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INTRODUCTION


In a previous study, I concentrated on the meaning of the heavenly tabernacle as used in Hebrews 9:11-12.  I discovered that the difficulties of interpreting this passage are directly tied to a biblical worldview of what constitutes reality--whether the heavenly tabernacle is a physical reality or symbolic of another reality.  I concluded that the heavenly tabernacle symbolizes the reality of certain attributes of God, namely his transcendence and immanence united by Christ.  Christ's priestly, sacrificial death repaired the severance of these attributes caused by sin so that now the believer can be united to God.  The terms "tabernacle" and "throne" are among the most important words in this study.  Behind the earthly tabernacle and throne are a heavenly tabernacle and throne.  The earthly counterparts were created to symbolize eternal realities.


The book of Revelation is important to this discussion.  Hebrews and Revelation are the only books in the New Testament that give sustained attention to the heavenly tabernacle or temple, as well as the throne.  This study continues the discussion begun in Hebrews by examining the meaning of these concepts in the Revelation. 

THE TERMS FOR TEMPLE/TABERNACLE AND THRONE IN REVELATION

There are three terms pertinent to a discussion of the heavenly tabernacle: "temple""tabernacle")and(and its cognates; "holy").  The first doesn't occur in Hebrews, but is characteristic of Revelation, where it occurs more frequently than in any other New Testament book (sixteen of its forty-five uses).
  Of its total of twenty uses in the New Testament, the term occurs ten times in Hebrews and three times in Revelation (plus four times as a verb).
  Finally,  occurs only in Hebrews (eleven times) in reference to the tabernacle as the holy place or holy of holies, whether earthly or heavenly.

Regarding the three occurrences of the “tabernacle” (), one is used of God's people (13:6), and another of God and his presence among his people (21:3).  The third occurrence (15:5) suggests that the author is thinking of the heavenly counterpart to the earthly tabernacle, and thus in the same verse also identifies it as a "temple" (  The point seems to be that we are called upon to think of what the earthly tabernacle symbolized, and it is this reality which the heavenly tabernacle/temple "means."

Listing the three references to the "tabernacle" within their fuller phrases yields the following.










Regarding  Revelation uses it more frequently than any other book (16 of 45 uses; it does not occur in Hebrews).  The overcomer is promised that he will be made a pillar in the "temple of my God" (3:12); of those who come out of the great tribulation it is written:  "Because of this they are before the throne of God and they shall serve him day and night in his temple, and he who sits on the throne will tabernacle over () them" (7:15).  In chapter 11, John is told to "measure the temple of God and the altar and those who worship in it" (v. 1), and to "cast outside the outer court of the temple and not measure it" (v. 2).  In 11:19 John twice refers to the temple:  "The temple of God in heaven was opened and the ark of his covenant was seen in his temple."  John reports that "another angel went out of the temple crying with a loud voice" (14:15),  and then "another angel went out of the temple in heaven having a sharp knife" (14:17).   In chapter 15 John refers to the temple several times:  "the temple of the tabernacle of witness [or, the temple, that is, the tabernacle of Testimony (so the NIV)] in heaven was opened" (v. 5); "seven angels having the seven plagues went out from the temple" (v. 6); "the temple was filled with the smoke of the glory of God and of his power, and no one was able to enter into the temple" (v. 8, 2x).  The very next verse in the new chapter asserts:  "And I heard a great voice out of the temple" (16:1).  This is similar to 16:17: "A great voice went out of the temple from the throne saying, 'It is done.'"  Finally, the temple is mentioned twice in chapter 21.  Describing the holy city, Jerusalem, John says:  "I did not see a temple in it, for the Lord God the almighty is [the] temple of it and the Lamb" (v. 22, 2x).

Listing the sixteen references to the "temple" within their fuller phrases yields the following.

































Categorizing these 16 uses leads to the following:   "temple of God" (3:12; 11:1, 2, 19); "his temple" (7:15;  11:19); "temple in heaven" (14:17; 15:5); "the temple" (14:15; 15:6, 8 [2 times]; 16:1, 17); and  lack of a temple in the "holy city, the New Jerusalem" (21:22 [2 times]).  To the last two uses should be added the two references to the "tabernacle" (noun and verb) in 21: 3, since they also are descriptive of the New Jerusalem (beginning in 21:2).  The other two uses of "tabernacle" (13:6; 15:5) are identified as "in heaven."  

The question to decide is clear.  Is the temple in these references a heavenly temple or an earthly one?  Qualifying clauses in the contexts (such as "which is in heaven," 11:19; 13:6; 15:5) suggest that virtually all uses of temple/tabernacle point to the heavenly one, not an earthly one.  For example, a couple times the undefined temple is associated with the throne of God (saints are said to be "before the throne of God" where the one seated on the throne "tabernacles over them," 7:15; and, a great voice "goes forth from the temple from the throne," 16:17).  In other cases an undefined use of "temple" is clarified in the immediate context as the heavenly one (so in  11:19 the first mention clarifies the second mention; 14:17 clarifies 14:15; and 15:5 clarifies 15:6; 15:8; and 16:1; cf. also 16:17).   Yet many do not accept this conclusion.

The two uses of "temple" in Revelation 21:22 deserve special attention.  John tells us that he saw no temple in the new heavens and new earth ().  Presumably, this means that there is no temple in the new heavens and new earth.  Yet 21:3 refers to the presence of a tabernacle in this new era.  While  is a different word for tabernacle or holy of holies, it seems impossible that there would be one but not the other, that there would be a heavenly tabernacle but not a temple.  Indeed there would be a contradiction.  Having a tabernacle where God could be found, so to speak, but then to have no temple to signify that he need not be localized or represented as localized, stands in contradiction.  This verse suggests that the tabernacle and temple are one and the same (see below).  The terms refer to the same entity.  












John's explanation (21:22) for the lack of a temple is that God and the Lamb are the temple (  The lack of a temple suggests that there is no longer any need to separate God from the view of humans, for as John says, "His servants shall worship him and they shall see his face, and his name will be upon their foreheads" (22:3-4).  It also suggests that God's presence will permeate the new heavens and earth so that there is no place to limit where God is.  Of course this was always the case.  Yet these passages affirm that the presence of God is experienced in such a way as never before, not even in Eden.  There is no need for symbols to signify God's presence.  Symbols give way to reality.  Our capacity to ascertain God's presence is so enhanced that symbols no longer have a place.  The words, "God and the Lamb are the temple," suggest that all inhabitants  will be able to perceive him in ways unknown to us today.  In addition, 21:23-24 states that the city has no need of a sun or a moon, that God and the Lamb will provide its light and its lamp, and that the nations will "walk (i.e., live) by its light."  This suggests that the glory of God shines everywhere in the city and the saints live by means of God's glory.  These passages suggest that there is no need for a heavenly tabernacle.

Also, of all the occurrences of both and only the two uses of  in 21:22 are anarthrous (without the article).  This suggests that the referent of these uses is generic or qualitative, to be rendered "a temple."  It refers to any kind of temple, whereas the other references to "temple" and "tabernacle" are specific, referring to God's temple in heaven.  This distinction helps to explain the apparent contradiction between 21:3 which asserts that the "tabernacle" of God is with people, and 21:22 which asserts that John did not see a "temple" in the holy city.  It seems  best to explain this by observing that on this one occasion "temple" refers to the earthly temple, or any earthly temple, which is no longer needed.  God himself and the Lamb are the temple, that is, the tabernacle, and so he will be personally with his people.  The temple/tabernacle stand for the presence of God, for the transcendent becoming immanent.  There is no physical temple.  The terms "tabernacle" and "temple" are synonymous.  There is no need of an earthly tabernacle/temple because God is everywhere "seen" by his people and he is the tabernacle/temple.

The evidence for a heavenly temple/tabernacle is not limited to the terms being discussed.  Other passages besides those using and point to the existence of a temple/tabernacle.  Christ is described as having certain priestly features (1:13-16).  "Golden bowls of incense" are said to be "the prayers of the saints" (5:8).  In the fifth seal, John sees "under the altar the souls of those who had been slain because of the word of God and the testimony they had maintained" (6:9).  There is an extended reference to the incense, censer, and altar in 8:3-5:

"Another angel, who had a golden censer, came and stood at the altar.  He was given much incense to offer, with the prayers of all the saints, on the golden altar before the throne.  The smoke of the incense, together with the prayers of the saints, went up before God from the angel's hand.  Then the angel took the censer, filled it with fire from the altar, and hurled it on the earth . . ."


At the blowing of the sixth trumpet John heard a voice "coming from the horns of the golden altar that is before God (9:13).  In 11:1-2  John is told:  "Measure the temple of God and the altar, and count the worshipers there.  But exclude the outer court . . .  because it has been given to the Gentiles."  There is also a reference made to "the two lamp stands that stand before the Lord of the earth" (11:4).  The last verse of this chapter refers to the ark of the covenant seen within the temple of God in heaven (11:19).  In the harvest of the earth an angel, "who had charge of the fire, came from the altar and called in a loud voice" (14:18).   

The other term crucial to this study is “throne” (Of the sixty-one uses of , forty occur in Revelation.  The many references to God's throne probably point also to the temple, since "the saints out of the great tribulation . . .  are before the throne of God and serve him day and night in his temple; and he who sits on the throne will spread his tent over them" (7:15).  The throne basically equates with the temple and tabernacle.  The majestic descriptions of the "throne of God" and the throne room (especially chs. 4 and 5) include implicitly the presence of the temple/tabernacle of God.  The reference to the three fold praise of "holy, holy, holy" (4:8) reflects the same refrain in Isaiah 6 where Isaiah saw God on a throne in the temple.  Similarly, the reference to the "golden vials full of incense, which are the prayers of the saints" (5:8), features belonging to the temple/tabernacle, are placed in the throne room scene.  

The throne signifies/symbolizes the rule and authority of God, his transcendence, and the temple/tabernacle signify the glory of God and his presence or immanence.  The passage of 21:22-23 confirms this immanence, for God and the Lamb are the temple of the new realm and, in place of a sun and moon, the "glory of God shines in it and its lamp is the Lamb" (21:23).  The Lord God will give everyone light (22:5).  

In the preceding passages there are hints that suggest that John is dealing with other than the physical, earthly reality of the temple or the throne.  He identifies the incense as the prayers of the saints (5:8).  In addition, the linking, even equating, of various entities that in their existential or historical forms are incongruent (tabernacle/temple, heaven, throne, new Jerusalem) argues that we are dealing with entities of another realm perhaps beyond our capacity to understand.

From these references it seems appropriate to make the following observations about and .  (1)  Verses 21:1, 5 indicate that God will make all things new, and seem to suggest that a temple will not exist in the future state of the New Jerusalem.  These verses probably mean that an earthly temple/tabernacle and throne will no longer exist.  Instead, the reality behind the symbolic terms (earthly or heavenly) will be the only one existing then.  In other words, there will no longer be an earthly counterpart to the heavenly one.  The earthly and heavenly are actualized as one.  This seems to allow for the existence of an earthly counterpart prior to the coming of the reality of the New Jerusalem, which "comes down" only in the future when the "new heaven and new earth" exist (21:1-3, 5).  However, the meaning of a heavenly temple or tabernacle probably affects whether or not it ceases to exist.  (2)  The temple is the place where the throne of God exists (7:15; 16:17).  The two concepts belong together.  (3)  The tabernacle and the temple are one and the same entity (7:15; 15:5).  (4)  Both  God and his people in heaven, in light of the uses of  both and, are the temple.  (5)  The holy city, the new Jerusalem (21:2, 9-10) symbolizes "the bride, the wife of the Lamb" (21:2, 9), and the presence of God among his people (21:3).  It is the place where "the throne of God and of the Lamb" is (22:1, 3), where his servants "serve him" and "see his face" (22:3-4).

In effect, the temple, the tabernacle, the throne, heaven, and the new Jerusalem are all symbols of realities that broadly mean the presence of God (although each has a distinctive emphasis to contribute).  For the most part, the terms and concepts appear to be synonymous.

DISPUTED USES OF TABERNACLE/TEMPLE

There is little debate about the meaning of tabernacle/temple in sixteen of the nineteen uses of these two terms.  They refer to the heavenly temple, not to an earthly or temporal, physical one. Yet in two passages interpreters suggest that an earthly tabernacle (slandered by the beast, 13:6) and earthly temple (the temple having an outer court given to the gentiles, 11:1-2) are meant.  The term  occurs twice in 11:1-2.

"Tabernacle" in 13:6

In light of the preceding discussion, it seems that the use of "tabernacle" in 13:6 is a reference to the same entity which elsewhere is designated "temple."  What does it mean for John to write (13:6) that the beast slanders "his (i.e., God's) name and his tabernacle, those who tabernacle in heaven"?  Both here and in 11:1-2 the question arises:  Is this a physical tabernacle/temple on earth, or is it a figurative, symbolical use of the term pointing to the spiritual or heavenly tabernacle?

Clearly this action on the part of the beast fulfills the prediction of just such activity found in Daniel 7 and 11.  In 7:7-8 a "little horn," a "king" (v. 24) will arise out of the fourth , terrifying beast (also called a "kingdom," vv. 17, 23, 24),  having ten horns (also identified as "kings," v. 24).   The little horn will uproot three of the ten horns.  He is especially described as having "eyes of a man and a mouth that spoke boastfully" (v. 8; vv. 11, 20 repeat the trait of his speaking boastfully).  This "little horn" is also described as a beast (v. 11).  This little horn wages war against the saints and defeats them (v. 22).  He speaks against the "Most High" and "oppresses the saints" (v. 25), who are handed over to him for the period of "time, times, and half a time" (v. 25).  Yet his career is ended by the "Ancient of Days" who comes and pronounces judgment in favor of the saints of the Most High (v. 22).  The power of the little horn "is taken away and he is completely destroyed forever" (v. 27).  The saints then come into possession of the kingdom forever (v. 22, 27).  In chapter 11, the "king" will say "horrendous things” (NRSV) against the God of gods (v. 36), and exalt himself above every god (vv. 36-37).  This passage seems to be describing the same king as the one in chapter 7. 

It is helpful to note that the beast of Daniel 7 oppresses the saints of God on earth and speaks against the "Most High" (v. 25).  His slander is against both God in heaven and humans on earth.  When Revelation 13:5-6 speaks of a beast uttering "proud words and blasphemies" and exercising his "authority for forty-two months," there can be little doubt that we are encountering the same beast/king of Daniel.

Helpful also to this discussion is the concept of the "abomination of desolation."  Daniel refers to this as the "rebellion that causes desolation" (8:13), "one who causes desolation will place abominations on a wing of the temple" (9:27), the "abomination that causes  desolation" (11:31; 12:11).   Chapter 8 also refers to a "master of intrigue" (v. 23) who "will take his stand against the Prince of princes" (v. 25), who will destroy the holy people (vv. 24-25).  This person and the "abomination that causes desolation" seem to be both a person who has already appeared in history (Antiochus Epiphanes) and yet future (Matt. 24:15; Rev. 13:5-6).  How can this be so?  Likewise, how can the beast both blaspheme the saints in heaven and make war with the saints on earth (13:6-7)?  How also can he blaspheme God and his tabernacle?  What principles of interpretation allow for this apparent dual level of meaning?  I believe that the answers to these and other questions lie in applying the biblical worldview to hermeneutics, to interpreting the text.

"Temple" in 11:1-2


The second, even greater problem concerns the meaning of the "temple" in 11:1-2.  Interpreters have generally approached this text from one of three eschatological frameworks:  the amillennial, postmillennial, and premillennial.  

Beale's discussion of this passage is one of the most recent and extensive.
  He cites five major views of interpretation.  (1) The dispensational futurist view takes the temple as a literal one to appear in the time of tribulation just prior to the second Advent of Christ, and identifies the outer court as being controlled by Gentiles (so Seiss, Walvoord, Lindsey, Thomas, etc.).  (2)  The preterist view similarly views the temple as literal but as having been destroyed in A.D. 70.  (3)  A modified futurist view places the temple in the future but interprets it figuratively, symbolizing those within ethnic Israel who will be saved, while the outer court represents unbelieving Israel (so Ladd, Beckwith, and others
).  (4)  Another figurative view identifies the temple as spiritual Israel and the outer court as the unbelieving, apostate church or Israel who with unbelievers will persecute the former (so Charles, Hendriksen, Lenski, Swete, Kistemaker,
 etc.).  (5)  A final figurative view takes the temple as representing believers, the true Israel, and the outer court representing physical believers susceptible to harm (hence not protected by the measuring).  The fifth view is that of Beale and others.

Beale, basing his interpretation on a spiritualizing of the temple in Ezekiel 40-48, takes the view that the reference to the outer court is not negative but positive, referring to Gentiles accepted on an equal footing with Jews on earth.
  He concludes that in both 11:1-2 and 21:14 John engages in "spiritualizing the temple of Ezekiel's prophecy by defining it as God's presence with his people" (italics his).
  

The temple, according to Beale, signifies the souls of believers in heaven, while their bodies are susceptible to suffering on earth at the hands of unbelieving Gentiles and Jews.  The temple is a metaphor for Christians, the true Israel.  "Christians are members of a heavenly community dwelling on earth."
  Beale adds:  "Possibly the 'worshipers' in Rev. 11:1 are to be identified as members of the heavenly court, though they still live on earth."
  The measuring protects them from contamination on earth and "guarantees their membership in the heavenly spiritual temple, despite what happens to them on earth."
 

It seems that Beale sees a two fold meaning to the "temple":  it refers to believers living on earth yet it also refers to believers participating in heaven.  He cites Hebrews 8:1ff. and 10:19-20 as speaking "of Christ in the true temple" and of believers entering "it in the present through him."
  In this context his words suggest the "yet to come" and "already here" motif.   

By Beale's understanding of 11:1-2, the Revelation employs the terms "temple/tabernacle" in a consistent way.  All uses refer to the heavenly tabernacle and represents God's presence among his people.  All references mean that "Christians are members of a heavenly community dwelling on earth."

Yet some concerns about this understanding arise.  If everywhere else in Revelation "temple" means the heavenly temple can it now (in 11:1-2) mean the people of God who are said to be both by soul in heaven and by body on earth?  Is it consistent to speak of the "temple" as meaning both the "people of God" and "God's presence"?  To identify believers as the temple of God because God inhabits them is not to make the heavenly temple equal to human bodies.  Is it not possible that a literal, physical form can embody spiritual truth, just as Christians presently are called the "temple of God"?  How can believers said to be both the temple of God (1 Cor. 6:19; 2 Cor. 6:16) yet be said to enter into it (Heb. 4:16; 10:19)?  If Jesus could warn of an "abomination that makes desolate" that would be fulfilled in a visible event in history (Matt. 24:15), requiring, it seems, a physical temple, is this still realizable, or did the physical get spiritualized by the event of the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70?  Is it possible that Ezekiel speaks of a reality yet to come that will be of a form which we presently lack the capacity to interpret or understand?  Since Beale finds that "temple" in Revelation 11:1-2 is both heavenly and earthly (i.e., spiritual, as the church), why cannot the earthly also be a physical temple?

Everyone who comes to this passage (11:1-2) has problems to overcome.  The chief obstacle is to be able to justify why on this occasion the referent of "temple" is something on earth, whether literal or spiritualized.  This conclusion is suggested by the context which reflects the temple of Jerusalem having an altar, worshipers, and an outer court "given to the Gentiles who trample on the 'holy city' for 42 months."
  It is inconceivable that the "Gentiles" and the "42 months" pertain to the heavenly temple.  As with the other examples of "temple/tabernacle," this instance does not seem to correspond to Ezekiel's temple, for there the glory of God indwells it and a prince is in charge of making offerings, among other duties.  It seems that Ezekiel's temple, even if "spiritualized" or taken as symbolic, points to another era. 

Since Beale and others see some parallels (the "altar," the "city," and the "temple") with the book of Hebrews, it will be helpful to consider that book's contribution to this topic.  This is especially pertinent in light of the fact that only Hebrews and Revelation have the majority of uses.
  The parallels in Hebrews suggest that corresponding to the heavenly tabernacle/temple is an earthly, physical one.  Does this suit Revelation 11:1-2?

TEMPLE/TABERNACLE AND THRONE AS PART OF A BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW

In part one of this study, I suggested that the concept of the heavenly tabernacle and its meaning in 9:11-12 could best be determined by considering the effect that the biblical worldview has on meaning.  This worldview I defined as a paradigm consisting of existential or historical, temporal reality; essential or eternal reality; and a process of actualization--the actualizing of essential reality in existential reality.  This paradigm is anchored to the biblical concept of kingdom (the throne):  more and more the kingdom of God is being actualized in our daily existence.  Kingdom is defined as the transcendence (rule) and immanence (relationship) of God.  These two concepts directly tie the concept of the throne to the tabernacle.

Relating this paradigm of reality, this worldview, to hermeneutics, I affirmed that the idea of tabernacle in Hebrews 9:11-12 and elsewhere means that the essential reality of the heavenly tabernacle had as its counterpart the existential reality of an earthly tabernacle ("temple" does not occur in Hebrews).  According to Hebrews 8:5, the earthly tabernacle and all its attendant services, people, etc., were patterned after the heavenly.  This correspondence suggests that in the Old Testament there is a "real" (existential, historical) meaning to the tabernacle/temple and its attendant concepts, and a "spiritual" (heavenly) meaning to them.

This view affirms that the use of "tabernacle" in 9:11-12 is symbolical.  It is not physical, at least in the sense of how we understand "physical" in the present era.  Yet to affirm that the tabernacle is symbolical is not to deny its reality.
  It is an unseen reality which we lack the capacity to perceive with our five senses.  In Hebrews such an unseen reality is even more "real" than the physical.  The physical is the shadow of a greater reality.  The tabernacle of Moses was a "shadow" of the heavenly, unseen one (Heb. 8:5), just as the earthly sacrifices were "examples" of the heavenly things and the sanctuary was an "antitype" of the true, that is, of "heaven itself" (9:23-24).  Faith is the means by which we engage the “substance” of God (1:3) and the “substance” of the heavenly reality (11:1).  

But what does it mean?  What does the heavenly tabernacle "mean"?  It was the heavenly tabernacle that Jesus both "passed through" and "entered" when he made his sacrifice once for all (Heb. 9:11-12).  In part one of this study I came to the conclusion that the heavenly tabernacle is symbolical terminology for a reality which our present senses lack the capacity to understand.  It is not physical, that is, it is not of this creation (9:11 asserts that it is "not made by hands, that is, not of this creation").  Therefore, it is eternal.  The heavenly tabernacle stands for, is defined by, concepts basic to the nature of God.  I suggest that these concepts are the attributes of God corresponding to transcendence and immanence, hence his holiness (or, truth) and his love.  The entire message of the Bible, and of the self-disclosure of God in Scripture and in creation, is that Jesus Christ is the one who eternally unites or weds these two attributes.  Only Jesus fully reveals God to us (Jn. 1:18) by uniting these attributes in himself.  This is true for all eternity and for all time.  These two aspects of God's nature also define the kingdom as both transcendent and immanent, as rule and relationship. 

The tabernacle/temple on earth illustrate this role of the Son of God.  In this structure we have a portrayal of how the transcendent God on the Day of Atonement can be encountered and viewed in all his glory at the atonement place (hilasterion) over the ark of the covenant.  When Jesus came and died, his blood satisfied the payment required by sin.  Thus John identifies Jesus as the hilasterion (1 Jn. 2:1-2).  Jesus unites the transcendence and immanence of God. 

This role of Jesus is also illustrated by "Jacob's ladder" (Gen. 28:10-19).  In the Genesis account, Jacob has a dream of a ladder or stairway leading from heaven to earth with the angels of God ascending and descending on it and Yahweh standing at the top.  To Jacob God renews his promise given to Abraham.  Jacob responds by recognizing the place as "the house of God, the gate of heaven" (v. 17), and calls the place Bethel.  The dream assures Jacob that God's transcendence and immanence are being bridged by the ladder full of ministering angels.  In the New Testament, Jesus alludes to this incident when he tells Nathaniel that he would see heaven open and the angels of God, "ascending and descending on the Son of Man" (John 1:51).  Jesus disclosed himself as the one who unites or weds or bridges the immanence and transcendence of God.  

In addition, Paul writes that Christ is the mediator between God and humans (1 Tim. 2:5).  He is the reconciler of the world to God (Col. 1:19-20).  John witnesses to this as well by declaring that the Father sent the Son to be the Savior of the world (1 John 4:9, 14).

The heavenly tabernacle means that Christ has united people with God.  John reports Jesus' words describing this union in its fullest sense.  Christ is in the Father and the Father is in Christ (Jn. 14:10-11), and the believer is in Christ (14:20; cf. 15:4, 5).  By implication, then, the believer is in God via Christ, with the purpose being that believers may be one as the Father and Christ are one (17:11) and that they may be in the Father and the Son (17:21).  Finally, by asserting that he is in believers and that the Father is in him,  Jesus implies that the Father is in believers via Jesus being in them (17:23).  Thus it is that Christ brings about a union that is completely reciprocal.  The believer is in God, and God is in the believer.  By God's promises believers "participate in the divine nature" (2 Pet. 1:4).  By his incarnation, the greatest of all mysteries, Jesus, as Emmanuel, transforms the transcendent into immanence.  Transcendence has yielded place to immanence.  The ultimate purpose of creating persons is finally achieved.

In addition, the earthly is imbued with the symbolic meaning of the heavenly.  That is, the earthly is meant to serve as the heavenly—a symbol of the immanence and transcendence of God.        
OLD TESTAMENT PRECEDENCE

The biblical worldview first unfolds in the Old Testament and is carried forward in the New.  We are not surprised then that there is much Old Testament precedence for the concept of a heavenly tabernacle standing behind the earthly tabernacle/temple  Also not surprising is the discovery that much of this precedence is located in the Psalms.  Since the author of Hebrews cites the Psalms more frequently than any other Old Testament book,
 we would expect that the author should follow Psalms and assert that the essential reality of the heavenly tabernacle should exist behind the existential reality of the earthly tabernacle.  Similarly, we shall discover that the throne is tied to the concept of the temple, and that there is a heavenly throne behind the earthly one.  The Hebrew terms and their Greek translations (represented by  provide the terminology for Hebrews and Revelation.

For example, hekal means "palace, temple, nave, sanctuary."
  It occurs for both the tabernacle/temple on earth (most uses) and that in heaven.  Most of the former uses concern the temple of Solomon (1 Kng. 6:3, 5, 17, 33; 7:21, 50; 2 Kng. 18:16; 23:4; 24:13; 2 Chron. 3:17; 4:7, 8, 22; 26:16; 27:2; 29:16; Ezek. 8:16--2x; Amos 8:3; Jon. 2:4, 7?).  Other temples and palaces are covered:  that of Ahab (1 Kng. 21:1), Babylon (2 Kng. 20:18; 2 Chron. 36:7; Isa. 13:22; 39:7; Dan. 1:4), Nineveh (Nah. 2:6), and the pagans (Joel 3:5).  Sometimes the referent is a generic temple (Ps. 144:12; Pro. 30:28; Hos. 8:14).  Also in this grouping occur references to the second temple (Ezra 3:6, 10; 4:1; Neh. 6:10, 11; Hag. 2:15, 18; Zech. 6:14-15; 8:9).  At times a future temple is prophesied (Isa. 44:28; 66:6?; Zech. 6:12-13?; Mal. 3:1), including that of Ezekiel (41:4, 15, 20, 21, 23, 25; 42:8).  

In several places the earthly temple is described as belonging to the LORD, as his temple (Ps. 68:29; 79:1; Jer. 7:4; 24:1; 50:28; 51:11).  Indeed, the first uses of hekal call the earthly tabernacle the "temple of the LORD" (1 Sam. 1:9; 3:3).  Later, regarding the temple, Solomon asks whether God will indeed dwell with mankind on the earth (2 Chron. 6:18).  This concept of God’s actualizing his temple on earth finds its counterpart in statements about the earthly throne (see below).

Several uses of hekal point to God's temple in heaven:  "The LORD is in his holy temple; the LORD is on his heavenly throne" (Ps. 11:4; cf. 5:7?; 18:6; 27:4; 29:9; 45:8, 15?; 48:9?; 65:4; 138:2; Isa. 6:1ff.; Mic. 1:2?; Hab. 2:20?).  This term is also used for the  perfect temple of the "Branch" (Zech. 6:12; cf. Isa. 11:1; Jer. 23:5; 33:15; Mal. 3:1).  

A second term, 'ohel, means "dwelling, home, tabernacle, tent."
  About 185 times the term is used of the earthly tabernacle, where God dwells, (e.g., Ex. 26:7, 14-15; 33:7-11 ["tent of meeting"]; Num. 9:15; 17:22-23 ["tent of testimony"]), and of personal dwellings or tents (about 132 times).  It also occurs figuratively of the heavens (Ps. 19:4; Isa. 40:22), David's palace (Isa. 16:5), Jerusalem (Isa. 33:20), Israel (Lam. 2:4), and of Ezekiel's "outer sanctuary" (41:1).  Finally, a few other figurative uses point, apparently, to God's sanctuary in heaven (Ps. 15:1; 27:5, 6; 61:4:  note the parallel with the "shelter of your wings").  The idea of the heavenly tabernacle as corresponding to the earthly tabernacle begins only with the tabernacle constructed by Moses in the wilderness under directions received from heaven.  In other words, there is no revelation of a heavenly sanctuary prior to the constructing of the earthly tabernacle.  Apparently, pagan temples are not able to point to the heavenly counterpart. 

Perhaps the fullest passage is that of Psalm 27, where references occur to the house and temple of the LORD (27:4), his dwelling or booth (v. 5), and his tabernacle (vv. 5-6).  Since David was not a priest he could not enter the earthly tabernacle (there was no temple in his day).  Yet he desired to dwell in the LORD’s house “all the days of his life,” and to "gaze upon the beauty of the LORD and to seek him in his temple" (v. 4).  These statements and David's seeking to be hidden "in the shelter of his dwelling . . . tabernacle" (v. 5), to sacrifice “at his tabernacle” (v. 6) make it quite likely that the references point to the heavenly tabernacle.

Yet Psalm 27 makes it clear that it was David’s desire to participate in priestly functions and to be in God’s temple.  Was his desire legitimate?  Was it met?  I believe the answer to both questions is “yes.”  David was spiritually minded and perceived that God is both king and priest.  As God’s representative on earth David would be both king and priest.  He is directly tied to Solomon’s temple:  its plans were revealed to him (1 Chron. 28:11-19; thus David is a second Moses); and he directed the singers (descendents of Levi) and prophets in the house of the LORD (1 Chron. 25:2, 6).  David affirmed that the temple of Solomon was for the LORD not for man (1 Chron. 29:1).  Earlier, David was commanded to serve as a priest and offer sacrifices on the altar of the tabernacle (21:18-30). 

The third term, kisse', means "seat, stool, throne."
  Of its 136 occurrences, all but seven are royal or divine thrones.  The majority of these (eighty-seven) are figurative.

It seems that the Old Testament views "throne" in three ways, as related to the purposes of this study.  First, God's throne or reign is viewed as transcendent, as in heaven, and separate from human thrones.  Psalm 103:19 speaks most clearly of this:  "The LORD has established his throne in heaven and his kingdom rules over all."  Other passages are similar:  Psalm 9:4, 7; 11:4; 22:3; 45:6; 47:8; 89:14; 93:2, 5; 97:1, 2, 5; 99:1;  1 Kings 22:19 (Micaiah the prophet:  I saw the "LORD sitting on his throne with all the host of heaven standing around him"; cf. 2 Chron. 18:18); Isaiah 6:1, 4; 66:1; Lamentations 5:19; Ezekiel 1:26).  

Second, God's throne is viewed as equal with David's and Solomon's on earth, and with their lines.  This means that God's kingdom is actualized on earth in that of David and his line.  As God’s throne David’s takes on heavenly traits.  This is explicitly said of the rule of David and Solomon in the past (Ps. 132:13-14:  "The LORD has chosen Zion . . . for his dwelling; This is my resting place for ever and ever; here I will sit enthroned"; cf. 1 Chron. 17:14:  "I will set him over my house and my kingdom forever; his throne will be established forever";  also 17:16
; 23:25; 28:5:  "the LORD . . . has chosen my son Solomon to sit on the throne of the kingdom of the LORD over Israel"; 28: 7; 29:22-23; 2 Chron. 7:18; 9:8: “his throne”; Ps. 9:11; 122:1).   This earthly reality is also prophesied for the future (Isa. 9:6-7:  "The Mighty God . . . will reign on David's throne and over his kingdom"; Jer. 3:17).  This actualization of God's throne in the throne of the Davidic line is also implicit in many passages.  They affirm that the covenant made with David secures David's throne and his line forever:  "I will establish his line forever, his throne as long as the heavens endure" (Ps. 89:29; cf. v. 4, 29, 34-37; 132:11-12; 2 Sam. 7:13, 29; 9:8; 1 Kgs. 2:45; 8:25; 9:5; 1 Chron. 17:12, 14, 16, 27; 22:10; 28:7; 2 Chron. 7:18; Isa. 16:5; 65:17; 66:22; Jer. 14:21; 17:25; 22:2, 4, 30; 33:17-26 [v. 15 refers to "the Branch"]).  

This promise often appears to be conditional (Ps. 89:30; 1 Chron. 28:7; 2 Chron. 7:17-18; Jer. 17:25; etc.).  However, there seems to be an unconditional aspect in light of Psalm 89:34-37 and in light of the promise that Messiah would come as the Mighty God to reign on David's throne forever (Isa. 9:6-7).  Just what this means or how this aspect is to be realized is the critical question.


The third important point regarding "throne" is that God's "throne" and "reign" are often equated with his temple.  Psalm 11:4 reads:  "The LORD is in his holy temple; the LORD is on his heavenly throne."  Similar equation is made elsewhere (Ps. 29:9-10; Isa. 6:1, 4; Jer. 17:12?; Ezek. 43:7; Zech. 6:12).  Above I noted that the Branch, called the "LORD Our Righteousness," is to build a future temple and sprout from David's line to be a priest on his throne (Jer. 23:5-6; 33:15; Zech. 6:12-13; cf. Isa. 11:1-5).  They texts explain why Solomon serves in a priestly role at the dedication of the temple (2 Chron. 5:6?; 6:12-13; 7:4-7).  Priest and king are combined because temple and throne are. 

Other parallels with the terminology of Hebrews and the Revelation occur.  The term miqdash means "holy place, sanctuary, chapel, hallowed part."
  It designates the tabernacle and the temple.  It is the "physical area devoted to the worship of God"; the place is sacred because God dwells among his people.
  In Psalm 68:35(36) the word refers to the abode of God, although some take it as the temple in Jerusalem.  In 24:3 David refers to standing in God's holy place.  In 20:2 seeking help from the sanctuary is parallel to Zion, and verse 6 affirms that the LORD saves and answers from "his holy heaven, with the saving power of his right hand."

As in Hebrews there are references to "God's right hand" (Ps. 18:35; 20:6; 21:8; esp. 110:1l; cf. Heb. 1:3, 13; 8:1; 10:12; 12:2).  There are also references to "God's presence."  A sampling from the Psalms (Ps. 5:5; 9:19; 16:11; 17:15?; 18:12; 21:6; 31:20) shows the parallelism with this concept in Hebrews 9:24, 26.

Some significant observations regarding these terms are in order.  It is only with David that we first have reference to God's throne (as is true also of uses of hekal for "temple").  The Pentateuch makes no reference to such.  While Hannah perhaps hints at such a reality (1 Sam. 2:10:  "his king . . . his anointed"), it is David who first speaks of a divine throne as a counterpart to an earthly (David's and Solomon's) throne.
  Saul's throne did not have this meaning.  This suggests that, as with the tabernacle on earth patterned after the heavenly (repeatedly said:  Exod. 25:40; cf. v. 9; 26:30; 27:8), the earthly throne is intended to reflect a divine one.  So also the earthly temple reflects the heavenly temple (at least as far as the uses of hekal are concerned).  The earthly is the existential reality of an essential reality.  The earthly king sits on the throne of the LORD and rules  as king for the LORD (2 Chron. 9:8).  Other, later writers (Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel) follow David in this idea.  Yet, while the earthly throne began with David, and the temple began with 1 Samuel, the heavenly throne and temple are eternal.

The point isn’t simply that David and other kings serve as vice-regents of God on earth.  Rather, the point is that the earthly is God’s throne and temple and carry the same symbolic meaning of the heavenly--of God’s transcendence and immanence.


Another observation concerns the equating of throne and temple.  David's anticipation that his heir would also be both his lord and a priest forever (Ps. 110:1, 4) flows, no doubt, from the fact that God's temple and throne are frequently combined in Scripture.  The later prophets give fuller expression to this, especially regarding the "Branch" (see refs. above).  It finds its pinnacle in the book of Hebrews where Jesus is portrayed as both King (Heb. 1:3, 8-9, 13; 2:9; etc.) and Priest (1:3; 2:17-3:1; etc.).  The heavenly reality of God as King and Priest (i.e., as having a throne and temple) finds its earthly counterpart.  Since earthly, existential reality reflects heavenly, essential reality, spiritual people expected that God revealed in Christ should be both King and Priest.  


The combining of kingly and priestly roles in one person already appeared early in the Pentateuchal history.  Melchizedek (Gen. 14) embodies both.  In light of the heavenly counterpart to both the throne and the temple, it is no surprise that David should write that his royal descendent would also be a priest in the order of Melchizedek.  Hebrews identified this one as Jesus Christ by elaborating on his priestly role and deeds.  Indeed, the “man from heaven” reflects wholly and perfectly the divine pattern.  It is not surprising, then, that believers of this age who are “in Christ” should also be kings and priests (1 Pet. 2:9). 

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE WORLDVIEW OF THE OLD TESTAMENT FOR THE NEW


In light of the paradigm of reality which seeks to express a biblical worldview,  what are the implications of the preceding?  Both the throne and the temple on earth have their heavenly counterparts which are eternal.  The earthly was created to actualize God's righteousness, justice, love, and faithfulness (Ps. 89:1-2, 5, 8, 14) on earth (v. 15-16, 24, 28), but David and his line failed to do this (30-33).  All other governments exist to actualize these traits of God as well (Pro. 16:12; 20:8, 28; 25:2; 29:14; Rom. 13:1-5; 1 Tim. 2:2), but these will fall even shorter than did David's line.


Another significant point pertains to eschatology.  The coming of Christ and additional revelation have brought fuller, enhanced understanding of the nature of the throne and the kingdom.  The kingdom is here but not here (Matt. 13).  Jesus is already crowned, on a throne (Rev. 3:21) but we don't yet see this in our earthly reality (Heb. 2:8-9).  So in the present, messianic times of fulfillment (Heb. 1:1-2), the actualization of God's throne and temple takes a different form from the physical or earthly one that it did in the monarchy. 

A parallel can be seen with the growing disclosure of the nature of the tabernacle/temple.  In order to actualize God's nature/attributes ever more clearly Moses' tabernacle gave place to an expanded, more glorious Solomonic temple, and this in turn is expanded by more glorious features in Ezekiel's temple (Ezek. 40-48).  God's throne and temple are clearly combined in his "unearthly" descriptions of God's glory (Ezek. 1:26, 28; 10:1; 43:7).  Presently the bodies of believers are among the actualizations of God's temple.  Through the agency of the "righteous Branch," a "King," called "the LORD Our Righteousness" (Jer. 23:5-6; 33:15-16), the future kingdom will be a greater actualization of the reality of God than has ever been known before.  This Branch, a King, "will build the temple and rule on his throne.  He will be a priest on his throne, and there will be harmony between the two [offices?]" (Zech. 6:12).         

In a new, perfect world, everything will be different.  Certainly the coming of new heavens and new earth will actualize righteousness as never before (2 Pet. 3:13; cf. Isa. chs. 59-63).  Prior to this final state, the next form of the kingdom will actualize God's nature beyond all previous historical forms.  No doubt there will be greater realization of heavenly reality than earthly reality.  This seems to be where Ezekiel's temple taken symbolically fits.

The point is simply this.  Various existential or historical realities  of the temple and the throne have actualized the heavenly ones.  In each case the historical reality has been increasingly glorious and more non-physical or non-earthly.  There seems to be a parallel here with the idea of typology.  As the antitype is usually a heightened form of the type, so later actualizations of the temple and throne are heightened forms.  

THE IMPACT OF THE BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW ON HEBREWS AND THE REVELATION

In the earlier study on Hebrews I investigated the interpretation of the pivotal passage of Hebrews 9:11-12.  I found that there are certain anomalies in the passage that defy understanding unless the interpreter is able to think on other levels of meaning than the merely physical.  Only by interpreting the meaning of "tabernacle" and "holy of holies" as symbolic of greater concepts is the inherent difficulty removed.  For example, a physical or literal sense for these two terms lead to the inconguency that Christ is said both to "pass through" and to "enter" the heavenly tabernacle/holy of holies.

If the heavenly tabernacle is symbolic, then there is not even now in heaven an entity just like the earthly tabernacle, nor has there ever been.  For according to Hebrews the heavenly tabernacle existed long ago as something after which Moses patterned the tabernacle (8:5), and "is not of this creation" (9:11).  Hence such a tabernacle is eternal and non-spatial or non-natural, non-created.
  It belongs to dimensions of time and space unlike ours.  Thus it must be the very one mentioned in Revelation, including that of the new heavens and new earth.  Since the latter temple (in Rev. 21:3, 22) is said not to be a "temple," we are able to make two observations:  the temple is not physical but belongs to another realm; and it is consistent with other mentions of the heavenly tabernacle/temple.  However we conceive of the reality of the temple, it reflects the nature of God and his presence. 

The very fact that the earthly is patterned after the heavenly means that there is continuity between the two.  This suggests that there is a physical element, or something corresponding closely to it, in the heavenly one.  The parallel seems to be with our natural bodies, which in the resurrection will be "spiritual" (1 Cor. 15).  Yet the resurrection of Jesus models for us a body that has continuity with the earthly.  Thus one's identity is sustained.  A transformed physicality seems to be an element of identity.  This idea is a significant point of difference with a purely Platonic or Philonic concept of the heavenly tabernacle.
   


In a sense, the earthly tabernacle/temple is sort of the incarnation of the heavenly tabernacle.  It is a heavenly reality clothed in temporal, spatial dress. 
How then are Hebrews and Revelation related?  It seems that the writers in both are writing symbolically.  That is, there is a heavenly entity or reality corresponding to the earthly tabernacle and temple, but the heavenly is not physical, or better, earthly.  It has dimensions or properties beyond our comprehension.  Whatever its form, it communicates the nature of God.  The suggestion I made regarding the meaning of the heavenly tabernacle in Hebrews is appropriate for the Revelation.  The tabernacle/temple communicate the transcendence and immanence of God united by or in Christ.    

So, is there a heavenly tabernacle?  The answer is “yes” and “no.”  If the question assumes a heavenly tabernacle like the earthly one, which came into existence at a point in time and is basically spatial and temporal, the answer is "no."  Yet if the question assumes a reality that is essentially non-spatial and non-temporal, then the answer is “yes.”  It exists now (as always) and believers and Christ together enter into its "holy of holies," at the throne when we pray (Heb. 10:20; 4:16).  

The earthly and heavenly tabernacles are essentially the same.  While some contexts suggest that there is antithesis between the earthly and the heavenly, the essential meaning pertinent in both Testaments suggests a greater continuity.
  That is, the essential reality of both is to communicate the presence and rule (the immanence and transcendence) of God, his character and nature, his love seeking expression or actualization.  The earthly is the existential reality of the heavenly.  To say what the heavenly is not (essentially it is non-spatial and non-temporal) is not to say what it is.  To say what it is requires more revelation from God and greater capacity (perfection, "sight," realization) on our part--including a resurrection when the future and its "rest" will be actualized fully in the present, the "now."

RESOLUTION OF REVELATION 11:1-2 AND 13:6

How then do the concepts of the biblical worldview affirming the enhanced actualization of essential reality into historical reality contribute to the solution of the meaning of "temple" in Revelation 11:1-2?  The genre of apocalypse reaffirms that the essential meaning is the primary one.  As elsewhere in this symbolic book (note Rev. 1:1), John's terminology is almost entirely symbolic to point to an essential reality behind the symbols.  This characterization fits Revelation better than any other book.
  The author deals with the reality of God's transcendence and immanence, his rule and relationship.  As in Hebrews, the "temple" is symbolic pointing to Christ's uniting of these aspects of God's nature.  Hence John is speaking about the heavenly temple.

The central problem for amillennialists and premillennialists is to figure out what the existential reality, the earthly equivalent, is.  Beale and others find the existential meaning in the church.  The temple symbolizes the church on earth.  Hence the temple symbolizes both a heavenly entity (believers' souls worshiping in heaven) and a spiritual community on earth, the church.  It is the same entity, whether in heaven or on earth.  The earthly (the church), while on the earth, is really still a heavenly, essential reality.  There is no existential, historical entity in the sense of an earthly, temporal reality.  Yet usage elsewhere (e.g. in the Old Testament and in Hebrews) suggests a pattern whereby a heavenly reality has an earthly counterpart in an earthly or physical form.  To find the heavenly temple reflected in an earthly one in 11:1-2 would be the only such use in Revelation, but such an idea is perhaps signaled by the later phrase used in 11:19 that adds the words, "in heaven," to the words, "the temple" (such a phrase is lacking in 11:1-2).  Also, the associations of this temple with the altar and an outer court where the Gentiles trample down the "holy city" suggest a physical, earthly temple.  Since the world power or rule of the “beast” and his religious claims are usually understood historically (existentially), its counterpart (a genuine earthly throne or temple) would be expected.

On the other hand, it is certain that the primary sense of the passage concerns essential reality (the heavenly tabernacle).  We are left to figure out the existential reality on the basis of earlier patterns.  While Beale and others may equate this with the church on earth, it is not incongruent to find more than one existential reality to point to the heavenly one.  For example, while Hebrews points only to the tabernacle of Moses as the existential reality, the Old Testament makes it clear that the later temple of Solomon and the second temple were also such realities pointing to the heavenly.  It seems, then, that Herod's temple also was such a reality.  In the future the existence of a visible existential reality (a temple) alongside an invisible one (the church) does not seem to be foreclosed by the patterns found in earlier eras.  Indeed, when the author wrote Hebrews both contemporary believers and Herod's temple were existing (note the reference to contemporary ceremonies, an altar, and Judaism, in 13:9-13), to reflect the heavenly reality (in addition to the tabernacle of Moses' day).
  Yet each succeeding era reveals an enhanced actualization of the heavenly on earth.

In addition, for Beale and others to identify believers and/or the church as the temple of God because God dwells in them/it does not mean that the church is the  heavenly temple actualized on earth.  John clearly designates believers in heaven as God’s sanctuary (Rev. 13:6) but he never explicitly designates those still on earth to be such.  Like the throne, the temple symbolizes God but the church does not.  God is the temple of the new heavens and new earth (Rev. 21:22).  Believers are said to be in the temple but are not said to be it.  Only when the new Jerusalem is completely actualized in the new heavens and new earth might believers be understood as being so united to God that they are the temple of God (cf. Rev. 21).  Yet this is never explicitly stated by the terms involved.

In addition, believers of the previous and the present eras have had the Spirit indwelling them, and Paul calls believers the temple of God (1 Cor. 3:16, 17; 2 Cor. 6:16).  Yet this did not foreclose a temple on earth having its symbolic meaning at the same time.  

How should we interpret the use of "tabernacle" in 13:6?  By applying the paradigm of reality, it seems that we may have both an existential reality (the beast slanders God, his temple on earth, and his people, as Daniel 7 seems to suggest), and an essential reality (God, his heavenly temple and his people identified as those who "tabernacle" in heaven).  The beast's action toward the historical reality has as its heavenly counterpart the people of God and God himself in heaven where God and his people are united as one.  To slander the earthly is to slander also the heavenly.  Believers "who tabernacle in heaven" are equated with God's temple, but not believers on earth.

In both texts, the historical reality of a physical temple is possible, in accord with the pattern of Scripture.  Jesus seems to anticipate an earthly reality of the temple when he speaks of a future "abomination that causes desolation" when "the end will come." This time of distress just prior to his return will be unequalled (Matt. 24:14-30).  Also, he speaks of the Gentiles' trampling down Jerusalem until the times of the Gentiles are fulfilled (Lk. 21:24).
  Yet the heavenly, essential reality is more significant than the earthly reality.  It may be that the existence of a historical (physical) reality of the temple is not absolutely necessary prior to Christ's return, but the pattern of the past suggests otherwise.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR TODAY

How does the recognition of the dual realities of the tabernacle/temple and the throne assist us as an interpretive guide?  There are significant implications for beliefs and practices of the Church.  Regarding reality and metaphysics, the passages dealing with the heavenly tabernacle/temple and throne and their earthly counterparts proclaim that reality consists of at least seen and unseen dimensions, that the earthly is temporal, limited, incomplete or "shadowy" in comparison to the heavenly.  Any attempt to relate contemporary worldviews to the Bible must give first place to the Bible's proclamation of reality, and bring all other worldviews into submission to the Bible's.   

Regarding prayer, Hebrews and Revelation help us to understand that when we pray, when we come to the throne of grace, we enter "heaven itself," the very "presence of God," the "holy of holies."  We come to the throne in the temple (Heb. 4:16).  We are able to approach the throne (reflecting the transcendence of God) in the temple (reflecting his immanence)  because Jesus has united these in himself.  We pray in his name.  

Prayer is actualizing the reality of God and heaven itself on earth.  It is the most obvious and deepest expression of faith (Heb. 11:1).  The Revelation adds the idea that the prayers of the saints correspond to incense in the heavenly temple.  This suggests that their prayers bring pleasure to God and signify obedience, reverence, and divine acceptance.

  Regarding the redemptive work of Christ, perhaps we now get a clearer picture of why Christ's work can be both limited and universal.  As the incarnate Son he died on earth on a cross.  Only there did his blood secure atonement for sins.  Yet as God, his death is a high priestly act whereby he consciously offers himself as a sacrifice in the holies.  Because this act is done by one who is eternal, and because it is done in an eternal sanctuary (while also being temporal and limited), and because it is done by means of the eternal spirit (9:14), Christ secures "eternal redemption" (9:12).  Thus his priestly work is both temporal on earth, bringing about his vicarious death, and eternal in the heavenly tabernacle, bringing about redemption.  By the very nature of his person, being both human and divine, he is able to accomplish both human (a sacrificial death) and divine (eternal forgiveness) works.  Both aspects of his work cause an unparalleled intersection of time and eternity never to be repeated (it is "once for all," 9:12, 26, 28; at the consummation of the ages"). "He became a high priest for ever" (6:20).  By his work he removes the impediment to the union of God's transcendence and immanence.  He goes beyond the creation design to unite actually these traits within glorified, transformed believers themselves so that a union of God with human beings is realized.

Since Jesus is both King and Priest, there are implications for the nature of God.  As the symbolic throne and temple are eternal, so the Godhead fulfills kingly and priestly functions forever.  God is Priest and King forever.
 

Regarding eschatological matters, the nature of the heavenly sanctuary, and Christ's work in it, with its necessarily other-dimensional (to put it one way) aspects, should make us cautious regarding the nature of such things as Ezekiel's temple and its sacrifices (Ezek. 40-48), as well as the nature of the millennial reign and the kingdom of Christ.  Christ's death having its dual earthly and heavenly realities will surely impact all future entities that fulfill prophecies.  Perhaps such matters are written in forms employing earthly symbols to depict future realities that give both a heavenly and earthly nature to the kingdom.  It may well be that the bifurcation displayed by amillennialism and premillennialism is an earthly distinction that fails to consider sufficiently the heavenly reality.

It seems that amillennialism tends to overemphasize essential reality (the heavenly, spiritual aspects of the kingdom) to the neglect of the existential (historical) aspects, while premillennialism overstresses existential reality to the neglect of the essential reality.  Could it be that with the close of the present age the millennial kingdom will partake of additional dimensions of reality involving space and time so that the very nature of the kingdom is greatly altered?  As there is a growing enhancement of the reality of the temple through the aeons of time and beyond, cannot there be a similar enhancement of the nature of the heavenly throne actualized in the millennial kingdom?  During the millennial kingdom, believers and constructs of other dimensions will exist together in the actualization of the kingdom on earth.  Many of the believers on earth during this time will exist in resurrected bodies which Paul designates as "spiritual" and "heavenly" (1 Cor. 15:40-49; 2 Cor. 5:1-5).  Does this not suggest that two different types of human beings will live together?  Does this not help to explain those prophecies that suggest heavenly reality will exist side by side with earthly reality (Isa. 65-66)?  On the basis of the pattern seen in revelation and history so far, the next era can be expected to actualize on earth the essential reality of God's nature more than has ever been seen before.  Both priestly and royal functions will be more inextricably meshed to reflect the heavenly reality in greater ways.  Thus our categories of understanding and explaining this future reality probably fail.  Practically speaking, we should probably refrain from dogmatism regarding the nature of this coming era.

   Finally, in the new heavens and new earth, God's presence is fully and perfectly actualized among his people in such a way that God and Christ and his people all are the temple, so that we "see his face."  Indeed, the full union of deity with humanity, already accomplished as a reality in Christ, will be perfected and fully realized then as human beings are united with God in Christ (John 14-17).   

The matter of other dimensions, and the distinction between essential and existential reality, must surely be applied to our understanding of hell and the meaning of "eternal" torment.  The word "eternal" itself signals that additional conceptions of time are involved.  If other dimensions are involved in the reality of heaven, so they must be involved in the reality of hell.  Perhaps the fate of human beings should be understood in the sense that believers alone have essential reality because of who they are in Christ.  Unbelievers, lacking essential reality, have only existential reality--limited to a linear history, temporal, external.  Hence they are tormented forever in the sense that they  are "lost", i.e., they are trapped in the dimensions known to us now.  They never experience eternal life belonging to the dimensions of heaven.  To speak of physical torment as coupled with suffering "forever" employs concepts involving additional dimensions that are beyond our capacity to comprehend.  On the other hand, t may be that “forever” is figurative.

Regarding hermeneutics, a new paradigm based in a biblical worldview promises a way for thinking differently.  Our attempt to interpret the text must keep in mind that at any given passage we may be involved in language and symbols on the page that represent both earthly as well as heavenly reality.  Thus our attempt to define interpretation a certain way may pertain to one reality but not to another.  It seems that a hermeneutic based in the biblical assumption of differing realities (hence reflecting a biblical worldview) would be a helpful paradigm to get meaning from the text.  Heavenly and earthly realities are present in history and in the text.

A hermeneutic based in the biblical worldview provides some direction for dealing with symbols in Scripture.  While symbols have multiple meanings they do not have, as Beale observes, "inexhaustible meanings."
  The biblical worldview, as set forth in this study, acts as a guide to the probable or possible meanings.  It is reliable because it arises within the text and is not the imposition of a modern worldview contrary to it.  This allows us to reproduce Scripture's own hermeneutic.

In addition, a hermeneutic must take account of the implications flowing from the quotation of Exodus 25:40 in Hebrews 8:5.  Here the author deliberately adds the word ("all things"), enlarging the matter of the things that are to be made according to the pattern ( shown Moses on the mountain.  The verse suggests at least two things.  First, a proper interpretation of the Old Testament must include both its historical ("shadowy," typical) sense and its "heavenly" sense or meaning after which the former is patterned.  Second, such an approach to the Old Testament is extended (by adding "all things") to include not only the tabernacle/temple structure but its entire cult--the priests who ministered, the ministry, the feasts, the sacrifices, and the attendant legislation.
  This would include virtually all of Exodus through Deuteronomy.  Since the Prophets and Writings seek to develop the Law, then the entire Old Testament should be read with these two realities in mind.  Indeed, if Jesus is the speaker in Exodus 25:40, then he repeats the significance of these words in Luke 24:27, 44.  The addition of changes Exodus 25:40 into "an exegetical principle" so that the features of the cult become clues to the heavenly ministry of Christ.
  From this verse even Calvin  recognized the implications for hermeneutics.  Regarding the ancient rituals he writes that "there was a real and spiritual meaning in all these things, since Moses was commanded to execute every thing according to the original pattern which was given from heaven" (italics mine).
 

Standard approaches to evangelical hermeneutics emphasize literal interpretation, the normal use of words.  In this approach words and sentences have "but one meaning in one place."
  Yet many acknowledge that prophecy calls for "special hermeneutics" and is "outside of the line of literal narrative."
  If much of Old Testament Scripture has, according to the suggestion of Calvin, a "real and spiritual meaning," then perhaps most of it is susceptible to "special hermeneutics" and must be approached by something other than, or in addition to, literal interpretation.
  

Support for this approach occurs in the text.  In accord with Hebrews 8:2 which describes the sanctuary in which Christ serves as "the true tabernacle," the inference we may draw is that the earthly is the symbolical, limited, temporal, and imperfect (but not false), whereas the heavenly is the true, genuine, and eternal.
  Does this not suggest that the historical sense, corresponding to the tabernacle of Moses, is the symbolical, limited, historical meaning, etc., and that we should look for the true, genuine, or non-symbolical meaning, corresponding to the heavenly tabernacle?  Just as people could look at the tabernacle of Moses and see only a temporal, imperfect reality (but which symbolized an eternal one), so people may look at the text and see only a historical, temporal meaning (but which represents an eternal one).  Yet such viewing would be impaired and partial.

We can avoid a rationalistic approach to the text by submitting our current, modern worldview to the biblical worldview, and letting the latter prevail.  Similarly we must avoid a Platonic or Philonic approach to the text, which disparages the historical sense of the text and is often quite arbitrary in finding the heavenly meaning.  The biblical pattern suggests finding within the text the historical and spiritual meaning inextricably joined together as part of one meaning.  As Lane and most commentators point out, the concept of a heavenly sanctuary corresponding to the earthly one was commonly current in Judaism, and reflects direct dependence on the Old Testament.  It has "more in common with rabbinic and Jewish apocalyptic literature . . .  than it does with Philo."

In addition, the increasing actualization on earth of the priestly and kingly attributes of God suggests that revelation is progressive and that our hermeneutic should recognize this.  A hermeneutic that fails to recognize the increasing actualization of the heavenly on earth is flat and far too influenced by a contemporary or earthly worldview.  Thus our hermeneutic must be suited to an increasing actualization of heavenly reality.

The foregoing is an attempt to affirm that the meaning of the text is one complex whole, not multiple.  The existential level of meaning and the essential level are inextricably bound together.  The one gives rise to the other.  They cannot be disparate or contradictory. 

Regarding theology more specifically, there must be recognition of its growth and development, its progression, even during the present era.  That is, as the revelation of God's rule and relationship progressed in the Old Testament, even within the same dispensation or economy, so it does during the present era.  There is an increasing actualization within the present era, not just between the present era and the next.  As the saints prior to Moses knew little of the heavenly temple, and as those prior to David knew little of the heavenly throne, but those of a later time did, so there is a parallel limit to our understanding.  Our theological systems should ever come closer to heavenly reality, the truth as it really is.  This suggests that the idea of looking back toward the Reformation, or to the Early Church, is time-bound and backward in light of the biblical worldview.  Right now God is actualizing heavenly reality more and more  (cf. Matt. 16:18:  "I will build my church"; and 2 Cor. 3:17:  "We, who with unveiled faces all reflect the Lord's glory, are being transformed into his likeness with ever increasing glory, which comes from the Lord, who is the Spirit").  

Regarding a model of spiritual formation, we must recognize the progressive nature of our individual transformation (Rom. 12:1-2) and of the Church as a whole (Heb. 11:39-40).  Spiritual transformation consists of actualizing the heavenly, essential reality more and more in our existential or particular history.  This seems well reflected in Paul's words (2 Cor. 4:16-18, NIV; cf. Heb. 2:8-9):

Therefore we do not lose heart.  Though outwardly we are wasting away, yet inwardly we are being renewed day by day.  For our light and momentary troubles are achieving for us an eternal glory that far outweighs them all.  So we fix our eyes not on what is seen, but on what is unseen.  For what is seen is temporary, but what is unseen is eternal.

� Fourteen times occurs for the temple in Jerusalem or for a pagan shrine,  seven  times it occurs as Jesus compares his body with the temple of Jerusalem,  seven times it is used of believers as the temple of God, and once it occurs of the eschatological  temple where the man of sin will sit (2 Thess. 2:4).   





� It occurs for the tabernacle which Peter proposes to build on the Mount of Transfiguration (Matt. 17:4; Mark 9:5; Luke 9:33),  of a pagan shrine (Acts 7:43), of the tabernacle in the wilderness (Acts 7:44); of eternal tabernacles (Luke 16:9); of the tabernacle of the new covenant (Acts 15:16).  In Revelation the beast blasphemes God's name and "and his tabernacle, those who tabernacle in heaven" (13:6); "the temple of the tabernacle of witness in heaven was opened" (15:5); and "I heard a great voice out of heaven saying, 'Behold, the tabernacle of God is with people, and he shall tabernacle with them, and they shall be his 


people . . .'" (21:3).  Cognates  occur:  is used for our present body (2 Cor. 5:1, 4);  and occurs for Solomon's tabernacle (Acts 7:46), and for Peter's present body (2 Pet. 1:13, 14).  The verb occurs to express the word "tabernacling" among us (Jn. 1:14); and in the Revelation it is used for God "tabernacling" over his people (7:15) and with them (21:3); and for those who "tabernacle" in heaven (12:12; 13:6).





� G. K. Beale, The Book of Revelation:  A Commentary on the Greek Text (Grand Rapids:  Eerdmans, 1999),  557f.





� Isbon T. Beckwith,  The Apocalypse of John (Grand Rapids:  Baker,  rep. 1967), notes that while "a temple" may signify Christians, the temple at Jerusalem is never used to symbolize Christians or the Church (586).  The verses (11:1-2) picture "God's abiding love and mercy toward his people; he has not cast them off" (598).





� See Simon J. Kistemaker,  "The Temple in the Apocalypse" JETS 43/3 (September 2000):  436-37. 





� So Robert H. Mounce, The Book of Revelation (Grand Rapids:  Eerdmans,  1977), 219-220.





� Beale, Revelation, 1070.  In his later comments on the new Jerusalem, Beale traces the symbolism to Ezekiel.  On 21:14 he writes that the city and temple are "collapsed" into the one concept of the presence of Christ and God with his people (1070).  He cites as support 3:12; 22:4; and 11:1-2.  He seems somewhat  to contradict this when he identifies the "temple, altar, outer court, and holy city as the Christian community in 11:1-2" (1070).  He appeals to Ephesians 2:20 for demonstrating that the apostles are the "foundation" of the "holy temple . . . the church" (1070). 





� Ibid., 1071. He finds precedent for this in the Qumran community and elsewhere in Judaism.  He also appeals to several passages in early Christian writers, including Ignatius (Eph. 5, 9, 15 ; Trall. 7; Magn. 7); Polycarp (Phil. 4); 2 Clement 9:3; and Barnabas 16 (1071).�





� Ibid., 564.





� Ibid.





� Ibid.





� Ibid.  He could have cited Hebrews 6:19-20 as well.





� Ibid.





� So Henry Barclay Swete, The Apocalypse of St John (Grand Rapids:  Eerdmans,  rep. 1968),  132.





� Sixteen of the forty-five uses of "temple" and thirteen of the twenty uses of "tabernacle" occur in these two books.  No other books use these terms so often.





� The two words in quotation are derived from John Calvin, Commentaries on the Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Hebrews, trans. John Owen (Grand Rapids:  Baker,  rep. 1979),  183,  as he reflects on Hebrews 8:5.  He says that there was “a real and spiritual meaning in all these things”—the things of the tabernacle, the ritual, and the priesthood.  They were “designed to shadow forth what is found spiritually in Christ” (183). 





� As Mounce, Revelation, 218, affirms:  "That the language of prophecy is highly figurative has nothing to do with the reality of the events predicted.  Symbolism is not a denial of historicity but a matter of literary genre."  I would substitute "reality" for his term "historicity."  Similarly, G. K. Beale, John's Use of the Old Testament in Revelation (Sheffield:  Sheffield Academic Press, 1998),  56, writes that the symbols in Revelation are either similes or metaphors, and all metaphors "have a literal subject and a figurative subject, which functions as a pictorial filter through which the literal subject can better be understood.  The figurative subjects may have a range of possible points of comparison with which they are commonly associated."  





To speak of the tabernacle or sanctuary or holy of holies as figurative or symbolic is not to deny its reality.  It is not an abstraction without reality.  Indeed, the author of Hebrews hints at its substance by his use of certain terms in distinguishing the earthly sanctuary from the heavenly.  He speaks of it as actual, heavenly (in contrast to earthly, 9:1), true (8:2), the substance in contrast to the shadow (8:5), as not of this creation and thus of the new creation (9:11), as God-made, not man-made (9:11; 24-25).  It is a present reality for which we have no adequate words to express.  It encompasses ideas certainly, but is not necessarily non-physical.  That is, it may be more than physical as we understand physical.  While we have the capacity to comprehend four dimensions in our space-time continuum, the heavenly tabernacle or sanctuary probably involves additional dimensions.  





So it isn't entirely correct to oppose physical and spiritual/figurative/symbolical.  The better opposition is that of earthly, worldly, or temporal, and heavenly or eternal, which is what Scripture seems to do (Heb. 8:4-5; 9:1, 11, 24-25).





� See James B. De Young,  "1 Clement:  A Model for Christian Hermeneutics and Eschatology?  The Use of Scripture and Other Literature in 1 Clement, with Special Attention to the Use of Isaiah 60:17 in 1 Clement 42:5," paper presented to the Evangelical Theological Society, Danvers, MA, November 17, 1999, 30-37.  I give statistics that show that 1 Clement follows the lead of Hebrews in its preference for citing the Psalms.





� Harris, R. Laird, Gleason L. Archer, Jr., and Bruce K. Waltke, Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament (Chicago:  Moody,  1980), 1:214-215.  The interpretation of the various references is mine.  The use of a question mark indicates uncertainty regarding the meaning.





� Ibid., 1:15.  It occurs a total of 340 times.





� Ibid., 1:448.





� Note that David “sat before the LORD.”  In this chapter David refers ten times to himself in the third person as a “servant” of the LORD.





� Ibid., 2:789.





� Ibid.





� The first uses of hekal also occur in 1 Samuel (as shown above).





� My discussion  here concerns specific terms.  What about Hebrew synonyms of these terms?  Do these observations pertain to other words related to ruling?  In general they do.  The term melek  occurs over 2500 times!  Most of these refer to human rulers.  God is termed the "King" as early as Deuteronomy 33:5.  Then the bulk of references to God as King come in the era of the monarchy (1 Sam. 12:12; and twenty-one times in the Psalms, plus seven more times as typified in the Psalms).  There are eight uses in Isaiah, five in Jeremiah (including the "Branch" as a King, 23:5),  two in Ezekiel,  once in Aramaic Daniel (4:37), and in Zechariah 9:9; 14:9, 16; Malachi 1:14.  God's "Kingdom"  (malkut) is used in 1 Chronicles 17:14, four times in the Psalms (45:6; 103:19; 145:11, 12, 13), and five times in Aramaic Daniel.    


The verb malak occurs over 300 times.  The first reference to "God reigns"  is Exodus 15:18; then comes 1 Chronicles 16:31, with the rest coming in the Psalms (47:8; 93:1; 96:10; 97:1; 99:1; 146:10) and the later prophets (Isa. 24:23; 52:7; Jer. 23:5; Eze. 20:33; Mic. 4:7).


The verb mashal, "rule," occurs first in Judges 8:23, then during the monarchy (1 Chron. 29:12; 2 Chron. 20:6; Ps. 8:6; 59:13; 66:7; 89:9; 103:19; Isa. 40:10; 63:19; Mic. 5:2; Zech. 6:13).  The noun moshel, "dominion," occurs once of God (Zech. 9:10).  The verb rada, "rule," occurs twice in prophesying the rule of God (Num. 24:19; Ps. 110:2).  No uses of the verb sarar, "rule," occur of God, nor are there any such uses of the verb shalat, "rule, dominate."  No uses of shallit, "master," occur in the Hebrew, but there are five uses of the Aramaic (Dan. 4:17, 25, 26, 32; 5:21).  





Related terms show a similar tendency.  Regarding shapat, "to judge," the earliest uses of the verb relating to God occur in Genesis 16:5, 31:53, and Exodus 5:21; then come uses in the Chronicles and Psalms.  The term magen, "shield, suzerain"  occurs early and often  (esp. in the Psalms) for God.  There are no uses of nagid, "captain," nasik, "prince," qasin, "ruler," razon, "potentate," mishmar, "officer, guard," paqad, "to appoint," segen, "ruler" of God.  One use of ro'sh, "head," occurs of God in prophecy; and two uses of sar, "captain," occur of God (Josh. 5:14, 15:  "captain of the Lord's army").  Few of these terms show the distinctive usage as cited above for temple and throne.





� It is interesting that the Jews returning after the Exile did not try to construct Ezekiel's temple, even though his prophecy was known to them.





� Yet some insist that there was no heavenly tabernacle/temple until the coming of Christ and his sacrificial death.  Thus the instruction to Moses recorded in Exodus 25:40 and elsewhere is prophetic of a tabernacle to come.  MacLeod writes that the earthly tabernacle was not patterned after a heavenly one already existing.  Moses "saw a future sanctuary through a prophetic vision" just like Ezekiel and John see a future temple.  See David J. MacLeod, "The Cleansing of the True Tabernacle," BibSac 152 (Jan-Mar 1995):  62-63.  He cites Ronald Williamson, William Lane, L. D. Hurst, and Thomas Torrance as supporting this view.  Yet how do we explain the numerous passages of the Old Testament that speak of a heavenly temple/tabernacle?  How do we explain its equation with the "throne"?  Did not the latter exist for all eternity?  By correctly defining the heavenly tabernacle as a symbol we can avoid, on the one hand, the faults associated with a literal or physical heavenly tabernacle, and, on the other hand, those associated with a Platonic or Philonic purely idealistic tabernacle.   Interestingly, MacLeod ends up understanding the heavenly tabernacle similarly to my view, that it is not so much a place but relationships (70); it is "a meeting place--a sphere of communion--between God and man" (71).  Yet because the heavenly is eternal the primary reference is not to a relationship between God and man but to something in the nature of God, as stated above.   





� Interestingly, some see a combination of Alexandrian Philonic and Palestinian apocalyptic imagery involved in the heavenly tabernacle.  So Gordon W. MacRae, "Heavenly Temple and Eschatology in the Letter to the Hebrews," Semeia 12 (1978):179-199.  He finds support for this by emphasizing the homily genre of the Epistle.  The author is Alexandrian, his readers Palestinian.





� For an emphasis on the antithesis in Hebrews, see Harold W. Attridge, "The Uses of Antithesis in Hebrews 8-10," Harvard Theological Review, 79:1-3 (1986): 1-9.


  


� Note how “rest” is tied to the concepts of throne and kingdom in several of the passages cited from the OT (1 Chron. 22:9, 18, 25; Isa. 11:10).





� See my paper, "The Woman, the Lamb, and the Dragon:  Toward a Hermeneutic for Interpreting Apocalypse in Apocalyptic Times," a paper presented to the Evangelical Theological Society, Orlando, FL, November, 1998.





� While the author of Hebrews primarily uses Moses' tabernacle as a shadow and symbol of the heavenly (8:2ff.; many other references), at times he alludes to contemporary worship, ritual, and features of the temple (7:28; 8:4-6; 9:8-10; 9:16-17; 13:9-13).  The very form of several assertions about the priesthood stated as universals must allow for this contemporary meaning (8:3; 9:22, 25; 10:1-3, 11). 





� Note also that Paul  writes of "the temple of God" ( that will be desecrated by a "man of lawlessness" (2 Thes. 2:3-12) in the future.  Surely Paul is thinking of Daniel 7-8, 11, and other Scripture.  Stephen G. Brown, "The Intertextuality of Isaiah 66.17 and 2 Thessalonians 2.7:  A Solution for the 'Restrainer Problem',"  in Evans, Craig A. and James A. Sanders, eds.,  Paul and the Scriptures of Israel (Sheffield:  Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 254-277, suggests that "middle" ( in the phrase, "from the middle" (2:7), is a mythopoetic symbol referring to a sacred center and was part of the Mother Earth cult known in the Old Testament (263-266).   Since Paul is giving an exposition of Isaiah 66,  "temple" in Paul's words (v. 4) is a conflation of Ezekiel 28:2 and Daniel 11:36 as modified by Isaiah 66:6 which has the words, "a voice from the temple."  What is especially interesting is Brown's suggestion that Paul's "out of the middle" (v. 7) draws from Isaiah 66:17 ("after one in the middle . . shall come to an end").  Thus this "sacred center" in Paul is a reference to the "temple" of Isaiah 66:6.  Whatever existential reality the temple of God here has, it is significant that some form on earth in the future seems necessary, along with an individual who violates it.


   


� Hence one writer suggests that on the Day of Atonement the high priest took on the role of God himself, "absorbed the effects of evil into himself, and eliminated them by dying symbolically in the vicarious death of the sacrificed goat."  See Margaret Barker, On Earth As It Is In Heaven:  Temple Symbolism in the New Testament (Edinburgh:  T & T Clark, 1995).  The quote is from the reviewer, Bernhard Lang, Scottish Journal of Theology, 51 (1998):  381.





� See Brent Sandy, “Israel’s Future:  The Language of Blessing in the Prophets,” a paper presented to the Evangelical Theological Society, Nashville, TN, November, 2000, 6ff.





� Beale, John's Use of the Old Testament, 59.  Citing others, Beale compares Revelation's "metaphorical texture" to an "onion or rose with layers of meaning"  or to "a prism refracting meaning in multiple ways" (so Schussler Fiorenza), but "not in limitless ways" (59).





� As Paul Ellingworth, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids:  Eerdmans, 1993), 408, remarks.





� From William L. Lane, Hebrews 1-8 (Dallas:  Word, 1991), 1:207, who cites M. R. D'Angelo, Moses in the Letter to the Hebrews, SBLDS 42 (Missoula, MT:  Scholars, 1979),  205-22. 





� Calvin, Hebrews, 183.  Calvin cautions moderation against finding in every detail "some sublime mystery" (184).  Thus moderation will come by seeking only "to know what has been revealed to us respecting Christ" (184).  So Christ is the key.





� Milton S. Terry, Biblical Hermeneutics:  A Treatise on the Interpretation of the Old and New Testaments (2nd edition; Grand Rapids:  Zondervan, 1976), 205.  Terry calls this the grammatical-historical approach.  





� Ibid., 407.  Terry goes on to say that "there is an element of mystery about all predictions, and those of greatest moment in the Scriptures are clothed in a symbolic drapery" (407).  





Interestingly, Terry quotes a certain M'Call, Aids to Faith, 97,  as noting that "Hebrew prophecy, like the Hebrew people, stands without parallel in the history of the world. . .  It is useless, therefore, to go to the manticism of the heathen to get light as to the nature of Hebrew prophecy. . .   The only reliable sources of information on the subject are the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments."  Now if this is true regarding prophecy, why is it not true regarding all of Scripture?  Why should we go to the pagan society around us to find an approach to interpreting Scripture instead of deriving it from Scripture itself?  The answer seems to be inescapable.  Only as the current method of interpretation coincides with the method we find in Scripture should Christians embrace it.  Tertullian (On Prescription Against Heretics, 20.1) also suggests this when he argues against the unbelievers of his day who would seek to interpret Scripture according to their system.  The Bible, he argues, belongs to the Church, not the pagans, hence only the Church should know how, and determine how, to interpret it.  He asks:  "What has Athens to do with Jerusalem?" (Prescription, 7.9).





� Bernard Ramm in his classic work, Protestant Biblical Interpretation (Boston:  W. A. Wilde Co., 1956), writes that the "literal meaning of the figurative expression is the proper or natural meaning as understood by students of language.  Whenever a figure is used its literal meaning is precisely that meaning determined by grammatical studies of figures" (141).  Regarding prophecy he writes that the New Testament uses an "expanded typological principle" in interpreting prophecy (239-241).  Again, he identifies the New Testament method in employing the Old Testament as the "typological, heavenly" (242-246).  He observes that both an "extreme literalism" and "extreme typological approach" are "equally contrary to the method by which the New Testament interprets the Old" (247). 





� See Lane,  Hebrews, 1:205-206.





� Ibid., 205.  Lane cites Cody (Heavenly Sanctuary) here and  Old Testament texts (Exod. 25:9, 40; 26:30; 27:8; Num. 8:4) as well as rabbinic ones (Test. Levi 3:4-8; 5:1; 2 Apoc. Bar. 4:3-6; 4 Ezra 7:26; 8:52; 13:36).  Yet the idea that the heavenly is of lasting value is an idea from Philo and Greek philosophy, and is not, according to Lane,  "reflected in the Palestinian Jewish literature" (205).  I think it is based in the Old Testament.
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