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The first issues of WWN for this year carried articles 
on the Sanctuary doctrine written from the viewpoint of 

the counsel given to the Church in 1892 which indicated 
that "we have many lessons to learn, and many, many to 
unlearn. God and heaven alone are infallible. Those who 
think that they will never have to give up a cherished 
view, never have occasion to change an opinion, will be 
disappointed." In February. the San Diego Chapter of the 
AAF featured the reading of a paper by Dr. Raymond Cot-
trell attacking a very foundational text of the 
"sanctuary doctrine" - Daniel 8:14. While it needs to 
be admitted that there are things to learn, and things 
to unlearn in regard to this basic doctrine of Adventism, 
one does not tear up the foundation to correct errors in 
the edifice structured on that foundation. 

There is, however, more involved than merely the doctrine 
itself. The question of hermeneutics - the proper method 
by which to interpret the Scriptures - is introduced by 
Cottrell. Cottrell's "adversary", the late Dr. Gerhard 
F. Basel in his book, Biblical Interpretation Today. 
wrote: The history of any church body is ... the history 
of its interpretation of Scripture. By implication a 
shift or change in the method used for the interpretation 
of Scripture by a church, its scholars, or others within 
it, inevitably would be accompanied by a shift or change 
in its course, doctrines, self-understanding, purpose, 
and mission." (p.1). 

There is no question - this Cottrell made very clear -
he has approached a key text of the sanctuary doctrine 
from a different hermeneutic than did the pioneers of the 
Seventh-day Adventist Church. This led him to his con-
clusion that the doctrine is a "liability." Is it? 
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The "Sanctuary Doctrine" — 
Asset or LiabiLity ? 

This is a borrowed title from a paper presented at the 
meeting of the San Diego Chapter of the Association 
of Adventist Forums, February 2, 2002, in the 
Tierrasanta Seventh-day Adventist Church. It had 
been written by Dr. Raymond F. Cottrell, but an 
abbreviated form was read by Larry Christoffel, 
associate pastor of the Lorna Linda Campus Hill 
Church. This paper and presentation were high-
lighted in an editorial in the Spring edition of 
Spectnun (p. 79). From the San Diego Chapter, we 
received a copy. 

As to be expected, the answer, given by Cottrell and 
the writer of the editorial, Gordon M. Rick, AAF vice 
president was, Yes, the 'Sanctuary Doctrine' is a 
liability to Adventism. This was based on two factors, 
not only the interpretation of certain key texts which 
are used to support the Sanctuary teaching, but also 
the methodology used in the interpretation of those 
texts. It is useless to argue the force and meaning of 
certain texts of Scripture if those disputing the 
meaning of the verses each use a different method of 
interpretation. 

In his presentation, Dr. Cottrell lists three methods of 
Bible Study. 1) The pmoftext method, 2) the historical 
method, and 3) 'a hybrid of these two methods known 
as the historical-grammatical method" (p. 17, Cottrell's 
paper). Concerning the 'proof text' method, Cottrell 
claims that it is followed 'by a maiority of untutored 
Bible readers' and that from its beginning 'most 
Adventists have followed this method" but he 
concluded that 'no reputable Bible scholar follows it 
today' (p.  17). Evidently, the Spirit of God, when sent 
forth on the Day of Pentecost was unaware of how 
untutored He would make the early Christians appear 
in their use of the Sacred Scriptures available to 
them. 

To the first Christians, who were Jews, the Law and 
the Prophets were already sacred. Their national 
sacred writings were to them the oracles of God, 
though they could no longer be regarded as 
containing the whole truth of God. The coming of 
the Messiah had revealed God with a completeness 
that had not been discovered in the Old Testament. 

The word of the Lord was authoritative as even 
Moses and the prophets were not. Yet since all the 

hopes of the Old Testament seemed to these Jewish 
Christians to be fulfilled in Jesus Christ, they more 
than ever were convinced that their national sacred 
books were divinely inspired. From this source they 
drew, if not the articles of their creed, at least proofs 
and supports of their doctrines. Christ died and 
arose again, according to the scriptures. 

All the writings of the Old Testament spoke of Christ 
to them. Legal enactments, prophetic utterances, 
simple historic record, and more emotional psalm, -
all alike could be covered by the phrase, `•the 
scripture says," all were treated as of one piece, and 
by diligent use of type and allegory single passages 
torn from any context could be used as proof-texts to 
commend or defend belief in Christ. (Encyclopaedia 
Britannica, Vol. 3, p. 499, col. 2; 1958 edition) 

These early Christian Jews, spearheaded by the 
Apostle Paul, "turned the world upside down" (Acts 
17:6), and in one generation established the Christian 
faith as a world religion. Anyone with only an 
elementary knowledge of the New Testament, knows 
how Paul interpreted and applied references from the 
Old Testament. (For an example, see I Cor. 9:8-10.) 

Dr. Cottrell chooses to use "the historical method" 
because of its 'objectivity." He writes that 'this 
method requires either special training in biblical 
languages and the history and milieu of antiquity, or 
reliance on source material prepared by persons with 
such training.' adding that 'since about 1940 most 
Adventist scholars have followed this method' (p. 17). 
Where then is the Spirit of God? Does not the New 
Testament teach that 'holy men of God' in Old 
Testament times spoke as they were moved by the 
Holy Spirit, and that 'the Spirit of Christ which was in 
them" testified 'beforehand the sufferings of Christ, 
and the glory that should follow"? (II Peter 1:21; I 
Peter 1:11). 

There is no question that the prophets of the Old 
Testament served as God's voice to convey His 
attitude toward Israel's apostasy from Him, and the 
judgments to come if they did not repent True then, 
in an historical sense, these messages must be 
considered yet studded in the midst of these 
prophecies are gems of truth which describe events 
which were to come in the life of the promised 
Messiah. Consider for example Zechariah 9. As one 
reads the chapter, there is little which speaks to him 
apart from the times in which it was written, yet in its 
midst is the prophecy of the triumphal entry of Jesus 
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into Jerusalem - verse 9. This is noted by both 
Matthew and John in their gospels. (Matt 21:4-5; John 
12:14-16). In fact, the Gospel of Matthew would 
appear to be a ledger tabulating the record of 
prophecy and its fulfilment in the life of Jesus. In the 
first three chapters of his gospel, there are six 
incidents recorded with the notation that It might be 
fulfilled that which was written by the prophets." The 
first such entry - Matt. 1:23 - has been the basis for 
much discussion because Matthew did not follow the 
-historical" method advocated by Cottrell. 

Another position taken by Cottrell in his prepared 
paper is that Bible prophecy, 'even apocalyptic 
prophecy, is always conditionar (11A41). While this 
possibility appears in a comparison between what was 
revealed to Daniel by Gabriel, and what was shown to 
John on the Isle of Patmos, this cannot be made a 
conclusive dictum. It is true, and needs to be noted 
that the book of Revelation does not mention the 
1290, and 1335 days of Daniel 12, It does, however, 
carry through the 1260 days of Daniel 7 - "a time, and 
times, and half a time (Rev. 12:14). The preface to 
Revelation is specific. The revelation which God gave 
to Christ which was conveyed to John by "His anger 
concerned things 'which must (Set) shortly come to 
pass" (1:1). This Greek word carries the force of "it is 
binding it is necessary, ... it is inevitable." Within 
the revelation itself, the reason is given - the con-
quering power of the Messiah restored "the kingdom 
of our God" (12:10). 

There are close parallels between the two books,. 
which leads to the reasonable conclusion that even as 
the prophesies in Revelation are binding necessary 
and inevitable, those prophecies in Daniel which are 
parallel are likewise to be binding and inevitable. 
Consider the base prophecy given to Daniel as found 
in Chapter 7 - the four beasts: the lion, bear, leopard,. 
and non-descript While the first three beast symbols 
loose their dominion, 'yet their lives are prolonged for 
a season and a time" (v. 12). Revelation tells us that 
its non-descript beast (13:2) was like unto a leopard, 
with the feet of a bear, and the mouth of a lion - the 
same three symbols of Daniel in exact reverse order. 

In Daniel 7, the objective of the prophecy focuses on 
the judgment that is to sit (vs. 9-10). The prophetic 
context in Revelation of the non-descript beast also 
calls attention to a judgment The first angel 
proclaims, "the hour of [God's] judgment is come" 
(14:7). Considering that the symbols of Daniel 8 are 
placed in the same historical sequence as were the 
symbols of Chapter 7 - Media-Persia followed by 

Greece (vs. 20-21) - should not the power which 
follows Greece, - "a king of fierce countenance" (v. 23) 
- also represent the power which followed the leopard 
of Daniel 7? Does not Revelation reveal from whence 
the "mighty' power, exercised by this king, comes? 
(Compare Daniel 8:24 with Rev. 13:2) 

Further, does not Daniel 8 introduce a sanctuary 
term, tamid, besides introducing the very sanctuary 
itself in verse 14? What justification can be cited for 
introducing a different sequence in Daniel 8 when 
Revelation combines all the symbols of Daniel 7 into 
one beast, which is clearly the papal phase of Rome 
and giving it the same prophetic time of operation, as 
given for the little horn in Daniel 7? There is revealed 
in Daniel a point of prophetic revelation that dare not 
be overlooked. The little horn" of Daniel 7 is never 
removed from the non-descript beast It is ever 
nourished by the beast When judgment is given 
against the horn, it is the "beast" that is "given to the 
burning flame" (7:11; Rev. 19:20). The revelation in 
Daniel 8 - the little horn - is both pagan and papal 
Rome in one continuum. One cannot limit his 
interpretation of a prophecy to a linguistic analysis of 
a specific passage and impose those conclusions on 
the whole, but must consider the whole in the broad 
relationship of what has been revealed by the God in 
whose power are the times and seasons. (See Acts 
1:7). 

In the book of Daniel is to be found the descriptive 
phrase, "the abomination of desolation" in several 
forms (9-27; 11:31; 12:11). Jesus in His prophetic 
outline of history stated plainly that this "abomination 
of desolation" would stand *where it ought not" just 
prior to the overthrow of Jerusalem and the 
destruction of the temple. (Mark 13:14; Matt. 24:15). 
In other words, "the abomination that maketh 
desolate" as noted by Christ is Rome in its pagan 
phase, not some previous power! In the Revelation of 
Jesus Christ, the papal phase is symbolized in the 
non-descript beast which directed its blasphemies 
against God and "His tabernacle, and them that dwell 
in heaven" (13:6). In Daniel 8, the "little horn" is one 
continuous power, even as in Chapter 7, the non-
descript beast and the little horn are continuous even 
until the beast is destroyed (7:11). Thus there is 
prefigured in the prophetic outline of Daniel 8 a 
transition between the destruction of the earthly type, 
and the blasphemy against the heavenly antitype. The 
little horn" of Daniel 8 "cast down" the place of His 
sanctuary (v. 11), causing the !amid to cease. It was to 
continue its desolating warfare casting "the truth to 
the ground" (v. 12). From the physical, under pagan 


