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In a recent short article Roy Gane has argued convincingly that the
LXX background to Heb 6:19-20 supports the interpretation that Christ
entered “the inner part of the heavenly sanctuary” at the time of Jesus’
ascension. In his brief note, Gane challenges the view of G. E. Rice that
Heb 6:19-20 has an entirely different context to the LXX data. Rice
argued in several places that Heb 6:19-20 was not specific as to which veil
was meant.” Gane’s case to the contrary seems cogent to me. However,
there are several elements in Rice’s argument that Gane’s short paper was
not able to address. This article, which essentially agrees with Gane, is an
addendum to and expansion of his brief note.

Hebrews 6:19-20 uses rich metaphors and OT allusions in asserting
that both hope and Jesus have entered “within the veil.” The great
majority of N'T scholars conclude that the background to this declaration
(Heb 6:19-20) is the Aaronic high priest’s entrance into the Holy of
Holies on the Day of Atonement. For example, B. F. Westcott wrote,
“Hope enters to the innermost Sanctuary, the true Holy of Holies, that
presence of God, where Christ is.” More recent commentators, such as
F.F. Bruce, Otto Michel, G. W. Buchanan, Otfried Hofius, P. E. Hughes,
S.]. Kistemaker, H. W. Attridge, D. A. Hagner, W. L. Lane, H.-F. Weiss,
Paul Ellingworth, and D. A. deSilva are equally certain that Heb 6:19-20
draws on Lev 16:2, 12, 15 (verses which describe the earthly high priest’s
Day of Atonement entrance into the most holy place) to depict Jesus’
ascension to heaven.* Indeed, so confident are modern commentators

'R. E. Gane, “Re-Opening Katapetasma (‘Veil’) in Hebrews 6:19,” AUSS 38 (2000): 5-8.

’G. E. Rice, “Within Which Veil?” Ministry, June 1987, 20-21; idem, “Hebrews 6:19:
Analysis of Some Assumptions Concerning Katapetasma,” in Issues in the Book of Hebrews,
ed. F. B. Holbrook (Silver Spring, MD: Biblical Research Institute, 1989), 229-234 (reprinted
with corrections by the author from AUSS 5 {1987} 65-71); idem, The Priesthood of Jesus in
the Book of Hebreufs] (unpublished manuscript, n.d.), 1-56.

’B. F. Westcott, The Epistle to the Hebrews: The Greek Text with Notes and Essays, 2d ed.
(London: Macmillan, 1892), 163.

*Otto Michel, Der Briefan die Hebrier, 12th ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1966), 253-254; G. W. Buchanan, To the Hebrews, AB (New York: Doubleday, 1972), 116;
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about the allusion to the Day of Atonement in Heb 6:19-20 that it is rare
for any other possibility to even gain a mention.

George Rice is thus boldly going against the scholarly consensus
when he argues that “katapetasma [veil] is introduced 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.” Elsewhere he states “that the word veil is used metaphorically
to point to the sanctuary as a whole, and that, unlike Hebrews 9:3,
Hebrews 6 makes no attempt to identify to which veil it refers.”

Rice appeals to three considerations in his argument that Heb 6:19-20
refersto Jesus’ entering the heavenly sanctuary as a whole without specific
reference to the Day of Atonement or the most holy place. First, he notes
that the word katemétacpa as used in the LXX is nonspecific and can refer
to any one of several veils of the tabernacle. Second, he maintains that the
comparative adjective éotitepov simply means “within” and may “just as well
be the first apartment of the sanctuary as the ‘inner shrine.”” Third, he
contends that the context of Lev 16:2, 12, 15 is entirely different from Heb
6:19-20 and should not be appealed to in exegeting the latter passage. In my
opinion these three contentions cannot be sustained by reference to the texts.

katanéroope and the LXX Evidence

Rice argues that the LXX translators used katamétaopa quite
indiscriminately for the curtain of the courtyard, the curtain at the
entrance of the sanctuary, and the curtain before the most holy place. He
notes that of the eleven references to the curtain at the entrance of the
sanctuary, the LXX uses katoamétaope six times; and of the six references
to the courtyard veil, the LXX uses kutanéraopa five times. From this data

Onfried Hofius, Der Vorbang vor dem Thron Gottes (Tibingen: ].C.B. Mohr, 1972), 87-89;
P.E. Hughes, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977),
236;S. J. Kistemaker, Hebrews, New Testament Commentary (Welwyn, Herts: Evangelical
Press, 1984}, 176; H. W. Autridge, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Hermeneia, PA: Fortress, 1989},
184-185; F. F. Bruce, Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, NICNT, rev. ed. (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 155; D. A. Hagner, Hebrews, NIBC (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
1990), 98; W. L. Lane, Hebrews 1-8, WBC (Dallas: Word, 1991) 154; H.-F Weiss, Der Briefan
die Hebrier, 15th ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991), 367-368; Paul
Ellingworth, The Epistle to the Hebrews: A Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 347; D. A. deSilva, Perseverance in Gratitude: A Socio-Rbetorical
Commentary on the Epistle “to the Hebrews” (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000) 251, n. 98.

Rice, “Hebrews 6:19,” 234.
®Rice, “Within Which Veil?” 21.
Rice, “Hebrews 6:19,” 232.
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he infers that “to declare that the veil in Hebrews 6:19 is the inner veil because
the Septuagint uses katapetasma for this veil is erroneous.” Early Adventist
writers relied on the same data to draw the identical conclusion.’

In fact the data are not nearly as ambiguous as Rice claims (see n. 10
below). By my reckoning the LXX uses katanétaope for the veil of the
courtyard five times. These five references where katanéraopa is used for
the veil of the courtyard are clarified by added genitival phrases. In
addition, the LXX renders four of the ten references in the Masoretic text
to the veil at the entrance of the sanctuary proper with katamétoopa.
Again, the added genitival phrases preclude ambiguity. Lastly, the inner
veil is mentioned unequivocally in the Hebrew Bible twenty-three times,
and twenty-two of these are rendered in the LXX by katanéraope.’

#Rice, “Within Which Veil?” 21.

See W. G. Johnsson, “Day of Atonement Allusions,” in Issues in the Book of Hebrews,
ed. F. B. Holbrook (Silver Spring, MD: Biblical Research Institute, 1989), 105-120; P. G.
Damsteegt, “Among Sabbatarian Adventists, 1845-1850,” in Doctrine of the Sanctuary: A
Historical Survey, ed. F. B. Holbrook (Silver Spring, MD: Biblical Research Institute, 1989),
17-55, esp. 54.

®The Hebrew word 7on is used seven times for the courtyard curtain (Exod 27:16;
35:17; 38:18; 40:8, 33; Num 3:26; 4:26), and the LXX translates these with ketanétaoua only
twice (Exod 37:16 =38:18; Num 3:26). The LXX also uses karanétaopa twice for the veil of
the courtyard where there appears to be no equivalent in the Hebrew (Num 4:32; 1 Kings
6:36). It is also probable that the single use of xatanétaopa in Exod 39:19=39:40 (o) refers
both to the courtyard curtain and to the curtain at the entrance of the tabernacle. Thus there
are five places in the LXX where katanéraopa refers to the courtyard veil, but only two of
these are based directly on the seven references in the Hebrew. Furthermore, each of these
examples is unequivocal because of the qualifying genitives, thus: 1o xatanétaoua tic moing
fi¢ adAfic (Exod 37:16; Num 3:26; 4:32); ketenétaope tfig adrfi tod airigp tod oixov (1Kgs
6:36); td ketanétaopa thg O0pec THe oknwiic kel T woAng tiic wbAfic (Exod 39:19).

‘The Masoretic text also uses Jon nine times for the outer veil of the tabernacle (Exod
26:36, 37; 35:15; 36:37; 39:38, [40]; 40:5, 28; Num 3:25; 4:25). The LXX uses ketanétaspa for
four of these references (Exod 26:37; 37:5=36:37; 39:19=39:40; 40:5 [kdAvppe
katatetdopatoc]). Again ambiguity is precluded by the added genitives: & xetanéraope tig
00peg tiic oxmuiig tod paptupiou (Exod 37:5); ketanétaoue tic B0pag ti¢ oxnviic(Exod 39.19);
KeEAvyte Ketatetdopatog Ent thy 80par Tic oxnviic Tod peptupiov (Exod 40:5). In Exod 26:37
1Q ketanetdopatt is in parallel to éniomaotpov th 80pa (v. 36), which clarifies the reference
to the first veil of the tabernacle.

The Hebrew word no>1s is used for the inner veil that divided the sanctuary into its two
chambers. The word occurs twenty-five times in the Masoretic text (Exod 26:31, 33 [thrice],
35;27:21; 30:6; 35:12; 36:35; 38:27; 39:34; 40:3, 21,22, 26; Lev 4:6, 17; 16:2, 12, 15; 21:33; 24:3;
Num 4:5; 18:7; 2 Chr 3:14). The LXX translates no7s with xetaréreopa on twenty-four
occasions; the only exception is 39:20=39:34, which uses t& émkeddppete to translate
Toon nove (‘the screening curtain’). The expanded phrase oon no7e occurs in three other
verses (Exod 35:12; 40:21; Num 4:5), and the LXX reflects this on two occasions: td
KataxdAve 100 ketanetdoparog (Exod 40:21); 1o xertanéraoyue td ovoktefov (Num 4:5).
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There are three references that could refer to either the inner or outer
veils of the tabernacle, namely, Lev 21:23 (no98); Num 18:7 (n>7s); and
Num 3:10 (no Hebrew equivalent). Rice classifies these three as references
“to the first veil of the sanctuary,” but the texts are not so clear as to allow
this without qualification."! Thus, whenever xatanétuopa is used
absolutely and/or with a prepositional phrase to translate the Hebrew
word n>7s, with two possible exceptions (Lev 21:23; Num 18:7), it refers
to the inner veil.”? It is important, therefore, to note that katamétaope in
Heb 6:19 is used absolutely (that is, it is not qualified by any genitival
phrase), and furthermore, it is used with a prepositional phrase. Thus,
although Rice correctly infers that the mere presence of katanéraopa of
itself in Heb 6:19 does not indicate indisputably that the inner veil is
meant, the evidence of the LXX (and the underlying Hebrew text)
certainly points strongly in that direction.

The Significance of 1o €otitepov

Rice maintains that in Lev 16:2 and Heb 6:19 éoditepor “should be
taken as a positive adjective and not a comparative adjective”—that is,
éodtepov is equivalent to ¢ow and should be translated simply as
“within.”” This conclusion 1s used to support Rice’s view “that Jesus’
position at God’s right hand is thought of by the author as an aspect of
Jesus’ heavenly ministry which parallels the activities in the first
apartment of the earthly sanctuary.”™ An examination of the usage of
éocitepov in the Greek Bible demonstrates that it cannot support the
weight Rice puts on it.

It is quite impossible to restrict the meaning of éodtepov to “within.”
In 1 Sam (=1 Kgdms) 24:4, David and his men sit in the innermost part
of the cave {¢oditepov t0d omhaiou). 'Eodtepov in 2 Chr 4:22 refers to
the inner door of the most holy place (fy 80pa t0d olkov 7 éowtépa €ig
& &yie 16V dylov). Frequently, odtepov is used to convey the idea of
an inner court or gate beyond an outer one (2 Chr 23:20; Esth 4:11; Ezek
44:27; 45:19; 46:1; 1 Macc 9:54).” The NRSV quite correctly translates

"Rice, “Hebrews 6:19,” 231.

“Gane has presented a good case for taking even Lev 21:23 and Num 18:7 as references
to the inner veil {see 6, n. 5).

“Rice, The Priesthood of Jesus, 31; “Hebrews 6:19,” 232-233. In a private letter to me,
Rice confirms his basic position concerning &switepov, but hesitates to say outright that the
comparative is used for the positive (25 October 1988).

“Ibid., 17.
For a plan of the Ezekiel court, see S. H. Horn, ed., Seventh-day Adventist Bible
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Acts 16:24 as “in the innermost cell” (elg thy éowtépav durakny). There
really is no reason on the basis of the term éoditepov alone for excluding
the meaning “innermost” from its semantic range. This is especially so
since in Hellenistic Greek the comparative with the article (as is the case
in Heb 6:19) generally has superlative force.' Therefore, the LXX of Lev
16:2 could just as readily mean the “innermost part from the curtain” as
Rice’s more generalized “within the veil.”

However, the real problem with Rice’s approach is his insistence on
examining the “key parts” of the phrase ei¢ t0 éouwtepov Tod katamerdopatog
independently of one another instead of researching the phrase as a
whole.”” This approach is methodologically unsound. Rice emphasizes
that in Heb 9:3 the author adds the numeral sedtepov to clarify which veil
is meant, but it is just as important to note that in Heb 6:19 he adds ei¢
10 &oditepov, for the total phrase indicates just as clearly as detdtepov which

veil is meant. The phrase occurs only five times in the Greek Bible, four times
in the LXX and once in the N'T.® They are as follows:

Exod 26:33 elootoelg . . . éoWTepor TOD KATATETAOWLATOG

Lev 16:2 eloTopevéobw . . . elg t0 dylov Eowtepov tod
KOTOTETAOHATOG

Lev 16:12 elooloel éoudtepov TOD KOTATETAONXTOC

Lev 16:15 elootoel . . . éouitepor TOD KOTATETAOMATOS

Heb 6:19 €lc 10 éauiTepov TOD KATATETAOPATOS . . . €ELOTABEY

The four references from the LXX all refer to the most holy place.
The Hebrew behind these four references isn>1s% nvan. This phrase occurs

Dictionary, rev. ed. (Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald, 1979), s.v. “Temple,” 1098.

A, T. Robinson states: “Indeed one may broadly say with Blass, that in the kour
vernacular the comparative with the article takes over the peculiar fuactions of the
superlative” (A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research, 3d
ed.[London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1919], 667-668); cf. F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1961), 32-33.

YRice, “Within the Veil,” 20.

®The phrase is not found in Philo or Josephus. The nearest configurations are rpd¢ toig
dbbtoLg ketametdopatos Eswtépw tod mpotépov (Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.231—*to sprinkle some of
the blood with his finger seven times over against the veil at the inner shrine, beyond the first
veil” [Loeb translation]); & é&sbrowg €low tod mpotépov katemerdopoc (Spec. Leg.
1.274—referring presumably to the outer veil); &v &5itw . . . TGV Ketametaopdtov € ow
(Philo, Vit. Mos. 2.95); td éowtdtw ketanétaope (Philo, Gig. 53); and 1pd tod kataretdopatog
t0d &dbtov (Josephus, AJ 8.90). Philo carefully distinguishes between the two veils, using
kéAvppe for the outer, and katanétaopa for the inner (Vit. Mos. 2.87, 101), though it may be
going too far to say that Philo uses katanétaope “exclusively for the inner veil” (Gane, 8, and
n. 13, but see Spec. Leg. 1.274).
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in one other place, Num 18:7. Numbers 18:7 is one of the three LXX
texts where it is unclear whether the first or second veil of the tabernacle
is meant.”” The LXX reflects this uncertainty by using language for these
three texts that is quite different from the four verses listed above: €ow
100 katamerdopatos (Num 3:10, no equivalent in the Hebrew); 1o évdobev
100 kotametaopatos (Num 18:7 n>msb man); mpde 16 xetamétacpe od
wpooeetoeta (Lev 21:23 nomon-ox). The Greek of these passages is quite
different from that found in Heb 6:19, so these three verses cannot
provide alinguistic background for Heb 6:19. Accordingly, there are only
four verses in the LXX that reflect the language of Heb 6:19, namely,
Exod 26:33; Lev 16:2, 12, 15—all of which refer unequivocally to the most
holy place. Does the context of Heb 6:19 differ so radically from these
four LXX passages that we are obliged, as Rice argues, to ignore the
linguistic similarity between Heb 6:19 and Lev 16:2, 12, 15?

The Context of Hebrews 6:19-20

Because Heb 6:19 does not use &yiov with éoditepov, as is the case in
Lev 16:2, Rice argues that this distances Heb 6:19 from Lev 16:2.%° The
fact that Exod 26:33 and Lev 16:12, 15 also lack the additional &yov
militates against the force of this opinion. The common pattern between
Exod 26:33; Lev 16:2, 12, 15; and Heb 6:19 is obvious and cannot easily be
ignored. Rice’s attempt to shift the background of Heb 6:19-20 from the Day
of Atonement to the Abrahamic covenant is also quite unconvincing,

Rice argues that the term “katamétaope is simply dropped into a
discussion of the Abrahamic covenant and the dispensing of that
covenant.”™ There is nothing, he maintains, in the context to indicate
which veil is referred to. This ignores the strong parallel between the
promise that was confirmed by an oath, which God gave to Abraham
(Heb 6:13-17) and the divine oath that installed Jesus as the Melchizedek
high priest and a guarantor of a better covenant (Heb 7:20-22). The
unalterable nature of the divine oath is common to both passages (6:17-18;
7:20-21, 28). Hebrews 6:19-20 acts as a link-verse between these two
passages and concludes with the promise that Jesus is a high priest forever
according to the order of Melchizedek.” Hence Heb 6:19-20 is as much

As previously noted, Gane makes a good case for taking Lev 21:23 and Num 18:7 as
references to the inner veil; see 6, n. 5 above.

®Rice, “Hebrews 6:19,” 232.

2bid, 234.

ZRice’s conclusion, based on his belief that Heb 7:1-10.39 forms a “three-step chiasm,” agrees
that Jesus as King-Priest is central to Hebrews, not least in Heb 6:20 (G. E. Rice, “The Chiastic
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about high priesthood as it is about covenant, and the priesthood theme
is not something that the author “simply dropped” in.

Furthermore, Heb 6:19-20 is not merely concerned with the investment
of Jesus into the Melchizedek high priesthood, but also assures us that as our
forerunner he has entered within the veil. Hebrews’ contrast between Jesus’
Melchizedek high priesthood and the Aaronic high priesthood is particularly
concerned with how and where the respective priests entered (9:6-7, 11-12, 24-
25). There is only one passage in the OT that speaks of the high priest going
within the veil—that is the Day of Atonement chapter, Lev 16. Even Exod
26:33 is excluded, for the command there addresses Moses and refers to the
setting up of the tabernacle, not to its cultic service. The phrase “the
innermost place from the veil” cannot be dissociated from the contextual
terms “high priest” and “entered”; and these terms are not the language of the
Abrahamic covenant.

The aorists (v. 20) are instructive too: “having become an high priest”
(&pxrepede yevbpevog), “Jesus entered” (elofiAfer *Inooic). Jesus® entrance
is not something he did partially, or momentarily; nor is it something he
is to do repeatedly, as is the case with the Aaronic high priests, but
something he has concluded once for all.® The LXX passages in Lev 16
use the present imperative or the future tense, and the Greek of Hebrews
is always present tense when speaking of the Levitical priests.
Contrariwise, Hebrews consistently uses the aorist when speaking of
Jesus’ self-offering or entrance into the presence of God.? That the one
priesthood was ongoing while the other was final is an essential part of
Hebrews’ contrast.

The Parallel with Heb 10:19-20

Rice argues, on the basis of his belief that Heb 6:19-20 and 10:19-34
form corresponding components of a chiasm, that whatever veil is
referred to in 6:19 must also be referred to in 10:20. On his premises,

Structure of the Central Section of the Epistle to the Hebrews,” AUSS 10 [1981}: 243-246).

BThus, it is incorrect to think of Jesus temporarily entering the heavenly holiest to
dedicate his office, only to retreat to some outer region of the heavenly sanctuary. On the
other hand, denying that Jesus continues to make an offering for sin beyond the cross is not
to deny that he continues to minister the benefits of his atonement to all who seek him.

*For the aorist in connection with Jesus’ offering and entrance, see Heb 1:3, 4; 2:18;
5:10; 6:20; 7:26, 27; 8:3; 9:11, 12, 15, 28; 10:12. The present subjunctive in Heb 9:25 is, of
course, in the form of a denial.

BRice, “Within the Veil,” 21. In his more scholarly article, Rice consistently translates
“inner shrine” for ketenétaope in both passages (“The Chiastic Structure of the Central
Section,” 243-246).
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this means the outer veil at the entrance of the tabernacle. However, we
have shown that this view is incorrect, and that the language of Heb 6:19-
20 has as its background the Day of Atonement entrance of the Aaronic
high priest into the most holy place. Consequently, if there is any chiastic
parallel between 6:19-20 and 10:19-20, we must conclude that the latter
passage also refers to the high priest’s entrance into the most holy place
on the Day of Atonement. This is confirmed when one notes the parallel
nature of the two passages.”

Hebrews 6:19-20

Hebrews 10:19-21

iy ¢ dykvpar Exouer T
Yuxfic, dodarf te kel PePaiav
Kol eloepyopnévny

" Eyovteg olv, aybeidol,
Teppnoioy

elc 10 Eoddtepov tod

kotametdopatog,” Srov
npddpopog bep Hudy

S10 7ol KETHTETEOUATOC

elofirBev Inoole, kot thy
TobLY

elg v €loodov tov dyiwy &v
1@ aipatt 'Inood

A € I [4 3 LY M 5
Kol Lepén Leyay €ml TOv olkov
tob Geod

Mehyroédex dpyiepels yevdpevog
el¢ tov aldva

The parallel nature of the passages leaves little doubt that the veil in
both texts is the same—that is the inner veil. The use of the neuter plural
tév ayiwy in Heb 10:19 supports this. It is true, as Rice says, that the
LXX demonstrates that t& &ywx is a general reference for the whole
sanctuary.” However, context can give a general reference term a specific
meaning. “Car,” for example, is a general term, but if I say that someone
drove off in their car it is reasonable to assume that they are seated in the
driver’s seat. Any first-century Jew who read Hebrews’ language of an
annual entrance of the high priest by means of blood through the veil into
the sanctuary, would think of the Day of Atonement. This was the only
occasion when all these acts occurred at one time.

%] have abridged and rearranged Heb 10:19-21 for the purpose of the parallel.
ZRice, The Priesthood of Jesus, 38-46.

1 have dealt with these issues elsewhere; see my “Towut estin sarkos autou (Heb. X. 20):
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Conclusion

Adventist exegesis of Hebrews is often influenced by eschatological
premises drawn from Daniel and Revelation, premises that lead to a bias
against seeing Day of Atonement language in the Hebrews passages that
describe Jesus’ triumphant ascent into the presence of God. Thus, Rice has
Jesus’ post-ascension ministry at the right hand of God occurring in the
outer apartment of the heavenly sanctuary. He allows that Hebrews also
teaches a second-apartment ministry, but he believes that Hebrews leaves
its commencement to an unspecified date in the future.”

This position underestimates the force of the aorist and of the other
terms of finality and perfection that are so frequent in Hebrews’
affirmation of Jesus in contrast to the old Aaronic order. Furthermore,
Hebrews uses this language of finality in connection with Jesus’ entrance
into the heavenly sanctuary.”

Of course, the theological concerns of Hebrews should not be debased
into crassly spatial terms no matter to what part of the sanctuary one relates
the author’s language. It goes without saying that the legitimate Adventist
insight that the last judgment includes Christians is not jeopardized by
faithfully accepting the theology of Hebrews. Nor should Adventists, on the
basis of Hebrews, abandon their conviction that Christians’ lives are assessed
prior to the Second Advent. Such a viewpoint places the judgment of believers
very much within the framework of the gospel, and no Christian community
need apologize for doing that. On the other hand, Hebrews certainly confirms
the Adventist concern to do justice to the continuing validity of the historic
atonement wrought through the death of Jesus. Therefore, the essence of
Adventist theology has nothing to fear from an unbiased exegesis of the
Epistle to the Hebrews.

Apposition, Dependent or Explicative?” NTS 20 (1974): 100-104; idem, “The Gospel
According to Hebrews 9,” NTS 27 (1981): 198-210.

PSee Rice, The Priesthood of Jesus, 53-54.

*A significant, but not unique, recognition of this is the Consensus Document that
resulted from the historic meeting of the Sanctuary Review Committee at* Glacier View
Ranch, Colorado, 10-15 August 1980. The Consensus Document was accepted by 114
leading Adventist administrators and scholars and contains this statement: “The symbolic
language of the Most Holy Place, “within the veil,’ is used to assure us of our full, direct, and
free access to God ([Heb] chaps. 6:19-20; 9:24-28; 10:14)” (“Christ in the Heavenly
Sanctuary,” Ministry, October 1980, 17).





