof, who mentions the following
points15. (1) There must be some notable
real point of resemblance between a
type and its anti-type. There may be
many differences between the two per-
sons or events, yet at some point the
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type must be a true picture of the anti-
type. (2) The type must be designed
by divine appointment to bear a like-
ness to the antitype. It is not left to
us to find out the relationship, but there
must be scriptural evidence that it was
so designed by God. This does not
mean that it is always expressly so
designated by the New Testament, but
there must be some indication. (3) A
type always prefigures something future.
This is the great difference between the
type and the symbol. The latter points
to something present, for example, the
ephod of the high priest with the twelve
precious stones; this conveyed to con-
temporaries the spiritual truth that the
high priest in his work carried the
twelve tribes of Israel upon his heart.

There is also a difference between
type and allegory. The latter is a
spiritual interpretation of an event or
person, whereby one seeks for some
kind of spiritual lesson or truth. One
is not really interested in the historical
person or event itself, in fact, the his-
torical aspect is largely or completely
ignored. All the interest is focussed
on the deeper, spiritual truth to be dis-
covered. Rather famous is the allegori-
cal interpretation of the ‘eighteen and
three-hundred males’ belonging to
Abraham’s household and circumcised
by him. ‘In the eighteen I stands for
ten, H for eight. Here thou hast
[HSOUS (Jesus). And because the
cross in the T was to have grace, He
saith also three hundred.’16 1t is
obvious that here there is no trace of
real resemblance. This is pure arbitrari-
ness.17

A type is always an historical person
or event, which first has significance for
its own time (the first dimension), but,
beyond that, also points towards the
future (the second dimension). And
there is always correspondence between
the two. We mention two typical
examples. The first is TIsaiah 7: 14,
applied to Jesus in Matthew 1: 23.
Reading through Isaiah 7 it is quite clear
that this prophecy first of all was meant
for the contemporary situation. The
prophet tells King Ahaz, who is
attacked by two armies, that redemption
will come to Jerusalem. In the name
of God he gives Ahaz the sign of the
young woman who shall conceive and
bear a son. and shall call his name
Immanuel. When the boy is still small
(‘before the child knows how to refuse
the evil and choose the good ), redemp-
tion shall be a fact. In conservative
circles this text has often served as a

shibboleth of orthodoxy and all empha-
sis was laid on the translation of
‘alma’ by ‘virgin’. We are afraid,
however, that when this is overstressed
one comes to the idea of a first * virgin
birth’ in the days of Isaiah, an idea
which in our opinion is contrary to the
tenor of the whole story. The emphasis
in Isaiah 7 is not on the virgin, but
on the child. We do not believe that
the prophet himself had thought of a
virgin birth, nor of the messiah.
Characteristic of typology is that it is
always indirect. Only afterwards, in
the light of the fulfilment, the typologi-
cal character of an event or person is
recognized. And this is what happens
in the case of Matthew. Looking back
from the virgin birth of Jesus, who is
indeed ‘¢ Immanuel’, God-with-us, he
all of a sudden sees the light reflected
in Isaiah 7: 14, and taking the provi-
dential translation of ‘alma’ by *vir-
gin * (‘ parthenos’) in the Septuagint, he
now puts all emphasis on the special
nature of Jesus’ birth as a virgin birth.
In the Messiah Jesus, the prophecy of
Isaiah has been fulfilled in a way
(second dimension) which goes far
beyond the original meaning (first
dimension).

The second example is taken from the
Psalms, namely Psalm 2: 7, which the
New Testament quotes as fulfilled in
Jesus Christ, in Acts 13: 33 and Heb-
rews 1: 5; 5: 5. Again, the first refer-
ence is to the contemporary situation.
The King of Israel is the ‘son’ of
Yahweh. At first glance this seems to
be a parallel of the common belief
among the nations around Israel that
their king was divine. But the simi-
larity is only superficial. In Psalm 2
there is no indication whatsoever of a
divine nature of the king. His sonship
is not ‘natural’, but it is the result of
the divine decree. Indeed, it is said of
him: ‘You are my son, today I have
begotten you’, but this ‘ begotten’ is
qualified by the preceding ‘ decree ’ and
therefore refers to his appointment by
God. This is exactly the glory of the
Israelitic Kingship: it is a kingship ‘ by
the grace of Yahweh . When, however,
the New Testament writers, who have
seen the King of Isracl. the Messiah
{‘his anointed ’, Ps. 2: 2), look back
towards the Old Testament, all of a sud-
den the words of the Psalm begin to
light up with a new radiance; for of the
Messiah Jesus the words ¢ You are my
son, today I have begotten you’ are
indeed true in a much deeper sense.
Rightly, the author to the Hebrews can

ask: ¢ For to what angel did God ever
say this?” (1: 5). This is a unique son-
ship, because He is the Anointed who
made purification for sins and then sat
down at the right hand of the Majesty
on high, excelling all the angels (1: 3,
4).

These are only two examples, When
we study the whole New Testament, we
find that the number of types is almost
embarrassingly  great. H. Berkhof
mentions the following: the creation of
the world, the creation of the man and
the woman, Adam, the flood, Noah,
Melchizedek, Abraham and all the other
patriarchs, the passover, Moses, the
passing through the Red Sea, the estab-
lishment of the covenant, the brazen
serpent, the manna, the service of the
tabernacle, the day of atonement, David,
Solomon, Elijah, Elisha, Jonah.18 When
we examine this long list more carefully,
we see that they are nearly all grouped
together in one of the crucial stages of
the history of salvation: the creation,
the flood, the time of the patriarchs, the
Exodus, the early Kingship, the early
prophets. It is further noteworthy that
most of them come from the Torah, and
the group connected with the Exodus is
particularly numerous. We should not
be surprised by this fact. As we have
seen, typology always presupposes a
genuine  historical  background and
foundation. It is characteristic of the
Torah that much emphasis is placed on
history. In additon, in the Torah the
main facts of Israel’s history are re-
corded: creation, covenant with Abra-
ham, redemption out of Egypt, covenant
at Sinai, constitution as a nation. Yet
we do find typology also in the prophets
(not only in their own personal fate —
Elijah, Elisha, Jonah — but also in their
prophetic activity, e.g., Is. 7: 14); and
in a lesser degree, also in the Psalms
(e.g., Ps, 2: 7; 110: 1-7, esp. vv. 1
and 5).

Our main question at this point is:
Can we discover a definite principle of
interpretation? 1 believe that the answer
is positive. The principle is that of
prefiguration. 1Israel and its history are
seen as a prefiguration of the future his-
tory of salvation. But is this a valid
principle? Again I believe that the
answer is positive, for it is a principle
based on nothing else but God's own
consistency in his dealings with his
people. The New Testament writers
know that the whole history of Israel is
part of the great divine plan of salvation.
The centre of this plan is the promised
Messiah and Israel’s history is, as it
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were, the pre-history of the Messianic
fulfilment. We can also put it in an-
other way. Israel lives under the es-
chatological promise of the Messiah and
the Messianic salvation, and standing
under this promise, cannot but prefigure
this salvation in some aspects of its own
history. For God’s promise, although
essentially eschatological, always at the
same time contains the reality which is
promised. The light of the fulfilment,
therefore, falls already over the pre-
history and there must needs be a reflec-
tion of the future in this pre-history.
This is what we have called pre-
figuration, and it is fully justified because
it is based on God’s own nature and
promise.

C. GENERAL STATEMENTS OF
THE OLD TESTAMENT, WHICH
ARE APPLIED TO JESUS CHRIST

This is the most difficult category of all.
Here we have to deal with passages
which the New Testament quotes as ful-
filled in Jesus Christ, but — as far as
we can see — in the Oid Testament it-
self they have nothing to do with the
Messiah.  Usually the situation is as
follows. In the Old Testament a certain
fact is mentioned. In itself, it is just
a factual statement. But the New Test-
ament takes it up, applies it to Jesus
Christ or to the Christ-event, and then
bluntly declares: ‘Now this Scripture
has been fulfilled.” Especially here the
modern reader often has a feeling of
perplexity. Sauer frankly admits: ‘In
all probability no contemporary of the
original statement would have grasped
the application given to the text in the
New Testament.’19 Does this then
mean that, at least in these cases, we
meet with arbitrariness? The best way
of finding the answer is to study one of
the passages.

We take as an example Hosea 11: 1,
¢ Out of Egypt I called my son.” As we
have seen, Matthew applies this in
chapter 2: 15 to the infant Jesus return-
ing from Egypt with his parents after the
death of Herod. We have also seen that
in the prophecy itself the words refer to
the Exodus of Israel from Egypt. The
charge of arbitrariness in Matthew’s
handling of this verse seems hard to
resist.20 But then we are immediately
faced with the fact that Matthew is not
the only one who does this. For ex-
ample, the evangelist John and the
author to the Hebrews do the same.
And we begin to wonder whether there
is not again a certain general principle
of interpretation behind it. 1 believe
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that this is so, namely, that Jesus Christ
is the representative of Israel. 1f this is
5o, all that is true of Israel as the people
of God is ultimately and in a much
deeper sense true of the Messiah Jesus.
We find this already in the opening
verses of the Gospel of Matthew: Jesus
is the son of Abraham, i.e., He is the
representative of Israel, the people of
Abraham, and all that is said of Israel
applies in the final analysis to Him.
This is why Matthew can apply Hosea
11: 1 to Him, and Jeremiah 31: 15-17
(in Matt. 2: 18) to the children of
Bethlehem. We cannot dismiss this as
the zeal of a New Testament disciple
which ‘got out of hand’ (Edgar), but
rather it is a deep spiritual insight into
the intrinsical relationship between Israel
and its Messiah. Is it not true that the
hostile powers which, threatened Israel in
Jeremiah’s days, were ultimately aiming
at the coming Christ? And is not this
what is happening again in Bethlehem ?
Is not therefore Rachel’'s weeping really
‘ fulfilled ’ in the events of Christmas ?
Similarly, Psalm 80: 8 (‘Thou didst
bring a vine out of Egypt’) and Isaiah
5: 1-7 (‘ For the vineyard of the Lord
of hosts is the house of Israel *) are ful-
filled in Jesus, Who is the true vine
(Jn. 15: 1). Some also see Hosea 6: 2
(‘ After two days he will revive us, on
the third day he will raise us up’) as
belonging to this category. According
to H. Berkhof, Jesus Himself would have
based the certainty of his resurrection
‘on the third day’ on this passage.2t

Luke goes even a step further and
traces Jesus’ genealogy back to Adam :
‘the son of Adam, the son of God’
(3: 38). In other words, Jesus is not
only the representative of Israel, but of
all mankind. No doubt this is also the
background of Hebrews 2: 6-8, where
Psalm 8 is applied to Jesus. In the
original, this psalm is a creation-hymn;
it speaks of the human race, of ‘every-
man ’ (cf. especially vv. 5-8). But the
author of the Hebrews, making full use
of the Greek translation of the Septua-
gint (‘a little while lower than the
angels ’ [¢ elohim '] in verse 5), applies it
to Christ in his humiliation, for Jesus
Christ is man par excellence.2?

By whose authority did the New Test-
ament writers do this? The only answer
possible is by the authority of Jesus
Himself. In fact, Jesus Himself apparent-
ly did it more than once. Several times
we read that He took general statements
of the Old Testament Psalms, which
originally had been said by some anony-
mous believer, and applied them to Him-

self. The most famous is the opening
of Psalm 22, ‘ My God, my God, why
hast Thou forsaken me?’, which Jesus
takes upon His lips on the cross. Also
the complaint, ‘T thirst* (Jn 19: 28) is
seen as a deliberate fulfilment of Scrip-
ture, viz, Psalm 69: 21. Another ex-
ample is found in the words, ‘ they hate
me without a cause ’ (Ps. 69: 4 and Ps.
35: 19), which Jesus declares are ful-
filled in the hatred of the Jews against
Him (Jn. 15: 25); while Ps. 41: 9 (* who
ate my bread, has lifted his heel against
me ’) is seen to be fulfilled in the action
of the traitor Judas (Jn. 13: 18).

Summing up, we can say that so far
we have found three main principles of
interpretation. (a) In the case of the
direct messianic prophecies it is the
belief that Jesus Christ is the Messiah
promised by God. Therefore all mes-
sianic prophecies can be applied to Him.
(b) In the case of the typological pas-
sages the principle of prefiguration
applies: the Old Testament history of
Israel points forward to the coming
Christ. (¢) In the case of the general
statements, we have the principle of
representation: as Israel’s Messiah, Jesus
is the representative of Israel.

When we have a closer look at these
three principles, it appears that essenti-
ally they are identical; (b) and (c) are
only particular applications of (a). At
the same time (b) is the reverse of (c) and
vice versa. In the case of (b) we take
our starting point in the New Testament
history of salvation, look back towards
Israel’s history and see it as a prefigura-
tion of the Messiah Jesus. In the case
of (¢) we take our starting point in the
Old Testament people of God, look
forward and see the Messiah Jesus as
the representative of this people. But
in both cases the real starting point is
the belief expressed in (a): namely that
Jesus, the man of Nazarcth, is the God-
given Messiah.

This whole approach to the OIld
Testament, of course, is typically Christ-
ian. The Jewish rabbis in the days of
the New Testament (and also today!)
read the Old Testament quite differently.
The reason was, and is, that for them
the messianic cschaton is still fully
future. There is no fulfilment yet: the
Messiah is still to come. For the
Christian, the eschaton has, in principle,
become a reality in the coming of Jesus
Christ and the outpouring of the Holy
Spirit.  Hence such New Testament
statements as ‘in the last days’ (Acts
2: 17) — Peter adds these words to the
original prophecy of Joel; ‘the end of

the ages has come upon us’ (1 Cor.
10: 11); Christ ¢ was made manifest at
the end of the times ’ (1 Pet. 1: 20); ¢it
is the last hour ’ (1 Jn. 2: 18). All these
statements point to the one, common
conviction that in Jesus Christ the King-
dom of God has appeared. The es-
chaton is a present reality (however much
it may be true that there is still a future
expectation also), and in its light the Old
Testament becomes a ‘new’ book of
the coming Christ.

We must, however, return once more
to the questions we asked at the begin-
ning of this article, Is the interpretation
in accordance with the Old Testament
itself? Or does it involve a violation of
the peculiar character of the Old Test-
ament?

There is fairly general agreement in our
day among Old Testament scholars that
typological interpretation (for this
is the main group and at this
point the objections are usually
voiced) is in no way a violation of the
Old Testament. 1In the first place, there
is the fact that the rabbis practised it
already, although in a much lesser de-
gree than the New Testament writers.23
In the second place — and this is of
much greater importance — typology,
in contrast to allegory, fully represents
the historical value of the Old Testament
events. It does not minimize or ignore
the importance of history, but takes it
fully seriously.?4 Its peculiar characteris-
tic is that it sees a ¢ prophetic plus’ in
this history. In doing this, it does not
add anything to the history, but it
points out that there was more in a
particular event than the contem-
poraries had seen. L. Goppelt states it
pithily thus: ¢ The results of the typo-
logical interpretation are statements
about the New Testament salvation, not
about the Old Testament itself.’25 In
other words, this principle allows the
original authors to say exactly what
they said, but then goes further and puts
their words in a wider context. It reveals
a perspective which was not yet visible
at the time, but which has become
apparent from the fulfilment.

We may even go further and say that
this method of interpretation is in
perfect harmony with the Old Testament.
The Old Testament itself already knows
the typological principle. In recent
years Old Testament scholars in Germany
have studied this matter carefully and
extensively, Many of them, if not all,
hold the critical position, but nearly
all of them agree that one of the most
characteristic features of the Old Test-
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ament is the movement from promise to
fulfilment. W. Zimmerli writes: ¢ When
we survey the entire Old Testament, we
find ourselves involved in a great his-
tory of movement from promise toward
fulfilment. 1t flows like a large brook
— here rushing swiftly, there apparently
coming to rest in a quiet backwater, and
yet moving forward as a whole toward
a distant goal which lies beyond jtself.’26
He then points to the great promise
given to Abraham which is actnally a
fourfold promise: a land, a great pos-
terity, a fullness of blessing in coming
history, and the promise that God wills
to be his God and God of his descen-
dants. The first great fulfilment of this
wonderful promise is found in the Ex-
odus. Israel does enter the land; Abra-
ham has grown into a nation; God is
their God: Yahweh, the God of the
covenant. Yet the fulfilment is only
partial and therefore the Exodus itself
becomes the basis for the expectation of
a new and greater fulfilment. Through-
out the whole Old Testament and New
Testament the Exodus plays an impor-
tant role. The Old Testament prophets
‘ came to shape their anticipation of the
great eschatological salvation through
the Messiah according to the pattern of
the historical Exodus under Moses ’.27

In the New Testament this pattern is
taken up again, but now it is applied to
the redemption brought about by Jesus
Christ. His redemption is the real Ex-
odus. Especially in the thought of Paul
this Exodus-typology plays a dominant
role. ‘The events of the Exodus, the
“ redemption ” under the * Old Cove-
nant ’, provide a pattern of types, fore-
shadowing the redemption in Christ. As
the Old Covenant was initiated in the
Passover, so “ Christ our Passover is
sacrificed for us ”, establishing a New
Covenant in His blood (1 Cor. 5: 7, 11:
25ff.). As those redeemed by Moses
were baptized ‘“into Moses ” in the
cloud and sea, so those redeemed
in  Christ’s death and resurrection
are baptized “into Christ” (1 Cor.
10: 3; ¢f. Rom. 6: 3; 1 Cor. 1: 30;
Gal. 3: 27; Eph. 1: 14; 4: 30). The
Old Covenant, like the New, had a
food and drink in which Christ was
{typically) present (1 Cor. 10: 4; ¢f. Jn.
6: 31f.). As the Old Covenant had a
Law written in stone, so the New
Covenant had a Torah, a “ Letter of
Christ ” written on men’s hearts (2 Cor.
3: 3). Under the OId Covenant there
was a tabernacle — and later a temple
— in which the ““ Presence ”’ or Shekinah
of God dwelt and where sacrifices for sin
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were offered; in the New Covenant,
Christ and His Church are the temple
and Christ’s Cross the altar of sacri-
fice’28 Nor do we find this Exodus-
typology only in Paul, but throughout
the whole New Testament. Rev. 15: 3,
for example, links Moses and Jesus by
picturing the saints as standing beside
the sea of glass and singing *the song
of Moses, the servant of God, and the
song of the Lamb’.

All this means that both Old Test-
ament and New Testament show us the
following pattern:

A—B—C

A is the promise given to Abraham. B
is the first fulfilment in the Exodus, a
fulfilment which becomes a promise for
further and greater fulfilment. C is the
new fulfilment in the return from the
Exile, but again there is more to come., D
is the great fulfilment in the coming of
Jesus Christ. Now the people of God
have really been redeemed. But even
now the final redemption is still out-
standing, and so the people of the
New Covenant are eagerly looking
forward to E, the second coming of their
Lord, an event which will be the last
and final fulfilment. Then the promised
land will become an inalienable posses-
sion (cf. Heb. 4: 1, 11).

There is, therefore, only one coirect
way of reading the Old Testament: in
the light of Jesus Christ. Yet we must
remain cautious. We should beware lest
we read too much into the material,
We have no right to find types every-
where. James D. Wood mentions three
important rules for all typological
exegesis: (1) The typology must have
persisted in the Church as a tradition.
(2) It must be based on the literal
sense of the OIld Testament. 3)
It must be founded on passages as a
whole, and not merely on isolated
words.2% To these could be added: (4)
Type and antitype must reflect both the
consistency of God’s character and the
rhythmic pattern of His salvation.
Everyone who adheres to these four
rules will not make serious mistakes and
yet will be able to see the full riches of
God’s one great work of redemption,
prefigured in the Old Testament history
of salvation and fulfilled in Jesus, who
is the Christ.
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The Practice of Truth

By THE REV. FRANCIS A. SCHAEFFER, BA,
DD; an address given at the World Con-
gress on Evangelism, Berlin, 1966.

THE CENTRAL PROBLEM of evangelism in
the second half of the 20th century is
the problem of the practice of principles,
especially taking into account a spiritual
and intellectual comprehension of that
which is the dominant mentality of our
century. If consistent Christian princi-
ples are not practised, °success’ in
evangelism can, in the flow of history,
only result in a weakened Christianity
in the next generation. Any considera-
tion of methods and programmes is
secondary to a consideration of this
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central problem.

The mark of our century is the viciory
of the Hegelian concept of synthesis,
instead of a recognition of truth in the
sense of antithesis and absolutes. Prior
to Hegel, non-Christians generally acted
upon the classical concept of truth.
While they had no sufficient foundation
for their optimism in regard to absolutes,
yet in general they acted upon the con-
cept that if a thing was true, the oppo-
site was false. In morals likewise, if a
thought or action was viewed as right,
the opposite was considered wrong. Thus
if the church in that day, including the
evangelist, said that Christianity was
true, or that a thing was right, this had
meaning and was understood. If one
said, ‘ Be a good girl, for example, the
statement was meaningful to those who
heard it.



