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Introduction: The Two Axes of the Bible’s Types—Spatial 
and Temporal

Theological study of the Bible’s types is hardly confined either to the 
Bible’s uses of “type” (τύπος) or to those types expressly identified as 
such by the writers of the New Testament (NT).1 Though “type” with its 
derivatives (typology, typological, typologically) is a word that receives 
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frequent use among Christians, but especially scholars who engage in 
intertextual studies, the τύπος word group is rather rare in the Greek NT 
and the Septuagint.2 Of the fifteen occurrences of τύπος within the NT the 
majority are in Paul’s letters, three are in Acts, two in John’s Gospel, and 
one each in Hebrews and 1 Peter.3 Of these fifteen uses of τύπος rarely do 
NT writers explicitly employ the word “type” (τύπος) to identify persons, 
institutions, events, or settings from the Old Testament (OT) that bear 
foreshadowing significance concerning things to come. In fact, only three 
uses have reference to elements from the OT pertaining to Messiah, and 
they materially contribute to a study of OT types (Rom 5:14; 1 Cor 10:6; 
Heb 8:5). Far from suggesting the rarity of biblical types, this paucity, the 
few NT uses of τύπος are only suggestive concerning the full measure of how 
extensively figural representations are woven throughout the fabric of the 
OT whether the NT writers expressly mention them, implicitly allude to 
them, or instinctively assume them as essential aspects of the OT backstory 
concerning Messiah’s anticipated and foreshadowed advent.4 Because these 
uses of τύπος contribute to a cluster of other terms—τύπικως, ἀληθινός, 
ἀντίτυπος, σκιά, ὑπόδειγμα, παραβολή—they provide significant insight 
by which one can discover and explain numerous other OT prefigurements 
of Messiah and his kingdom.5 

From his temporal vantage point of fulfillment, the Apostle Paul employs 
τύπος and the adverb τύπικως to refer to the OT earthly persons, institu-
tions, events, or settings which God imbued with symbolic significance 
anticipatory of greater things to come at the ends of the ages (1 Cor 10:6, 
11). The following sketch aptly illustrates how the NT writers other than 
the writer of Hebrews employ τύπος and ἀντίτυπος along the temporal 
axis that traces the biblical storyline from the OT to the NT. Thus, though 
the Apostle Paul does not use ἀντίτυπος, his uses of τύπος with reference 
to Adam (Rom 5:14) and with reference to Israel’s experiences in the wil-
derness (1 Cor 10:6) calls for recognizing that ἀντίτυπος properly answers 
the types’ corresponding fulfillments, Christ and the Corinthians’ situation 
respectively. Likewise, Peter’s use of ἀντίτυπος with reference to the waters 
of baptism assumes the propriety of conceiving that τύπος would fittingly 
attach to the waters of the Noahic flood though he does not use the actual 
word (1 Pet 3:21).
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Understandably, this temporal axis of the OT type followed by the NT 
antitype fulfillment tends to dominate contemporary formulations concerning 
biblical types and the study of typology. Nevertheless, lost in much recent 
scholarly discussion of biblical types is the revelatory nature of the types 
which was present among earlier Christian writers. Whereas some nota-
ble earlier scholars regarded biblical types a species of revelation, now the 
tendency is to identify biblical types as a species of human interpretation 
despite the clarity of the Apostle Paul’s statement—“These things occurred 
typologically to them and were written down for our admonition”—makes 
clear (1 Cor 10:11).6 With the location of types as a species of hermeneutics, 
discussions concerning biblical types tend to focus on disagreement whether 
the Bible’s types are predictive captures much scholarly attention. One view, 
defended by R. T. France and David L. Baker, contends that types are not 
foretelling or detectable forward but are analogies and examples that become 
discernible only retrospectively.7 More dominant is the view that regards 
the Bible’s types as prophetic foreshadows of latter day things which when 
fulfilled come into greater focus than when first given in the OT.8

The Creator designs shadows within the natural realm to instruct us 
concerning earthly shadows of heavenly realities. A shadow is not iden-
tical to that which casts the shadow; it is only a fleeting copy. Despite its 
ephemeral and imperfect representation of the actual form, the shadow’s 
resemblance reveals its evident relationship to the thing of which it is 
the shadow. Indeed, because God designed earthly persons, institutions, 
events, and settings to function as earthly copies and shadows of heavenly 
realities the Bible’s numerous types are revelatory. Because they are reve-
latory they are organically prophetic concerning the good things to come 
with Messiah.9 These earthly copies of heavenly realities provide divine 
instruction calling for the patriarchs and for Israel to trust the Lord God 
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whose covenant promises established them as participants in a grand 
earthly drama, a symbolically-laden allegory which for them anticipates 
the latter days when the promised Messiah will fulfill God’s covenant 
promises by bringing heavenly realities to earth so that at last heaven and 
earth become one (cf. Eph 1:10; Rev 21:1-3). Thus, from the vantage point 
of fulfillment we, “on whom the ends of the ages have come,” see more 
clearly than OT saints did concerning how all the heavenly good things to 
come with Messiah were shadowed on earth among the patriarchs while 
prophetically presaging those good things “so that only together with us 
would they be made perfect” (Heb 11:40 niv).10

Given how other NT writers use τύπος, ἀντίτυπος, and other expressions 
that accompany their appeals to OT foreshadows of fulfillments now attained 
with Messiah’s coming, among biblical scholars there is a proclivity to focus 
almost exclusively upon biblical types along the horizontal temporal axis of 
the biblical storyline concerning the times of promise and fulfillment (as the 
figure above shows). Thus, because the author of Hebrews uses this same set 
of terminology, τύπος and ἀντίτυπος concerning OT types with different 
referents, it is understandable that his uses seem to introduce a measure of 
confusion. This element of confusion ensues because when the write to the 
Hebrews describes the “true tent” set up by the Lord, not humans, he uses 
familiar words but employs them with what may seem to be unfamiliar ref-
erents. He portrays the tabernacle where the priests serve as an earthly “copy 
and shadow of the heavenly things” (ὑποδείγματι καὶ σκιᾷ λατρεύουσιν 
τῶν ἐπουρανίων, 8:5). Yet, as will be shown, the Preacher’s vertical or spatial 
axis does not contradict the temporal axis but rather augments it.11

To explain biblical types by focusing upon the temporal-historical axis 
fails to do justice to the multidimensional nature of all the Bible’s types 
which derive their typological forward looking function from their spatial 
relationship to heavenly realities, namely their divinely authorized revelatory 
functions. It is biblically shortsighted to restrict one’s definition of typology 
to the temporal-historical axis.12 This essay endeavors to demonstrate that 
the coherence and complementarity of these two axes, the revelatory-spatial 
and the historical-temporal, is essential to how all biblical types function. To 
do this, the essay features Hebrews’ portrayal of the tabernacle as a type, a 
parable (ἥτις παραβολὴ εἰς τὸν καιρὸν τὸν ἐνεστηκότα, 9:9).
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The True Tabernacle in Heaven and the Shadow Tabernacle 
on Earth

The author of Hebrews effectively demonstrates that Jesus’ priesthood is supe-
rior to Aaron’s. This is true because Melchizedek, whose priesthood predates 
Aaron’s and whose lineage does not trace to Levi as Aaron’s does, is the more 
primal earthly analogy of the heavenly priesthood of Jesus. Melchizedek’s 
sudden appearance to Abraham, which Moses literarily captures by his unique 
exclusion of both the king-priest’s ancestry and succession, thereby resembles 
the Son of God who is without beginning or ending.13 Thus, Melchizedek’s 
priestly role which is superior to Aaron’s is the proper earthly priesthood that 
most closely resembles the heavenly priesthood of the Messiah.14

With ease Hebrews moves from the presentation of Jesus Christ as our eternal 
priest who is in keeping with the order of Melchizedek (chap. 7) to Jesus as 
our high priest who occupies the seat of honor at the throne of the Majesty in 
heaven, who serves in God’s sanctuary (τὰ ἅγια), the true tabernacle (ἡ σκηνή 
ἡ ἀληθινή) which the Lord established, not any human (8:1-2). Noteworthy 
is the adjective “true,” which occurs twice in Hebrews where both describe 
the Tabernacle or Holy Place in heaven (ἡ σκηνή ἡ ἀληθινή, 8:2; ἀντίτθπα 
τῶν ἀληθινῶν, 9:24). As the adjective’s multiple uses in the Gospel of John 
where ἀληθινός bears the sense of “real,” “authentic,” “original,” or “genuine” 
over against “copy,” so also with its two uses in Hebrews.

Accordingly, the earthly tabernacle is only a “copy and shadow” of the 
true, the original, the heavenly tabernacle which is God’s dwelling place 
(8:1, 5). As the figure shows, the Preacher uses τύπος distinctively to refer 
to the heavenly original of the tabernacle which the Lord showed Moses on 
the shrouded mountain (8:5; cf. Acts 7:44), and he uses ἀντίτυπος to depict 
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the OT earthly copy that Moses constructed in the wilderness (Heb 9:24).15 
Because of the Preacher’s distinctive use of these terms and his diverse 

and frequent mentions of persons, events, settings, and institutions from the 
OT, perhaps Hebrews is the most instructive portion of the NT concerning 
biblical types. Thus, it is crucial to observe that this use of τύπος to refer to 
the heavenly original tabernacle necessitates that we acknowledge that this 
spatial or vertical axis is not at all contrary to but complementary to the 
temporal axis representation of types and their fulfillments (shown earlier).

The author reinforces this spatial or vertical relationship between the 
heavenly original and the earthly copy and shadow by reminding readers that 
the Lord God cautioned Moses when he was about to erect the tabernacle, 
“See that you make all things in keeping with the model which was shown to 
you on the mountain” (8:5; τύπος, citing Exod 25:40). Later, once again the 
author uses the plural ὑποδείγματα with the vertical axis to refer to earthly 
things as “copies” of heavenly things (Heb 9:23). He also uses “shadow” (σκία, 
10:1) again but not in the same way as in Hebrews 8:5. In 10:1, the author 
speaks of the Law Covenant as a “shadow” not with a vertical or heavenly 
orientation but with a horizontal or temporal orientation like the Apostle 
Paul refers to festivals, new moons, or sabbaths as “shadows” of “the coming 
things” (ἃ ἐστιν σκιὰ τῶν μελλόντον, Col 2:17). Thus, the Preacher affirms 
that the Law Covenant is a shadow of “the good things that are coming” (τῶν 
μελλόντων ἀγαθῶν, Heb 10:1), it is “not itself the representation of the real 
things” (οὐκ αὐτὴν τὴν εἰκόνα τῶν πραγμάτων, 10:1). 

Among all the NT writers, the author of Hebrews provides the fullest 
portrayal concerning how biblical types function. He does this by showing 
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how the temporal (horizontal) axis is fused with the spatial (vertical) axis as 
represented in the graphic above. The dwelling of God, which is the heavenly 
sanctuary shown to Moses on the cloud-enveloped mountain, is the original 
that he was to represent for the Israelites with an earthly model faithfully 
constructed according to the heavenly template, the τύπος (ὅρα ποιήσεις 
κατὰ τὸν τύπον τὸν δεδειγμένον σοι ἐν τῷ ὄρει, Exod 25:40; cf. 1 Chron 
28:11-12; cf. Acts 7:44, ποιῆσαι αὐτὴν κατὰ τὸν τύπον ὃν ἑωράκει).16

Thus, it is the spatial axis that has priority over the temporal axis because 
the heavenly original imbues the earthly copy or shadow with symbolic rep-
resentation which serves as God’s earthly habitation both for the Israelites 
to whom the earthly tabernacle was given but also for the instruction of all 
on whom the ends of the ages have come with the presence of Messiah. So, 
it is the revelatory spatial axis that infuses the temporal axis with meaning-
ful significance of prophetic anticipation to foreshadow the latter days of 
fulfillment when Messiah would emerge from the heavenly tabernacle and 
come to the earthly one to put an end to sacrifices and open fully the way 
of access to God. Expressed another way, apart from the revelatory nature 
of the vertical axis suffusing the temporal axis of the biblical storyline the 
latter would hold no meaning or significance either for our forefathers or 
for us in these last days (cf. Heb 1:1). Consequently, the tabernacle Moses 
constructed is a shadow with two orientation points. Its first orientation as 
a copy (ὑπόδειγμα) of the heavenly tabernacle, suffuses the earthly shadow 
(σκιά) to function as an imperfect system of atonement for Israel with 
resemblance to the heavenly original (8:5). Given the tabernacle’s and the 
law covenant’s divinely designed imperfect resemblance of the heavenly 
sanctuary, its second orientation as the earthly shadow (σκιά, 10:1), is its 
prophetic expectation of the good things to come with its own demise by 
way of fulfillment of unrestricted access to God in the Sanctuary the True 
Tabernacle not made by human hands (ἡ σκνἠ ἡ ἀληθινή, 8:1-2).

The Earthly Tabernacle as a Parable of the Heavenly 
Tabernacle

The wilderness tabernacle, the construction of which Moses supervised 
according to the heavenly original the Lord had showed him, is a shadow 
with two reference points. The first referent is the heavenly sanctuary, God’s 
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dwelling, of which it is but an earthly copy; the earthly tabernacle is a shadow 
cast by the heavenly original. The second referent is the forthcoming end to 
the earthly tabernacle which is a (fore)shadow of its own earthly fulfillment 
anticipated by its own divinely designed inefficacy. Consequently, the tab-
ernacle of Moses functions for the instruction concerning worship by two 
different covenant people, those of the old and new covenants. First, the 
tabernacle regulated Israel’s worship as its barriers, curtains, and repeated 
bloody sacrifices offered by human priests all signified the tabernacle’s inef-
fectualness to cleanse the conscience and the covenant people’s restricted 
access to God. The tabernacle did not encompass the true presence of God 
but only an earthly manifestation of his presence. Thus, the tabernacle simul-
taneously pointed away from itself to heaven, to God’s true habitation, and 
forward to its own prophetic fulfillment in the arrival of the true tabernacle 
when an effectual sacrifice would end all sacrifices and open direct access to 
God. Second, the tabernacle now instructs God’s latter day people concerning 
their proper worship of God who through the effectual sacrifice of Jesus’ 
own blood enter into God’s presence without restriction, without barriers, 
without curtains, and without repeatedly offering bloody sacrifices through 
human priests who need to make offerings for their own sins.

Now, if God’s heavenly sanctuary is the original (τύπος, Heb 8:5) after 
which Moses was to construct a copy (ἀντίτυπος, 9:24), the earthly taberna-
cle, the warranted implication is that the worship to be offered in the earthly 
tabernacle also has a corresponding worship that belongs to the original 
sanctuary which is in heaven. Furthermore, if God’s heavenly tabernacle is 
the original, the necessary conclusion is that the sacrifices to be offered in 
the earthly tabernacle also have a correlating heavenly original sacrifice. To 
the earthly tabernacle’s corresponding greater worship and superior sacrifice 
worthy of God’s habitation the Preacher now turns in chapter 9. To this end, 
the Preacher rehearses the design and layout of the earthly tabernacle in 
Hebrews 9:1-10. In this passage the Preacher provides the essential aspects 
of the earthly tabernacle’s arrangement with two chambers, the Holy Place 
containing the lampstand and the table of consecrated bread, and the Most 
Holy Place containing the ark of the covenant, with its various contents (9:1-
5).17 Then the Preacher presents the activities within these two chambers. 
Priests entered daily into the Holy Place to conduct their ministrations but 
only the high priest entered the Most Holy Place once a year on Yom Kippur 



God’s Parabolic Design for Israel’s Tabernacle: A Cluster of Earthly Shadows of Heavenly Realities

111

to make an offering for the sins of the people (9:6-10; cf. Lev 16:11-15). 
According to the Preacher the design and layout of the earthly tabernacle 

is revelatory which the Holy Spirit teaches us. At minimum mention of the 
Holy Spirit’s role features the giving and authorization of Holy Scripture’s 
record concerning the tabernacle’s design.18 To think that the Spirit’s role 
here is restricted to the inspiration of Scripture would be shortsighted. Surely, 
the Preacher is also affirming that the Holy Spirit revealed to Moses not only 
the tabernacle’s arrangement but also the regulations restricting who could 
go into the tabernacle’s two chambers, when they could enter, and under 
what circumstances they could do so. As in Hebrews 3:7 and 10:15, the 
Preacher speaks of the Holy Spirit’s revelatory role concerning Scripture. In 
9:8, it seems reasonable to infer that the Spirit is also now unveiling, in the 
time of fulfillment, what was previously hidden in plain view both within 
the regulations of Israel’s worship and in Scripture’s portrayal of the barriers 
to full access to God.19 The Spirit is disclosing that the series of restrictions, 
entailing physical chambers and curtains as well as timing, shows that God has 
not yet revealed the way into the Most Holy Place so long as the tabernacle 
retains its divinely authorized function as the Holy Place. This arrangement 
signifies the sacrificial system’s ineffectiveness to absolve the conscience of 
guilt before God, for the conscience is not made habitable for God by fleshly 
regulations that concern food, drink, and ceremonial washings.

Concerning Types, Earthly Shadows, and Parables
Παραβολῆ occurs fifty times in the NT but only twice outside the Synoptic 
Gospels, once each in Hebrews 9:9 and 11:19. English versions of both 
Hebrews 9:9 and 11:19 tend to mask the connotations of the Preacher’s use 
of παραβολῆ. His two uses of παραβολή are close to an equivalent of τύπος 
outside Hebrews.20 Within Hebrews παραβολή does not correspond to the 
Preacher’s use of τύπος (8:5, as the heavenly original) but does have the same 
referent as his use of ἀντίτυπος (9:24, as the earthly copy).21

English translations of Hebrews 9:9 vary: “which was a figure” (kjv), “this 
is an illustration” (niv), “which is symbolic” (esv), “this is a symbol” (hcsb, 
nrsb), and “which is a parable” (drv) is the simplest but most forthright.22 
Likewise, concerning the use of παραβολή in Hebrews 11:19, where most 
English versions translate ἐν παραβολῇ (11:19) adverbially, they offer a 
variety of renderings: “in a manner of speaking” (niv), “figuratively speaking” 
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(esv; nrsb); “as an illustration” (hcsb); and one version translates the phrase 
“as a type” (nasb).23 Many exegetes claim that παραβολή in both Hebrews 
9:9 and 11:19 has little connection with its use in the Gospels, only that the 
idea of “comparison” remains. However, within Hebrews παραβολή intersects 
with ὑπόδειγμα (sketch, prototype, model) and σκία (shadow), both used 
in Hebrews 8:5, but παραβολή adds depth, dimension, and expansion to 
these terms. Given its use in Hebrews 9:9, the translation of παραβολή in 
the Douay-Rheims version as “parable” is apt, showing its essential sameness 
to its uses in the Synoptic Gospels. It will be shown that παραβολή in both 
Hebrews 9:9 and 11:19 retains the essential sense it bears in the Gospels 
even if the Preacher’s use of παραβολή concerns OT narratives concerning 
real events, persons, and places that portray heavenly realities while Jesus’ use 
also portrays heavenly realities but with fictional events, persons, and places.

The Episode of Abraham and Isaac on the Mountain as a Parable
In Hebrews 11:19, the Preacher uses καὶ ἐν παραβολῇ ἐκομίσατο as a depic-
tion of the episode of Abraham offering his son Isaac on the mountain and of 
his receiving his son back, as he reasoned, from the dead. That the Preacher 
uses παραβολή hardly suggests that the account in Genesis 22 is fictional but 
rather a narrative account concerning a drama that entails historical persons, 
events, and places. It is true that the text of Genesis 22 does not explicitly 
say that Abraham reasoned that God who promised a nation through Isaac 
was able to raise his son from the dead after the knife would plunge into his 
chest. Nevertheless, the account begins with the Lord commanding Abra-
ham, “Take your son, your only son, whom you love—Isaac—and go 
to the region of Moriah. Sacrifice him there as a burnt offering on a 
mountain I will show you” (22:2). Because of this the Preacher realizes 
that the account is punctuated with implicature so that he correctly infers 
Abraham’s reasoning from the account. The implication is prominent in the 
account when Abraham instructs his servants, “Stay here with the donkey 
while I and the boy go over there. We will worship and then we will 
come back to you” (22:5). The same is true when Isaac asks, “Father ... 
the fire and wood are here, but where is the lamb for the burnt offering?” 
(Gen 22:7), and when Abraham responds, “God himself will provide the 
lamb for the burnt offering, my son” (22:8).24 

So, what does the Preacher’s use of ἐν παραβολῇ in Hebrews 11:19 
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encompass? Exegetes tend to restrict ἐν παραβολῇ to Isaac’s figuratively rising 
from the dead. Schreiner observes, “Isaac functions, then, as ‘an illustration’ 
(παραβολῇ) or type or figure of the resurrection of the Son of God, Jesus 
Christ.”25 Similarly, Lane reads ἐν παραβολῇ in Hebrews 11:19 in light of the 
use of παραβολή in 9:9 as “a foreshadowing.” As the tabernacle “foreshadows 
in some way a reality that is yet to come” so Abraham’s receiving “Isaac from 
the altar of sacrifice” was also a “foreshadowing of the future resurrection 
from the dead.”26 Lane also suggests that ἐν παραβολῇ “implies that the 
‘foreshadowing’ was veiled.”27 Yet, he does not accept that this veiled “fore-
shadowing” encompasses the whole episode including the sacrifice of Isaac 
and his deliverance from death by the Lord’s provision of the ram, which 
Abraham’s faith anticipated, as a foreshadow of the sacrificial death of the 
coming Messiah.28 Hughes is a better guide: “It is not surprising that from the 
earliest times this event has been seen by the church as parabolic or typical 
of the death and resurrection of Christ.”29 Isaac’s question—“Father ... but 
where is the lamb for the burnt offering?”—with Abraham’s reply—“God 
himself will provide the lamb for the burnt offering, my son.”—obligate 
readers to acknowledge that the entire episode narrated in Genesis 22 is 
parabolic. Though the Preacher appeals only to Abraham’s reception of 
Isaac as confirming his belief in resurrection, it is evident that the parable’s 
various elements are infused with representations that exceed the use in 
Hebrews 11:19 to feature the strength and depth of Abraham’s faith. Thus, 
it is reasonable to infer that the human father and son are earthly shadows 
engaged in a parabolic drama that foreshadows the heavenly substitution 
when the Heavenly Father does not spare his own Son but gives him over 
for us all, whose Son subsequently rises to life. Like Jesus’ parables, aspects 
of this episode correspond to heavenly realities even as the whole event 
portrays things that are greater than what its individual elements signify. 
Given Abraham’s confidence that both he and the boy would return to the 
servants and Abraham’s confident response to Isaac’s query, which prompt 
the Preacher to draw out one aspect from the parable, does not the parable 
of Genesis 22 also indicate that Isaac lives because of substitutionary sacri-
fice—the ram’s life is taken to spare Isaac’s life?30 

When speaking of earthly things reflecting heavenly realities, whether 
of Abraham’s receiving Isaac back as a kind of resurrection or of the taber-
nacle as an earthly shadow of the true presence of God, the Preacher uses 
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παραβολή to describe both. That his are the only two uses of the word in 
the NT outside the Synoptic Gospels obligates us to give due consideration 
to his choice of the word. The Preacher’s use of παραβολή functions as a 
synonym for antitype (ἀντίτυπος), copy (ὑπόδειγμα), and shadow (σκιά); 
all four terms describe the earthly sanctuary in relation to the heavenly one.

Παραβολή in Hebrews and the Synoptic Gospels
An immaterial difference between uses of παραβολή in Hebrews and in the 
Gospels is that the latter regularly use παραβολή to refer to Jesus’ numerous 
timely aphorisms like the Parables of the Wineskins or Unshrunk Cloth (Mark 
2:21-22) or his frequent story-like portrayals of the heavenly realities of God’s 
dominion with earthly analogies like the Parable of the Sower (Mark 4:1-9). 

On the other hand, Jesus’ parables are substantially integrated with OT 
types because both derive their analogical functions from the same source, 
namely, God’s design for the natural world and human affairs to analogize 
heavenly things. Jesus’ parables and OT types are both species of divinely 
designed earthly analogies of heavenly realities. Because earthly things and 
human affairs bear the Creator’s purposeful analogical imprints OT types 
and Jesus’ earthly analogies do not function fortuitously but according 
to their creational design. It is not as if redemptive history retroactively 
imprints them as analogies.31 No, the Bible’s types bear within themselves 
the revelatory imprint of heavenly realities because the Creator engraved 
the OT types with analogical significance by virtue of the intersection of 
two forms of divine revelation—(1) creational, entailing God’s providence 
over the created order; and (2) spoken, entailing God’s word revelation 
given through prophets.

Thus, it is incorrect to think that God gives earthly copies of heavenly 
realities to the Israelites, including the tabernacle, and that Jesus instructs the 
Jews with earthly analogies of God’s Kingdom to render his teaching more 
intelligible so that the simplest minds can comprehend. This is not Jesus’ 
purpose for teaching the crowds with parables. Instead, just as the OT types, 
which are earthly shadows (earthly analogies) that simultaneously disclose 
and shroud heavenly things, Jesus unveils God’s rule with earthly analogies 
both to reveal and to conceal spiritual realities in a single symbol-laden 
speech-act.32 “For nothing is hidden except that it be revealed, and nothing 
is concealed except that it be brought into the open” (Mark 4:22). The power 
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of all earthly analogies to reveal spiritual or heavenly realities, whether con-
sidering Jesus’ parables or OT shadowy types, has its roots much deeper than 
in the skillfulness or cleverness of the one who recounts an earthly drama 
or who tells parables. The effectuality of OT types or of Jesus’ parables to 
disclose the nature of God’s dominion resides in the fact that the Creator 
stamped his created order with an organic affinity with heaven’s realities so 
that the natural realm exudes resemblance of the spiritual realm.33

Steven Stanley improperly attributes the genius of the parable when he 
claims that from the vantage point of Christ’s entrance into the heavenly 
sanctuary, the Preacher “makes the ministry of the priests within the earthly 
tent a παραβολή for his own time.”34 Without disputing his intelligence, the 
genius of types and of parables is not due to the ingenuity of the Preacher 
nor of Moses, who constructed the tabernacle and narrated its design and 
function, nor of the skilled teller of parables. Rather, this genius belongs 
to God. This is true because our Creator designed the whole of creation to 
bear a revelatory resemblance to heavenly realities so that the natural world 
functions as a shadow or copy of the heavenly realm.35 Given the Creator’s 
signature imprinted upon his creations, whatever they may be, God imbued 
the tabernacle with symbolic representations so that its very design with its 
barriers of direct access to God by its material veils and by its priests’ daily 
activities functioned as a parable so long as it had its proper role for Israel 
but also for us who receive the good things that have now come (Heb 10:1).36

The Tabernacle Structure and Priestly Functions as a Parable
Given the revelatory design of God’s creation and of his appointed institu-
tions for Israel, the Preacher speaks of the tabernacle with its structure and 
ceremony as a parable. He seems to use παραβολή to characterize the whole 
of the tabernacle with its symbolic appointments and sacred priestly activ-
ities as an earthly model of the original, God’s heavenly sanctuary (cf. Heb 
8:1-7). What does the Holy Spirit make evident concerning the ceremonial 
activities of the Levitical priests? The Holy Spirit makes clear that the Isra-
elites had no regular or direct access to God either in the earthly sanctuary 
or the heavenly one. To this the Preacher adds this: “which is a parable for 
the present era” (ἥτις παραβολὴ εἰς τὸν καιρὸν τὸν ἐνεστηκότα). A desire 
for exegetical precision generates a debate whether ἥτις refers to the whole 
of vv. 6-8 or to only the “the first tent” or “the outer sanctuary” (πρώτης 

God’s Parabolic Design for Israel’s Tabernacle: A Cluster of Earthly Shadows of Heavenly Realities



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 24.1 (2020)

116

σκηνῆς) at the close of v. 8.37 Whether the antecedent of ἥτις is the whole 
tabernacle’s arrangement and function (9:1-8) or πρώτης σκηνῆς (vs. 8), 
the effect is essentially the same.38 The Preacher seems to ascribe παραβολή 
to the whole of the tabernacle with its symbolic appointments and sacred 
priestly activities as an earthly model of the original heavenly sanctuary.

Hebrews 9:8-10 present the tabernacle’s design and priestly activity as 
a parable εἰς τὸν καιρὸν τὸν ἐνεστηκότα. This phrase is ambiguous. Is the 
Preacher contrasting two time periods “the time then present” with “the 
time of the new order?” Should the phrase be understood as “the time then 
present,” referring to the era of the old covenant?39 Or, should the Preacher’s 
phrase be read as “the time now present,” speaking of the era of the new 
covenant?40 If “the time then present” is correct, the enduring presence of 
the tabernacle served as a parable for all who worshiped there that the way 
to God was not yet open. If “the time now present” is right, the tabernacle’s 
parabolic function bears upon the present situation with an emphasis on the 
contrast between free access to God now and restricted access signified by 
the entire arrangement of the tabernacle’s structure and ceremony.41

As with the antecedent of ἥτις, the question concerning the time refer-
ent for εἰς τὸν καιρὸν τὸν ἐνεστηκότα is more academic than necessary. 
Regardless the time reference, the Preacher’s interest is that the tabernacle 
is a parable. Given his previous portrayal of the earthly tabernacle which is 
a copy and shadow of the heavenly one, the Preacher is hardly suggesting 
that the tabernacle only now received its parabolic function with the dawn of 
“the time of the new order” (καιρὸς διορθώσεως). From its inception, at the 
giving of the pattern to Moses on the mountain, God imbued the tabernacle 
with its parabolic function, its earthly shadow role. So, for the Israelites and 
Christians alike the tabernacle holds a parabolic function to signify that so 
long as it had a standing that both material and temporal barriers impeded 
access to God.

This is all made evident by the Holy Spirit who first guided Moses to 
write Scripture concerning the symbolic roles and purposes of the taberna-
cle with its Levitical priests, all revealed to him on the mountain, and now 
gives greater insight concerning all these to Messiah’s people who inhabit 
the time of the new order.42

Like Jesus’ spoken Parable of the Sower with its several symbolic elements, 
so the tabernacle is an edifice with several features—curtains, chambers, 
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furnishings, priests, and sacred activities—all with parabolic functions 
appointed by God. Given as a multifaceted but cohesive unit, the tabernacle 
with its many symbols (types) is a παραβολή, the term used in Hebrews 
9:9.43 As a parable, the tabernacle’s many symbols with unified functions 
served as a divinely cast copy and shadow of the heavenly presence of God 
to instruct the Israelites (Heb 8:1-6) concerning the heavenly sanctuary 
and the kind of sacrifice God requires for humans to access his presence. 
Even for the Israelites it signified the sacrificial system’s ineffectiveness to 
absolve the conscience of guilt before God, for the conscience is not an 
earthly chamber made habitable for God by external regulations that con-
cern food, drink, and ceremonial washings. Thus, as a parable, the tabernacle 
and its functions that shadowed the heavenly sanctuary also foreshadowed 
the heavenly realities that awaited full disclosure “until the time of the new 
order” (9:10) inaugurated when Messiah entered the heavenly sanctuary 
as high priest of the good things that are now here, including the cleansing 
of the conscience (9:11).44

Concerning the Arrival of the Original Tabernacle
Now, in Hebrews 9:11, the Preacher reiterates the definitive new covenant 
acclamation: “We have such a high priest, who sat down at the right hand of 
the throne of the Majesty in heaven, who serves in the sanctuary, even the 
true tabernacle which the Lord established, not any human” (Heb 8:1-2). 
The advent of the Messiah rendered the earthly tabernacle, which contained 
copies of the heavenly things (9:23), obsolete and outdated, ready to dis-
appear (cf. 8;13). The heavenly “good things,” of which Moses’ tabernacle 
with all its adornments and functions was but a parable, are now “the good 
things that have already come” because the High Priest, the Messiah, “passed 
through the greater and more perfect tabernacle not made by human hands, 
which is not of the earthly creation” (9:11, 24). This “greater and more per-
fect tabernacle” where Jesus, who is greater than Melchizedek, ministers by 
virtue of his perfect sacrifice, is the true tabernacle of which the one Moses 
built was but an earthly shadow, a mere copy, a parable. The old parabolic 
tabernacle of God’s presence with all its appointments and functions has 
been displaced by the true dwelling place of God, Messiah Jesus. Every 
aspect of the parabolic dwelling place of God with its sacred appointments 
and priestly functions is fulfilled at one in the Messiah who is himself: (1) 
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God’s true dwelling place among humans, (2) the sinless High Priest, (3) 
the sinless sacrifice that ends all sacrifices that by their repetition cried out 
for the one offering that would make true atonement.

When the Preacher says that Messiah “through his own blood entered 
into the Most Holy Place once for all time obtaining eternal redemption” 
(9:12), Christians need to keep in mind that the earthly is the analogy of the 
heavenly. Thus, the earthly Most Holy Place is an analogy of the heavenly 
Most Holy Place which is God’s dwelling. The temptation may be to invert 
the analogy by forgetting that the earthly Most Holy Place is only the copy 
and that the true, the original, is the heavenly tabernacle, the habitation of 
God’s presence. Such reasoning may seek to objectivize the heavenly as if it 
were the analogy, needing tangibility. It is easy to lapse into thinking incor-
rectly by forgetting that the heavenly tabernacle is the real one, the true, 
the original, which is not to be confused with tangible or visible.45 The true 
sanctuary is God’s presence. Messiah, who is the presence of God on earth 
(cf. John 1:14), accomplished the real atoning sacrifice in his own body 
which all the earthly copy sacrifices offered in the earthly tabernacle could 
never achieve. He who is unblemished offered his sacrificial death through 
the eternal Spirit to God effectively cleanses the consciences of us worshipers 
from dead works to serve the living God (Heb 9:14).46

Conclusion

Consider Israel’s tabernacle as God’s perpetual parable for the instruction 
of his covenant people. God designed the tabernacle with its activities to be 
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an ongoing parable, as the temporary earthly space of his dwelling within 
Israel figurally representing his invisible presence and abode in the heavens. 
He gave Moses the “heavenly pattern” (τύπος) for the tabernacle’s edifice, 
furnishings, and functions, “a sketch” (ὑποδείγματι) and “shadow” (σκιᾷ) 
of the heavenly sanctuary (Heb 8:5). Moses knew and communicated to 
the Israelites that the earthly tabernacle constructed under his guidance 
shadowed the heavenly one revealed on the mountain. By insight given from 
the Holy Spirit, who inscribed the OT accounts concerning the tabernacle, 
the Preacher recognizes that the tabernacle with each of its furnishings and 
functions, each one a type but collectively they are a parable by divine design 
as an earthly shadow of the heavenly sanctuary, teaching its worshipers con-
cerning its purposeful limitations and designed ineffectualness to cleanse 
their consciences awaiting the true tabernacle to come.

This essay’s objective has been to show from the Preacher’s message to the 
Hebrews a more comprehensive understanding of how the OT’s types not 
only prophetically anticipate fulfillment in the latter days but also derive this 
predictive feature from their revelatory function and nature. Focus has been 
exclusively on understanding the Preacher’s identification of Israel’s tabernacle 
not only as the “figure” (ἀντίτυπος) of the heavenly “pattern” (τύπος) shown 
to Moses on Mount Sinai but also as a “parable” (παραβολή). What an apt 
and expansive term is “parable” to indicate that the curtains, the segregated 
rooms, the furnishings, especially the gold plated ark of the covenant, and the 
daily and annual routines of priestly functions in the earthly tabernacle are 
all a unitary cluster of symbolic representations divinely designed to signify 
that unobstructed access to the true presence of God awaits the supreme 
blood sacrifice. The whole of Israel’s tabernacle functioned as a daily parable 
with its trappings and routines, each bearing discrete appointed roles to 
foreshadow the arrival of “Emmanuel,” of “God with us.”

This study of the Preacher’s presentation of Israel’s tabernacle as the 
earthly shadow and copy of the heavenly Most Holy Place demonstrates 
that the characteristic focus among scholars upon the temporal-historical 
axis between an OT type and its NT fulfillment does not adequately address 
the multidimensionality of Scripture’s types because their prophetic or 
anticipatory function derives not from their temporal axis but from their 
revelatory functions assigned by God who authorizes them to be earthly 
copies and shadows of heavenly realities. For this reason, any definition of 
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biblical typology that does not account for a type’s revelatory aspect given 
it by virtue of its earthly shadowing of a heavenly reality falls significantly 
short of doing justice to the Scriptures presentation of OT types.

The tabernacle’s holistic function served as God’s projected earthly model 
and shadow of the heavenly sanctuary to tutor Moses and the Israelites 
regarding the sanctuary in heaven and what kind of sacrifice is required by 
God (Heb 8:1-6). The tabernacle represents the ineffectiveness of the old 
covenant sacrifices to cleanse the conscience of guilt before God, because 
the conscience is not made inhabitable by God with outward protocols con-
cerning food, drink, and ceremonial cleansings. The tabernacle institution 
given by God as an earthly shadow and copy of the heavenly sanctuary, more 
than that as an instructive παραβολή (Heb 9:9), is like the institutions and 
events Paul says occurred as τυποί, which things he also affirms, “happened 
typologically [τυπικῶς] to them and were written down for our admonition, 
on whom the ends of the ages have come” (1 Cor 10:11).

1. See, e.g., Herbert Marsh argues, “There is no other rule, therefore, by which we can distinguish a real from 
a pretended type, than that of Scripture itself. There are no other possible means, by which we can know, 
that a previous design and a preordained connection existed” (A Course of Lectures, Part III.A [Cambridge, 
England: 1813], 107). 

2. Still, perhaps the fullest semasiological accounting of τύπος is by Richard M. Davidson, Typology in Scripture: 
A Study of Hermeneutical ΤΥΠΟΣ Structures (AUSDDS 2; Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University,1981), 
116-190.

3. See Rom 5:15; 6:17; 1 Cor 10:6; Phil 3:17; 1 Thess 1:7; 2 Thess 3:9; 1 Tim 4:12; Titus 2:7; Acts 7:43, 
44; 23:25; John 20:25 (2X); Heb 8:5; 1 Pet 5:3. Concerning ἀντίτυπος see Heb 9:23 and 1 Pet 3:21. Paul 
is the only one who uses the adverb τυπικῶς (1 Cor 10:11; a hapax legomenon). The noun ὑποτύπωσις 
occurs only in 1 Tim 1:16 and 2 Tim 1:13.

4. Concerning the breadth of OT prefiguration of Christ and his domain as he counters various schools of 
thought, most of which are reproduced in our current era, see Patrick Fairbairn, The Typology of Scripture: 
Viewed in Connection with the Entire Scheme of the Divine Dispensations, vol. 1, 3rd edition (Philadelphia: Smith, 
English and Company, 1857), 17-58. 

5. Cf. the discussion by David L. Baker for the range of sense τύπος came to bear (Two Testaments, One Bible: 
The Theological Relationship between the Old and New Testaments [3rd ed.; Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 
2010], 175-176). 

6. See Ardel Caneday, “Biblical Types: Revelation Concealed in Plain Sight to be Disclosed—“These Things 
Occurred Typologically to Them and Were Written Down for Our Admonition,” in God’s Glory Revealed in 
Christ: Essays on Biblical Theology in Honor of Thomas R. Schreiner (eds. Denny Burk, James Hamilton, Jr. and 
Brian Vickers; Nashville: B&H Academic), 135-155.

7. R. T. France insists, “A type is not a prediction; in itself it is simply a person, event, etc. recorded as historical 
fact, with no intrinsic reference to the future. Nor is an antitype the fulfilment of a prediction; it is rather 
the re-embodiment of a principle which has been previously exemplified in the type” (Jesus and the Old 
Testament: His Application of Old Testament Passages to Himself and His Mission [London: Tyndale Press, 1971; 
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1982], 39-40). David L. Baker agrees, “It is only in retrospect that 
an event, person or institution may be seen to be typical” (Two Testament, One Bible, 183).
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8. Davidson distinguishes this view from that of France and Baker (Typology in Scripture, 15-93). Cf. Paul 
Hoskins, Jesus as the Fulfillment of the Temple in the Gospel of John (Paternoster Biblical Monographs; Eugene, 
OR: Wipf & Stock, 2006), 18-36. The designations, “traditional” and “post-critical” are Davidson’s (“The 
Eschatological Hermeneutic of Biblical Typology,” TheoRhēma 6.2 [2011], 8).

9. Jonathan Edwards speaks eloquently concerning these matters. “We find by the Old Testament, that is has 
ever been God’s manner from the beginning of the world, to exhibit and reveal future things by symbolical 
representations, which were no other than types of the future things revealed. Thus when future things were 
made known in visions, the things that were seen were not the future things themselves, but some other 
things that were made us of as shadows, symbols or types of the things” ( Jonathan Edwards, Miscellanies 
1069 §1 in “Types of the Messiah,” The Works of Jonathan Edwards: Vol11/Typological Writings, Wallace E. Ander-
son, Mason I. Lowance, Jr., eds. With David Watters [New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1993], 192).

Also, see this from Jonathan Edwards as he continues (Works of Jonathan Edwards, Volume 11 Typological 
Writings, ed. Paul Ramsey [New Haven: Yale University Press, 1957], 152):

I expect by very ridicule and contempt to be called a man of a very fruitful brain and copious fancy, 
but they are welcome to it. I am not ashamed to own that I believe that the whole universe, heaven and 
earth, air and seas, and the divine constitution and history of the holy Scriptures, be full of images of divine 
things, as full as a language is of words; and that the multitude of those things that I have mentioned are 
but a very small part of what is really intended to be signified and typified by these things: but that there is 
room for persons to be learning more and more of this language and seeing more of that which is declared 
in it to the end of the world without discovering all.

To say that we must not say that such things are types of these and those things unless the Scripture has 
expressly taught us that they are so, is as unreasonable as to say that we are not to interpret any prophecies 
of Scripture or apply them to these and those events, except we find them interpreted to our hand, and 
must interpret no more of the prophecies of David, etc. For by the Scripture it is plain that innumerable 
other things are types that are not interpreted in Scripture (all the ordinances of the Law are all shadows 
of good things to come), in like manner as it is plain by Scripture that these and those passages that are 
not actually interpreted are yet predictions of future events.

10. See Caneday, “Biblical Types: Revelation Concealed in Plain Sight to be Disclosed,” 135-155.
11. Hereinafter the writer to the Hebrews will be referred to as “the Preacher.”
12. Biblical scholars must guard against constraining the biblical text to fit their prescribed definitions. Immedi-

ately after acknowledging that Hebrews uses τύπος to refer to the heavenly tabernacle (8:5) and ἀντίτυπος to 
refer to the earthly tabernacle (9:24), Paul Hoskins claims, “At this point, we are not yet dealing with typology, 
because we have defined typology as having to do with a type that prefigures an antitype that comes later 
and fulfills it” (emphasis added). Hoskins explains, “A second part of the picture is developed in Hebrews 
9-10. The tabernacle on earth and the sacrifices that occur there are set up to prefigure the events that 
will one day occur in the True Tabernacle in heaven. Now we are dealing with typology proper. It may help to 
summarize the situation this way. the Tabernacle on earth is a copy and shadow of the True Tabernacle in 
heaven. As a copy and shadow of the True Tabernacle, its setup reflects the setup of the True Tabernacle. 
Sacrifices that take place in the tabernacle prefigure the sacrifice of Christ that will one day open up the 
way into the True Tabernacle. This is where typology comes in” (That Scripture Might Be Fulfilled: Typology 
and the Death of Christ [N.p.: Xulon Press, 2009], 120, emphasis added).

13. The Preacher makes much of the absence of a genealogy and succession of Melchizedek in the Genesis account.
14. Observe that what this essay argues concerning the tabernacle as a biblical type is true of Melchizedek also. 

The Preacher expressly states that Moses’ account concerning Melchizedek shows that he “resembles the 
Son of God” (ἀφωμοιωμένος δὲ τῷ υἱῷ τοῦ θεοῦ, Heb 7:3).

15. It seems that appeal to Exod 25:40—ποιήσεις πάντα κατὰ τὸν τύπον τὸν δειχθέντα σοι ἐν τῷ ὄρει—governs 
how Hebrews uses τύπος as the heavenly original and ἀντίτυπος as synonymous with ὑπόδειγμα and σκιά 
to speak of earthly copies. See Geerhardus Vos, The Teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews (Nutley, NJ: P&R, 
1975), 55-68.

16. The sketch is adapted from Geerhardus Vos, The Teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 55-57. Many argue that 
biblical types are of two kinds: (1) the more dominant has a horizontal axis, for God designed certain OT 
persons, events, institutions, and events to foreshadow NT realities; (2) the less common has a vertical 
axis with correspondences between the heavenly and earthly realms. As my diagrams throughout this 
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essay show, I contend that all biblical types entail both vertical and horizontal axes, though one axis may 
be featured in any given passage. Each biblical type is principally an earthly shadow of a heavenly reality 
and at the same time it is a foreshadow of the heavenly reality that is to come in the latter days. No biblical 
type foreshadows (temporal axis) what is to come apart from shadowing (spatial axis) what is in heaven. 
Hence, for example, observe the implied axes embedded in Paul’s recognition of the Adam-Christ typology: 
(1) horizontal-temporal axis: the First Man, Adam, foreshadows the Second Man, Christ Jesus; (2) the 
vertical-spatial axis: the Earthly Man, Adam, shadows the Heavenly Man, Christ Jesus (1 Cor 15:45-49).

God’s revelatory Word draws upon its confluence with the revelatory nature of creation itself, infused 
by the Creator, within which God ubiquitously designed objects and shadows to resemble heavenly real-
ities that cast earthly shadows. Of course, the creation of humanity in God’s image, after his likeness, is 
supremely noteworthy. Hence, we are God’s earthly analogues. We are copies or shadows of God, which 
is why Scripture states that God made Adam in his image and likeness (Ποιήσωμεν ἄνθρωπον κατʼ εἰκόνα 
ἡμετέραν καὶ καθʼ ὁμοίωσιν, Gen 1:26 lxx). How did the apostle Paul recognize Adam to be a type of 
Christ (Rom 5:14)? Is this not because Adam was not only the first human formed but also that he was 
made to be like God, bearing the divine image and likeness? Is this not why Paul presents Adam, “the man 
of dust” (ὁ χοϊκός), the head of the human race, who prefigures Jesus, “the man of heaven” (ὁ ἐπουράνιος, 1 
Cor 15:48), the head of a new humanity? Hence, Paul affirms, “And just as we have borne the image of the 
man of dust, so also we shall bear the image of the man of heaven” (καὶ καθὼς ἐφορέσαμεν τὴν εἰκόνα τοῦ 
χοϊκοῦ, φορέσομεν καὶ τὴν εἰκόνα τοῦ ἐπουρανίου, 1 Cor 15:49.). Does not Adam’s typological pointing to 
Christ derive from the spatial-revelatory axis of his being made in God’s image? Therein are the two axes: 
(1) the spatial-revelatory axis, and (2) the temporal-biblical storyline axis.

17. Concerning the mention of the incense altar and its location, see F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Hebrews 
(NICNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964), 184-187.

18. Philip E. Hughes, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1977), 321.
19. Cf. Luke Timothy Johnson, Hebrews: A Commentary (NTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2006), 

223. See also Thomas R. Schreiner, Commentary on Hebrews (BTCP; Nashville: B&H, 2015), 262. Wil-
liam L. Lane observes, “The phrase τοῦτο δηλοῦντος τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ ἁγίου, ‘the Holy Spirit showing 
by this,’ connotes more than an acknowledgment of the Spirit’s role in the inspiration of the text of 
Scripture ... It constitutes a claim to special insight which was not previously available to readers of 
the OT but which has clarified the meaning and purpose of the cultic provisions for Israel in the light 
of the fulfillment in Christ” (Hebrews 9-13 [WBC, vol. 47b; Dallas: Word, 1991], 223). The phrase 
τοῦτο δηλοῦντος τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ ἁγίου, as a genitive absolute stands unconnected grammatically but 
nonetheless conceptually to both main clauses. See Steve Stanley, “Hebrews 9:6-10: The ‘Parable’ of 
the Tabernacle,” NovT 37 (1995): 392.

20. For example, see Paul Ellingworth who observes, “Παραβολή here clearly does not mean a narrative parable, 
as in the synoptics. It has rather the older sense of a rhetorical figure of speech involving a comparison 
... [T]he παραβολή is secondary to the reality to which it corresponds. The underlying way of thinking is 
typological” (Hebrews [NIGCNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1993], 440, cf. 604). Cf. Moises Silva, ed., 
“παραβολή,” NIDNTT, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2014), 609. Concerning Heb 9:9 & 11:19, 
he states, “In both of these passages the sense of the term seems to be ‘type’.”

21. It seems that the citation of Exod 25:40—ποιήσεις πάντα κατὰ τὸν τύπον τὸν δειχθέντα σοι ἐν τῷ ὄρει—governs 
how Hebrews use τύπος as the heavenly original and ἀντίτυπος as synonymous with ὑπόδειγμα and σκιά to 
speak of earthly copies. See Geerhardus Vos, The Teach of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 55-68.

22. Cf. BDAG s.v. “παραβολή” (first definition, p. 759) “someth. that serves as a model or example pointing 
beyond itself for later realization, type, figure.”

23. Others translate ἐν παραβολῇ “in a figure” (KJV) or “in a manner of speaking” (NIV). Cf. BDAG in note 22.
24. Hughes, Hebrews, 484.
25. Schreiner, Hebrews, 358.
26. Lane, Hebrews, 363. Lane, however, is reticent to accept the full measure of what ἐν παραβολῇ entails.
27. Ibid. Lane improperly extrapolates that it “is not necessary to believe that Abraham recognized the connection 

between the receiving of Isaac from the altar and resurrection from the dead. But the Christian community 
is capable of recognizing the deeper import of the event.” Yet, is this not precisely what the Preacher insists 
that Abraham did recognize? See also Harold W. Attridge, who claims that the Preacher’s use of Genesis 
22 goes “way beyond the scriptural data. They probably are derived from a Jewish confessional formula, 
acclaiming God who raises the dead, which was readily adapted by early Christians” (Hebrews [Hermeneia; 
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1989], 335).
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28. Ibid. Lane reasons, “For the writer the sacrifice of Isaac is not a type of the sacrificial death of Christ (as 
it is already in the early second century, cf. Barn. 7.3). There is no evidence for this early period that the 
narrative of Gen 22 had been related to the cross and resurrection of Jesus.”

29. Hughes, Hebrews, 484. Hughes adds, “This analogy may well have been in our author’s mind here and also 
in the mind of Paul when, speaking in a manner that is strongly reminiscent of the Genesis narrative, he 
speaks of God as ‘he who did not spare his own Son but gave him up for us all’ (Rom. 8:32).” He cites 
early interpreters who acknowledge Genesis 22 as a parable, a type: Barnabas 7; Clement of Alexandria 
(Paedagogue 1.v); Origen (In Genesim Homilia VIII); and Athanasius (Festal Letter VI).

30. See A. B. Caneday, “Covenant Lineage Allegorically Prefigured: ‘Which Things Are Written Allegorically’ 
(Galatians 4:21-31),” SBJT 14.3 (2010): 62.

31. Despite citing R. C. Trench concerning “the law of secret affinity” (for this see footnote 33 below), it is 
evident that David L. Baker does not adequately apprehend the proper or full measure of Trench’s discussion 
that fills up his use of “secret affinity,” which is the revelatory resemblance between the natural world and the 
spiritual realm by virtue of the Creator’s design of the creation. Instead of acknowledging this resemblance 
as revelatory Baker regards it as a species of hermeneutics, as a pattern for interpretation (Two Testaments, 
One Bible, 177). Thus, it is understandable why Baker insists that the Bible’s types are neither prophetic 
nor prospective but are discernible as analogies and examples only retrospectively.

32. That Jesus taught with parables to conceal and to reveal the kingdom of God simultaneously is too obvious 
to make the mistake of thinking that he taught with parables to simplify complex spiritual truths for simple 
minds. When asked about his teaching with parables, Jesus explains, “To you has been given the mystery 
of God’s rule, but to those on the outside all things are given in parables in order that they may be always 
seeing but never perceiving, and always hearing but never understanding lest they repent and forgiveness 
be granted to them” (Mark 4:11-12).

33.  Suitable here is an extended citation from Richard C. Trench, Notes on the Parables of Our Lord (London: 
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trübner & Co. Ltd., 1906), 12-15. “[T]he parable or other analogy to spiritual truth 
appropriated from the world of nature or man, is not merely illustration, but also in some sort proof. It 
is not merely that these analogies assist to make the truth intelligible, or, if intelligible before, present it 
more vividly to the mind, which is all that some will allow them. Their power lies deeper than this, in the 
harmony unconsciously felt by all men, and which all deeper minds have delighted to trace, between the 
natural and spiritual worlds, so that analogies from the first are felt to be something more than illustrations, 
happily but yet arbitrarily chosen. They are arguments, and may be alleged as witnesses; the world of nature 
being throughout a witness for the world of spirit, proceeding from the same hand, growing out of the 
same root, and being constituted for that very end. All lovers of truth readily acknowledge these mysteri-
ous harmonies, and the force of arguments derived from them. To them the things on earth are copies of 
the things in heaven. They know that the earthly tabernacle is made after the pattern of things seen in the 
Mount (Exod. Xxv.40; 1 Chron. Xxvii.11, 12); and the question suggested by the angel in Milton is often 
forced upon their meditations,—

‘What if earth
Be but the shadow of heaven, and things therein

Each to other like, more than on earth is thought?’

For it is an entire misunderstanding of the matter to regard these as happily, but arbitrarily, chosen illus-
trations, skilfully selected out of the great stock and storehouse of unappropriated images; from when the 
same skill might have selected others as good, or nearly as good. Rather they belong to one another, the type 
and the thing typified, by an inward necessity; they were linked together long before by the law of a secret 
affinity. It is not a happy accident which has yielded so wondrous an analogy as the husband and wife, to set 
forth the mystery of Christ’s relation to his church (Ephes. v.23-32). There is far more in it than this: the 
earthly relation is indeed but a lower form of the heavenly, on which it rests, and of which it is the utterance. 
When Christ spoke to Nicodemus of a new birth ( John iii.), it was not merely because birth into this natural 
world was the most suitable figure that could be found to express that spiritual act which, without any power 
of our own, is accomplished upon us when we are brought into God’s kingdom; but all the circumstances 
of this natural birth had been preordained to bear the burden of so great a mystery. The Lord is King, not 
borrowing this title from the kings of the earth, but having lent his own title to them—and not the name 
only, but having so ordered, that all true rule and government upon earth, with its righteous laws, its stable 
ordinances, its punishment and its grace, its majesty and its terror, should tell of Him, and of his kingdom 
which ruleth over all—so that ‘kingdom of God’ is not a figurative expression, but most literal: it is rather the 
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earthly kingdoms and the earthly kings that are figures and shadows of the true. And as with the world of man 
and human relations, so also is it with the world of nature. The untended soil which yields thorns and briers 
as its natural harvest is a permanent type and enduring parable of man’s heart, which has been submitted to 
the same curse, and without a watchful spiritual husbandry will as surely put forth its briers and its thorns. 
The weeds that will mingle during the time of growth with the corn, and yet are separated from it at the last, 
tell everyone and the same tale of the present admixture, and future sundering, of the righteous and the 
wicked. The decaying of the slight unsightly seed in the earth, and the rising up, out of that decay and death, 
of the graceful stalk and the fruitful ear, contain evermore the prophecy of the final resurrection; even as this 
is itself in its kind a resurrection,—the same process at a lower stage,—the same power putting itself forth 
upon meaner things (1 Cor. xv.35-38). Of all such correspondences, as drawn out in Scripture, we ought not 
to say that they are finely chosen similitudes, but rather rightly appropriated types.”

34. Stanley sustains his claim by asserting, “Our author’s genius, then, lies in his handling of the divisions 
within the old system itself in such a way as to help his readers better understand the division between the 
old, Mosaic system and the new, Christian system he advocates” (“The ‘Parable’ of the Tabernacle,” 399).

35. That God imbued his created order with analogical correlations to heavenly realities does not mean that every 
facet of creation should be regarded as on the same par as biblical types. The Bible’s types are unique forms 
of such analogies because of God’s special providence revealed within biblical history. It is crucial to bear in 
mind that the Apostle Paul identifies at least two essential features that distinguish OT types: they occurred 
by God’s special providence and God authorized that they be recorded in Scripture. “Now these things took 
place as types of us lest we crave evil as they did ... Now these things occurred typologically to them and they were 
written down for our admonition, on whom the ends of the ages have come” (1 Cor 10:6, 11; emphasis added). 
See Caneday, “Biblical Types: Revelation Concealed in Plain Sight to be Disclosed,” 148-150.

36. The tabernacle as a parable is of the same origin as Jesus’ parables of oral teaching, of miraculous signs, and 
of prophetic actions. See, e.g., Craig L. Blomberg, “The Miracles as Parables,” Gospel Perspectives, Vol. 6: The 
Miracles of Jesus (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986), 327-359. See also D. A. Carson, The Gospel according to John 
(PNTC; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans; Leicester, England: Inter-Varsity, 1991), 172. On the correlation 
of parable and allegory see Craig L. Blomberg, Interpreting the Parables (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 
1990), 29-69. He properly concludes that the parables of the Gospels are allegories (69).

37. F. F. Bruce thinks ἥτις refers to the whole of vv. 6-8 and is attracted to the gender of παραβολή (Hebrews, 
195, n. 60). Attridge takes only πρώτης σκηνπης as the antecedent of ἥτις (Hebrews, 241).

38. Hughes observes, “It is unnecessary to seek a precise term, such as τῆς πρώτης σκηνῆς or στάσιν, as the 
antecedent for ἥτις” (Hebrews, 323, n. 73). Cf. Stanley, “The ‘Parable’ of the Tabernacle,” 389, 393. Contrast 
Schreiner, Hebrews, 263. Cf. Luke Timothy Johnson, Hebrews: A Commentary (NTL; Louisville: Westminster 
John Knox, 2006), 225. Ellingworth takes τῆς πρώτης σκηνῆς (v. 8) as the antecedent of ἥτις (Hebrews, 439). 

39. So, John Chrysostom, Homilies on Hebrews XV (Heb 9:9); Lane, Hebrews 9-13, 234; George H. Guthrie, 
Hebrews (NIVAC; Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1998), 300; CSB.

40. So, Schreiner, Hebrews, 263; Stanley, “The ‘Parable’ of the Tabernacle,” 394; B. F. Westcott, The Epistle to 
the Hebrews (Repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 252; Attridge, Hebrews, 241; Ellington, Hebrews, 441.

41. Bruce, Hebrews, 197.
42. Hebrews uses the Holy Spirit to refer to Scripture. See, e.g., 3:7, introducing Ps 95 and 10:15 quoting Jer 

31. Cf. Stanley, “The ‘Parable’ of the Tabernacle,” 392.
43. Clare K. Rothschild observes, “Closely akin to ἀλληγορία, it [παραβολή] suggests that the Jewish scriptures 

contain a dazzling array of enigmatic oracles both solved and fulfilled in Christ” (“Παραβολή in Hebrews,” 
in Hermeneutik der Gleichnisse Jesu: Methodische Neuansätze zum Verstehen urchristicer Parabeltexte [eds. Ruben 
Zummermannn and Gabi Kern; WUNT 231; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008], 378).

44. Stanley notes, “The παραβολή, then, is in the fact that a restriction applied to the heavenly sanctuary similar 
to the restriction that applied to the earthly holy of holies: as long as the earthly tent had a standing, access 
to the heavenly tent was denied” (“The ‘Parable’ of the Tabernacle,” 396).

45. Both Bruce and Schreiner engage views that seem to derive from this confusion. See Bruce, Hebrews 200-
201 and Schreiner, Hebrews, 266-267. The wording of Schreiner’s response may need some clarification: 
“Strictly speaking, there isn’t a tabernacle at all in the heavenly realm. The heavenly tabernacle becomes a 
vehicle for describing the indescribable, for depicting the presence of God.” His point seems rightly to be 
that “the heavenly sanctuary” is the presence of God.

46. Albert Vanhoye overstates his case when he says, “The risen body of Christ is ‘the true tent’ (Heb 8:2) 
that has come to replace the tent in the desert, which was simply the prefiguration of it” (The Letter to the 
Hebrews: A New Commentary [New York: Paulist Press2015], 146). Schreiner seems to overcorrect Vanhoye: 
“The tabernacle here doesn’t refer to Christ’s physical body” (Hebrews, 266).


