Typology
and the Levitical

system-—1

The author here begins a two-part study on typology, particularly relating it
to the sanctuary, the Leuvitical system, and the book of Hebrews. In this first
article he deals with such questions as Does typology provide a valid and
serious way of understanding the Old Testament? Is sanctuary typology a
dualistic vertical typology or does it function in the same framework as the
rest of Old Testament typology?
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raison d'étre of the Advent Movement.
For the Adventist pioneers, “the subject
of the sanctuary was the key which
unlocked the mystery of the disappoint-
ment of 1844. It opened to view a
complete system of truth, connected and
harmonious, showing that God’s hand
had directed the great advent movement
and revealing present duty as it brought
to light the position and work of His

any Christians regard the Old Testament Levitical institutions as
little more than a historical curiosity, to be studied only for
information concerning the religious milieu of ancient Israel.
Others view the Hebrew sanctuary and its services as occupying
a useful, though ancillary, position in ilustrating the gospel.

people.” 'Over the past fourteen decades
the doctrine of the sanctuary has con-
tinued to lie at the foundation of
Adventist theology and mission and has
remained the most distinctive contribu-
tion of Adventism to Christian thought.

Within the constraints of this article it
is not possible either to summarize all of
the lines of Biblical, historical, and
theological evidence that SDAs have



n the typological relationship there is a divine design in which
the Old Testament redlities are superintended by God, even in specific
details, so as to prefigure the New Testament realities.

published? or to provide a comprehen-
sive statement of historic Adventist

teaching on the sanctuary and its serv- -

ices.> Rather, we will emphasize perhaps
the most basic, and at the same time the
most overlooked, aspect of this sub-
ject—hermeneutics. We will focus upon
the how, that is, the method or approach
employed in unraveling the meaning of
the Levitical institutions. For whatever
may be said about interpreting the details
of specific passages, the historic Advent-
ist interpretation of the sanctuary in the
last analysis stands or falls depending
upon the validity of its hermeneutic
method.

One thing Christian interpreters are
generally agreed upon: The basic New
Testament hermeneutic key for unlock-
ing the meaning of the Old Testament
sanctuary and its services is that of
typology. But where they disagree is on
the question What is the precise nature,
function, and purpose of the typological

approach to Scripture! Much of the’

current criticism of the historic Advent-
ist sanctuary theology stems in fact from
a fundamental disagreement over the
answer to this crucial question.

We can isolate four major areas of
particular concern with regard to the
typological approach to the Levitical
system. The first area relates to the
nature of Biblical typology in general.
Should it be viewed according to the
traditional or the postcritical school of
thought?* Historic Adventism has con-
sistently subscribed to the traditional
mode of interpretation.

The second area concerns the relation-
ship between the sanctuary typology of
Hebrews and the typological perspective
elsewhere in Scripture. It involves the
question whether sanctuary typology
should be viewed from a vertical
(earthly-heavenly) dimension not unre-
lated to dualistic thought forms that are
alien to the Biblical perspective, or from
only a horizontal (historical) dimension
that accords better with the modern
world view.*

The third major cluster of concerns
involves the relationship between sanc-
tuary type and antitype, particularly as

elucidated in the book of Hebrews.
Seventh-day Adventists have tradition-
ally understood that there still exists a
basic continuity between the essential

contours of type and antitype, the

earthly and the heavenly, the copy and
the original, based upon such passages as
Hebrews 8:5 and 9:24. Recently, how-
ever, this position has been seriously
challenged from both within and outside
of Adventism.¢ Scholars have vigorously
argued that the book of Hebrews portrays
a “tremendous disparity” between types

and antitypes and that it attempts to

modify the type to fit Christian beliefs.

The fourth major area of concern
builds on the third and deals with the
role of Hebrews in interpreting the Old
Testament sanctuary. Does Hebrews
offer the only New Testament interpre-
tation of the sanctuary services, and
therefore must Hebrews be regarded as
the only ultimate norm for interpreting
the Old Testament sanctuary types? If
so, then traditional Adventist interpre-
tations could be considered illegitimate
because they fail to accept what is seen as
Hebrews’ normative alterations of the
Old Testament types to fit the New
Testament fulfillment.

The remainder of this article will
analyze the first two of these problem
areas, and a subsequent article will take
up the final pair of related concerns with
regard to sanctuary typology.

Let us first consider the matter of
Biblical typology in general. A number
of prominent Biblical scholars have in
recent decades given a strikingly positive
assessment of the role of typology in
Scripture. For example, noted New
Testament theologian Leonard Goppelt,
who produced the first comprehensive
survey of New Testament typology from
a modern historical perspective,” has in
later articles continued to emphasize
that typology “is the central and dis-
tinctive New Testament way of under-
standing Scripture.”® Old Testament
scholar G. Ernest Wright asserts that
“the one word which perhaps better than
any other describes the early Church’s
method of interpreting the Old Testa-
ment is ‘typology.’”? Church historian

R. M. Grant concurs: “The New Testa-
ment method of interpreting the Old was
generally that of typology.”® And New
Testament scholar E. Earle Ellis (follow-
ing W. G. Kimmel) maintains that
“typological interpretation expresses
most clearly ‘the basic attitude of primi-
tive Christianity toward the Old Testa-
ment.”” ! A

These recent affirmations of the cen-
trality and importance of Biblical typol-
ogy appear remarkable in view of the
prevailing negative evaluation pre-
viously seen among critical scholars.
Owing to the triumph of historical
criticism within liberal scholarship, all
serious interest in typology had been
virtually eliminated in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries.
Except in the more conservative circles,
typology was regarded as merely “an
historical curiosity, of little importance
or significance for the modern reader.” 2
However, after World War Il strong
advocates of the historical-critical
method, which had dealt the deathblow
to nineteenth-century traditional typol-
ogy, exuberantly embraced a “post-criti-
cal neo-typology.”

We have already acknowledged that
there are differing modern views of the
nature of Biblical typology. According to
the traditional view (which forms the
basis for historic Adventist interpreta-
tion of the sanctuary), typology is the
study of those Old Testament persons,
events, or institutions that God has
specifically designed to serve as predic-
tive prefigurations (types) pointing
forward in specific details to their fulfill-
ment in Christ and/or gospel realities
brought about by Christ. According to
the postcritical view, typology is
regarded as a common human way of
analogical thinking, which in Scripture
involves the retrospective recognition
(in the freedom of the Spirit) of general
correspondence between persons,
events, and institutions within the con-
sistent divine revelation in history. Thus
the postcritical view represents a signifi-
cant departure from the historical view.
The differences can be outlined as
follows:
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he author of Hebrews does not read alien thought forms back into the
Levitical system, but simply recognizes and elucidates that which was
part of Israel’s understanding of the sanctuary from its inception.

Traditional
1. Rooted in historical realities—
historicity of the types
essential.

> Divinely designed prefigurations.
. Prospective/predictive.

4. Prefigurations extend to specific
details.

. Includes vertical (sanctuary)
typology.

. Involves consistent principles
of interpretation..

As we look at these two views of
typology the question immediately
arises, How can we possibly decide what
is the Biblical perspective on typology?
How can we allow the characteristic
conceptual elements or structures of
typology to emerge from within Scrip-
ture, instead of projecting upon Scrip-
ture our own preconceived under-
standing of typology as others have ?

Fortunately, the New Testament writ-
ers provide a solution to this problem.
We can clearly identify six verses in the
New Testament as typological because
they employ the .word type (typos) or
antitype (antitypon) as hermeneutic terms
to describe the New Testament authors’
interpretation of the Old Testament.
These verses are Romans 5:14; 1 Corin-
thians 10:6, 11; 1 Peter 3:21; Hebrews
8:5 and 9:24. We can engage in a
detailed exegesis of these New Testa-
ment hermeneutical typos passages, and
from such analysis should emerge at least
a preliminary delineation of the funda-
mental conceptual structures of Biblical
typology. The existence of typology may
then be identified in other scriptural
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Postcritical
1. Historicity not essential.

. Analogies/corresponderices
within God’s similar modes
of activity.

. Retrospective—littie or no
predictive element.

. Involves only general
“parallel situations.”

. Rejects vertical as aliento
Biblical perspective (Hebrews
said to be dualistic).

. No system or order; based - upon
freedom of the Spirit.

passages where the same structures are
present but the actual terms type and
antitype are absent. .

In a separate study,'* the writer has
conducted a detailed examination of the
New Testament hermeneutical typos
passages in their context: Romans 5:12-
21; 1 Corinthians 10:1-13; 1 Peter
3:18-22; and Hebrews 8:5 and 9:24.
From this study we can define five
structures of typology. The first concep-
tual element may be termed the histori-
cal structure. The remaining four struc-
tures are more theological in nature: an
eschatological structure, a Christologi-
cal-soteriological structure, an ecclesio-
logical structure, and a prophetic struc-
ture. Space permits us only to summarize
and briefly illustrate each.

1. The historical structure of Biblical
typology underscores the fact that typol-
ogy is rooted in history. .This is in
contradistinction to allegory, which- is
not primarily, if at all, concerned about
the literal historical sense, but with the
figurative or spiritual. kernel hidden
under the historical husk. The historical
structure involves three crucial aspects.

First, the historical reality of the Old
Testament type is assumed by the Bibli-
cal writer and may consist of persons
(e.g., Adam, Romans 5), events, (e.g.,
the Exodus, 1 Corinthians 10; the Flood,
1 Peter 3), or institutions (e.g., the
sanctuary, Hebrews 8 and 9). So crucial
is the matter of historicity that the
typological arguments of Romans 5, 1
Corinthians 10, and 1 Peter 3 would
collapse if the historical reality of Adam,
the Exodus, or the Flood was not
accepted. Likewise, the concern of the
author of Hebrews throughout the Epis-
tle “is to ground Christian confidence in
objective facts. . . . Redl deity, real
humanity, real priesthood—and we may
add, a real ministry in a real sanctuary.” **

As a second aspect of the historical
structure, the New Testament authors
point out the historical correspondence
between the type and antitype. Thus
Adam is a type of Christ (Romans 5); the
Exodus events occurred as types corre-
sponding to the experience of the
Christian (1 Corinthians 10); the Flood
corresponds to its antitype, Christian
baptism (1 Peter 3); and the old cove-
nant sanctuary, with its sacrifices and
priesthood, is a copy and shadow of the
new covenant realities (Hebrews 8 and
9). The content of the correspondence
extends even to details connected with
the type, but always to such details as are
already symbolic of salvation in the Old
Testament (e.g., Heb. 8:5; 9:24; 13:11-
13). :

As a third aspect of the historical
structure, the type and antitype are
never on the same plane. The New
Testament antitype invariably involves
an absolute escalation, or intensifica-
tion, of the Old Testament type. For
instance, Israel’s food and drink in the
wilderness are intensified to become the
Christian Lord’s Supper of the antitype
(1 Corinthians 10). In Hebrews the
inadequate, temporary Old Testament
sacrifices and ceremonies are escalated
into the once-for-all efficacious sacrifice
and superior permanent priesthood of
Christ.

2. The eschatological structure further
clarifies the nature of the historical



correspondence and intensification
described above. Notice how the Old
Testament persons, events, and institu-
tions take on an eschatological aspect in
their New Testament fulfilment. In 1
Corinthians 10 the experiences of Israel
in the wilderness are types (typoi) of
those “upon whom the end of the ages
has come” (verse 11, R.S.V.)." In
Romans 5 Adam is a type (typos) of “the
one who was to come” (verse 14,
R.S.V.)—the second Adam, whose
coming brought about the eschatological
new age. In 1 Peter 3 the salvation of
Noah and his family through the Flood
finds its antitype (antitypon) in the
sacramental salvation of the eschatolog-
ical “now” (verse 21). And in Hebrews 8
and 9 the Old Testament sacrifices are
linked with the once-for-all sacrifice “at
the end of the age” (chap. 9:26,
R.S.V.).

3. The Christological-soteriological
structure suggests that Old Testament
types find their ultimate fulfillment in
Christ. Sometimes it may be in the form
of a correspondence between an Old
Testament reality and the person of
Christ, as in Romans 5 (Adam —
Christ) and Hebrews 8 and 9 (priesthood
and sacrifices — Christ as high priest
and His sacrifice). At other times it may
be in the larger context of the new
covenant brought about by Christ, as
with the sacraments and the believers’
experience, in 1 Corinthians 10 and 1
Peter 3, and the heavenly sanctuary of
Hebrews 8 and 9.

4. The ecclesiological structure of Bibli-
cal typology includes three possible
aspects related to the recipients of
Christ’s saving work: (a) the individual
worshiper, (b) the corporate covenant
community, and (c) the sacraments of
the church. In 1 Corinthians 10 all of
these aspects come to the fore. The
experiences of ancient Israel in the
wilderness happened typologically
(typikos) as types (typoi) of eschatological
Israel, the Christian church (verses 6,
11), and involved the sacraments (verses
2-4) and a personal decision whether to
be faithful or disobedient (verses 5-10).
In Hebrews the sacraments are perhaps

mentioned briefly (chap. 6:2-4), but the
emphasis is upon the individual wor-
shiper (chaps. 9:9, 14; 10:2, 14, 22) and
the eschatological community (chaps.
10:8-13, 21; 12:22-24).

5. The prophetic structure in Biblical
typology also includes three aspects:

a. The Old Testament types point
forward: they are advance presentations,
or prefigurations, of the corresponding
New Testament realities. Thus in 1
Corinthians 10 the wilderness experi-
ence of ancient Israel is shown to be a
prefiguration of the experience of the
Christian church (verses 6, 11). Like-
wise, in Hebrews 8 and 9 the Old
Testament earthly sanctuary is portrayed
as “a copy and shadow of the heavenly
sanctuary” (chap. 8:5, R.S.V.), “a
shadow of the good things to come”
(chap. 10:1, R.S.V.).

b. In the typological relationship
there is a divine design in which the Old
Testament realities are superintended by
God, even in specific details, so as to
prefigure the New Testament realities.
This divine design is implied in all the
hermeneutical typos passages, but is most
explicitly revealed in Hebrews (e.g.,
chaps. 8:5, 6; 10:1).

c. The prefigurations involve a
“must needs be” quality giving them the
force of prospective-predictive fore-
shadowings of their New Testament
fulfillments. This is most clearly illus-
trated in Hebrews 8 and 9. Just as the
earthly high priest offered gifts and
sacrifices, so “it is necessary [must needs
be] for this priest [Christ] also to have
something to offer” (chap. 8:3, R.S.V.).
Again, as the earthly sanctuary was
cleansed, so it must needs be with the
heavenly counterpart (chap. 9:23).

In" summarizing the nature of Biblical
typology, which is the first of the two
major areas of concern we are covering in
this article, we underscore the following:
The structures of Biblical typology, as
they emerge from representative scrip-
tural passages, harmonize fully with the
traditional view of typology. In contrast
with the postcritical neotypology,
according to the Biblical perspective the
New Testament fulfillment must be

ow can we decide what is the Biblical perspective on typology?
How can we allow the characteristic conceptual elements or
structures of typology to emerge from within Scripture?

rooted in the historical reality of the Old
Testament type; the correspondence
consists of a divinely designed prefigura-
tion; it is basically prospective/predic-
tive, and not simply retrospective; and it
involves a correspondence of details as
well as general “similar situations.” If the
Biblical understanding of typology coin-
cides with the traditional view, then we
may conclude that the historic Advent-
ist approach toward typology—which
follows the traditional view——is conso-
nant with the Biblical perspective.

Regarding the second cluster of
issues—involving the relationship
between the sanctuary typology as illus-
trated in Hebrews and the typology
elsewhere in Scripture—we find that
Hebrews has the same basic typological
structures as we have found in herme-
neutical typos passages outside the Epis-
tle. Although Hebrews broadens the
typological correspondence to include a
cultic institution, as well as persons or
events, and although the vertical
(earthly-heavenly) correspondence is
introduced in addition to the horizontal
(historical), yet the basic structures of
typology remain unchanged. The inclu-
sion of the cultic, or sacrificial, institu-
tion simply serves to expand the scope of
typological realities to encompass three
categories: persons, events, and institu-
tions. Likewise, the introduction of the
vertical dimension actually serves to
reinforce the element of escalation, or
intensification, that forms part of the
historical structure.

The wvertical dimension in Hebrews
should not be regarded as a reinterpreta-
tion of the Old Testament cultus, based
upon vestiges of mythic-cosmic analogy
and Platonic-Philonian dualism that are
alien to the fundamental Biblical per-
spective.'* Rather, the earth-heaven
sanctuary correspondence is at home
already in the Old Testament. The first
mention of the sanctuary in the Old
Testament (Exodus 25) implies vertical
correspondence. The author of Hebrews
cites Exodus 25:40 as scriptural support
for a vertical correspondence between
earthly and heavenly sanctuaries, and a

(Continued on page 30)
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careful analysis of this passage confirms
the conclusion drawn in Hebrews 8:5.
According to Exodus 25:40, the “pat-
tern” (tabnith, LXX typos) of the earthly
sanctuary shown to Moses on the mount
is a miniature model of the heavenly
sanctuary. The vertical correspondence
implied in Exodus 25 is also explicitly
indicated in numerous passages
throughout the Old Testament.'® The
author of Hebrews therefore does not
read alien thought forms back into the
Levitical system, but simply recognizes
and elucidates that which was part of the
warp and woof of [srael’s understanding
of the sanctuary from its inception at
Mount Sinai. By the same token, his-
toric Adventism in its emphasis upon the
vertical typology between the earthly
and heavenly sanctuaries remains faith-
ful to the fundamental Biblical perspec-
tive.

In conclusion, the hermeneutical
approach of historic Adventism toward
the Levitical institutions withstands the
rigorous test of sola Scriptura. The
traditional Adventist understanding of
the nature of sanctuary typology (1)
harmonizes with the Biblical view of
typology in general and (2) takes
seriously the vertical dimension that is
indigenous to the basic perspective of
Scripture. A subsequent article will

apply the same sola Scriptura test to other
crucial hermeneutical issues impinging
onacalled church’s understanding of the
Levitical system.
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