
Technical ExcursusTechnical 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, I 
oblige briefly here. Lay readers may ignore it with very little 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 ThesisG. W. Rice’s Thesis

G. W. Rice tries to dismiss some common scholarly assumptions about the meaning of the noun 
katapevtasma in Heb. 6:19.1 Although he analyses the initial two alone, these assumptions2 are that:
• the noun refers to the second curtain of the sanctuary setting off the Most Holy Place;
• ejswvteron 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 ta;  a{gia 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.”3

Katapevtasma

Rice’s 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 deuvteron katapevtasma, “second veil.” If the numerical adjective… 
is required to identify this veil, is it possible that the word katapevtasma was not reserved for the inner veil…?4

As for scholarship’s 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, eij~ to; a{gion ejswvteron tou ̀katapetavsmato~, and that of He-
brews 6:19, eij~ to; ejswvteron tou ̀katapetavsmato~, 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 6:13-20 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 suffi cient reason to understand katapevtasma at Hebrews 6:19 as being the inner veil? Or should we al-
low eij~ to; ejswvteron tou ̀katapetavsmato~ to stand within its own context, free from the baggage of Leviticus 16?5

Rice now surveys the LXX’s application of the relevant nouns to the sanctuary’s three curtains:6

Certainly, katapevtasma is used almost exclusively for the inner veil (23 out of 25 times). But the same can be said 
for the courtyard veil (fi ve out of six times)! Katapevtasma is also the majority choice for the fi rst 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, katapevtasma is
used 34 times. Or put another way: In only eight instances among these 42 references to the sanctuary veils is kata-
pevtasma not used by itself. Furthermore, in two additional instances katapevtasma is combined with kavlumma, thus
leaving only six instances out of 42 where the word does not appear.7

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

katapevtasma is the hands-down favorite, not only for the inner veil, but for the fi rst veil and the courtyard veil as
well… Certainly, Hebrew readers of the LXX were aware that katapevtasma was thus used overwhelmingly for all
three veils, and it is undoubtedly for this reason that Hebrews 9:3 identifi es which katapevtasma is being addressed
by using the numerical adjective deuvteron.8

To; ∆Eswvteron

Rice has two key points here. First, he compares Lev. 16:2 and Heb. 6:19. To omit to; a{gion in the latter

creates a different syntax from what is found in Leviticus 16:2. In eij~ to; a{gion ejswvteron tou ̀katapetavsmato~ in Le-
viticus 16:2, to; a{gion is a substantive adjective and object of the preposition eij~. The word ejswvteron appears to be 
an improper preposition followed by the genitive of place, as is also true in Leviticus 16:12, 15. In eij~ to; ejswvteron
tou ̀katapetavsmato~ at Hebrews 6:19, however, to; ejswvteron becomes a substantive and thus the object of the pre-
position eij~; and the phrase tou ̀katapetavsmato~ is, again, a genitive of place.9

Secondly, Rice argues that “[n]either should the comparative form of ejswvteron in Hebrews 6:19 be 
understood as identifying the ‘inner shrine.’”10 And I have no problem whatever with that assertion.
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ContextContext

Rice’s closing, more significant argument is that “Hebrews 6:19 has its own context, and we must 
allow the term ‘veil’ to stand on its own merits within that specific context.”11 Heb. 6:13-20 discusses

dispensing the blessings of the Abrahamic covenant…: (1) God swore by Himself to fulfi ll His promises (vss. 13-16). (2) 
In order to convince the heirs of the covenant that He would fulfi ll 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. 19-20).

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, katapevtasma 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 katapevtasma is here used metaphorically for the sanctuary from which the blessings
of the Abrahamic covenant are dispensed.12

AssessmentAssessment

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 eij~ to; ejswvteron tou ̀katapetavsmato~ in Heb. 6:19 as it is anywhere else.

Katapevtasma

Rice is correct that the LXX employs the noun katapevtasma for all three curtains of the OT sanc-
tuary. However, the fact that the curtain of the Most Holy Place has the numerical adjective deuvteron 
in Heb. 9:3 scarcely excludes it from consideration when the same noun occurs unqualified 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 katapevtasma there as well. Here is an extremely striking metaphorical reference to 
Jesus’ sacrificial body as a curtain at the entrance to ta;  a{gia, which is interpreted elsewhere.13 What 
counts here is that this appears to be an interpretation of the deeper purport of the tearing in two 
of the katapevtasma 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!14 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 fi lled 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 sacrifi ce has been made. The way into 
the holiest is laid open. A new 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 offi ciate as priest and advocate in the heaven of heavens.15

Here, then, in Heb. 10:20, is the very climax even of a rather protracted Day-of-Atonement context 
in which this very noun katapevtasma is unqualified by any numeral, preciselyprecisely 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. 4:6, 17.

Therefore, even if God’s celestial temple really does have two apartments, Rice’s case is quite effete.

∆Eswvteron

Rice is quite correct that in Lev. 16:2, as in 12, 15, ejswvteron 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: WhyWhy does our brilliant author employ it?16
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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,17 normally with katapevtasma.18 In contrast, that ubiquitous proper preposition 
ejn, which readily expresses the identical sense within, appears here the best part of 2,000 times!

Beyond all quibble, then, those extremely OT-literate Christians who first heard this sequence of 
spatial Greek words ejswvteron tou ̀katapetavsmato~ in Heb. 6:19 would have recalled that uniqueunique se-
quence which accounts for fully two-thirds of the meagre occurrences of ejswvteron in the entireentire 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 ejswvteron, with place defined by tou ̀katapetavsmato~.

We who read his epistle from afar must have overwhelming evidence, then, before we conclude 
that he employed ejswvteron with any other intent, especially when the more common, cognate ad-
verb e[sw 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 a{gion is em-
ployed in Lev. 16:2 but not in Heb. 6:19. However, even this is effete in that tov need not be a neuter 
article. It can serve as well as a pronoun.19 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.20 So also, very saliently, 
does H. Kiesler, Rice’s own colleague as an apologist for Seventh-day Adventist sectarian dogma.21

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

It may be objected that our author is equally selective in 9:3, where he writes meta;… to; deuvteron 
katapevtasma. For this is the single instance in the entire NT where the preposition metav is employed 
in a locative sense. However, this protest cannot stand. For one thing, this is a proper preposition 
utilised classically in the NT book which, more than any other, mimics classical Greek usage. For 
another, this construction bypasses the LXX, unlike that with ejswvteron 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.

ContextContext

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.22 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 ejpevtucen th~̀ ejpaggeliva~, 6:15, the total fulfilment is still future: ejxedevceto… th;n tou;~ 
qemelivou~ e[cousan povlin h|~ tecnivth~ kai; dhmiourgo;~ oJ qeov~, 11:10, in heaven, 16. For another, the primary 
word in 6:18f. is ejlpiv~, 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 ejlpivzein, 
cognate with ejlpiv~, prefaces all of 11 in 1. However, God’s pledge has a present, pastoral perspective, 
too, as in 4:1-11.23 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;  a{gia, 11f., 23-26.

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, 7:19, 25, since he or she has a sympathetic, experienced High Priest in 
heaven, 4:14-16, who has cleansed our consciences, 10:19-22. And that relationship is crucial if one is 
to conquer the temptation to backslide, forfeiting the long-awaited, promised inheritance, 23-25, 35-39.

In brief, our author most definitely prepares his readers in 6:19f. for his eventual, painstaking elab-
oration of Christ’s singular entry into God’s heavenly tabernacle for his sustained, specific ministry.

Ta; ”Agia

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 kaiv, this equates with th~̀ skhnh~̀ th~̀ ajlhqinh~̀, in con-
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trast to the earthly tabernacle, just as in 9:24. This makes much more sense if ta;  a{gia denotes the 
entireentire 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 nono 
hint of anyany 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 skhnhv 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.24

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 e{w~ a[n of 1:13, the ejkdecovmeno~ of 10:13 and the 
dynamics of 9:23-28 all patently imply that, in heaven, he never leaves his Father’s side. Compare 
ejfavpax in 9:12, with precisely the same singular, forceful nuance as in 7:27 and 10:10. Indeed, he en-
tered heaven specificallyspecifically ejmfanisqhǹai tẁ/ proswvpw/ tou ̀qeou ̀uJpe;r hJmẁn, 9:24 (emphasis supplied).

On the other, once the way into ta;  a{gia 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 6:19f., he “neither exhausts the meaning of the… ritual nor negates a two-
apartment ministry of Christ in the heavenly sanctuary”,25 or that he “assumes… a bipartite sanctuary
in the original as well as in the copy”,26 or even lamely that “Hebrews does not directly address the 
question of the two-phased heavenly ministry of Christ.”27 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;  a{gia in various forms occurs above all in 9, with patent typological overtones. 
In its only singular appearance in the entire book, to;… a{gion kosmikovn, 1, it denotes the complete OT 
sanctuary detailed throughout the remainder of the passage. Uniquely, this is viewed as skhnh;… 
hJ prwvth… h{ti~ levgetai ”Agia, 2, and meta;… to; deuvteron katapevtasma skhnh; hJ legomevnh ”Agia ÔAgivwn, 3.

Manifestly, these labels source in the LXX. For example, skhnhv repeatedly denotes the total sanc-
tuary in the Pentateuch, especially Ex, Lev and Nu, although it is overwhelmingly qualified by tou ̀
marturivou,28 which is lacking in the Epistle to the Hebrews. Conversely, skhnhv parades no numeral 
in the LXX. Indeed, Ex. 26:6 asserts that e[stai hJ skhnh; miva. Compare this identical sentiment in 11.

Our author appears to be more faithful to his sources with the substantive, a{gion. For in Ex. 26:33 
the sanctuary’s inner curtain is the partition ajna;  mevson tou ̀aJgivou kai; ajna;  mevson tou ̀aJgivou tẁn aJgivwn. Yet 
not till rather distantly in 3 Ki. 8:8 is the Holy Place labelled ta;  a{gia, the room eij~ provswpon tou ̀dabir 
(transliterating rybiD“), the inner sanctum of Solomon’s temple. Likewise, we notice no certain des-
ignation of this Most Holy Place as ta;  a{gia tẁn aJgivwn until 3 Ki. 8:6, where it equates with to; dabir.

With the OT skhnhv in view, like the Book of Hebrews, the LXX applies the bare, singular, substan-
tive neuter adjective a{gion 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 
skhnhv, as in Ex. 30:13; 36:3; Lev. 4:6; Nu. 3:31. Indeed, in Nu. 4:16 o{lh hJ skhnhv and to; a{gion equate.

In its bare form, a{gia likewise denotes the total sanctuary some 15 relevant times, as in Ex. 36:1, 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 ta;  a{gia 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 year, 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 ta;  a{gia and prwvth skhnhv in 8? Obviously, 
ta ; a{gia 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 prwvth skhnhv 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 ta;  a{gia services under the new covenant, 15. Hence Seventh-
day Adventist apologist A. P. Salom rightly views ta;  a{gia in 8 as the complete heavenly sanctuary, 
albeit the heavenly temple “of which the inner compartment of the earthly sanctuary is symbolic.”29

However, the subject of covenant controlling the entire discussion of this chapter is introduced in 
7:22, discussed from 8:6 to 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 hJ skhnhv and ta;  a{gia bears heavily upon his meaning in 9:8.

Simply stated, the noun skhnhv 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 prwvth in 9:2, 6 to a temporal sense 
in 8. If so, he returns here equally to the intent that ta;  a{gia has when he first introduces it in 8:2. 
As we have seen, he there applies it to the whole heavenly tabernacle. In light of his choice of the 
adjective ajlhqinhv/av in both 8:2 and 9:24, as well as repeating the sentiment in the former of oujk 
a[nqrwpo~ in ceiropoivhta in the latter (compare 9:11), it is equally obvious that a{gia in 9:24 applies to the 
entire wilderness sanctuary. So aJgivwn, implicit in ajlhqinẁn, equates with the entire heavenly temple.

The inference is clear enough, then, that at 9:8-10 our author is about to expand on his covenant 
theme that the supersedure of the old, with its total sanctuary ritual, opened the way into the real 
a{gia, the complete complex of the heavenly sanctuary. In 11-28 he describes the place where Jesus 
has entered to serve since his exaltation as hJ meivzwn kai; teleiotevra skhnhv, 11, ta;  a{gia, 12, and aujto;~ 
oJ oujranov~, 24. In this company, the confident inference again is that ta;  a{gia equates with the entire 
heavenly sanctuary, not merely some Holy Place or even Most Holy Place of that enigmatic entity.

Christ our Heavenly High PriestChrist our Heavenly High Priest

However, our decisive author also clarifies 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 24-27:

Earthly High PriestEarthly High Priest Heavenly High PriestHeavenly High Priest
oJ ajrciereuv~� Cristo;~… ajrciereuv~�
ªei[sestin, cf. 6º – eijsevrcetai �eijshl̀qen��
deutevran ªskhnhvnº – ta;  a{gia ta;  a{gia
��a{pax tou ̀ejniautou ̀– kat∆ ejniautovn ejfavpax
��ouj cwri;~ ai{mato~ – travgwn kai; movsxwn �dia;… tou ̀ijdivou ai{mato~��
o{ prosfevrei �eJauto;n proshvnegken
��uJpe;r eJautou ̀kai; tẁn tou ̀laou ̀ajgnohmavtwn� a[mwmon

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 10:19f., 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 
witness the serious, unresolved conflict between Seventh-day Adventism and its persistent critics.

The strikingly simple solution to this “dilemma” is to realise that the Book of Hebrews says nothingnothing 
whatever about either distinct apartments in the celestial temple or separate ministries of Christ because 
there are neither two rooms in it nor two 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 tynIb]Tæ denotes a scale model or plan of God’s heavenly temple. In fact, it implies 
merely that Moses studied a “blueprint” of the specificspecific structure he was to 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, 9:9f., 13. In fact, they prevented the people’s 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-for-all self-sacrifice, 10:23; 9:14; 7:27; 9:25-27; 10:10, 12-14, gives us all 
direct access to God, 10:19-22, 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 point-by-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, 26-28, 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, pavntote zẁn eij~ to; ejntugcavnein uJpe;r aujtẁn, 7:25. 
However, following the lead of Moses’ Pentateuch, in which its author finds most of his typology,30 any 
second-phase ministry of Christ in heaven’s temple must entail atonement. The notion of judgment, 
to 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: eij~ to; i Jlavskesqai ta;~ aJmartiva~ tou ̀laou,̀ 2:17. Therefore, the pressing, 
geminate question is, When does he become our High Priest, and when does he effect 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.: teleiwqei;~ ejgevneto pàsin toi~̀ uJpakouvousin aujtẁ/ ai[tio~ swthriva~ aijwnivou, 
prosagoreuqei;~ uJpo; tou ̀qeou ̀ajrciereu;~ kata;  th;n tavxin Melcisevdek. Certainly, this evinces a nexus be-
tween his initiation and his sacrifice. He entered heaven, then, as our High Priest, 9:11. Yet it was also 
in this rôle 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 i Jlavskesqai is present not aorist tense. To Ellingworth this is process, 
not fruition: “he ‘became’ high priest in order that he might continuously deal (iJlavskesqai present) with 
the people’s sins.”31 However, to most grammarians, “time is irrelevant or nonexistent” in the NT infini-
tive mood.32 So finality depends upon the three weightiest words aJmartiva, ajnafevrein and prosfevrein.

The noun aJmartiva first occurs in the participial expression kaqarismo;n tẁn aJmartiẁn poihsavmeno~, 1:3, 
subject to its finite verb ejkavqisen. This clearly hints that objective purging of human sin was achieved 
before Jesus returned to his Father. Compare mivan uJpe;r aJmartiẁn prosenevgka~ qusivan eij~ to; dihneke;~ 
ejkavqisen ejn dexià/ tou ̀qeou,̀ 10:12. In 7:27 we see that he offered himself ejfavpax eJauto;n ajnenevgka~. Like-
wise, in 9:26, a{pax… eij~ ajqevthsin ªth~̀º aJmartiva~ dia;  th~̀ qusiva~ aujtou ̀pefanevrwtai. And in 28, oJ Cristo;~
a{pax prosenecqei;~ eij~ to; pollẁn ajnenegkeiǹ aJmartiva~. Manifestly again, Jesus’ once-for-all 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: i{lew~ e[somai tai~̀ 
ajdikivai~ aujtẁn kai; tẁn aJmartiẁn aujtẁn ouj mh; mnhsqẁ e[ti. Compare Heb. 10:17, with this definitive con-
clusion in 18: o{pou… a[fesi~…, oujkevti prosfora;  peri; aJmartiva~. 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 1844!33 The sole exception is the solemn caveat of 6:4-6 and 
10:26-31 that, if deliberate sin becomes habitual again, oujkevti peri; aJmartiẁn ajpoleivpetai qusiva, 10:26, 
ajnastaurouǹta~ eJautoi~̀ to;n uiJo;n tou ̀qeou ̀kai; paradeigmativzonta~, 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 ajnafevrein appears in 7:27 and 9:28, as quoted supra, and requires no further comment 
here. Likewise, the verb prosfevrein is quoted supra in these two references, together with 10:12. With 
these should certainly be included this assurance of 9:14: Christ eJauto;n proshvnegken a[mwmon tẁ/ qeẁ/.

In sum, the consistent message of the epistle to the Hebrews is that the death of Christ provided 
the once-for-all, all-sufficient solution to the problem of human sinfulness, permitting him to return in 
utter triumph to 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 fullyfully and finallyfinally via Jesus’ earthly self-sacrifice.

What, though, about the signal statement of 9:23: ∆Anavgkh ou\n ta; me;n uJpodeivgmata tẁn ejn toi~̀ oujranoi~̀
touvtoi~ kaqarivzesqai, aujta;  de; ta;  ejpouravnia kreivttosin qusivai~ para;  tauvta~? 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 tabernacles are being 
compared, but specifically in terms of their dedication priorprior to 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.

JudgmentJudgment

For another, the epistle to the Hebrews treats future judgment, beginning with this solemn caution: 
pẁ~ hJmei~̀ ejkfeuxovmeqa thlikauvth~ ajmelhvsante~ swthriva~, 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: oujk e[stin ktivsi~ ajfanh;~ ejnwvpion aujtou,̀ pavnta de; gumna;  kai; tetrachlismevna 
toi~̀ ojfqalmoi~̀ aujtou,̀ pro;~ o}n hJmiǹ oJ lovgo~, 4:13. That is, God alwaysalways knows our complete characters.
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On the other, the promised judgment is repeatedly associated with Christ’s ReturnReturn, not with any prior 
period. For example, the mindful balance of kaq∆ o{son… ou{to~ kaiv, 9:27f., is a transparent invitation to 
equate krivsi~ in 27 and ojfqhvsetai in 28. The krivsi~ of 10:27 in context can refer to nothing except the 
Parousia, specifically mentioned in 37. Compare krith`/ qeẁ/ pavntwn, 12:23b, in its context of fiery retri-
bution, 25-29. And with lovgon ajpodwvsonte~, 13:17, we are returned to our precise point of departure.

Indeed, the epistle’s initial recipients were certainly warned to expect Christ’s Return in theirtheir day, 
not beyond 1844. For beyond all bicker, they would have identified instantly with its personal pastoral 
appeal of 10:32-34. It follows that the conclusive ou\n of 35 builds a bridge to the pledge, e[ti… mikro;n 
o{son o{son, oJ ejrcovmeno~ h{xei kai; ouj cronivsei, 37. Of special relevance, apart from the forceful imminence 
of mikro;n o{son o{son, is the selection of the extremely rare verb cronivzein. 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.34 Compare his recourse to the cognate noun crovno~ in an identical context in Mt. 25:19.

In brief, the author of the Book of Hebrews gives an inspiredinspired explication of the delay in the Parousia 
forecast by Christ. That delay was all but over in hishis 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!

ConclusionConclusion

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 eij~ to; ejswvteron tou ̀
katapetavsmato~, 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 ta;  a{gia, 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 
whatever for its key dogma, crucial to its very existence, of a pre-Advent judgment launched in 1844.

Rather, he began his permanent, singularsingular ministry in whatever counts as God’s MostMost Holy Place.
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