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Technical Excursus

I have no wish to frighten any lay readers away with a cryptic, learned analysis. However, as one
extremely significant detail which has occupied one Seventh-day Adventist scholar in a recent apo-
logistic series generally designed for its laity may not receive its due technical scrutiny elsewhere, |
oblige briefly here. Lay readers may ignore it with very litlle loss of appreciation of my more basic,
accessible critique supra, especially when it includes a selective survey of this scholarly appendage.

G. W. Rice’s Thesis

G. W. Rice tries to dismiss some common scholarly assumptions about the meaning of the noun
xortanétacuo, in Heb. 6:19! Although he analyses the initial two alone, these assumptions? are that:
¢ the noun refers to the second curtain of the sanctuary setting off the Most Holy Place;

» ¢cmtepov in the same verse refers to the Most Holy Place itself;

the Father's presence in the OT sanctuary was exclusively in the Most Holy Place;

* in Heb. 9 the expression 10 Gyio refers to the Most Holy Place.

In other words, among most commentators, it is merely “assumed that the sanctuary language and
imagery of the book of Hebrews reflects (sic) the second-apartment and day-of-atonement ritual.”>

Katonétaopo

Ricess first major point of interest emerges as he carefully ponders the detail of Heb. 9:3, where the

inner veil of the earthly sanctuary is called the devtepov katanétaoua, “second veil.” If the numerical adjective...
is required to identify this veil, is it possible that the word xatanétacuo was not reserved for the inner veil...?*

AS for scholarships common appeal to Lev. 16:2 as the source of the author’s phrase in Heb. 6:19:

With regard to the LXX of Leviticus 16:2, its wording, €ig 10 Gylov €ccdtEpOV T0V Kotometdootog, and that of He-
brews 6:19, €l¢ 10 €otdtEpPOV TOV KOTOMETAGUOTOC, are indeed close...

However, the contexts of the two passages are entirely different. Leviticus 16 presents the Day of Atonement - a day
of reckoning and judgment. Hebrews 6:1320 deals with the Abrahamic covenant and the dispensing of its promises
to Abraham’s heirs. Are we to impose the context of... Leviticus 16 upon Hebrews 6 in an attempt to identify the veil
of Hebrews 6:19? Is the fact that the earthly high priest passed within the inner veil during the ritual of the Day of
Atonement sufficient reason to understand katonétooua at Hebrews 6:19 as being the inner veil? Or should we al-
low €lg 10 €otdTEPOV TOV KOTOMETAOMOTOG to stand within its own context, free from the baggage of Leviticus 16?°

Rice now surveys the LXX’s application of the relevant nouns to the sanctuary’s three curtains:®
Certainly, katonéroopa is used almost exclusively for the inner veil (23 out of 25 times). But the same can be said

for the courtyard veil (five out of six times)! Katonétaoua is also the majority choice for the first veil of the sanc-
tuary as well (six out of eleven times).

In other words, out of the 42 references in the LXX to the three veils of the wilderness sanctuary, kotanétoouo, is
used 34 times. Or put another way: In only eight instances among these 42 references to the sanctuary veils is xoto-
métacua not used by itself. Furthermore, in two additional instances kotanétaouo is combined with kéAvupa, thus
leaving only six instances out of 42 where the word does not appear’”

Rices conclusion to this section of his thesis is therefore extremely confident. Beyond all doubt,

koronétacyo, is the hands-down favorite, not only for the inner veil, but for the first veil and the courtyard veil as
well... Certainly, Hebrew readers of the LXX were aware that katonétaopa was thus used overwhelmingly for all
three veils, and it is undoubtedly for this reason that Hebrews 9:3 identifies which xortanétoouo is being addressed
by using the numerical adjective devtepov

To 'Ecotepov

Rice has two key points here. First, he compares Lev. 16:2 and Heb. 6:19. To omit 1o drytov in the latter

creates a different syntax from what is found in Leviticus 16:2. In €ig 10 Grylov €ccdtepov 100 KoTomeTdopatog in Le-
viticus 16:2, 10 drytov is a substantive adjective and object of the preposition ig. The word écwtepov appears to be
an improper preposition followed by the genitive of place, as is also true in Leviticus 16:12, 15. In €ig 10 €cwtepov
100 kotonetdouortog at Hebrews 6:19, however, 10 €cwtepov becomes a substantive and thus the object of the pre-
position €ic; and the phrase 100 katometdouarog is, again, a genitive of place.’

Secondly, Rice argues that “(n)either should the comparative form of éomtepov in Hebrews 6:19 be
understood as identifying the ‘inner shrine.”® And I have no problem whatever with that assertion.
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Context

Rice’s closing, more significant argument is that “Hebrews 6:19 has its own context, and we must
allow the term ‘veil’ 1o stand on its own merits within that specific context. Heb. 6:1320 discusses

dispensing the blessings of the Abrahamic covenant...: (1) God swore by Himself to fulfill His promises (vss. 1316). (2)
In order to convince the heirs of the covenant that He would fulfill His word, God interposed with an oath (vs. 17) (3)
So by two unchangeable things we have strong encouragement to seize the hope... set before us (vs. 18). The hope
enters “within the veil,” where Jesus has gone on our behalf as priest after the order of Melchizedek (vss. 1920).
This context does not deal with the sanctuary per se... nor does it contain any reference to the Day of Atonement,
as do the contexts of Leviticus 16:2 and Hebrews 9:3. At 6:19, xatanétacua is simply dropped into the discussion...
simply to locate where Jesus is ministering - the place where the hope of the covenant people is centered and from
whence the covenant blessings are dispensed. Within the broader context of the discussion in the entire book of
Hebrews, it would seem that xortanétocuo is here used metaphorically for the sanctuary from which the blessings
of the Abrahamic covenant are dispensed.”

Assessment

Rice's critique is probably the best possible against a major weakness in his Church's crucial dog-
ma of a two-phase ministry of Christ our High Priest in the celestial temple. In most areas, however,
it is far from persuasive. That wise old adage, the total is more than the sum of its parts, is just as
precise in the key expression €ig 10 €6MTeEPOV T0L KOTONETACIOTOG in Heb. 6:19 as it is anywhere else.

Katonétaopo

Rice is correct that the LXX employs the noun kotanétacpa for all three curtains of the OT sanc-
tuary. However, the fact that the curtain of the Most Holy Place has the numerical adjective dgbtepov
in Heb. 9:3 scarcely excludes it from consideration when the same noun occurs undualified in 6:9.

For one thing, the former applies to the earthly sanctuary, the latter to the heavenly. It is begging
the very question of this analysis to surmise that the latter has two distinct apartments. If heaven's
temple comprises no more than a virtual Most Holy Place, no numeral whatever is required in 6:9.

This is well illustrated in 10:20, which Rice completely avoids, even though our author utilises the
unqualified noun kotonrétacua there as well. Here is an extremely striking metaphorical reference to
Jesus' sacrificial body as a curtain at the entrance to 1o dryto, which is interpreted elsewhere.* What
counts here is that this appears to be an interpretation of the deeper purport of the tearing in two
of the xoronétacua of the earthly temple at the very moment he died on Calvary. Significantly, every
other time this noun occurs outside the Book of Hebrews, it is one of the synoptists reporting this
detail!™ It would be interesting to ask Rice if he is even slightly hesitant to endorse this even more
detailed construal of this destruction of the temple's inner curtain: it is torn apart by an unseen hand,

throwing open to the gaze of the multitude a place once filled with the presence of God. In this place the Shekinah

had dwelt. Here God had manifested His glory above the mercy seat. No one but the high priest ever lifted the veil
separating this apartment from the rest of the temple. He entered in once a year to make an atonement for the
sins of the people. But lo, this veil is rent in twain. The most holy place of the earthly sanctuary is no longer sacred.

All is terror and confusion. The priest is about to slay the victim; but the knife drops from his nerveless hand, and
the lamb escapes. Type has met antitype in the death of God’s Son. The great sacrifice has been made. The way into
the holiest is laid open. Anew and living way is prepared for all. No longer need sinful, sorrowing humanity await the
coming of the high priest. Henceforth the Saviour was to officiate as priest and advocate in the heaven of heavens.®

Here, then, in Heb. 10:20, is the very climax even of a rather protracted Day-of-Atonement context
in which this very noun xortanétoopo is unqualified by any numeral, precisely as in Lev. 16:2, 12, 15.
For another, the cultic impact of the final curtain of the earthly tabernacle so far eclipsed that of
all others that, if no numeral is employed, the former, not the latter, is certainly in mind unless the
evidence points decisively elsewhere. The synoptists’ unqualified reference to the temple curtain is
one splendid case in point. So, equally; is the unnumbered reference to the curtain in Lev. 446, 17.
Therefore, even if God's celestial temple really does have two apartments, Rice’s case is quite effete.

‘Ecortepov

Rice is quite correct that in Lev. 16:2, as in 12, 15, €omtepov is an improper preposition. To be precise,
it is strictly an adjective, as in ACts 16:24, meaning inner. But Rice is greatly remiss not to have asked
the question which is absolutely crucial to cogent exegesis: Why does our brilliant author employ it?'°
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It is striking that this word is extremely rare even in the LXX — just six occurrences, always as an
improper preposition,” normally with kotonétooua.® In contrast, that ubiquitous proper preposition
£v, which readily expresses the identical sense within, appears here the best part of 2,000 times!

Beyond all quibble, then, those extremely OTliterate Christians who first heard this sequence of
spatial Greek words €cmwtepov T00 Kotonetdouatog in Heb. 6:19 would have recalled that unique se-
quence which accounts for fully two-thirds of the meagre occurrences of ésmtepov in the entire OT.

Rice’s thesis is shakier still in that the genitive of place is remarkably rare in the NT. It would have
been as foreign to our author’s flock as this sequence was familiar, even if they did comprehend
the noun implied in any substantive usage of éomtepov, with place defined by 100 kotaretdouaTog.

We who read his epistle from afar must have overwhelming evidence, then, betore we conclude
that he employed €écmtepov with any other intent, especially when the more common, cognate ad-
verb €6 may be used both prepositionally, as in MK. 15:16, and adjectively, as in Ro. 7:22; Eph. 3:16.

Far and away the very strongest point of Rice’s entire thesis is that the substantive Gywov is em-
ployed in Lev. 16:2 but not in Heb. 6:19. However, even this is effete in that 10 need not be a neuter
article. It can serve as well as a pronoun’ The relevant portion of Heb. 6:19 may therefore be trans-
lated: “It enters that (which is) within the curtain”, as A. T. Robertson does?° So also, very saliently,
does H. Kiesler, Rices own colleague as an apologist for Seventh-day Adventist sectarian dogma

In light of this option, Rices greater problem is to explain why a strikingly rare improper preposi-
tion was selected when the very common, proper preposition €v would have sufficed absolutely.

It may be objected that our author is equally selective in 9:3, where he writes UeTo. .. 10 de0TEPOV
karonetaouo. For this is the single instance in the entire NT where the preposition petd is employed
in a locative sense. However, this protest cannot stand. For one thing, this is a proper preposition
utilised dlassically in the NT book which, more than any other, mimics classical Greek usage. For
another, this construction bypasses the LXX, unlike that with €écmtepov in Heb. 6:19. If anything, then,
this preposition in 9:3 renders the one in 6:19 even more remarkable than it would otherwise be.

Context

Rice invites vigorous criticism here, mainly for not allowing our author to teach him how to read
his own book. One of its literary features is that it often makes a preliminary allusion to an important
subject which it will expand later?? For example, the theme of purgation from sin, 1:3, dominates the
book from 8 onwards. And the theme of High Priest, first mentioned in 2:17, dominates it from 4:14.

Nor is our author’s almost fleeting, somewhat implicit, reference to Christ's entering God’s celestial
sanctuary, 6:19f., anywhere nearly as restricted in import as Rice so confidently insists. For one thing,
although Abraham €nétvyev g €nayyeliog, 6:15, the total fulfilment is still future: €é€ed€yero. .. TV T0LG
Beperiong £xovcov TOMv g TEYVITNG Kol dnuiovpydg 6 Bdc, 1110, in heaven, 16. For another, the primary
word in 6:18f. is €énig, which follows Christ through the curtain. As defined in 10f,, it involves the be-
lievers promised, eternal inheritance, 9:15, with a distinct end-time stress, 28. So it is unfulfilled, 10:36.

Christian hope is indeed future, 23, as implicit in the word itself. Strikingly, too, the verb éAnilew,
cognate with é\rig, prefaces all of 11in 1. However, God's pledge has a present, pastoral perspective,
100, as in 4:111.2 This better promise, 8:6, centres in the new covenant, 8-13, guaranteeing a relational
solution to the hoary problem of human sinfulness. This better covenant, 7:22, the object of this better
hope, 19, is in our author's mind in 6:20 as he speaks of Jesus entering the curtain on our behalf as
our eternal High Priest in the order of Melchizedek. For he mediates the new covenant so that con-
verts may receive the promised inheritance, 9:15, from the very moment he enters ta aya, 11f., 2326.

As the following section will confirm, there can be no reasonable doubt whatever where Jesus
entered upon his Ascension, or which portion of the earthly priestly ritual he fulfilled. What counts
here is the crucial connexion between the present and future aspects of God's promise. Today the
believer draws near to God, 719, 25, since he or she has a sympathetic, experienced High Priest in
heaven, 4:14-16, who has cleansed our consciences, 10:1922. And that relationship is crucial if one is
to conquer the temptation to backslide, forfeiting the long-awaited, promised inheritance, 2325, 3539.

In brief, our author most definitely prepares his readers in 6:191. for his eventual, painstaking elab-
oration of Christ's singular entry into God's heavenly tabernacle for his sustained, specific ministry.

o

Ta Ayia

Although Rice ignores the popular option that in Heb. 9 this expression applies to the Most Holy
Place, some attention is helpful. It first appears in 8.2 as a genitive defining Jesus our High Priest's
sphere of service. By means of an epexegetical xot, this equates with thig oknvig thg oAnfwng, in con-
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trast to the earthly tabernacle, just as in 9:24. This makes much more sense if 1o dylo denotes the

entire heavenly temple, not its Holy Place or Most Holy Place, if in fact this temple has more than a

single “apartment”. Indeed, because it was heaven itself which Christ entered for us, 24f., there is no

hint of any geographical specificity such as a Holy-Place or Most-Holy-Place ministry in 8:1f. Rather,

the direction of the exegetical pressure is patent in the following conclusion, despite its slight excess:
If 8:2 stood alone, with its immediate context, the cknvr could scarcely be understood as other than the heavenly

sanctuary in which... Christ ministers in the immediate presence of God. Nor would anything in this passage encour
age the reader to distinguish between the sanctuary and heaven itself.*

Moreover, because this service follows Jesus’ session at his Father’s right hand, 8:1, the notion of
his moving from one room to another, or beginning another phase of ministry, at any subsequent
time is foreign to this whole book. On one hand, the €mg Gv of 113, the €xdeyduevog of 10:13 and the
dynamics of 9:2328 all patently imply that, in heaven, he never leaves his Father's side. Compare
oanog in 9:12, with precisely the same singular, forceful nuance as in 7:27 and 10:10. Indeed, he en-
tered heaven specifically éudoviednvorl @ mpocdne o0 B0l VIep UMY, 9:24 (emphasis supplied).

On the other, once the way into ta dyw is revealed, 9:8, it is not simply Jesus whom we approach
freely and confidently, but God himself, 7:19, 25; 10:22, seated upon his supreme throne of grace, 4:16.

Seventh-day Adventism’s apologia must therefore parade its unequivocal exegetical evidence €either
that God reigned from the Holy Place of his celestial temple, then moved to its Most Holy Place just
before Christ's Return, or that our Lord added to his specifically “first-apartment” service a “second-
apartment” ministry of pre-Advent judgment, whatever the architecture of God’s ethereal sanctuary.
It is by no means good enough repetitiously to claim, for example, that, if our author employs Day
of Atonement imagery in 6:191., he “neither exhausts the meaning of the... ritual nor negates a two-
apartment ministry of Christ in the heavenly sanctuary”? or that he “assumes. .. a bipartite sanctuary
in the original as well as in the copy”© or even lamely that “Hebrews does not directly address the
question of the two-phased heavenly ministry of Christ.”?” Seventh-day Adventists rightly seek an ex
plicit “Thus says the Lord” from Sunday advocates, not mere inferences. Where is their dogma to be
found if not in that very NT document which, above all others, details the High-Priestly ministry of
Christ, in specifically typological terms at that? This sincere question is both wholly fair and testing.

The expression ta Gyla in various forms occurs above all in 9, with patent typological overtones.
In its only singular appearance in the entire book, 10... Gylov kooukoy, 1, it denotes the complete OT
sanctuary detailed throughout the remainder of the passage. Uniquely, this is viewed as oxnvn...
N TPAOTN... NTig Aéyetol Ayia, 2, and UETO. .. TO deVTEPOV KOTOMETOGUA GKNVH 1} Aeyopévn Aylo Aylwv, 3.

Manifestly, these labels source in the LXX. For example, oknvn repeatedly denotes the total sanc-
tuary in the Pentateuch, especially EX, Lev and Nu, although it is overwhelmingly qualified by tov
naptuptov 2® which is lacking in the Epistle to the Hebrews. Conversely, oknvi parades no numeral
in the LXX. Indeed, EX. 26:6 asserts that €otal 1) oknvn pio. Compare this identical sentiment in 11.

Our author appears to be more faithful to his sources with the substantive, drylov. For in EX. 26:33
the sanctuary’s inner curtain is the partition dvo: Lécov 100 0rylov Kol ava LEGOV TOL arylov Tdv aylov. Yet
not till rather distantly in 3 Ki. 8:8 is the Holy Place labelled 1o dywa, the room €ig tpdswnov 100 dofip
(transliterating 7°27), the inner sanctum of Solomon's temple. Likewise, we notice no certain des-
ignation of this Most Holy Place as ta dylo tov aylov until 3 Ki. 8:6, where it equates with 10 dofip.

with the OT oknvi in view, like the Book of Hebrews, the LXX applies the bare, singular, substan-
tive neuter adjective drylov quite randomly to both the sanctuary’s Holy Place, as in EX. 26:33, and its
Most Holy Place, as in Lev. 16:2. However, some 30 relevant times, it refers transparently to the entire
oknvn, as in EX. 30:3; 36:3; Lev. 4:6; Nu. 3:31. Indeed, in Nu. 4:16 6An 1 oxknvr} and 10 dylov equate.

In its bare form, dyia likewise denotes the total sanctuary some 15 relevant times, as in Ex. 3611, 8;
Lev. 10:4;19:30; Nu. 3:28; 8:19. Never does it designate either the Holy or Most Holy Place unequivocally:

So a careful exegete will not appeal to the LXX to claim that 1o Gyl denotes some Most Holy
Place in heaven. If the LXX moves him most, he will opt for the total temple. If our author’s voice in
Heb. 9:2 speaks loudest to him, his vote will favour what passes there for some mere Holy Place.

However, a careful exegete will suspend all judgment until our author is through. Having sketched
the OT Holy and Most Holy Places, he surveys their specific services. The first, utilised every day; is
still called the first tent, 8, while the second, entered just once a yearr, is still called the second (tent), 7.

Jesus' High-priestly ministry clarifies, then, in the spiritual purport of the earthly cultus surveyed in
8-10. The major question is, What does our author mean by 1o &yla and mpdtn oxnvn in 8? Obviously,
10 Gyl is heaven's temple, but in what form? Setting the crucial, broad context of the rest of this chap-
ter aside here, this depends upon whether he means by mpmtn oknvn in 8 what he certainly means
in 2 and 6. If close context is decisive, we gather that the Holy Place of the OT sanctuary signified
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the temporary, deficient cultus of the first covenant, the subject opening this entire chapter, 1, while
its Most Holy Place imaged heaven's 1o dywa services under the new covenant, 15. Hence Seventh-
day Adventist apologist A. P Salom rightly views 10, dyto in 8 as the complete heavenly sanctuary,
albeit the heavenly temple “of which the inner compartment of the earthly sanctuary is symbolic.™°

However, the subject of covenant controlling the entire discussion of this chapter is introduced in
7:22, discussed from 8:6 0 10:18, and referred to in 10:29, 12:24 and 13:20. Therefore, our author’s in-
tent in this entire discussion with both 1| oknvr} and ta dyla bears heavily upon his meaning in 9:8.

Simply stated, the noun oxknvrj is applied with no numeral to the whole earthly sanctuary in 8:5;
9:21; 13:10. It is equally applied with no numeral to the heavenly sanctuary in 8:2 and 9:11. Quite pos-
sibly, then, our author glides from an atypical spatial nuance of Tpadtn in 9:2, 6 to a temporal sense
in 8. If so, he returns here equally to the intent that to dylta has when he first introduces it in 8:2.
AS we have seen, he there applies it to the whole heavenly tabermacle. In light of his choice of the
adiective aanfwvi/d in both 8:2 and 9:24, as well as repeating the sentiment in the former of ovk
avBpwmog in xeponotnto. in the latter (compare 9:11), it is equally obvious that Gyto in 9:24 applies to the
entire wilderness sanctuary. So ayilwv, implicit in aAndwdv, equates with the entire heavenly temple.

The inference is clear enough, then, that at 9:8-10 our author is about 0 expand on his covenant
theme that the supersedure of the old, with its total sanctuary ritual, opened the way into the real
aya, the complete complex of the heavenly sanctuary. In 1128 he describes the place where Jesus
has entered to serve since his exaltation as 1 pell{wv kol tTeAeloTépa oKnvY, 11, 10 dyto, 12, and avTog
0 ovpavog, 24. In this company, the confident inference again is that to dylo equates with the entire
heavenly sanctuary, not merely some Holy Place or even Most Holy Place of that enigmatic entity.

Christ our Heavenly High Priest

However, our decisive author also dlarifies his meaning with a very forceful contrast between the
earthly high priest, 7, and our celestial High Priest, 11f., 14, significantly revisited and amplified in 2427:

Earthly High Priest Heavenly High Priest
0 apyLEPENG XpLotog. .. dpyLeEPENG
[eloeotwy, cf. 6] — elogpyetan elon\bev
devtépayv [oxnvnyv] — 10 ayla T0 QyLo,

Omag ToL EVIOVTOV — KOT EVIOVTOV €0amog

00 YWPLG OTUATOG — TPAY®V KOl LOGEWY S0... 10 1810V oiuoTog
O TPOGHEPEL €0/VTOV TPOGTIVEYKEV
VIEP €0VTOV KOl TOV TOV AAOD Oy VONUOTOV OUmUoV

It is extremely tempting, then, to draw from this pointed contrast that Christ entered the Most Holy
Place of heaven's sanctuary at his ascension. This is entirely consistent with the transparent import
of both 6:19f. and 10:191., as above. However, our author equally intimates that he entered this temple
merely as a unit. We therefore appear to have an interpretive dilemma upon our hapless hands, as
withess the serious, unresolved contlict between Seventh-day Adventism and its persistent Critics.

The strikingly simple solution to this “dilemma” is to realise that the Book of Hebrews says nothing
whatever about either distinct apartments in the celestial temple or separate ministries of Christ because
there are neither twwo rooms in it nor ttwo phases of his service. For one thing, Seventh-day Adventism's
entire typological apology swings by the perilously slender thread of its pure surmise that in EX. 25:40
the Hebrew noun M35 denotes a scale model or plan of God's heavenly temple. In fact, it implies
merely that Moses studied a “blueprint” of the specific structure he was o erect in the wilderness.

Indeed, the Book of Hebrews repeatedly warns that its typology involves striking contrasts more
than facile comparisons. On one hand, compared with the earthly tabernacle, the man-made copy/
shadow of the heavenly sanctuary, 8:5; 9:24, the latter is greater and more perfect, 9:11, since it was
erected by God, not man, 8:1. So the covenant of the OT tabernacle was inferior to the new, 8:6-13,
and neither its daily nor yearly sacrifices ever perfected its worshipers, 10:1-4, 11. For they rendered
them merely outwardly clean, 9:91, 13. In fact, they prevented the peoples very access to God, 8.

On the other, Christ guarantees the better covenant, 7:22, with God's law written on our hearts, 8:8-
12; 10:16-18. For his better, sinless, once-orall self-sacrifice, 10:23; 9:14; 7:27; 9:2527; 10:10, 1214, gives us all
direct access to God, 10:1922, and cleanses our consciences, 9:14; 10:22. A survey of his High-priestly
ministry fortifies this deduction, too, even in broad terms beyond this crucial core of sacrificial duty.

There is no pointby-point analogy between Christ our High Priest and the earthly priests, not even
the high priest. The latter, like Aaron, 5:4, were Levites, 7.5; the former is in the order of Melchizedek,
5:6, from the tribe of Judah, 7:13f. The latter were both sinful, 5:2f., and mortal, 7:23; the former is both
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sinless, 2628, and immortal, 3, 16f,, 21, 24f. True, it is tempting to infer what Seventh-day Adventists call
Jesus' first phase of celestial service in the affirmation, ndvtote {Ov €1g T0 EVTIVYYAVEW VIEP OVTOV, 7:25.
However, following the lead of Moses' Pentateuch, in which its author finds most of his typology>° any
second-phase ministry of Christ in heaven's emple must entail aitonement. The notion of judgment,
o be considered in due course, is one which their denomination finds explicit elsewhere in the OT.

The single explicit reference to atonement in this entire epistle is this statement of one reason that
Jesus became our High Priest: €ig 10 tAdokesBot 10 apaptiog tov Aaov, 2:17. Therefore, the pressing,
geminate question is, When does he become our High Priest, and when does he eftect atonement?

All that 2:17 reveals about Christ becoming our High Priest is that it was one goal of his incarna-
tion. More instructive is 5:9f.: TEAELMOELg £YEVETO TAGY TOLG VITAKOVOVO Y CUTRM OITLOC CMTNPLOG OLMVIOL,
TPOGOYOPEVOELG VIO TV B0V OpYLEPEVG KOt TV TaEW Medyioedek. Certainly, this evinces a nexus be-
tween his initiation and his sacrifice. He entered heaven, then, as our High Priest, O:11. Yet it was also
in this réle that he offered himself once for all for our sins, 7:27; 9:14, 26, 28; 10:10, 12, 14. This permits the
possibility that Jesus’ atonement mentioned in 2:17 was replete in his all-sufficient sacrifice at Calvary.

The trouble is, its infinitive verb IAMGoxkecBon is present not aorist tense. To Ellingworth this is process,
not fruition: “he ‘became’ high priest in order that he might continuously deal (IAdokesBo present) with
the peoples sins.”® However, to most grammarians, “time is irrelevant or nonexistent” in the NT infini-
tive mood:* So finality depends upon the three weightiest words auaptio, avadepey and TPoGOEPELY.

The noun opoptia first occurs in the participial expression Koabopiopov v GuopTLDY TTOMOGUEVOG, 1:3,
subject to its finite verb €kdOioev. This clearly hints that objective purging of human sin was achieved
before Jesus returned to his Father. Compare pioy DREP OUaPTLOV TPOCEVEYKOS BLGToV €1¢ TO SUVEKEG
€kabioev €v 810 100 B0V, 10:12. In 7:27 we see that he offered himself €pdmo eavtov dveveykog. Like-
wise, in 9:26, amog. . . elg ab€tno [tNhg] opaptiog dia The Buciog oToL Tedavepmtal. And in 28, 0 Xp1oTog
amog TpooeveyOEeLg €1g TO TOAA®Y OvEVEYKETY OpopTiag. Manifestly again, Jesus’ once-forall self-sacrifice
was the supreme solution to human sinfulness, with no delay or novel ministry at all, even in heaven.

Such consistent conclusions fortify in three assertions of God's definitive response to the Christ
event. In 8:12 the climactic promise of the new covenant, quoting Jer. 31:34, is this: TAewg £oopon Tolg
GOKLOLG OVTAV KOL TV GUOPTIAV aOT®Y 0V Un wnoebod £t Compare Heb. 10:17, with this definitive con-
clusion in 18: 6mov. .. APeo1C. .., OVKETL Tpochopa TePL opaptiag. This hardly engenders any confidence
whatever in Ellen White's assertion that the celestial records of human sins are not really wiped out
till an investigative judgment starting in 184412 The sole exception is the solemn caveat of 6:4-6 and
10:2631 that, if deliberate sin becomes habitual again, oUk€TL Tepl OpapTIOY dmoleinetol Oucio, 10:26,
OVOGTOVPOVVTOG E0VTOLG TOV VIOV T0V B0 Kol Tapadetyrortilovtag, 6:6. Yet even this says nothing explicit
about ancient sins, long regretted, forsaken and forgiven, rolling back on the apostate. It reads quite
adequately as applying to this fresh state of sinfulness. But even if ancient sins do roll back, this ex-
ception definitely does not verify the general principle of Seventh-day Adventism's cardinal dogma.

The verb avadépety appears in 7:27 and 9:28, as quoted supra, and requires no further comment
here. Likewise, the verb mpocogpew is quoted supra in these two references, together with 10:12. With
these should certainly be included this assurance of 9:14: Christ £000TOvV TPOGNVEYKEV GUOUOV TM OE®D.

In sum, the consistent message of the epistle to the Hebrews is that the death of Christ provided
the onceforall, all-sufficient solution to the problem of human sinfulness, permitting him to return in
utter triumph o his Father’s side. There is no hint whatever that any extra work was required of him in
heaven to effect our forensic salvation. Therefore, when 2:17 speaks about making atonement, con-
sistency demands that this atonement was effected fully and finally via Jesus' earthly self-sacrifice.

What, though, about the signal statement of 9:23: Avérykm 00V T LEV VIOSELYLOTO, TOV £V TOLG 0VPOIVOLG
T00101g KoBopilecOar, 00T 8€ 10 EMOVPAVIO. Kpetttooty Buciong Topo Tavtac? Is this verification, at long
last, of Seventh-day Adventism's crucial dogma of cleansing heaven's sanctuary? By no means! The
context confirms beyond reasonable doubt that God's earthly and heavenly tabermacles are being
compared, but specifically in terms of their dedication prior 1o employment. There is no hint in either
the antitype or its type that his sanctuary, long in use, is rid here of the aggregate sins of his people.

Judgment

For another, the epistle to the Hebrews treats future judgment, beginning with this solemn caution:
TG NUETG €kOELEOUEDO, TNAKOOTNG EAcOVTEG cOTNPlog, 2:3. But nowhere does it offer the slightest
suggestion of any pre-Advent review of heaven's record of the lives of all who have professed faith in
God and/or Christ, as Seventh-day Adventists insist. Rather, on one hand its actual theology of divine
scrutiny is this stern caveat: 00k £€6Tv KTIG1G GO0VNE EVATLOV 0V TOV, TAVTO OE YUUVA KO TETPOYNACUE VD
TOLg 0POALLOLG 0VTOV, TTPOG OV MUY O AOYoS, 4:13. That is, God always knows our complete characters.



35

On the other, the promised judgment is repeatedly associated with Christ's Return, not with any prior
period. For example, the mindful balance of kaf’ dcov... 0UTog Kol, 9:271,, iS a transparent invitation to
equate kpiolg in 27 and 60OMcetan in 28. The kpioig of 10:27 in context can refer to nothing except the
Parousia, specifically mentioned in 37 Compare kpun 0e® vy, 12:23b, in its context of fiery retri-
bution, 2529. And with Adyov anodwoovteg, 1317, we are returned to our precise point of departure.

Indeed, the epistle’s initial recipients were certainly warned to expect Christ's Return in their day,
not beyond 1844. For beyond all bicker, they would have identified instantly with its personal pastoral
appeal of 10:3234. It follows that the conclusive ovv of 35 builds a bridge o the pledge, €tt... ucpov
0c0ov 060V, 0 £pYOULEVOG TIEEL KOl 0V ypovicetl, 37. Of special relevance, apart from the forceful imminence
of ppov 6cov doov, is the selection of the extremely rare verb ypovilew. It was not employed simply
because it was utilised in Hab. 2:3f., from which our author quoted freely. For it chimes with all but
one of its only other occurrences, all four on Christ's lips, and always with reference to the delay in
his Return* Compare his recourse to the cognate noun ypdvog in an identical context in Mt. 25:19.

In brief, the author of the Book of Hebrews gives an inspired explication of the delay in the Parousia
forecast by Christ. That delay was all but over in his very day! There is no room for any future period
of scouring heaven's records, let alone almost two millennia of extremely protracted delay until 1844

Conclusion

Rice has consistently failed to disprove that Heb. 6:19f. confirms that Jesus Christ our great High
Priest entered the heavenly analogy of the Most Holy Place in returning to his Father. It is beyond all
quibble that the epistle’s pristine recipients would immediately have recognised glg 10 €é6mtepov T00
KOTOMETAGUOTOG, its crucial locative expression, as a citation from the LXX with completely exclusive
reference to the sanctuary’s Most Holy Place. Nor can Rice fruitfully appeal to either the immediate
context or the primary expression 1o, &y, which proffer no hint whatever of any mere Holy Place.

Likewise, this is the consistent gist of the rest of the epistle. Not even its caveat of judgment allows
1844 any foothold, for Jesus’ Return was looming in its author’s day. That is, the only NT booK treating
the High-priestly service of the ascended Jesus at any length gives Seventh-day Adventism no support
whateuver for its key dogma, crucial to its very existence, of a pre-Advent judgment launched in 1844.

Rather, he began his permanent, singular ministry in whatever counts as God's Most Holy Place.
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