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PROPOSITIONS FOR DISCUSSION

PROPOSITION ONE

“The New Covenant was not completely established until
the fall of the Jewish commonwealth in A.D. 70.”

Affirmative:  Max R. King
Negative: lim McGuiggan

PROPOSITION TWO

“The scriptures clearly teach that the second coming of
Christ is yet future.”

Affirmative:  Jim McGuiggan
Negative: Max R. King

PROPOSITION THREE

“The vision and message of the book of Revelation relates to
and was fulfilled in the fall of the Jewish commonwealth in
70 A.D"'

Affirmative:  Max R. King
Negative: Jim McGuiggan

PROPOSITION FOUR

“The New Testament teaches there is yet to be a day in
which all the dead will be raised to life. And that they with the
people yet alive on that day will be judged relative to where
they shall spend eternity.”

Affirmative:  Jim McGuiggan
Negative: Max R. King






KING'S INTRODUCTION

The propositions for discussion in the ensuing debate center in the subject of
eschatology, which is a division of systematic theology dealing with the Bible
doctrine of last things such as the second coming of Christ, the end of the
world (age), judgment, resurrection, and the future state or age to come.
Differing interpretations of eschatology result primarily from the literal and
non-literal interpretations of prophecy. The more literal approach is the
dominate factor of premillennialism and the less literal approach is the basis
for the amillennial view. There are varying shades and degrees of inter-
pretations in each of these views, but a fundamental difference has to do
with the central purpose of God in eschatology. The premillennial view, as a
whole, distinguishes God’s program of eschatology for Israel from that of
His program for the church or the whole world, whereas amillennialism tends
to emphasize soteriology or the salvation of the elect as the dominating fac-
tor. Amillenarians in general interpret Old Testament prophecies as being
largely fulfilled in the church in a spiritual or non-literal manner, while pre-
millennialism asserts that the kingdom and land promises must be literally
fulfilled by Israel in their Holy Land at the second coming of Christ. They
hold that promises given to Israel must be distinguished from promises given
to the church,

Although each of these views differs as to the nature of fulfillment and
the basic purposes and results of eschatology, they do share one common view,
namely, the futurity of eschatological events. Both share the view of a still
future second coming of Christ, end of the age, judgment, resurrection, etc.;
irrespective of their differing views on the manner and purpose of these
events. It is here, however, that this writer especially takes issue with both
premillennialism and amillennialism, and without endeavoring to identify my
Opponent with either of the afore mentioned views, it must be established
that here is a basic area of cnr disagreement concerning the propositions
under discussion. This writer holds to the view that Biblical eschatology has
been realized with its basic purpose being the consummation of the age (old
covenant age), and the cemplete establishment of the age that was to come
(the new covenant or eterhal age).

This view is adopted and supported from two basic factors which strike at
the very heart of eschatology, namely, the TIME and the MANNER of the
fulfiliment of the prophecies, types, and shadows contained in the Old
Testament. (See 1 Pet. 1:11). The scriptures clearly establish the time as well
as the manner in which eschatological or end-time events would take place
in the realization of the ‘“‘age to come.” It is believed that the manner of ful-
fillment, as determined by the new covenant, is of such a nature as to honor
and give credence to the plain, unequivocal time statements resident in escha-
tological scriptures: These two combined factors, time and manner permit,
and make necessary, the placement of the events of eschatology in the gen-
eration of Christ and His apostles. (Matt. 24:34; 1 Pet. 4:7; Rev. 1:1,3). This
writer believes, therefore, that the subject material of the four propositions
under discussion deals with things that happened in the first century, which
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were ‘““at hand” and in readiness to ‘“shortly come to pass” in the fading
hours of those ‘last days.” (1 John 2:18; Jude 17-19).

Both Christ before the cross, and His apostles after the cross, spoke of
“this age’ and. the ‘‘age to come.” (See Matt. 12:32; Matt. 13:40; and Eph.
1:21; Heb. 2:8). These were not two different sets of ages, anymore so than
the ministry of the apostles was a different ministry from that of Christ. In
the teaching of both Christ and His apostles “this age’” and the ‘‘age to come”
were in reference to the same ages. The primary event that served to separate
“this age’” from the ‘“‘age to come” was not, therefore, the cross but the
second coming of Christ (Matt. 24:3; 1 Cor. 10:11; 1 Pet. 4:7; Heb. 6:5, 11),
or the terminus of the Jewish commonwealth in the destruction of Jerusalem.

Likewise, the “last days’’ encompassed both the ministry of Christ and His
apostles (Heb. 1:2), concluding with the same coming eschatological events
that ‘“consummated the age’” (Matt. 24:3), and that terminated the Jewish
commonwealth (Matt. 24; Luke 21). It is obvious, therefore, that eschatology,
properly placed, belonged to the old covenant wherein it was formed and pro-
phesied, and its realization resulted in the full and complete establishment of
the ‘‘age to come” as determined by the everlasting covenant of Jesus Christ.

In keeping with this view of eschatology, we shall proceed to establish the
affirmatives of propositions one and three, and to negate the affirmatives of
propositions two and four. The reader’s attention, therefore, is called to the
fact that each proposition shall be addressed by this writer on the basis that
the world (or age) that is being consummated in Bible eschatology is not a
material world or planet such as is inhabited by mankind today, nor shall
the “world (or age) to come” be considered as a future world that follows
the ending of a present material earth or planet. Rather, ‘‘this age” (as
it is expressed in Biblical language) shall be held in identity with those
things that constituted the age, the earth, the kosmos, or the world of the
old covenant or Jewish dispensation. In contrast with this, we shall seek to
establish and identify the ‘“age to come” as consisting of those things that
were to follow the Jewish age as determined by the eternal covenant of Christ.

Likewise, literal and non-literal events and interpretations shall be deter-
mined according to the covenant and the age that are involved in any par-
ticular text. The difference between the two ages is the difference between
the two covenants (2 Cor. 3; Gal. 4:21-31); between flesh and spirit (Gal.
4; 22-29); and between the earthly and the heavenly (Heb. 12:18,22; 1 Cor.
15:47; John 3:12). Therefore, the state or nature of the ‘‘thing to come” in
the ‘“‘age to come’ must be such as not to force upon us a rejection of time
statements, a theory of postponement, or any other view that tends to dis-
credit the verbal inspiration and unerring accuracy of scripture.

It follows, therefore, that a proper placement of eschatology and a proper
identity and division of the ages, coupled with a Biblical view and acceptance
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of the time and manner of prophecy’s fulfillment are prime factors in arriv-
ing at the truth of the propositions set before us. These scriptural guidelines
shall be recognized, and appealed to throughout the course of our studies.

I welcome to this discussion as my Opponent brother Jim McGuiggan of
the Sunset School of Preaching in Lubbock, Texas. I hold brother McGuiggan
in high esteem for his scholarly ability, his wonderful Christian spirit, and
his tremendous zeal for the truth. Our acquaintance and our correspondence
of the past two or three years has been a most edifying and welcome experience.
I regard him as a worthy Opponent, but more importantly, as a real friend
and a true brother in Christ. Our prayer is for an earnest and friendly ex-
change of views concerning the scriptures that will result in the best interest
of truth.

Sincerely,

Max R. King
4705 Parkman Rd., N.W.
Warren, Ohio 44481



McGUIGGAN'S INTRODUCTION

Max King is a very good friend of mine. I have regarded him so for some
time now and I believe he is as eager to find truth as I am myself. There
is a total absence of acrimony between us so in the following pages while
you may come across very plain speech you will read nothing of ours which
is intended to ‘convey disrespect or ridicule of the individual. In a private
conversation we made it clear that friendship does not preclude straight
and plain speaking.

1 believe the New Covenant was fully and completely established before
70 AD. Max denies this and I regard his denial of it as a serious error! This
will be the issue under discussion in our first proposition.

I believe what we generally call “the second coming” of Christ (meaning
a second visible and final coming) is yet future. Max King denies this. I be-
lieve his denial of it is a serious error! This will be the issue under dis-
cussion in our second proposition.

Max believes the book of Revelation was not only written before 70 AD
but that its message related to and was completely fulfilled in the events
of 70 AD relative to the utter destruction of Judaism. I deny this. I do not
regard this view of his as a serious error but Max uses it to bolster other
points which I regard as very serious so this will be the issue under dis-
cussion in our third proposition.

1 believe there is yet to be a day in which the dead will be raised and
judged as to where they will spend eternity. Max King denies this. I regard
his denial of it as a serious error and so this will be the issue under dis-
cussion in our fourth proposition.

I love the man and he loves me. Love, however, doesn't ignore serious
differences and so in my contribution to this debate you need to see a friend
seeking to teach a friend the truth. I believe with all my heart if Max King
sees the force of the following arguments he will change his position on these
issues. I know before God it is so with me. Truth comes from the Book to
the Brotherhood not from the Brotherhood to the Book. I am writing this with
the prayer that peace may be restored where agitation has arisen; that unity
may be restored where discordance has arisen and that truth may be ruler
wherever error is to be found.

Love’s Prayers,

Jim McGuiggan
4420-44th Street
Lubbock, Texas 79414
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PROPOSITION |
KING'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE

PROPOSITION: “THE NEW COVENANT WAS NOT COMPLETELY
ESTABLISHED UNTIL THE FALL OF THE JEWISH COMMONWEALTH
IN AD. 707

No. 1.  The above proposition shall be defined and affirmed in the following
order: (1) what is meant by “the mew covenant?” (2) What is meant by
“established?” (3) What is meant by ‘“completely established?” and (4) Of
what significance was the “destruction of Jerusalem™ with respect to the
complete establishment of the new covenant? To assist the reader in following
the affirmative and the negative, all speeches shall be written in paragraph
form, and all paragraphs numbered.

WHAT IS MEANT BY “THE NEW COVENANT?”

No. 2. By the word ‘““covenant” as it pertains to the proposition, the reference
is to God’s covenant with Abraham in the texts of Gen. 12:1-3; Gen. 13:14-17;
Gen. 15:1-21; Gen. 17:1-14; and Gen. 22:15-18. Although the Abrahamic cov-
enant was essentially one covenant there were two basic aspects of it to be
developed and unfolded in time. First, there was the “natural” or ‘“‘earthly”
aspect involving temporal promises to Abraham and his fleshly seed. These
promises consisted of the following things: (1) Making of Abraham a great
nation (Gen. 12:2); (2) Making his name great, and a blessing (Gen. 12:2);
(3) Multiplying his seed as the dust of the earth (Gen. 13:16), and as the stars
of heaven (Gen. 15:5; 22:17); (4) Making him the father of many nations
(Gen. 17:4-6); (5) Giving him Canaan for an everlasting possession (Gen. 13:
14, 15; Gen. 17:8); (6) Blessing all families or nations of the earth through
his seed (Gen. 12:3; 22:18); and (7) Making God’s covenant with Abraham
and his seed an ‘“‘everlasting covenant” (Gen. 17:7).

No. 3.  Second, there was the “spiritual” or “heavenly” aspect of the Abra-
hamic covenant, involving spiritual promises to Abraham and “all his seed”
(Rom. 4:16) through Christ (Gal. 3:16). Both the temporal and the spiritual
aspects of the Abrahamic covenant were set forth within the same language
of the covenant. While the temporal aspects of the covenant were developed
first in time, the spiritual aspects were treated as the preeminent and ultimate
goal of the covenant (and such was the understanding of Abraham, Heb. 11:9-
16). In the language of scripture, ‘“Howbeit that was not first which is spiritual,
but that which is natural, and afterward that which is spiritual*‘ (1 Cor. 15:48).
The “natural” or ‘“earthly” aspects of the Abrahamic covenant were de-
veloped and carried forth under the covenant God made with the fathers ‘‘in
the day that I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt,
which my covenant they brake” (Jer. 31:32). (See also Ex. 2:24; 6:2-8). The
temporal or earthly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant, as treated under the
old covenant, were not, under those conditions, the ultimate state of the
covenant. Sin and death reigned under that temporal state, ‘‘which my
covenant they brake,” said God (Jer. 31:32). Corruption and mortality were
the prevailing conditions. “For if there had been a law given which could
have given life, verily righteousness should have been given by the law”
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(Gal. 3:21). Consequently, the hope of Abraham and his seed rested in the
spiritual or heavenly aspects of his covenant. “As is the earthy, such are
they also that are earthy: and as is the heavenly, such are they also that
are heavenly. And as we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall also
bear the image of the heavenly” (1 Cor. 15:48, 49). Bearing the image of the
heavenly was the true hope of Israel (Acts 26:6-8).

No. 4. By the “NEW” covenant is meant, not merely- a covenant that is
new (neos) with reference to time or orgin but also new (kainos) with refer-
ence to its state, quality, and relationship. Hence, by the new (kainos) cov-
enant (as in Matt. 26:28; Heb. 8:8; Heb. 9:15) reference is being made to
the “spiritual’” or ‘“heavenly’ aspects of the Abrahamic covenant, which
were developed and brought to fulness by Jesus Christ “in the end of the
ages” (Heb. 9:26). The purpose of Christ’s death and His ensuing ministry
through the Holy Spirit (revealing and confirming the Gospel) was to make
all things “new.” ‘“And He that sat upon the throne said, Behold, I make
all things new (kainos),” (Rev. 21:5). That is, “I bring all things into a new
and better condition” (Thayer, page 317).

No. 5.  For further meaning and usage of new (kainos) and new (neos)
see Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon, pages 117, 118, and Vime’s Expository
Dictionary, Vol. 111, pages 109, 110. According to Thayer, “Neos: denotes
the new primarily in reference to time, the young, recent. Kainos: denotes
the new primarily in reference to quality, the fresh, unworn” (page 318).

No. 6.  With reference to the spiritual aspects of the Abrahamic covenant,
and in contrast to the natural or earthly aspects, the covenant established
by Christ is called “new’’ or kaines. It is new with respect to the state and
quality of its conditions. Sometimes, however, the covenant of Christ is put
in contrast with the Mosiac covenant with regard to time, and in such cases.
it is referred to as a new (meos) covenant, i.e., “recent in time or young.”
(See Heb. 12:24). Therefore, the covenant of Christ is new (neos) time-wise
in contrast to the Mosiac covenant (which was “added” to bring us to Christ,
Gal. 3:19, 24), and it is new (kaimes) quality-wise in contrast to the earthly
aspects of the Abrahamic covenant as determined under Moses. Hence, the
full measure and scope of the new and everlasting covenant of Jesus Christ
must encompass the new (kaimes) things made by Him that sat upon the
throne (Rev. 21:5). The identity of those things will appear later in this
affirmative.

WHAT IS MEANT BY “ESTABLISH?”

No.7. The word “‘establish” is defined in Websters New World Dictionary as
meaning: “l. to make stable; make firm; settle. 2. to order, ordain, or ap-
point permanently. 3. to set up, found, institute. 6. to cause to be accepted or
recognized. 7. to prove; demonstrate; vindicate.”” The general meaning or
idea of the word “‘establish” inheres in the scripture of Heb. 10.9 and the
word “histemi.” ‘‘He taketh away the first, that he may establish (histemi)
the second.” Thayer defines “histemi” as meaning ‘“to establish a thing, cause
to stand, i.e. to uphold or sustain the authority or force of any thing.”
(Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon, page 308). (See also Vine, Vol. II, page 41).
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To ‘“‘establish’’ a thing implies more than to merely bring it into existence.
It must be so constituted or amalgamated as to become stable, firm, and
permanently fixed or settled. An example of the meaning and usage of
establish (histemi) is found in Rom. 10:3: “For they being ignorant of God’s
righteousness, and going about to ‘“‘establish” their own righteousness, have
not submitted themselves unto the righteousness of God.” The Jew’s failure
to “‘establish” their own righteousness was not because it never existed, but
because they sought to ‘‘establish” it according to the temporal aspects of
the Abrahamic covenant. They were unable to ‘“‘cause it to stand, to make
it firm, or permanently settled.” This did not mean, however, that the
righteousness which Israel followed after (Rom. 9:31) could never be established
or made to stand. “Do we make void the law through faith? God forbid:
yea, we establish (histemi) the law” (Rom. 3:31), i.e., we uphold or sustain
the authority and force of it. The means by which such was accomplished
was ‘faith,” i.e., the gospel or the new (kainos) covenant, which brought
forth the “spiritual” or “heavenly” aspects of the Abrahamic covenant. We
affirm, therefore, that to establish a thing is to bring it into a state, a con-
dition, or a relationship that enables it to stand, to be firm, and permanently
settled. ’

WHAT IS MEANT BY “COMPLETELY” ESTABLISH?

No. 8.  Since the word ‘‘establish’’ involves making something firm, stable,
or permanent, it becomes obvious that a combination of factors is essential
in order for the work of establishment to be “complete.” One cannot single
out one of many essential factors and ascribe to it a work that belongs to
the whole. For example, the power to overcome Satan is the blood of Christ,
but it is not the single factor in overcoming. ‘“‘And they overcame him by
the blood of the Lamb, and by the word of their testimony; and they loved
not their lives unto the death” (Rev. 12:11). Surely, none would affirm that
the Saints’ victory over Satan would have been ‘“complete” in the absence
of any one of the three factors mentioned. But in combined form, a full and
complete victory was obtained. Likewise, we affirm that the ‘‘complete
establishment” of the new covenant depended upon a combination of many
things.

No. 9. In order to arrive at a definite understanding of what is meant by
the “complete establishment” of the new covenant, let us first see what is
not meant. First, “‘complete establishment” is not interpreted as meaning or
referring to the time when God made His covenant with Abraham (Gen. 17:2-
4). Verse 7 of Gen. 17 states: “And I will establish my covenant between
me and thee and thy seed after thee in their generations for an everlasting
covenant.” Later, in speaking to Moses concerning Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, God affirmed: ‘“And I have also established my covenant with them,
to give them the land of Canaan, the land of their pilgrimage, wherein they
were strangers” (Ex. 6:4). If, by complete establishment, the promised, an-
nounced, or determined action of God is meant, then both the old and the
new covenants were completely established in the days of Abraham!

No. 10.  Second, the “complete establishment” of the new covenant is not
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interpreted by this writer as referring exclusively to the event of the death
of the testator, although this was, doubtlessly, a basic or fundamental factor
in the ultimate and complete establishment of the spiritual or heavenly
aspects of the Abrahamic covenant. “For a testament is of force after men
are dead: otherwise it is of no strength at all while the testator liveth”
(Heb. 9:17). The ratifying power of the new covenant was the blood of
Christ, period. The efficacy of Christ’s death was “full’”’ and ‘“‘complete” with
respect to ‘“‘atonement” and the “ratification” of the new covenant. But is
this, of itself, that which is meant by the ‘“‘complete establishment” of the
new covenant? Not according to this writer’s concept of what is involved in
the scriptures in the “complete establishment” of the new covenant.

No. 11.  To illustrate the point, let us recall from paragraph eight the
example of overcoming Satan by the blood of Christ (Rev. 12 11). Does the
blood of Christ lack in power to overcome sin and the forces of evil? We
believe not. Is it the single factor involved in overcoming sin? We believe
not. Does the addition of other factors (as the word of their testimony and
disregard of their lives) betray an inadequacy of Christ’s blood? We believe
not. Likewise, the question of the ‘‘complete establishment” of the new cov-
enant is not one concerning the efficacy of any one single factor (however
basic or fundamental it may be), such as the death of Christ, but it is
rather a question of when all the necessary factors combine to effect a fully
established covenant. What, then, are some of the additional factors besides
God’s determined action (Gen. 17:7), and Christ’s ratifying death (Heb. 9:15-
17), that have a direct bearing on ‘‘complete establishment?”’

No. 12. We call attention to four things in the following order: (1) The
revealing and confirming of the new covenant; (2) The fulfilling of the old
covenant; (3) Making the covenant sure unto ‘‘all the seed;” and (4) Ac-
complishing the eschatological (end-time) aspects of the Abrahamic covenant.
These four things are interrelated and were accomplished in the same time
period commonly referred to as “the last days.”

No. 13.  First, we shall consider the matter of revealing and confirming the
covenant, The prophecy of the coming of ““days’ in which God would ‘“make”
a new covenant with Israel and Judah (Jer. 31:31-34) covers more than the
single event of ratification by death. The identity of that which was ratified
must also be established and made firm. What was ratified in Christ’s death?
The new covenant, Of what did this covenant consist? What were its terms,
blessings, and essential features? Had God stopped with the death of Christ,
would those questions have ever been answered? Would a new covenant have
been made (in fact and in actuality) with the house of Israel and Judah?
Would their promised covenant have been fully or completely established?
We believe not, in view of the full text and scope of Jeremiah’s new covenant
prophecy (Jer. 31:31-34). A necessary work in establishing the new covenant
was that of “revealing” and ‘“‘confirming” it. This work was accomplished in
the last days (Heb. 1:1, 2), in the ministry of Christ and His apostles (John
16:12, 13), by means of the Holy Spirit sent down from heayen (Joel 2:28-32;
Acts 2: 1 Pet. 1:12). The gift of inspired knowledge was attended with con-
firming powers (Heb. 2:1-4). The witnessing and confirming power of the
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Holy Spirit continued with the chosen ones until the ‘‘consummation of the
age.” We give as proof the following scriptures: (1) The apostles were to be
“witnesses (by the Holy Spirit) unto the uttermost parts of the earth”
(Acts 1:8); (2) This corresponds to Matt. 24:14, ‘“This gospel of the kingdom
shall be preached in all the world for a witness unto all nations: and then
shall the end come;” (3) This “end” is the same ‘“end” as in Matt. 24:3,
“The consummation of the age;” (4) And corresponds to the ‘“end of the
age” in Matt. 28:20. (5) Christ’s being ‘‘with them’’ unto the end in Matt. 28:20
corresponds to His “working with them” and ‘‘confirming the word with signs
following” in Mark 16:20. A correlation and summarization of these verses
furnish us with inspired evidence that the ‘last days” were the days of
inspired teaching in revealing and confirming the new covenant, with ‘the
end” being the ‘‘consummation of the age,” or the terminus of the Jewish
commonwealth (Matt. 24; Luke 21). Then, and not until then, did the ‘“‘perfect”
come, or that which is “complete” (1 Cor. 13:10).

No. 14.  Second, we call attention to the matter of the fulfilling of the old
covenant as being essential to the establishing of the new (kainos) covenant.
1t is stated in Heb. 10:9 that “He taketh away the first, that he may establish
the second.” HOW and WHEN was the first taken away and the second
established? Again the death of Christ is recognized as the ground work
for both stated objectives, but other factors were involved as well, with the
“last days’ being significant here also. We offer as proof the following scrip-
tures and considerations: Jesus said, “Think not that I am come to destroy
the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfill. For verily
I say unto you, till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no
wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled” (Matt. 5:17, 18). These verses
contain a stated purpose of Christ’s coming and a stated time in ac-
complishing that purpose. His purpose was not to ‘‘destroy’ but to ‘‘fulfiil”’
the law. The word “fulfill” has several meanings but the one that serves
best the tutorial nature of the law and is most antithetical to ‘‘destroy” is,
“to bring to full expression or show it forth in its true meaning.” (J. W.
Roberts, Firm Foundation, Vol. 90, No. 23, June 5, 1973). Mr. Roberts con-
tinued: “This is an alternative given by the standard Greek Lexicon (Arndt-
Gingrich) and is likely the meaning of Luke’s reference to the Lord’s Supper/
Passover; I shall not eat it (this Passover) until it be fulfilled (given its
real or true meaning) in the kingdom of God. It seems, then, that the most
likely meaning here is that Jesus came not to destroy but to show the law’s
true or real meaning.” This meaning and usage of “fulfill” is likewise
recognized by Thayer, page 518, “to cause God’s will (as made known in
the law) to be obeyed as it should be, and God’s promises (given through
the prophets) to receive fulfillment.”” The new covenant was the means by
which this was accomplished, for it brought forth the spiritual aspects of
the Abrahamic covenant, which were witnessed by the earthly through the law.

No. 15.  The time period for the law’s complete fulfillment is a significant
factor in this text, and in our proposition, inasmuch as the process of ful-
filling the law was also the means of establishing the new covenant. The
time is, “till heaven and earth passes,” and ‘“till all be fulfilled.” The
phrase “till all be fulfilled”” is rendered ‘‘until all is accomplished” (RSV);



Page 6 Proposition | — King’s First Affirmative

“until all that must happen has happened” (NEB); or “not until the end
of all things” (TEV). J. W. Roberts points out in the afore mentioned article,
“This is a phrase that occurs frequently in Greek Literature, Jewish writings
(e.g. 1 Ezra 1:10, Judith 15:1; 1 Maccabees 4:20), which means literally “to
take place, or be past’ (cf. Arndt-Gingrich). In view of this, the TEV rend-
ering ‘not until the end of all things’ (much objected to) expresses in plain
English what the Greek obviously means.” Obviously, therefore, the ‘“end
of all things’” and the “passing of heaven and earth” are synchronous events
respecting the law’s complete fulfillment. But when is this? Jesus joined the
end of the world (or consummation of the age) with the fall of Jerusalem
(Matt. 24:3, 14, 15, 34), and Peter wrote in the later part of that ‘“‘same gen-
eration” and said, “The end of all things is at hand” (Pet. 4:7). Likewise,
Jesus (Matt, 24:29-35), Peter, (2 Pet. 3), Paul (Heb. 12:18-31), and John
(Rev. 6:12-17) all wrote concerning the passing of heaven and earth, and
asserted the time was near (Matt. 24:34; 1 Pet. 4:7; Heb. 10:37; Rev. 1:1,3;
1 John 2:18). We affirm, therefore, the fall of Judaism as being the time and
event of Matt. 5:18 in its fulness. The testimony of Peter (Acts 3:19-21)
strengthens this view. “Repent ye therefore, and be converted, that your
sins may be blotted out, when the times of refreshing shall come from the
presence of the Lord, and he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was
preached unto you. Whom the heavens must receive until the times of restitu-
tion (restoration) of all things, which God hath spoken by the mouth of all
his holy prophets since the world began.” The “times of restoration” can
be none other than when Jesus fulfills the natural or earthly aspects of the
Abrahamic covenant. The ‘“restoration” coincides with the complete establish-
ment of the new (kainos) covenant and refers to the time when he that sat
upon the throne “made all things new’’ (Rev. 21:5), in keeping with the
promise of Jer. 31:13-34. (See also the ‘regeneration,” or ‘‘the new birth,”
in Matt. 18:28 and compare with Matt. 25:31-34). At this time (the consum-
mation of that age), the true meaning of the law was brought forth in the
realization of the spiritual or heavenly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant.
In pursuing further the subject of fulfilling, one must also consider the
ministry of the Holy Spirit, Eph. 4:8-13, which extended until the consum-
mation of the age, Matt. 28:20. Then came the end Matt. 24:14; 1 Cor. 10:11;
15:24; when all things written were fulfilled Luke 21:20-22. Furthermore, the
tense of such verbs as ‘“He taketh away” Heb. 10:9; “is ready to vanish
away’’ Heb. 8:13; “which is being done away” 2 Cor. 3:7, 11, 13, 14, shows the
fulfilling of the law as being accomplished in a transitional period from the
cross till the fall of Jerusalem.

No. 16. Third, attention is now called to the matter of establishing the
new covenant with “all the seed” of Abraham. While Paul argues (Rom. 4:13)
that the world to be inherited by Abraham and his seed was not through the
law (i.e., the earthly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant), but through faith
(i.e., the heavenly aspects of the covenant), he does recognize the fact
that the seed under both aspects of the covenant would inherit together. ‘“There-
fore it is of faith, that it might be by grace, to the end the promise might
be sure to all the seed; not to that only which is of the law, but to that also
which is of the faith of Abraham.” (Rem. 4:16). The promise of a new cov-
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enant was given initially to Abraham’s seed under the law. And we affirm
that the new covenant must be fulfilled unto them as well as to his seed
by the gospel. Daniel’s prayer and plea was for his people, his nation, and
his contemporaries, and God’s answer to that prayer assured them of six
blessings (new covenant blessings) to be received after ‘“‘seventy weeks”
(Dan. 9:1-27). “Sixty nine weeks” extended to the ‘“‘cutting off of the Mes-
siah,” and that is exactly what happened in the Jew’s rejection and cruci-
fixion of Christ. It was an act affecting the whole portion of Abraham’s seed
under the law. “Cutting off the Messiah” was Israel’s loss, not the Messiah’s
loss, for He continued His work; not in the flesh, but in the spirit (1 Pet. 3:18).
Hence, the promise could not be obtained by the law (Rom. 4:13-16).

No. 17.  Although Israel’s rejection of the Messiah placed them temporarily
in a_cast (apobole) away position (Rom. 11:15), they were not without hope
of restoration. ‘“Hath God cast (apotheo) away his people? God forbid.”
(Rom, 11:1, 2). Wherein, then, did their hope lie? Paul answers by showing
there was a ‘remnant” (Rom. 11:5), coupled with the receiving of the
Gentiles (Rom. 11:11-25), who together as one seed under Christ would ac-
complish the spiritual or heavenly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant. These
were known as ‘‘firstfruits” (Rom. 8:23; Jas. 1:18), whose perfection and ac-
ceptance would hallow the entire harvest (Old Testament saints). “That they
without us should not be made perfect’” (Heb. 11:40). (See the law of first-
fruits and harvest, Ex. 34:26). Therefore, God’s promised covenant with the
seed of the law (Rom. 4:16) was not realized until the “seventieth week” of
Daniel’s prophecy, which is identified with the fall of Judaism in Matt 24;
because it is the time of the ‘“abomination of desolation” (Dan. 9:27; Matt.
24:14-16). Then Daniel’s people would receive the six promised blessings,
and with this Paul agrees. When the fulness of the Gentiles came in
(Rom. 11:25), which God at the first did visit to take out of them a people
for His name (Acts 15:14), then came the fulfillment of God’s covenant
promise unto the seed which was of the law. “And so all Israel shall be
saved, as it is written, there shall come out of Sion the Deliverer, and shall
turn away ungodliness from Jacob: For this is my covenant unto them,
when I shall take away their sins” (Rom. 11:26, 27).

No. 18. It is affirmed, therefore, that the new covenant was not established
with “ALL THE SEED’ of Abraham until after the following synchronous
events: (1) The calling and perfection of the firstfruits, consisting of the
“remnant” and the Gentiles (Rom. 11: Eph. 2; 3; 4). (2) The “consumma-
tion of the age’” or the fall of fleshly Judaism (Matt. 24; Lk. 21); (3) The
“seventieth week’ of Daniel in which six blessings would come to Israel
(Dan. 9:24-27); and (4) The coming of Christ out of Zion to take away their
sins (Rom. 11:26, 27; Acts. 3:19-21). Note: Christ’s coming out of Zion must
be preceded by His going there (Psa. 2:6). “After this” in Acts 15:16 stands
in relation to what is said in verse 14, i.e., God first visited the Gentiles to
take out of them a people for His name. This is affirmed in Rom. 11, and
was accomplished between the cutting off of the Messiah (by Israel), and
His return to “receive them from the dead” (Rom. 11:15); to take away
their sins (Rom. 11:27); to raise up the fallen tabernacle of David (Acts 15:16;
Ezek. 37:26-28; Rev. 21:1-3); and to “plant them in their own land” (Ames
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9:15; Ezek. 37:21, 22; 36:24). “Planting them in their own land” was ful-
filled according to the “‘spiritual” or ‘heavenly” aspects of the Abrahamic
covenant, of which the “earthly”” was a type (Gen. 17:7, 8; Heb. 11:9-168). The
new heaven and earth, new Jerusalem, and more perfect tabernacle were
in contrast to the Canaan world, Jerusalem, and tabernacle of the natural
or earthly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant (Isa. 65:17-19; Rev. 21:1-3). The
earthly aspects were not annihilated or ‘destroyed” but rather were ‘re-
stored”” in the ‘‘regeneration” (the new birth or new order of things), and
thus placed in a state or condition where they could be received and possessed
forever by Abraham’s seed. This accords with the meaning and true design
of “fulfill,” which is “to bring to full expression or show it forth in its true
meaning.” The earthly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant were given their
true meaning when they were brought forth in a “spiritual” or ‘heavenly”
state or condition. In this respect the covenant of Christ (by which such fulfill-
ment was accomplished) became a ‘“new” (kaimos) covenant. Hence, the
“new’” (kainos) heaven and earth sustains a definite relationship to the
promised Canaan country (Gen. 17:8; Heb. 11:16). It did not, however, be-
come an ‘‘everlasting possession” in ‘‘earthly” form, but in its ‘fulfilled”
form (2 Pet. 3:13; Rev. 21:1-3). The same is true of the “new” (kainos)
Jerusalem, etc.

No. 19. This brings us now to a fourth consideration in the “complete
establishment” of the new covenant, namely, the eschatological aspects of the
Abrahamic covenant. The twofold nature of his covenant (natural and
spiritual or earthly and heavenly) has already been shown. The earthly pre-
ceded (in time) the heavenly. Since Israel failed the covenant respecting
earthly blessings (which my covenant they brake, Jer. 31:32), their hope
rested in the spiritual or heavenly aspects as contained in the new covenant.
Obviously, therefore, Biblical eschatology pertained to the earthly, not the
heavenly or spiritual aspects of God’s covenant with Abraham. The full and
complete inauguration of the spiritual would logically follow upon the terminus
of the earthly. A proper concept of eschatology depends, therefore, upon a
proper identity of the earthly aspects of Abraham’s covenant. We affirm that
the earthly aspects consisted of an earthly land (Canaan), a fleshly nation,
a literal city and temple, an earthly kingdom and throne, etc. Consequently,
eschatology or the doctrine of end-time things pertained to the world (or
kosmos) of Abraham’s fleshly lineage, as developed and unfolded under the
Mosiac covenant.

No. 20. Removing eschatology from the Jewish covenant world results in
numerous errors: First, it brings one into direct conflict with the eschatolo-
gical time statements in New Testament scriptures. (This problem has
forced some into the theory of postponement and delay; the belief of apostolic
error and misjudgment; a rejection of the verbal inspiration of the Bible;
and into attempted, but futile, efforts to explain away plain, unequivocal time
statements). Second, it extends the work of fulfilling the law beyond the
Jewish age (Matt. 5:17,18), and relates fulfilling to and through a world
foreign to the Abrahamic covenant. Third, it extends the “last days” of the
Spirit’s ministry and confirming power (Joel 2:28-32; Acts 2:17) beyond the
time of its fulfillment Matt. 28:20; 24:3, 14, 34), and puts it in relation to the
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wrong “world.” Fourth, it postpones the eternal verities of the new (kainos)
and everlasting covenant of Abraham, denying his seed the ‘“new world”
until the yet future ending of another world, which was never in contrast
to the promised new world to begin with. Fifth, it results in inconsistent and
partial exegesis of scripture, with some of the spiritual aspects of the Abra-
hamic covenant being accepted now (such as the new Jerusalem, greater
tabernacle, etc.) and other related aspects being put into the future (such
as the new heaven and earth, eternal life, the eternal kingdom, etc.) For
some unexplained reason it is erroneously believed that all of these things
cannot be given the same spiritual definition, identity, and fulfillment. Dis-
tinction is made in time and manner of fulfillment where none exists! Sixth,
it results in extending eschatology into the spiritual and everlasting aspects
of the Abrahamic covenant, which flatly contradicts the very nature of the
new covenant. It has no eschatological qualities or aspects. Isaac follows
upon Ishmael (Gal. 4:21-31), but NOTHING, except eternity, follows upon
Isaac. God’s purpose and God’s people come to rest in Isaac (Psa. 132:13-18;
Heb. 4:1-11).

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE FALL OF JUDAISM IN AD. 70

No. 21.  The last division of our proposition deals with the significance of
Jerusalem’s destruction with respect to the complete establishment of the
new covenant. Because of Jerusalem’s distinctive and predominant role in
God’s eternal purpose her destruction was fraught with deep, far-reaching
consequences relative to “‘things to come” in God’s scheme of redemption.
Jerusalem’s ancient and sacred history springs from the days of Abraham,
making its debut in Abraham’s homage to Melchisedec, king of Salem and
priest of God (Gen. 14:18; Heb. 7:1). In time, in the unfolding of the earthly
aspects of the Abrahamic covenant, Jerusalem bacame permanently fixed as
the city of God, the place where God’s name was written (1 Kings 8:16; 9:3).
This glorious city became a living symbol of God’s distinctive covenant re-
lationship with Israel, as first determined in Abraham. But as already estab-
lished in this affirmative the earthly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant
were destined to give place to the spiritual or heavenly things to come in the
consummation of the age. How fitting it was, therefore, that the departure
of the old (the earthly) and the triumphant entry of the new (the heavenly)
should be marked by the earthly destruction of that once faithful city. But
the passing of the earthly did not result in a loss of God’s name or of
God’s city. John, in writing of things “at hand” and things “shortly to come
to pass” (Rev. 1:1, 3) saw, not only a new heaven and earth, but also a new
Jerusalem (Rev. 21:1, 2). To the church at Sardis, Christ said, ‘“Behold I
come quickly: hold that fast which thou hast, that no man take thy crown.
Him that overcometh will I make a pillar in the temple of my God, and he
shall go no more out: and I will write upon him the name of my God, and
the name of the city of my God, which is new Jerusalem, which cometh down
out of heaven from my God: and I will write upon him my new name”
(Rev. 3:11, 12). The fall of Jerusalem (Babylon) and the coming of the new
order of things (the heavenly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant) by means
of the new (kainos) covenant is the central theme of the book of Revelation.
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If such is not true, then John was mistaken about those things being “at
hand” and ready to ‘“‘shortly come to pass.” Furthermore, God’s destruction
of Jerusalem left him without a house and a city wherein His name is re-
corded today! It would also mean that the spiritual aspects of the Abrahamic
covenant failed to follow immediately upon the departure of the earthly.

No. 22.  Concerning the significance of Jerusalem’s destruction, F. W. Far-
rar wrote: ‘“And indeed, the Fall of Jerusalem and all the events which ac-
companied and followed it in the Roman world and in the Christian church,
had a significance which it is hardly possible to over-estimate. They were
the final end of the Old Dispensation. They were the full inauguration of the
New Covenant.” He continued: “No event less awful than the desolation of
Judea, the destruction of Judaism, the annihilation of all possibility of ob-
serving the precepts of Moses, could have opened the eyes of the Judaisers
from their dream of imagined infallibility. Nothing but God’s own unmistak-
able interposition - nothing but the manifest coming of Christ - could have
persuaded Jewish Christians that the Law of the Wilderness was annulled,”
(The Early Days of Christianity by F. W. Farrar, page 489, 490).

No. 23. A common error in judging the significance of Jerusalem’s des-
truction is to look at the physical effects only. But there was another side
to that calamitous judgment that needs to be seen, and one historian, Philip
Schaff, took a step in that direction when he wrote: “The awful catastrophe
of the destruction of the Jewish theocrasy must have produced the profoundest
sensation among the Christians, of which we now, in the absence of all par-
ticular information respecting it, can hardly form a true conception. It was
the greatest calamity of Judaism and a great benefit to Christianity; a refuta-
tion of the one, a vindication and emancipation of the other. It not only gave
a mighty impulse to faith, but at the same time formed a proper epoch in
the history of the relation between the two religious bodies. It separated
them forever.”

No. 4. Schaff went on to point out that God destroyed the house in which
He had thus far dwelt, and that “in so doing he cut the cords which had
hitherto bound, and according to the law of organic development necessarily
bound the infant church to the outward economy of the old covenant, and to
Jerusalem as its centre.” He continued: ‘“The destruction of Jerusalem, there-
fore, marks that momentous crisis at which the Christian church as a whole
burst forth forever from the chrysalis of Judaism, awoke to a sense of its
maturity, and in government and worship at once took its independent stand
before the world. This breaking away from hardened Judaism and its
religious forms, however, involved no departure from the spirit of the Old
Testament revelation. The church, on the contrary, entered into the in-
heritance of Israel. The Christians appeared as genuine Jews, as spiritual
children of Abraham, who, following the inward current of the Mosaic religion,
had found Him, who was the fulfillment of the law and the prophets; the
perfect fruit of the old covenant and the living germ of the new; the be-
ginning and the principle of a new moral creation.” (History of the Christian
Church, by Philip Schaff, Vol. I, pages 403, 404).

No. 25. The effects of Jerusalem’s destruction on the complete establish-
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ment of the new (kainos) covenant are numerous. First, the new covenant
by the very nature of the case, resulted from the fulfilling of the old. The
fulfilling of the one was the unfolding of the other, and both were accomplished
simultaneously under the ministry of Christ and His apostles in the last days
(Matt. 5:17, 18; Heb. 1:1, 2). The relationship of the earthly to the heavenly
was such that a sudden “cutting of the cords” would have been fatal to
both. Jesus said He came, not to ‘‘destroy” the law, but to “fulfill” it. To
destroy the law would be to thrust it away before its spiritual contents were
brought forth into Christian embodiment. Paul recognized this truth in
Acts 21, which explains why (in that case) he did not sever Jewish Christians
in Jerusalem from the law. Its work in them, in relation to Christ, was not
yet fully accomplished. To teach them what he had taught Gentiles (and
Jews elsewhere) would have aborted the law’s purpose. As ably stated by
Philip Schaff, ‘“according to the law of organic development the infant church
was necessarily bound to the outward economy of the old covenant and to
Jerusalem as its centre’” until the time came that ‘“the church as a whole
could burst forth forever from the chysalis of Judaism” and take it’s in-
dependent stand before the world in the spiritual fulness of the Abrahamic
covenant.

No. 26.  Second, the restoration of Israel and her entry into her promised
inheritance awaited the arrival of the new heaven and earth and the new
Jerusalem. Whatever may be said of earthly Canaan, it did not and could
not fulfill God’s ‘‘promised” inheritance to Abraham and his seed. The
promise was ‘‘an everlasting covenant” and ‘‘the land of Canaan for an
everlasting possession” (Gen. 17:7, 8). Abraham’s seed “did not” and “could
not” achieve that measure of fulfillment under the law, for the following
reasons: (1) Abraham himself did not receive that promise in an earthly
sense. Stephen affirmed that God “gave him none inheritance in it, no, not
so much as to set his foot on; yet he promised that he would give it to
him for a possession” (Acts 7:5). Abraham understood that he ‘‘would not
and could not” receive that promise in earthly form. The Hebrew writer
affirmed that ‘“he (along with Isaac and Jacob) sojourned in the land of
promise as in a strange country;” that ‘they saw the promises afar off;”
that they saw their being fulfilled, not on earth where they were strangers
and pilgrims, but in an “heavenly country,” and in that ‘“city which hath
foundations, whose builder and maker is God” (Heb. 11:9-16). If father Abra-
ham did not and could not receive the promise in the earthly realm, neither
could his seed. (2) Furthermore, a future restoration to the earthly realm
is not the answer, as anticipated by the premillennialists. A one thousand
year period cannot fulfill what is contained in the promise of ‘“‘an everlasting
possession.” Wherein, then, is the fulfillment? Fulfillment lies within the
realm of the spiritual or the heavenly, as originally intended of God; as
seen and understood by Abraham in his looking afar off to the ‘“heavenly”
Canaan; and as it was determined and made possible by Christ through the
new (kainos) covenant . . . the everlasting covenant (Heh. 13:20).

No. 27. Hence, God’s devastation of Israel’s earthly land (Canaan) and
their earthly city (Jerusalem) signaled the terminus of the earthly aspects
of the Abrahamic covenant, and it was then that the church (the firstfruits)
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along with all the seed of Abraham (Rom. 4:16; 11:26, 27) entered into the
inheritance of Israel; not “corruptible;” not ‘“defiled;”” not ‘earthly;” but
heavenly and eternal (1 Pet. 1:3, 4). The new heaven and earth seen by John
(Rev. 21:1) is the heavenly country or Canaan (Heb. 11:16) that stands in
contrast to the earthly Canaan, just as the new Jerusalem (Rev. 21:2) is the
heavenly city (Heb. 11:10) that stands in contrast to the earthly Jerusalem
of earthly Canaan. The new or the heavenly followed immediately upon the
departure of the old. “He taketh away the first, that he may establish the
second” (Heb. 10:9). The “removing’’ and the ‘“‘establishing” was not complete
until the consummation of the age (Matt. 24:3); or the destruction of the
temple and the city (Matt. 24:3); or the second coming of Christ (Matt. 24:3).
When Jesus spoke with his disciples no man knew the day or the hour
(Mt. 24:36) but one thing was known for certain; ‘“This generation shall
not pass away till all these things be fulfilled” (Matt. 24:34). No man knew
the times and the seasons of Christ’s coming (1 Thess. 5:1); nor the times
and the seasons of the restoration of the kingdom to Israel (Acts 1:6); but
both events were joined together (2 Tim. 4:1) and assigned to the fall of
Jerusalem (Luke 21:20, 27, 31) in that generation (Luke 21:32).

No. 28. Limited space has permitted a touching of only the hem of the
garment with respect to the significance of Jerusalem’s destruction and its
bearing upon the complete establishment of the new covenant. It was the
time of the marriage (Matt. 22:7, 8; Rev. 19:7-9); the regathering of Israel
(Isa. 11:10-12; Isa. 54:6, 7; Ezek. 34:13; Matt. 24:31); the planting of them in
their own land (Ezek. 36:24; 37:21, 26, 27; Amos 9:15; Rev. 21:1-3); and the
receiving of numerous other spiritual blessings that had a prophetic utterance
under the earthly conditions of the Abrahamic covenant. But with the scrip-
tural evidence already presented the proposition stands: “The New Covenant
Was Not Completely Established Until The Fall Of The Jewish Commonwealth
In AD. 70.”
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. Were a “royal priesthood.”

. Were a “holy nation.”

. Were a “spiritual house.”

. Were a ‘holy temple.”

. Had their own High Priest:

. Had their own sacrificial system:

. Had their own King:
. Had their own kingdom:

Had their own covenant:

2. Before 70 A.D.:

. Christ was Son over His own house:

. Christ had authority over all nations:

. Christ was King on Zion:

. Christ was the foundation of Zion:

. Christ enacted a better covenant:

then sat down at God’s right hand:

Contrast what you have just read with this. Christians before 70 A.D.:

1 Peter 2:5,9

1 Peter 2:9

1 Peter 2:5

1 Corinthians 3:16 ete.
Hebrews 2:17; 3:1 ete.

1 Peter 2:5; Hebrews 12:15, 16

. Had citizenship in a new common-wealth:

Ephesians 2:12, 19; Philippians 3:20
Revelations 1:5; Ephesians 1:20, 21
Revelation 1:6; Colossians 1:13 ete.
Hebrews 8:6; 10:35

Hebrews 4:14if; 7:23ff etc.
Hebrews 3:6

Revelation 2:26, 27; Ephesians
1:20, 21

Psalm 2:6-9; Revelation 2:26, 27;
Acts 13:32

1 Peter 2:6, 7; 1 Corinthians 3:9

Hebrews 8:6

. Christ accomplished atonement for sin and

Hebrews 1:3; 9:26; 10:12
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No. 3. I will elaborate on some of these later. I must confess at being sur-
prised on reading in paragraph 2 that the ‘“new covenant” was the ‘“spiritual
aspect” of the long existing Abrahamic covenant. This point is made again
and again (eg. paragraphs 6, 19). This is transparently incorrect and if we
find Max in error here we should expect more as the discussion progresses.
The covenant God made with Abraham was confirmed ‘430" years before
Sinai so it couldn’t be the one Jesus mediated (Galatians 3:15-17).

No. 4. That “kainos’ deals ‘primarily”’ with quality no-one may dispute,
but as Vincent (Volume I, page 139) observes, a rigid distinction between
it and ‘““neos’ cannot be maintained. Kittel (Volume 3, page 449) informs us
the ““aspect of time is also present.” Thayer says kainos speaks ‘‘primarily”
of quality. But the whole issue is academic since if the ‘“New Covenant” is
young (neos) compared with the Mosaic covenant (as Max admits) it must
also be young (neos) compared with the Abrahamic covenant which predated
the Mosaic. See paragraphs 4-6 in The Affirmative.

No. 5. Perhaps we should make an issue out of Max’s use of ‘‘establish,”
but let’s settle for “bringing into existence, stabilizing and making perma-
nent.” Bear in mind that “histemi” is not the only word which carries with
it the establishment idea and that one of those ‘‘nomotheteo” is used in
Hebrews 8:6. Of this we’ll speak more later. Did Jesus bring into existence
a new covenant? Before 70 AD? Was it temporary covenant before 70 AD?
Was it not a stable covenant before 70 AD? Was its nature not eternal before
70 A.D.? It is declared by the Hebrew writer (13:20), who wrote before 70 A.D.
to be an ‘“eternal covenant.” Isn’t that permanent enough?

No. 6. Late in paragraph 7 Max tells us that the law is established by
‘“faith, i.e., the gospel, or the new (kainos) covenant . . .”” Here we have the
gospel equated with the ‘“‘new covenant.” If we should discover the ‘new
covenant” is not ‘“completely established’’ before 70 AD we therefore find
the “Gospel” was not completely established before that time! Was it a
“not completely established Gospel” the apostles and early church preached?

No. 7. The new covenant was not ‘‘completely established. The new cov-
enant was not ‘‘completely in existence”? Not ‘‘completely stabilized”? Not
“completely made permanent”? If to “establish”’ means to ‘“bring into exist-
ence, stabilize and make permanently settled”’ (Cf. paragraph 7 of affirmative)
then the word ‘‘completely” is redundant. Not only was it not ‘“completely”
established it was not “established.” This is serious—think about it a while!
Read it over again and think about it. The word ‘“‘completely” is an uncon-
scious (there is no deviousness in Max King) addition, a crutch. It’s like
wearing a belt and suspenders. Ask yourself, if the new covenant was in exist-
ence,, stabilized and permanently settled, would it be “established” or ‘“com-
pletely established””? An “incompletely” established covenant is a “half-rung”
bell. Once a bell is rung it is rung and once a covenant has been established
it is completely established. For a moment, shelve the thought as to when;
read this paragraph again and see if you don’t agree the question becomes
“established”” or ‘“‘not established.” Read again carefully Max’s piece and
note how often the word ‘‘completely” and its companions easily drop from
his sentence.
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No. 8.  Note his question in paragraph 13, “Of what did this covenant con-
sist? What were its terms, blessings . . .? Had God stopped with the death

of Christ . . . Would a new covenant have been made . . . with the house of
Israel and Judah?”’ Notice it is not “would a new covenant have been
completely made . . . Notice how it drops out again two lines later in the

same paragraph. And again in paragraph 14, line 2 and paragraph 15, line 3.
The word is a burden to his thoughtful mind. T think by now you see it - the
proposition could easily be worded “The New Covenant was not established
until 70 AD”” and Max would be arguing in the same way as now. The proof
of this is clear - substitute his definition for the word “established”’ and what
do you have? “The New Covenant was not brought into existence, stabilized
and permanently settled until 70 AD.” This is his pesition!

No. 9. Having seen, I think, the irrelevance of the word ‘“‘completely” you
will doubtless look again at paragraph 9. We have no quarrel with paragraph 8
for we have never believed that only one factor enters into the establishment
of the new covenant. But look at Genesis 17:7 again. In saying “I will establish
my covenant between me and thee .. . ” God was saying, ‘I will bring into
existence, stabilize and make permanent my covenant between me and
thee . . .” To do that is to completely (redundant word) establish his covenant.
Did he do it? You know he did! Max even gave us the scripture to prove if, -
Exodus 6:4. Here’s what he said to Moses, “And I have also established
(brought into existence, stabilized and made permanent-MRK) my covenant
with them. . .”

No. 10. But we have more. In Galatians 3:15-17 we are told, “Though it be
but a man’s covenant, yet when it hath been confirmed, no one maketh it
void, or addeth thereto . . . Now this I say: a covenant confirmed before-
hand, by God, the law, which came four hundred and thirty years after,
doth not disannul, so as to make the promise of none affect.” What do we
learn from this?

1. That the ‘spiritual aspect” of the Abrahamic covenant is under discus-
sion (v. 16).

2. That that covenant was so confirmed that no-one could take from or

add to it.

3. That therefore the covenant was completely established 2000 years before

Jesus.

4. That Exodus 6:4 was no over-statement.

5. That a covenant may be fully established and some of the blessings

promised in it be still future.

6. That the new covenant cannot possibly be the Abrahamic covenant. If
Max holds the New Covenant to be completely established only at 70 AD
it couldn’t possibly be the covenant which was completely established 2000
years BC.

No. 11.  Let’s look at paragraph 12 (since 10 and 11 are a defense in an
area we have no wish to attack). To completely establish the new covenant
there must be a revealing and a confirming of the new covenant!? Recall
now that Max has equated the Gospel with the New covenant (paragraph 7
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in the affirmative). Reader, what would you say happened in Acts 2:1-47? Did
Peter not tell them the terms and the blessings? Did he not with “many
other words” bring them into the Church? Did not the miracles “confirm”
their word? Does Mark 16:15-20 tell us just that? Was not the faith, one time
for all time, delivered to the saints before 70 AD? What was it a great
multitude of the priests became obedient to (Aets 6:7) - prior to 70 A.D.
The New Covenant was revealed and confirmed hefore 70 AD.

No. 12. Max then argues in paragraphs 14 and 15 that the “fulfilling of the
old covenant” is essential “‘to the establishing of the new (kainos) covenant.”
He argues this wasn’t done until 70 AD and so what are we to conclude?

1. The old covenant was not completely fulfilled until 70 AD.

2. But the complete fulfillment of the Old Covenant is “essential to the
establishing of the New Covenant.”

3. Therefore the New Covenant was not “established” until 70 AD.

No. 13. Whether one agrees with brother Roberts’ view of “fulfill’ in
Matthew 5:17 is irrelevant. Did Christ bring out the true meaning of the Law?
He certainly did. But was the true meaning of the Law not brought out
completely until 70 AD? Thayer says a lot about the word “fulfill” but it is
not germane to our discussion since it decides nothing. I had always thought
Matthew 5:17 was rather straight-forward. Jesus was no moral anarchist or
iconoclast. He and Paul had the same mind about the Law - it was holy
just and good and anyone who despised it was evil. Jesus did not come to ride
rough-shod over it but to live its precepts and fulfill its prophecies. The pass-
ing away of the heavens and earth is no prediction but a proverb. Jesus is
saying: It would be easier for the heavens and earth to pass away than for
the least important thing in the Law and the prophets to do so. In fact,
that is how he says it in Luke 16:17. He is showing the stability and author-
ity of even the least of the commandments.

No. 14. The reader must understand that Max believes the ‘“heavens and
earth” in this and other passages to be ‘the Jewish system,” ‘the Jewish
world,” “Judaism.” The expression ‘“‘new heavens and new earth” he holds
refers to “the Christian system,” ‘Christianity.” But if the “time” period
for the complete fulfillment of the Law was 70 AD then the old (Judaic)
“heavens and earth” did not pass away until then. Since the new heavens
and earth (says Max) is Christianity, Christianity did not come into existence
until 70 AD. This is manifestly incorrect! Our question here is: Did the
Christian age follow the Jewish age? We’d like a plain answer to this. i the
answer should be the Christian age was for about 40 years coexistent with
the Jewish age I would then conclude the blessings which were to be received
in the Christian age were enjoyed during that 40 years.

No. 15. Let the reader remember that every passage which speaks of the
“new heavens and earth” as future must on Max’s position put the Christian
age and system as future! Let the reader remember that every passage
which shows the Christian age to be existent is proof that the “new
heavens and earth” on Max’s terms must already exist! This should be proof
sufficient for anyone that the “new heavens and earth” are not the Church
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or Kingdom. See Revelation 21:1ff where the new Jerusalem comes down
out of the “new heavens” to (presumbably) the ‘“new earth.”

No. 16. Max and I have no quarrel that the end of Judaism (i.e. in its ex-
ternal manifestations - for see Colossians 2:14-16) was the end of an age.
Judaism represented not only a religious community but a civil institution
with the attendant cultural ways. As a God sustained religious community it
ended at the Cross when Christ ripped the veil into from top to bottom
(see Colossians 2:14ff which Max in his book and in private discussion ac-
knowledged as a “removal” of the Law.) What was left was battered in
70 AD.

No. 17. But we should not need to prove this for in order for Christ to be-
come High Priest there must be of necessity a change of the Law (Hebrews
7:12). Was there a change of the Law hefore 70 AD? We'd like the answer
to this question also. If there was a change of the Law Max’s position is lost.
If there was not a change of the Law Jesus was not a High Priest before 70 AD.

No. 18.  That I Peter 4:7; Matthew 24 and James 5:8 refer to a prophesied
judgment on the Jews we are not disposed to argue but that God had changed
the Law; enacted (‘“‘accomplished”’) the New Covenant; disannulled the Old
Covenant; brought in the Christian age; established (brought into existence,
stabilized and permanently settled) his Church and blotted out sins we regard
as clearly taught in scripture. My reading of Hebrews 12:18-29 shows these
potential apostates as in danger of turning away from that which they had
come unto. Had they come unto anything? Jesus the Mediator? Had they not
come unto him? The New Covenant blood? Had they not come unto that?
(Hebrews 10:29). Had they not come unto the Church of the firstborn?

No. 19. Max King’s position is riddled with other conspicuous errors. In
paragraph 15 he argues the ‘blotting out of sins” did not take place until
70 A.D. In so doing he quotes the KJV which he should know is a defective
rendering. Compare it with the ASV. The “sending” of Jesus is not the ‘““2nd”
coming but the coming of Jesus into the heart of each one who comes to him
(see John 14:23 and Revelation 3:20); More later.

No. 20. Paragraph 16 argues that God must fulfill the New Covenant to
the Jewish people but we hold this and have taught it for year. Of what
nation were the 2000 in Acts 2? And the 5000 in Acts 4?And the great multitude
of the priests in Acts 6? Max, did they remain under the Old Covenant when
they accepted Jesus or were ‘“‘obedient to the faith’’? If they did not remain
under the Old where were they?

No. 21. Max’s view of Daniel’s 70 weeks need to be understood. Here it is:

Decree to Messiah’s

rebuild the Arrival End

city - Mar. 14, City completed AP. 6-32 AD Time

445 BC 396 BC 63-70 AD

7 wks. =49 yrs. 62 wks. = 434 yrs. GAP 1 wk. = 7 yrs.

60 wks.
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Neo. 22, Max regards the “70 Weeks” prophecy as the ‘“heart of Bible pro-
phecy” and in addition, very important because it is a ‘“‘chronogical” pro-
phecy. He begins with 445 BC because, he claims, the first mention of any
decree concerning the building of Jerusalem is 445. Right at the very opening
we see a fatal flaw for God prophesied that CYRUS would rebuild the city:
Isaiah 45:13. And it was in that very period of time the angel spoke to
Daniel about a “decree” that Cyrus gave a decree! So the chronology is al-
ready dead! But after working it out to the very day Max (and Anderson)
miss the crucifixion by a little under a week! This fact is ignored and the
rejection at the temple is regarded as equivalent to “‘the cutting off”’ of the
Messiah. BY WHOSE AUTHORITY? But after having missed the decree date
and the crucifixion Max then finds a “gap.” Isn’t that characteristic of all
such schemes of interpretation?!

No. 23.  In addition to the fact that there is absolutely no proof whatever
of the ‘“day for a year” interpretation (where is it?) we learn from this
scheme that the city was completed in 396 BC. I suggest you read the book
of Nehemiah and see for yourself that this is so far wrong it isn’t funny.

No. 24. But what of the “70th week”? On Max’s view this is literally 7
years thus it would begin sometime in 63 AD and end sometime in 70 AD.
Tell us, Max, who made the covenant “for seven years”? With whom was
that covenant made for seven years? What happened to the covenant at the
end of the seven years? Tell us what covenant began in 63 AD and ended in
70 AD. I regard these as crucial questions and ask the reader to watch for
the answers.

No. 25. In paragraph 16 we hear: “Sixty nine weeks” extended to the
“cutting off of the Messiah,””” but Daniel claims expressly that the Messiah
was to be ‘“‘cut off”’ after, after 69 weeks (7 + 62). Daniel claims 69 weeks
brings us “to” the Messiah and ‘“after” 69 (7 + 62) the Messiah is cut off.
Please deal with this! AFTER 69 is 70!

No. 26. We hear that Daniel’s prayer for the physical Jews (paragraph 16)
resulted in the assurance of 6 “new covenant” blessings and that they were
to be received ‘after” the 70 weeks. This is confirmed in Max’s book “Spirit
of Prophecy” (page 57) where we hear “Even so, Daniel’s prayers for
Israel (the true seed) could not be answered until, the end of the seventieth

week . . .” But more, and this should end all controversy, we are told on
page 56: “It (the 70th week - JMCG) is the end of the old world and the be-
ginning of the new, as predicted in Matt. 24 . . .’ Emphasis mine. What do

we learn from this? Reader, grab a hold on this:

A. The six blessings (the finishing of transgression, making an end of sins,
making reconciliation for iniquity, the bringing in of everlasting righteousness,
the sealing up of vision and prophecy and the anointing of a most holy place)
could not be brought in until “the end of the 70th week” (70 AD).

B. The “new world” (Christianity) could not “begin’ until 70 AD.

No. 27.  ‘“‘Remission of sins”’ in Acts 2:38 is received at 70 A.D.—not before!
Sins are not ‘“‘blotted out” (Aects 3:19) until 70 AD! Reconciliation is not ac-
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complished until 70 AD. ‘“Everlasting righteousness” is not brought in before
70 AD! This is Max’s view. See 2 Corinthians 5:18; Acts 22:16; Romans 5:1;
8:1, 2; Ephesians 4:32 and Ephesians 1:7.

No: 28. In paragraph 17 we hear of “Israel” being ‘“temporarily in a
cast-away position . . .”” Who is this “Israel”? If it is the unbelieving Israel
they were never restored unless they themselves turned to Jesus. If they
who were rejected did not personally turn to Jesus no “remnant” could effect
their restoration! Max in this section seems to be teaching that “Israel” as a
whole was rejected (including the ancient worthies) but were restord when
the “‘remnant” of believing Jews were perfected and thus the ancients were
“made perfect” also. This is certainly not what Paul taught! Paul cate-
gorically states GOD DID NOT CAST OFF HIS PEOPLE WHOM HE FORE-
KNEW! Max says they were cast off ‘“temporarily.” Paul says ‘“God forbid”
to the notion they were cast off—period! The real Jew (Romans 9:6ff) was
never at any time cast off/ This firstfruits notion is too akin to proxy salva-
tion as taught by the Mormon group. Hebrews 11:40 does not teach Max’s
view. See his position amplified on pages 57, 58 of his book on ‘baptism for
the dead.”

No. 29.  Paragraph 18 baldly declares ‘“The new covenant was not established
with “ALL THE SEED” of Abraham until after . . . the perfection of the first-
fruits” and ‘“The fall of fleshly Judaism . . .” Who is this “‘all the seed”?
They are held as a distinct entity from the Church, consisting of the remnant
of believing Jews and believing Gentiles. With whom was the New Covenant
made after 70 AD who were not included prior to then?

No. 30. The same paragraph tells us that it was at the return of Christ
from “Zion’’ at 70 AD the ‘“tabernacle of David” was set up! In his book
(page 15) Max King has said: “If the prophecy of raising up the tabernacle
of David must have a material fulfilment, then it is yet future, which
would exclude the Gentiles form any right to seek after the Lord until that
tabernacle comes.” We concur in this. If the tabernacle is not yet set up
the Gentiles could not have the right to seek after the Lord until 70 AD.. Now
reader, Max raised and used the argument, a good argument, you watch
to see how he faces it!

No. 31. What are we to make of paragraph 19? “Since Israel failed the
covenant respecting earthly blessings . . . their hope rested in the spiritual . . .
aspects as contained in the new covenant. Obviously, therefore, Biblical es-
chatology pertained to the earthly not the heavenly . . . aspects of God’s
covenant with Abraham.” What is it that’s obvious? How is it obvious? The
whole paragraph is a series of assertions some of which I cannot follow.
If there are two aspects of the Abrahamic covenant why cannot there be
two “end-time” programs? Be sure to tell us please.

No. 32.  Paragraph 20. Point 1 in that paragraph is bare assertion! Point
2. Even on Max’s own terms the law was not completely fulfilled at 70 A.D.
Is there anything yet ahead for Max King? He believes he will receive a
“spiritual body”’ when he dies so there is future fulfillment even in his scheme
of things. Third peint. This is bare assertion also besides which the Spirit is
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still ministering in a non-miraculous fashion. Since nothing but an assertion
was offered on this matter it needs only another assertion to be an adequate
negative. Point 4 is completely erroneous. The ‘“new world’’ for which Abra-
ham looked was the “heavenly country” or eternal kingdom of Christ and
God. This was received by him (“just men” made perfect - Hebrews 12:23
with 11:39, 40). The fifth point is bare assertion! So also is the 6th.

No. 33. The whole of paragraph 21 is taken up with Max’s view of Re-
velation. When we get to that proposition he can argue his case rather than
assert it. I believe that John wrote of things ‘“at hand” or ‘shortly to come
to pass” but deny Max’s view of the book almost entirely. The reader may
judge for himself later. He asserts Jerusalem-Babylon. This is incorrect. He
asserts if Revelation does not deal with the fall of Jerusalem then John is
mistaken in saying he is writing of things “at hand.” Surely the reader
can see this is a rather swashbuckling statement. We look for proof of this
later.

No. 34.  Concerning paragraph 22. 1 enjoy reading Farrar but 1 prefer the
Holy Spirit. Farrar isn’t always wrong but having a dozen of his books in
my library I know he isn’t always right either. See his liberal treatment of
Daniel which influences his view on the book of Revelation. I have little to
object to in Schaff’s piece in paragraph 23. I deny that Judaism was a
“theocracy” after the establishment of the New Covenant. There is much too
in paragraph 24 to which one would say “Amen” but the implication that
the Christians appeared as ‘‘spiritual «children of Abraham’ only after the
destruction of Jerrusalem is not true Biblically (since Paul called followers
of Jesus ‘“‘seed of Abraham’’ before 70 AD) or historically.

No. 35.  With reference to paragraph 25 I'd like to ask:
1. Were Jewish Christians prior to 70 AD under the New Covenant?
2. Were the Jewish Christians prior to 70 AD under the Mosaic Covenant?
3. Were Gentile Christians ever under the Mosaic covenant?

No. 36. Max speaks as if “an everlasting covenant” concerning the pos-
session of Canaan can only be fulfilled in an “everlasting possession’ of the
Kingdom but check for yourself how many things are said to be “everlasting”
which were only agelasting. Max in one sentence insists we believe that
“everlasting” is literal but ‘“Canaan” is figurative. The only argument for
it, at this point, is his word. Christians already had their citizenship in that
heavenly country before 70 AD (Phil. 3:20)

No. 37.  Let the reader remember it is Max’s job to prove his point and all
that is required of me is to show that his arguments are not adequate for
the job. I am not required to set forth any position. This is the function of
the negative.

No. 38. Abraham received the earthly promises God gave him! When he
asked God how he could be certain he would inherit the land (Genesis 15:8)
God told him how he could know he would inherit it - in his children! This
was the nature of the promise. Stephen obviously understood it this way since
he says (Acts 7:17) when the time ‘“drew nigh” the people grew and multi-
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plied in Egypt. This is exactly what God said to him in Genesis 15:13-21.
Abraham asked: How can I be sure I will inherit? And God said: You will
die and inherit it in your children. Read it for yourself. God made earthly
promises to Abraham and fulfilled them in the fashion he said he would!

No. 39. The heavenly blessings involved in the covenant with Abraham (a
covenant confirmed and established before Christ came - see our paragraphs
9, 10) were fulfilled in Christ, before 70 AD. What spiritual blessing did pre-
70 AD Christians lack? What spiritual blessing came to Christians in this
life after 70 AD which they did not enjoy before it? The only thing which I
would regard future is the receiving of a resurrected body and my entering
into the heavenly realm in my own person. Max King holds there is yet for
him to be a resurrected body in which he will dwell with God in a realm
other than here on earth. The difference between us is this: I believe the
blessings of the New Covenant were fully enjoyed by the brethren in Christ
before 70 AD and he ‘doesn’t.

No. 40. Max climbs on a figure of speech (a marriage: Revelation 19:7-9)
and builds a doctrine on it. He claims the brethren were not married to
Jesus until 70 AD (paragraph 28) but what of Ephesians 5:23, 29-32? There the
Church is said to be the flesh of Jesus, his very own body - this is not true
of one before marriage. It is a foolish thing to ignore plain prosaic scripture
and build a whole series of doctrine on figures and types!

No. 41. Max assumes the “2nd” coming, the (complete) establishment of
the kingdom, the (complete) establishment of the new covenant, the re-
ception of reconciliation, everlasting righteousness etc. all occur at the same
time - 70 AD. If any of this is in error the whole thing falls. Each point is
incorrect.

No. 42. Passages and arguments which prove the new covenant was fully
established before 70 AD.

1. See our first 2 paragraphs!

2. Hebrews 7:12 teaches a change of priesthood demands a change of law -
Christ was God’s High-Priest before 70 AD therefore . . .

3. Hebrews 7:18 says the Law was ‘““abrogated” (disannulled).

4. Hebrews 8:6 says the new covenant ‘“hath been enacted (made law).”
This was before 70 A.D.

5. Hebrews 10:29 tells us there were those who had been sanctified by the
blood of the New Covenant and apostatised. This was before 70 AD.

6. Ephesians 4:5 (written before 70 AD) claims there is (not will be) one
not two or twenty-two, faith! This is especially significant since Max
equates the Gospel with the new covenant (paragraph 7). What does this
mean then? It means there is one faith, one gospel, and since Max
teaches the Gospel is the new covenant, THERE WAS ONLY ONE GOD
SUSTAINED AND RECOGNIZED COVENANT!
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7. Galatians 3:23-4:31 teaches:

A.

Those under Law (Mosaic or other legal system) are slaves or in
bondage (3:23; 4:1, 3, 7, 25).

B. The Christians were no longer bond servants (4:3, 7, 31).

(@]

. Those who are sons have been redeemed from Law (4:4-7).

. There is a new covenant people born of a new covenant already in

existence before 70 AD.
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KING'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE

No. 1. I have no quarrel with Jim on the things listed in paragraphs No. 1
and No. 2 of his negative as existing bhefore 70 A.D. On these things we agree.
The reader will notice, however, no proof was given showing that any one
of those seventeen things was ‘“completely established’’ before A.D. 70. For
example, No. 1, point 8, ‘“Christians before 70 A.D. had their own king,”
says Jim. True, but did the epiphaneia of their king take place before then?
(Remember, a part of our definition of establish is “to prove; demonstrate;
to cause to be accepted or recognized,” No. 7, first speech). Did not Paul
(1 Tim. 6:14, 15) put the “proving” or the ‘“‘demonstrating” of Christ’s king-
ship and lordship at His appearing (epiphaneia), which means ‘‘the manifesta-
tion of a hidden divinity?” (See Arnt-Gingrich on epiphaneia). Again, point 9,
“they were in the kingdom before 70 A.D. (Col. 1:13; Rev. 1:6), >’ but did they
inherit it (Mt. 25:34), possess it (Dan. 7:22), or receive it (Lk. 12:32: Heb.
12:28) before then? Again, No. 2, point 6, “Christ enacted a better covenant
before 70 A.D.,” but was it “completely established’’ (Heb. 10:9) before then?
The question is not WHAT EXISTED before 70 A.D., but what was its STATE
or CONDITION before then. Perhaps Paul knew something about all seven-
teen things that Jim listed in No. 1 and No. 2, but to Corinth he confessed
that ‘“we know in part” and that the ‘‘perfect” (or the complete, or whole-
ness) had not yet come. (1 Cor. 13:10-13). Paul knew about ‘‘the faith” but
he confessed to the Ephesians that ¢gifts’”’ were given to accomplish (among
many things) the “unity of the faith” (Eph. 4:8-13). But in No. 11 Jim wishes
us to believe this was fully accomplished on Pentecost. Is one preaching ‘‘the
faith” when he preaches any portion of it? Did the obedient priests in Acts 6
know about spiritual circumcision, church government, elders, etc? In the
words of Dr. J. D. Bales, ‘“All truth, however, was not revealed at one
moment and thus they were not required to live by the full revelation until
the full revelation was made. Revelation was bit by bit and not all at once
(1 Cor. 13:8-11). It was not God’s will to reveal everything to the church on
Pentecost.” (Paul and The Law, Firm Foundation, Aug. 24, 1971). The ques-
tion of ‘‘completely established’” is two fold: It is not one of “bringing some-
thing into existence” but rather of bringing that something ‘“to fullness”
and “to firmness.” ‘““To cause to stand, to uphold or sustain the authority or
force of anything” (Heb. 10:9, histemi, Thayer, page 308).

No. 2. In paragraphs No. 7 and No. 8 Jim launches an attack upon the
word ‘“‘completely” in reference to ‘‘establish,” suggesting that it is ‘“‘redun-
dant,” ‘“irrelevant,” and a ‘“burden” to the Affirmative’s mind. This is be-
cause ‘‘completely” is offensive to Jim’s limited definition of establish and
expressive of the full definition which is deadly to his negative. His error is
in not seeing that ‘‘completely” refers to FULLNESS and not merely to
EXISTENCE. A human being exists in infancy as a ‘“human being,” but de-
velopment and maturity belong to the future. The infant state, so far as a
“human being” is concerned may be ‘‘perfect” and ‘‘complete,” but in re-
lation to a matured “human heing” able to stand alone it is ‘“‘incomplete”
and ‘‘unestablished.” Hence, the issue before us is not when was the new
covenant brought into “existence,” but when was it brought to fullness or
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completeness? Birth establishes a “human being” as a “human being,” but
growth and maturity is that which establishes that human being. The word
‘“completely” was, therefore, entered into the proposition to prevent the
Negative from slighting the vital factors of development, fulfillment, fullness,
or completeness in the matter of the covenant’s complete establishment. No-
thing is “redundant” when it serves the purpose of clearness of expression.
(It is not superfluous to give a person suspenders and a belt both, if he
has slim hips and baggy pants)! It may now be seen that Jim’s final state-
ment (No. 8) of the affirmative’s position is only partially true. The word
‘“existence’” is not in our definition of “establish.” Hopefully Jim can now
see this.

No. 3. Now read carefully Jim’s No. 7 paragraph. “If to ‘establish’ means
to ‘bring into existence’. . .”” Who has said that is what establish means? He
further stated: “an ‘incompletely’ established covenant is a ‘half-rung’ bell.”
And further, ‘“the question becomes ‘established’ or ‘not established.” ” -NOW
LISTEN TO THIS, READER. ‘“The kingdom was established at Pentecost
but it was established with power in A.D. 70.” (“The Book of Daniel” by
Jim McGuiggan, page 26). Jim, was it, or was it not, established at Pente-
cost? Which time was the ‘“bell rung?’’ Pentecost or 70 A.D.? Or was one
time a ‘‘ding” and the other time a ‘“dong?” If completely established is
“redundant,” what is established and established?

BASIC ERRORS OF THE NEGATIVE

No. 4. FIRST, Jim assumes that the old covenant was instantaneously an-
nulled at the cross. Admittedly, Christ’s death was the basis for the dis-
annulling of the old, but the ministry of Christ (through the Spirit) was
the process of accomplishing it. What does inspiration have to say about
the “annulling?”

(1). Heb. 10:9: “He taketh (amairei, present active indicative) away the
first, that he may establish the second.” (Note: the establishing follows upon
the taking away).

(2). Heb. 7:18: “For there is (present indicative of ginetai, is becoming)
verily a disannulling of the commandment going before . . .” (Note: this
passage DOES NOT say the law WAS abrogated or disannulled. See negative’s
point 3, paragraph No. 42).

(3). Heb. 8:13: “Now that which decayeth and waxeth old is ready to vanish
away.”

(4). 2 Cor. 3:7: “which (glory) is being done away’’ (present passive
participle of katargoumenon).

(5). 2 Cor. 3:11: “for if that which is being done away” (present passive
participle as in verse 7).

(6). 2 Cor. 3:13: “And not as Moses, which put a vail over his face, that
the children of Israel could not steadfastly look to the end of that which is
being annulled” (present passive participle of katagee, as in verse 11).

(7). 2 Cor. 3:14: “But their minds were blinded, for until this day is re-
maining (present indicative active of meno as in verse 11) the same vail un-
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taken away in the reading of the old testament, which vail is being annulled
(present indicative passive of katageo, as in verses 11 and 13) in Christ.”

(8). 2 Cor. 3:18: “‘we beholding as in a glass (mirror) the glory of the Lord
are being transformed (present indicative passive of metamorphoo, to undergo
a spiritual transformation) into the same image from glory to glory, even
as by the Spirit of the Lord.” Jim’s concept of “annullment” is opposed to
the verb tense of these inspired scriptures. His whole position is at stake
here. Watch for his explanation of these scriptures.

No. 5. SECOND, Jim (No. 13) is in error on Matt. 5:17, 19. He makes the
passing of heaven and earth a “proverb” instead of a “prediction,” but his
appeal to Luke 16:17 cannot deliver him from the grasp of Matt. 5:18. There
are TWO stated conditions for the law’s fulfillment and BOTH must be met.
“Till heaven and earth pass” AND “till all be fulfilled” or literally ‘“not
till the end of all things.” One is as strong as the other. Is the latter one a
“proverb” also? Remember, Peter wrote near the fall of Judaism and said,
“The end of all things is at hand” (1 Pet. 4:7). And Jim agrees that the end
of Judaism was the end of an age. (See his negative, No. 16 and No. 18).

No. 6. THIRD, Jim (No. 14 and No. 15) is in error on Christianity’s being
unable to exist before 70 A.D. if that is when the old (Judaic) “heaven and
earth” passed away. Where is Jim's proof for this assertion. He asked, *“Did
the Christian age follow the Jewish age?” We answer plainly, YES. But we
ask, when did the Jewish age end? Jim, does ‘‘the consummation of the age”
in Matt. 24.3 refer to the fall of Judaism? If so, did Christianity exist before
that time? (Let the reader remember that bringing something into existence
is not the only factor involved in its complete establishment). Could Christian-
ity begin to exist in an age and in a world that would in time give place
to a fully revealed, victorious, and completely established Christianity? What
was “the world about to come” in Heh. 2:5, and did Christianity exist before
it came? Could a new heaven and earth begin to form and come into being
before the passing of the old heaven and earth, whose place it would take?
We believe so. Could a new Jerusalem hegin to appear hefore the old one
gave place to it? We believe so. Did not Jesus go to prepare a place (sending
the Spirit to bring all things to fullness, John 16:7; Eph. 4:19), or did He
go to wait “till the end of all things” or till “the consummation of the age”
before He initiated a new creation? We affirm that the new things were set
in motion, shapened, formed, and developed, and then the end of the old
came. The world “about to come” (Heh. 2:5), came (Rev. 21:1). The better
things “about to come’ (Heb. 10:1; 9:11; 11:40), came. The city “about to
come’ (Heb. 11:14), came (Rev. 21:2). The greater tabernacle “about to
come” (Heb. 9:11), came (Rev. 21:3). The kingdom ‘‘about to come’ (2 Tim.
4:1; Heb. 12:28), came (Luke 21:31). All of these things began and existed
“in part” under the ministry of the Spirit, but they were never spoken of as
“having come” until their full development, which was when the old was
completely fulfilled, emptied, and decayed, hence ready to pass away
(Heb. 8:13). Therefore, Jim’s first statement in No. 15 is only partially cor-
rect. Passages that make these things future do not deny their existence
“in part.” (Ishmael did not have to be cast out before Isaac could be born).
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Christianity was in existence BEFORE 70 A.D., but it was not yet fully
developed and ready to replace the old. The fulfilling of the old was not yet
‘‘complete.” But the end was near in 1 Pet. 4:7. The old was ready to vanish
in Heb. 8:13. The day was approaching (at hand) in Heh. 10:25. Many mar-
velous things were “at hand” and ready to ‘‘shortly come to pass’ in Rev.
1:1, 3. Now let the Negative show that Christianity did not begin before the
“consummation of the age’” in Matt. 24:3, or that the ‘‘consummation of the
age” in Matt. 24:3 did not apply to the end of Judaism.

No. 7. FOURTH, Jim (paragraphs No. 16 and No. 17) is in error on the
law’s change. He has the religious aspects ending at the cross and the civil
battered in 70 A.D. Where is his proof that the scriptures make such a dis-
tinction in time? Did Paul’s actions in Jerusalem (Acts 21:20-26) pertain to the
civil institution only? Was he merely stirring around in a ‘“dead carcass?”
Was the destruction of Jerusalem, the sacrificial system, and the temple of
civil connotations only? In No. 17 Jim asks, ‘“was there a change of Law
before 70 A.D.?"’ Yes. Is the Affirmative’s position now lost, as he asserts?
No, for the very reasons given concerning similar questions in other para-
graphs. Was the law’s change ‘“complete” when Heh. 7:12 was written? Not
if one observes the tense of the verbs, a thing that Jim seems to overlook.
“For the priesthood being changed (gen. sing. fem. participle present
passive of metathami) from necessity also of law a change takes place”
(present indicative of ginetai).

No. 8. FIFTH, the Christian’s coming to the things listed in Heh. 12:18-29
does not militate against the ‘“‘soon coming” of these same things into a com-
pletely established state. (See the negatives argument, No. 18). For example,
is the ‘“heavenly Jerusalem” of Hebh. 12:22 a different Jerusalem from that
which “came down from God out of heaven’ in Rev. 21:2? We believe not.
But if it existed before (see Gal. 4:25; Heb. 12:22), why, then, is it later
spoken of as coming down from God out of heaven? Because the coming is
the complete establishment of a thing. It has then reached a fullness that
enables it to stand in the place of the old that is then removed. The shaking
of the old was in process in Heb. 12:18-29. And so was the receiving (verse 28,
present active tense) of the new. In the kingdom before 70 A.D., YES
(Col. 1:13), but its coming was not till then (Lk. 21:31; 2 Tim. 4:1). Born of
the new Jerusalem before 70 A.D., YES (Gal. 4:26), but its coming was not
till then (Rev. 21:2). Citizenship in the new world before 70 A.D., YES
(Phil. 3:20), but its coming was not till then (Rev. 21:1). In Christ before
70 A.D., YES (2 Cor. 5:17), but His coming was not till then (Matt. 24;
Lk. 21; Jas. 5:8). The complete establishment of the new is in contrast
(time-wise and eventwise) to the complete fall of the old. THE BASIS for it
all was the cross. THE PROCESS for it all was “inspired teaching” (the
fulfilling of the law). THE TIME for its accomplishment was ‘the con-
summation of the age,” (Mt. 24:3; 1 Cor. 10:11; 1 Cor. 15:24). Jim eliminates
the process and the time, and argues for establishment on the basis for it
only. But ALL THREE FACTORS are essential to the covenant’s complete
establishment.

No. 9. SIXTH, the Negative (paragraphs 20-27) thinks he sees a problem
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or two on “Daniel’s seventy weeks.” He sees a ‘“flaw” in our time of its
beginning, but confesses we miss the crucifixion or “cutéing off”’ by less
than a week. Not bad!, but was his aim more accurate? He argues the
Messiah was cut off AFTER 69 weeks, and to this we agree. But if Jim
makes it the middle of the seventieth week, we disagree. AFTER 69 weeks -
yes. In the MIDDLE of the seventieth week - No. One cannot have the
crucifixion and the destruction of Jerusalem (the overspreading of abomina-
tions, Dan. 8:26, 27; Mt. 24) compressed into a half week without a break
in time also. The Negative chides the chronological break between the
sixty ninth and seventieth weeks, but the evidence for such is strong. After
69 weeks the Messiah was ‘“‘cut off.” Cut off from WHOM and from WHAT?
Did He not come to fulfill six blessings to Daniel’s people? But He was
“cut ofi” ene week short. Would He ever resume again?; immediately?; or
when? “I will return” was Christ’s promise (John 14:1-3). WHEN? The
“times and the seasons” were in God’s own power (Acts 1:7; Mt. 24:35). Why
was this this true? Because the ‘‘cutting off”” after 69 weeks resulted in a
chronological break, making the seventieth week contingent upon the RE-
TURN of the “cut off” Messiah. But first, before the return, and hence the
receiving and blessing of Daniel’s people, the “fullness of the Gentiles was
to come in (Rom. 11:25-27). This was a mystery of the gospel that produced
anger and grave concern among Jews everywhere. It gave rise fo numerous
questions, and one critical question in particular: “HATH GOD CAST AWAY
HIS PEOPLE?” (Rom. 11:1).

No. 10.  Watch how Paul argues the case (chapters 9-11 of Romans). First,
notice that in these chapters Israel is referred to “‘eleven” times up to 11:26.
Each time the term is exclusive of Gentiles. Also, Paul divides this fsrael into
two groups: the true Jew and the unbeliever, (9:6-8). Now, Paul proceeds
to show that God had not cast away his people, as feared by some. FACT
ONE: Israel has always been preserved through a remnamt in times past
(9:27-29; 11:1-4). FACT TWO: At the present time the threat of extinction is
stayed by a remnant according to the election of grace (11:4.). FACT THREE:
the blindness and unbelief of some resulted in salvation for the Gentiles
(11:11-25; 9:24-26). FACT FOUR: ““That hardness in part is happened to Israel,
until the fullness of the Gentiles be come in” (11:25). (Note: “until” is used
here as in Rom. 35:13, not meaning that the hardness of some would not
continue beyond that time. The meaning is, at the fullness of the Gentiles,
that which is being argued for Israel will then happen). FACT FIVE then, is
conclusive: “And so all Israel shall be saved: as it is written, there shall
come out of Sion the Deliverer, and shall turn away ungodliness from Jacob:
For this is my covenant unto them, when I shall take away their sins.”
(11:26, 27). (See Psa. 14:7; Isa. 59:20; Joel 2:14-17).

No. 11. WHO IS “ALL ISRAEL?” (1) Not ‘“all the physical seed”
(9:6-8); (2) Not just the remnant of Paul's day for they did not constitute
the whole of God’s Israel. The “remnant” of 11:5 stands in apposition to
“his people” in 11:1; (3) Neither is ‘‘all Israel” a prophecy of some future
conversion of national Israel. ‘“Conversion,” much less ‘““future conversion”
is not the subject of 11:26, 27 anymore so than it is of Heb. 9:28; or 1 Pet.
1:5, 9. (4). But “all Israel” here (in contrast to ‘Israel” in 9:1 - 11:25) is
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EVERY TRUE JEW of past ages up to the time of Christ’s ‘“return,”
including the remnant of 11:5 and the engrafted Gentiles of 11:17-25. Romans
11:26 parallels with Rom. 4:13-17. “All the seed” in 4:16 is parallel to ‘“all
Israel” in 11:26. The ‘“‘promise” (Rom. 4:13; Aects 2:39) is made sure unto
ALL THE SEED, i.e., “of the law” AND “of faith.” Hence, the Messiah
DID RETURN, and HE DID fulfill unto ALL ISRAEL the promised blessings
and execute wrath upon the unbelieving portion (Dan. 9:24-27; Mt. 24).

No. 12. Evidence, therefore, for a break between the sixty ninth and
seventieth weeks is strong and decisive. Furthermore, Peter’s and James’
arguments in Aects 15:13-18 appear to be parallel to that of Paul’s in Romans
9-11. ¥ “AFTER THIS” in Aects 15:16 stands in apposition to “God at the
first did visit the Gentiles to take out of them a people for his name”
(verse 14), as it certainly appears to do, then the building of the tabernacle
of David belongs to the return of Christ (as in Rom. 11:26) or to the coming
of the new heaven and earth, the new Jerusalem, and the tabernacle of
God in Rev. 21:1-3. (This view does not forbid the tabernacle’s prior “exist-
ence” anymore so than the prior ‘‘existence’ of the things in Rev. 21:1-3 is
forbidden). Neither would it make impossible the calling of Gentiles during
the time of its prior existence or before it was ‘“completely established,” and
furthermore it would not forbid the ‘residue of men and all Gentiles” from
seeking the Lord after it was ‘“‘set up’ or after Christ returned (Acts 15:17).
The concluding statements of James (Aets 15:18) and of Paul (Rom. 11-33-36)
are impressively parallel.

No. 13. The Negative’s questions in No. 24 are amiss of the subject. The
words, “And he shall confirm (or cause to be strong, to prevail) a covenant
one week” (Dan. 9:27), supports our claim that the covenant was not ‘“com-
pletely established’” (made firm, strong, or sure) until the final week of
Daniel’s prophecy, in which the sacrificial system, the temple, and the city
were destroyed. (This was certainly a ‘‘confirming” and an ‘‘establishing”
time). The words ‘‘one week” do not refer to the duration of the covenant
but to the time when it was made to prevail, just as it was the time that
Jesus came in His kingdom in POWER, not to be ‘“‘cut off” but to ‘“cut off”
the enemy and to save the elect (Heb. 9:28; 2 Thess. 1:7-10).

No. 14.  Concerning paragraph No. 26 of the negative, we affirm the six
blessings WERE brought in when Judaism fell, just as the new Jerusalem
“‘came” then (Rev. 21:2). But we deny the negative’s assertion on line 1,
No. 27. Sins WERE REMITTED in Acts 2, but the fact remained that a
“redemption” was awaited (Eph. 1:14; Rom. 8:23; Lk. 21:28). Souls WERE
SAVED in Acts 2, but a “salvation” was awaited (Heb. 9:28; 1 Pet. 1:5, 9).
“Bringing in” is the same as ‘‘coming” or as ‘‘completely establishing.”
Souls were in the kingdom before A.D. 70, but when did it come in power?
Jim and I agree that it was A.D. 70.

No. 15. For an answer to the last question in No. 31, read carefully
Gal. 4:21-31. The difference between the two covenants is the difference be-
tween flesh and spirit. (See John 3.5). The spiritual aspects of the Abrahamic
covenant have no end. The new covenant is eternal. The old was temporary
because of its form. The “natural” was first, afterwards that which is ‘“spirit-
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ual” (1 Cor. 15:46, 47). The spiritual has no eschatology, beipg eternal. Two
programs, YES, but only one with an end-time. Two aspects of the Abrahamic
covenant (the temporal and the spiritual) but only one end-time. Why is it
obvious that eschatology pertains to the temporal or old covenant world?
Look at the TIME STATEMENTS in the apostles teachings. Look at WHAT
WAS COMING and look at WHAT PRECEDED it, which passed away. YES,
it is obvious, it is very obvious. A NEW Jerusalem implies an OLD one. A NEW
heaven and earth implies an OLD heaven and earth. Why contrast the NEW
JERUSALEM with the OLD JERUSALEM of the old covenant and refuse to
contrast the NEW HEAVEN AND EARTH with the OLD HEAVEN AND
EARTH of the old covenant? Why, reader, why?

No. 16.  In paragraph No. 36 Jim asserts (without proof) that everlasting
is only ‘‘age-lasting.” He seems to miss the entire picture of the Abrahamic
covenant. The covenant is ONE, essentially. EVERY promise of God that is
said to be “everlasting” is ‘“everlasting” (eternal), including circumcision,
the sabbath, the land, the seed, etc. The first state of such things was tem-
poral in nature (or age-lasting) but the promises are ETERNAL or EVER-
LASTING. For example, I believe that Jim McGuiggan is everlasting, even
though he now has a temporal form. It may vanish anytime, yet he will be
everlasting; only his form changes. (And according to Paul he will not be left
naked when it happens). The question is: “What were the temporal aspects
of the Abrahamic covenant?; when did they pass away?; and did the
spiritual follow in force immediately upon the passing of the temporal? to
what, then, does Biblical eschatology apply - the temporal or the spiritual?
I feel the answer is obvious.

Neo. 17. In connection with the temporal and the spiritual, the Negative
(paragraph No. 2) expressed surprise that the new covenant was the spiritual
aspects of the Abrahamic covenant. (Later, however, he appears to recover
from his surprise in stating ‘“that the ‘spiritual aspect’ of the Abrahamic
covenant is under discussion” in Gal. 5:16. See No. 10, point 1.) Jim went on
in No. 2 to assert that the covenant confirmed with Abraham before Sinai
could not be the one Jesus mediated (Gal. 3:15-17). WE AFFIRM THAT IT
WAS. God confirmed a covenant with Abraham. What was the state of the
covenant confirmed? It was in promise form. How was it confirmed? With an
oath (Heb. 6:13-20); hence in promised form. WHEN and HOW did the cov-
enant of promise achieve fullness? Not through Moses’ mediation, which
carried the promise along in earthly form (Gal. 3:17-19), but through Jesus’
mediation (Heb. 9:15), IN WHOM it was CONFIRMED (Gal. 3:17; ‘‘con-
firmed before of God in Christ’’). Hence, Jim is in error in his assertions in
No. 10, points 3 and 6. The new (kaimos) covenant-is precisely what God
confirmed in promise to Abraham, but it was ‘confirmed” IN CHRIST.

No. 18. Jim’s point in No. 38 is valid, but it must be carried further to
see the point Stephen was making, Stephen knew Abraham possessed earthly
Canaan “in his seed,” (and his audience knew this) but his point was that
Abraham personally did not inherit enough to put his foot on. He even
“bought” a burial plot. What, then, is the point? Exactly the one made by
the Hebrew writer in Heb. 11:9-16. The promise was ‘“to Abraham FIRST and
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to his seed AFTER him (Acts 7:5). The earthly fulfillment was of reverse
order, i.e., his seed inherited earthly Canaan FIRST, otherwise Abraham
could not have possessed it in his seed. But the ‘“promise’” was of the reverse
(Abraham first, and his seed after him - not him in his seed, but his seed
in him), therefore, it remained as a promise even after earthly Canaan was
inherited. Thus, a future inheritance (and a spiritual one according to the
nature of the case) was argued (Heb. 11:9-16). Abraham was to inherit FIRST
(and through his faith he became ‘the father,”” Rom. 4:16 and ‘‘the root,”
Rom. 11:16), and then his seed AFTER him.

No. 19. Concerning the ‘“marriage problem,” see Jim’s No. 40. Does
Eph. 5:23-32 teach marriage to Christ? Only in prospect at that time: ‘That
he might present it (the church) unto himself” (verse 27), spotless, washed,
white, pure . . . even as seen in Rev. 19:79. “The wedding is ready” in
Matt. 22:8. WHEN? When the king sent forth His armies, and destroyed
those murderers, and burned up their city (verse 7). Same thing in Rev. 18
and 19. A city (Babylon) falls and the marriage follows. In Matthew 22:7,
Jerusalem is destroyed and the ‘“‘marriage is ready.” Are there two weddings?
But what about the husband and wife relationship in Eph. 5:23-32 referred to
by the Negative? Are we to conclude that Ephesus was married to Christ
while Corinth was only espoused to Him (2 Cor. 11:2)? And did Matthew
err when he called Joseph Mary’s husband while she was as yet only
espoused to him (Matt. 1:18, 19)? The espousal then was much stronger in
bond than the engagement of our day. A writing of divorcement is not neces-
sary today to break an engagement. Hence, Paul could speak of Ephesus as he
did while they were yet in an ‘‘espoused” state, waiting to be presented
unto Christ.”

No. 20. I am glad, however, that my good friend did not make (as many
have) the unreasonable argument about ¢illegitimate’ children before 70 A.D.,
if the marriage was not until then. Reader, children of God are not born
of the church of Christ - BEFORE OR AFTER 70 A.D. The seed is the word
of God. We may preach and teach it, and thus bear fruit, but we do not bear
the children. Paul said, “I have begotten you through the gospel” (1 Cor.
4:16); not through the church of Christ. Some may be born of the church
today, but all such need to be ‘“born again” to be the children of God.
So let us not become guilty of mixing our similes . . . it could be catastrophic.

No. 21.  The reader may now read the Negative’s final paragraph (No. 42)
and compare his assertions with what has been ‘‘completely established”
in this affirmative. The question is not that of bringing things into existence,
but rather of bringing those things to fullness, to completeness, to wholeness,
and into a state and relationship where they will be firm, and stand forever
and forever. Christ (through the Spirit) did that very thing, and so strong
and mighty was that fullness that when it came “the earth and the heaven
fled away” from before the face of Him that sat upon His great white
throne (Rev. 20:11. Now, that is what we call ‘“‘complete establishment.”
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McGUIGGAN'S SECOND NEGATIVE

No. 1. Let me say it again, clearly, Max King not only denies the New
Covenant was ‘‘completely”’ established before 70 A.D., he by his own defini-
tion, denies it was ‘‘established’’ before then! Look at what his definition of
“established” carries with it! To bring into existence, stabilize, permanently
settle, demonstrate, prove, and cause to be believed. Now mark it reader, this
is the definition of ‘‘establish” mot ‘‘completely” establish. You can see he
denies ‘‘establishment” and not simply ‘‘complete establishment” when you
see his use of Heb. 10:9. He denies this was fulfilled while the Hebrew writer
wrote. What does that passage speak of? ‘‘Complete” establishment? It
doesn’t ‘‘complete” establishment and yet Max still denies the passage was
fulfilled at the time of writing. He denies ‘‘establishment” for he denies the
fulfillment of Heb. 10:9 until 70 A.D. MAX KING, TELL US PLAINLY, IN
THE LIGHT OF YOUR DEFINITION OF “ESTABLISH” (GIVEN ABOVE),
WAS THE NEW COVENANT ESTABLISHED BEFORE 70 A.D.? We are not
asking was it completely established but ‘‘was it established.” If he says:
It was “‘established” but not completely - he has confessed it was ‘brought
into existence, stabilized, permanently settled, demonstrated, proved, and
caused to be believed.” If he says: It was not established - you can set down
the book you are reading for his position is clearly marked as outrageously
untenable!

No. 2. Now you have it reader (Aff. 2, No. 1), the Priesthood of Jesus was
not ‘“completely established”” until 70 A.D. (can you believe it?). Despite the
book of Hebrews, the Priesthood of Christ was not ‘“‘completely established.”
Nor, we are told, was the Kingship of Christ “proved or demonstrated’’ be-
fore 70 A.D. Despite Acts 2:36 where Peter claims the whole house of Israel
could “know” and know ‘‘assuredly” (from a verb meaning: made firm,
secure) Max assures us they could not have ‘‘assuredly” known since the
“proving” (his word) had not yet taken place? Despite Ephesians 1:20-21;
1 Peter 3:22 and Revelation 2:26-27 Max claims Jesus was not completely
established as King over all. In fact, as we have shown above, Max’s position
logically leads to the view that Christ was not brought into existence as
King, stabilized, permanently settled, proved, demonstrated, or caused to be
believed as King. Why, this is his definition of ‘‘establish” (not ‘‘completely”
establish but ‘‘establish’’) so on his own definition not only was Christ not
‘“‘completely” established as King he was not ‘‘established” as King. Stop
reading this right now and read the three scriptures cited above (and
Rev. 1:5-6) and ask yourself: How did Max get himself in such a mess?

No. 3. Max on his own confession does not believe the atonement was
‘“‘completely accomplished’” until Christ came out of heaven in 70 A.D. Yes -
he does take that position - freely and verbally. What you read in Acts and
all the other epistles of the New Testament is the apostles preaching an in-
completely established Gospel concerning one not completely established as
High Priest calling people to accept the benefits of a not completely ac-
complished atonement. Urging them to become members in a not com-
pletely established Church and Commonwealth and be not completely estab-
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lished priests offering sacrifices under a not completely established sacrificial
system in a not completely established House of God over which a not com-
pletely proven Son of God doesn’t completely rule. YOU THINK THIS IS
CARICATURE? BEFORE THE LORD GOD ALMIGHTY THIS IS TOO
SERIOUS AN ISSUE TO PERMIT CARICATURES - THIS IS MAX’S STATED
POSITION. He asked for (and believes none exists) proof that any of the 17
things 1 listed in my first negative (No. 1) were ‘‘completely established.”
Read it for yourself (Aff. 2, No. 1).

No. 4. And is there any inspired record of the ‘‘proving” or ‘‘demon-
strating” (Max’s words) of the Kingship of Jesus? In God’s final and com-
plete revelation is there any historical proof of this ‘“‘demonstration’’? On
Max’s view - none! Max believes all the Bible was written prior to 70 A.D.
THE ONLY HISTORICAL PROOF OF THIS “PROOF” IS IN PAGAN LITERA-
TURE - He tells us the whole Bible prophesies this event but the final and
complete revelation of God doesn’t supply the historical proof!

No. 5. Max insists on saying the New Covenant is the long existing Abra-
hamic covenant. The Abrahamic covenant was ‘“established” 430 years be-
fore the Mosaic covenant came along. READ, READ NOW Gal. 3:15-17. Of
course God fulfilled the blessings (spiritual) of that covenant in Christ but
the covenant was established 430 years before the Mosaic - and confirmed!
Max it says ‘“confirmed beforehand” in Christ, meaning Christ would bring
the blessings, not that it wasn’t confirmed before Christ. Reader, did the
Mosaic covenant come 430 years after the covenant was confirmed to Abra-
ham? Of course! Max admits (Aff. 1, No. 6) the New covenant was recent
when compared with the Mosaic - HOW COULD IT BE RECENT RELATIVE
TO THE MOSAIC IF IT WAS THE ABRAHAMIC COVENANT WHICH PRE-
DATED MOSES’ BY 430 years? Reader, understand this before moving!

No. 5a.  The reader would do well to consider also if ‘“to cause to believe”
is part of the definition of ‘‘establish’’ Christ and his Kingdom might not
yet be “established” since the Jewish nation and millions of other people
still deny the claims of Christ. The reader is well aware however that many
thousands were ‘‘caused to believe’’ before 70 A.D. But Max knows this too
and such people as these do not convince him - I wonder ‘“how many” or
“who” must believe before Christ is fully established as King and Priest?
Max’s view, in addition, holds they were caused to believe on insufficient
grounds for the “proving” or ‘“‘demonstrating” of his Kingship did not take
place before 70 A.D.

No. 6. The illustration of the baby in contrast to the mature man is our
point Max not yours - the baby is there, fully developed, in need of no
organs or members. If you are claiming the Church went through an “infant
state” you are only asserting what we have taught for years. But you
claim more than this - you say (Spirit of Prophecy, p. 65) ‘nothing” was
‘“‘complete, perfect, or eternal. . .” before 70 A.D. You deny that the righteous-
ness between Pentecost and 70 A.D. was “eternal.” You deny the eternality
of Christ’s priesthood before 70 A.D.! You deny the eternality of the New
Covenant before 70 A.D.! You deny the eternality of Christ’s Kingship before
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70 AD. TELL US PLAINLY, WAS THE PRIESTHOOD OF JESUS “TEM-
PORARY” BEFORE 70 A.D.? Reader, the Bible says (before 70 A.D.) Jesus
was a Priest “FOREVER.” HIS PRIESTHOOD WAS A FOREVER PRIEST-
HOOD. But more - as if knowing people would say things such as Max has
said above - the Holy Spirit had it written (prior to 70 A.D.) “He hath
PERFECTED FOREVER them that are sanctified.” (Heb. 10:14). The word
“perfected’”” here is in the Greek perfect - consult a Greek scholar or Greek
grammar. The Hebrew Christians came unto ‘the spirits of Just men made
perfect.” (12:23). The Christians had come (check Greek manuals) to men
who stood in the state of having been perfected. See Greek manuals. In
Colossians 2:10 the Christians were told they were presently enjoying the
state of having been ‘‘perfected.” See Greek manuals.

No. 7. Maturity and perfectness may relate to numerous things. One may
be perfect (i.e. mature, complete) in one area and have need for much
growth in another. See this in various passages. 1 Cor. 2:6 with 13:1-end;
Col. 2:10 with 4:12. Max, I don’t accept your view of 1 Cor. 13:10-13 and
since you didn’t attempt to prove it I don’t need to set up a negative! I
really enjoy the books of James Bales but he is a poor substitute for the
Holy Spirit as he himself would declare. And Max, he would never agree with
the use you are making of his article - in any case.

No. 8.  You seem to be of the opinion the priests who obeyed the faith did
not know of the government of the Church etc. What scripture proves they
didn’t? Besides, does one have to personally know all the truths of the
Scriptures before they can be said to be established? Do you teach each
convert every truth before baptizing him? What truth do you know which
was not revealed before 70 A.D.? Must all the truths of the Christian system
be written before they can be said to be revealed? WAS ALL TRUTH RE-
VEALED BEFORE 70 A.D.? TELL US! If he says “Yes” he has lost his
argument - if he says “No” he has lost his complete revelation for it is his
view all the New Testament was written before 70 A.D.

No. 9. The New Covenant was ETERNAL before 70 A.D. In Heb. 10:26 we
read of those people standing in the state of having been sanctified and we
are told by what they were sanctified - the blood of the covenant. In
Heb. 13:20-21 we are told they have been cleansed by the blood of an
ETERNAL covenant. Max - give up. What is the full definition of ‘‘establish”
(as per Max)? To bring into existence, stabilize, permanently settle, prove,
demonstrate and to cause to be believed. Each of the following passages
proves each of these points to have been met before 70 A.D. Heb. 8:6 - its
existence. Heb. 13:21 - its stability. Jude 3 - its permanence. Acts 6:7 - its
acceptance. ONE OF the uses of the word ‘“‘establish” is ‘“‘vindicate” and I
believe that that which already existed and was established was vindicated
in 70 A.D. This is how I used the word ‘establish” in my ‘“Daniel” (see
Aff. 2, No. 3). Vindication of Christ’s Kingship happens again and again.
It will happen again when he comes at the end of this age!

No. 10. Concerning those tenses. Max King is no Greek scholar as the
Greek student has already noticed. THERE ARE NUMEROUS USES OF THE
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PRESENT TENSE! Check for yourself any standard Greek grammar such
as Dana and Mantey, Machen or Burton’s ‘“Moods and Tenses” on this. Let
me illustrate this, choosing a few out of literally hundreds of possible illustra
tions. 1 Cor. 11:18 “I hear. . .” is present but speaking of something he had
already heard - here it acts almost as a perfect. The same is true in John 15:27
on ‘“este’” and Luke 13:7 on ‘“‘erchomai.” Moulton in ‘Prolegomena to the
Grammar of N. T. Greek,” page 119 will have occasion to say the present
tense ‘‘gathers up past and present time into one phrase.” The word ‘‘ginetai”
which indeed occurs in Heb. 7:18 also occurs in many other places. Romans
11:6 “‘grace is no more grace.” Heb. 9:22 “there is no remission.” 11:6
“he is a rewarder.” MAX - NAME US ONE TRANSLATOR - ANYWHERE,
WHO RENDERS 7:18 “There is becoming a disannulling.” Reader, 1 hate to
become involved in a long drawn out discussion of tenses when the facts
are so clear. ‘I brush my teeth”” and “I am brushing my teeth’’ are both
present. Even Berry’s “Interlinear” (for which Max has greater respect) will
not render 7:18 “There is becoming a disannulling.” He renders it ‘‘there
becomes.” Max becomes his own Greek authority in this rendering. MAX -
WHAT GREEK SCHOLAR RENDERS “GINETAI” IN THIS PASSAGE AS
YOU DO?

No. 11. We all make use of the present verbs and participles when no
present action is taking place. When we perform a trick and one asks how
we did it we often say, “I take the object and place it. . .”” When a coach is
commenting on the athlete’s throw he may say to the students, “You see, he
grasps the ball like this and throws it thus. . .”” We do this endlessly. For
others (among many) illustrations of such uses of the present tenses see
Gal. 3:23 with 25a; Matt. 17:11 (erchatai) with 17:12; 1 Tim. 6:4 (cometh);
1 Cor. 14:25 (are); Heb. 8:8 (finding) 8:8, 10 (saying - 3 times); 8:9 (when I
took); 8:10 (will put) and on and on - in and out of Hebrews! We are not
saying that Greek grammar doesn’t have its place hut we are saying for a
man to ignore everything else and argue on the present tense of a verp or
participle betrays ignorance of both Greek and the scriptures. The bluntness
of this speech is not intended to be offensive. Max King knows this - this
I'm saying for the reader’s benefit.

No. 12. IF MAX IS RIGHT IN HIS USE OF THE PASSAGES in 2 COR. 3
HE HAS PROVEN THE GENTILES WERE UNDER THE LAW OF MOSES -
Great day! How could he come to this position? Let’s see if he is right.

1. 2 Cor. 3:7. Look at it closely and see that while Paul uses the glory on
the face of Moses to figure forth the glory of the Law it is the glory on the
face of Moses he is speaking of when he says the glory “was to be done
away.” It is true that here “done away” is a present participle but not
only do all the major translations (KJV, ASV, RSV, NAS, NEB etc.) render it
as an accomplished thing but if it is to be rendered as a process going on
while Paul wrote - THE GLORY ON MOSES FACE HAD NOT YET VAN-
ISHED. Read it for yourself! This empties Max’s argument of any weight at
all. For if the Old Covenant was in the process of vanishing (by virtue of a
present participle) so was the glory on the face of Moses for a present
participle is used of it also!
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2. 2 Cor. 3:13. This scripture again fractures Max’s view for it doesn’t
speak of the Old Covenant at all but the glory on Moses’ face. Moses did
not want the children of Israel to stare at something - at what? The Old
Covenant? Of course not! He didn’t want them looking intently at the glory
on his face - that’s why he put the veil on! So Paul uses the present participle
of the glory on Moses’ face. If Max is right the glory on the face of Moses
was still in the process of vanishing while Paul wrote! END OF ARGU-
MENT! RIGHT?! No wonder the major versions (and for all I know the
minor ones also) render these as nearly a perfect and sometimes aoristic.

3. 2 Cor. 3:11. This scripture speaks of the Old Covenant but as we have
already shown the present participle not only does not need to be rendered
“is in the process of being done away” but should not be!

4. 2 Cor. 3:14. Deals with the veil. BUT WHAT IS THE VEIL MAX? Is it the
0Old Covenant? You must know it’s not! It stands for the unbelief which pre-
vents the Jew seeing the passing glory (staying with the present participle).
What happens to that veil? What happens to it when one becomes a Christian?
Does it “begin to pass away”? You must know it doesn’t - it passes away
in coming to Jesus. While Paul was writing was the unbelief which kept
men from seeing the truth of Christ still in the process of passing away
even in the Christians (Corinthian, at that!)? Of course it wasn’t in process
of vanishing in Christians - it was the taking off of the veil which enabled
them to see Jesus correctly. You’ve lost your case again, Max!

4a. 2 Cor. 3:18 is completely irrelevant for I believe (and so do we all) that
the Christian undergoes a progressive transformation - even to this day! But
Max - tell us, were the Corinthians coming out from under the Law of
Moses? If they were ever under it - how did they get there? If they were
under it while Paul spoke what does Rom. 6:14 say of them? What does
Gal. 3:10 say of anyone under the Law? You have told us in this book and
clearly in the Spirit of Prophecy that even redeemed Jews were living in the
“body of death’’ and ‘in a state of sin”’ (page 60). You equate the deliverance
of Gal. 3:10-13 with the glory promised in Rom. 8:18-20 and claim it had not
yet been fulfilled (page 60). Max, can’t you see the danger in all this?

5. Heb. 10:9. The reader by now must see very clearly that the tenses
are no problem at all. It is rendered ‘“he takes” away the first by Berry
upon whom Max leans heavily. MAX, WHAT TRANSLATOR AGREES WITH
YOUR RENDERING OF THE PASSAGE? Will you not now admit that your
tense argument, at best, is altogether inconclusive? Let the reader note that
it is by that second will which Max says (in the word of the passage) was
not yet “established,”” it is by that will the Hebrews were standing in a state
of “having been” sanctified” (‘““are’” is pre. ind., while “‘sanctified” is a per-
fect part.) So that the pres. ind. speaks of a present standing of having been
sanctified! IT REQUIRED THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 2ND WILL TO
SANCTIFY THEM AND WHILE THE HEBREW WRITER WROTE THEY
WERE IN THAT STATE OF HAVING BEEN SANCTIFIED - WHAT DOES
THAT TELL YOU? Using the word in the text, the new covenant must
already have been ¢established.” It was the blood of that covenant with
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which they had been (aorist, ind., pass.) sanctified. But more, as we have
already shown ‘‘they who are (pres.) sanctified (perfect passive) had been
already “‘perfected” with a “forever’” kind of perfecting! Deal with this Max.

6. Heb. 7:18; 8:13. We have already dealt with 7:18 (see No. 10). In 8:13
“In that he saith” is present infinitive active. If Max were right God would
be saying the words of Jeremiah as the Hebrew writer was speaking but
Greek scholars know better. ‘“He hath made” is perfect indicative active in-
dicating an action in time past which causes the old covenant to “stand
in a state of having been made old.” The rest of the passage is not a
double verb clause but an observation on ‘old things.”” The writer is not con-
tradicting himself and saying ‘the old covenant stands having already been
made old” and ‘‘the old covenant is growing old. . .” He is merely pointing
out the destiny of all aging things - they approach the “throwing out” stage!
And by the way, Max, how could Jeremiah speak of a coming covenant, a
new one, one recent in contrast to the Law of Moses, when according to you
that New covenant was the already long existing Abrahamic covenant?

No. 13.  Note on 7:12 Max admits there was a change of law (Aff. 2, No. 6
or 7). Yes, he does! And then he says the change was still in progress. Now
how does that ‘“grab you”? He gives it to us because the passage demands
it and then takes it back on the basis of a present tense and participle.
In 7:1 ‘“returning” is a present participle - was Abraham still returning when
the Hebrew writer was writing? In 7:7 “is blessed” is present indicative pas-
sive. Was Melchizedek, while the Hebrew writer wrote, in the process of
blessing Abraham? In 7:11 ‘“‘should arise” is present infinitive. Max, should
we render this ““is in the process of arising’’? WILL YOU STILL PERSIST IN
SAYING, ON THE BASIS OF PRESENT TENSE VERBS AND PARTICIPLES,
THE CHANGE WAS STILL IN THE PROCESS? In 7:24 “hath” is present in-
dicative. MAX - YOU RENDER THIS FOR US!

No. 14. Reader, the Lord did not have two acceptable priesthood systems
operating at the same time any more than he had two covenants going at
the same time. CAN YOU IMAGINE THE HEBREW URGING THOSE
JEWISH CHRISTIANS NOT TO GO BACK UNDER THE LAW WHEN MAX
PLAINLY TEACHES THEY WERE NOT EVEN DELIVERED FROM IT
UNTIL 70 A.D.? See my No. 12 and his 2nd aff. No 7. Under the Law is
only condemnation - even the casual student knows that - but Max insists
people in Christ were at the same time under Law. He claims that the things
of Hebrews 12:18ff were ‘‘soon coming” when the epistle was being written
(Aff. 2, No. 8) because none of them were perfected - WHAT? THE BLOOD

OF THE EVERLASTING COVENANT . . . NOT PERFECTED? OUR OWN
MEDIATOR . . . NOT PERFECTED . . . EVEN AFTER HE DIED, ROSE
AND RECEIVED THE LORDSHIP? GOD, THE JUDGE OF ALL ... NOT
PERFECTED UNTIL 70 A.D.? “JUST MEN MADE PERFECT” . . . NOT

MADE PERFECT?

No. 15. Max King, did you not teach: Cyrus made no decree concerning the
building of Jerusalem? YES YOU DID! We exposed that as error - Isaiah
45:13. Well? DIDN'T WE?
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You gave no authority for 445 BC as the beginning of the 70 weeks. Well?
Isn’t that true? Isn’t it? The “heart of Biblical prophecy” and you offer no
proof right at the very basis of it. LET'S HAVE IT MAX! What passage
mentions the month of the decree?

You offered no proof whatever for your ‘“day for a year” theory of
Daniel 9. GIVE IT TO US THAT WE MIGHT EXAMINE IT. Are we not
due it? Since this is the ‘“heart” of prophecy?!

You said “The strictest scrutiny shall fail to detect a miscalculation or
mistake’” (Spirit of Prophecy, page 48) and when I showed you missed by
nearly a week you offer only ‘“not bad.” YOUR CALCULATIONS WERE
WRONG AND YET YOU CONTINUED AS IF THEY HAD INDEED REACH-
ED THE CROSS . . . WHO GAVE YOU THE AUTHORITY TO CONTINUE
FROM THE CROSS WHEN YOUR FIGURES DID NOT REACH THERE?

You claim Christ was cut-off DURING the 69 weeks (before the gap) AND
before the 70th week THE BIBLE SAYS HE WAS CUT OFF “AFTER” THE
69th WEEK. You criticized my “aim” but I made no aim - look again. I
quoted only scripture and said no more: AFTER 69 not DURING as you
must hold. AFTER 69 COMES 70. According to you the full §9 weeks had not
run their course when Christ was cut off. The only reason you gave to offset
WHAT THE SCRIPTURE SAID was: 7 literal years was not long enough
for both the crucifixion and the destruction of Jerusalem. BUT WHO SAID
ANYTHING ABOUT 7 LITERAL YEARS? You introduced it and then offset
the word ““after” 69 weeks with what you introduced. Great day! And what
is the proof of the ‘“gap” which Max had to find? His unproven exegesis of
Romans 4:13-17 and 11:26ff.

No. 16.  Concerning Aff. 2, No. 7. Max you admitted to me in private dis-
cussion and in your Spirit of Prophecy, page 231 that the Law was taken out
of the way for Christians. For those in Christ, you said, the Law was ‘“abolish-
ed.” READER, DO YOU HEAR IT? SEE NOW HIS PREDICAMENT? See
here, No. 12, point 4,

No. 17. Max King, you have denied, expressly so, that sins were blotted out
before 70 A.D. Here is what you said: ‘“The ‘blotting out of sins’ is equal
to Daniel’s prophecy of 'finishing transgression, making an end of sins, and
reconciliation for iniquity.’ ” (Daniel 9:24). DANIEL SAID IT WOULD HAP-
PEN AT THE END OF THE SEVENTY WEEKS . . . AT THE (2nd-JM-G)
COMING OF CHRIST.” (page 62). “AT THE END” of the 70 weeks. Max - tell
us what “AT THE END” means? This was no slip of the tongue for you
said on page 87 “It has been shown in chapter four that Aects 3:19-21 applied
to the second coming of Christ at the end of the Jewish age (70 A.D. - JMcG).
IT WAS THEN that ‘‘sins were blotted out” . . . Repentance and baptism
placed the Gospel saints in position for eternal redemption at the coming of
Christ . . . the blotting out of sins, and the resititution of all things spoken,
are equated with the return or coming of Christ (70 A.D. - JMcG).” READER,
JUDGE FOR YOURSELF - Does Max King teach the “blotting out of sins”
took place at 70 A.D. or not?

No. 18.  The same is true of the Christian Age. Max dates the 70th week
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as 63-70 A.D. See his book, page 46 and my neg. 1, No. 21. In that book
on page 56 he says “The seventieth week (63-70 A.D.) pictures the casting out
of Ishmael and the rise of Isaac. It is the end of the old world and the be-
ginning of the new.” Reader, judge for yourself, according to this WHEN
DID THE CHRISTIAN AGE BEGIN? BEGIN, I say, not mature, or come to
fulness, but BEGIN. What does begin mean? MAX KING - IN LIGHT OF
THESE WORDS - TELL US BEFORE GOD WHEN DID THE CHRISTIAN
AGE BEGIN?

No. 19.  Concerning aff. 2, No. 5. There are no ‘“‘conditions” in Matthew 5:18.
There is a plain declaration that heaven and earth would pass away before
one would see a jot or tittle of the Law fail. See Luke 16:17. This sort of
speech is not unusual. This truth Jesus was teaching was taught by the
prophets from an opposite direction. You see the heavens and earth were
proverbially steadfast - so is God’s word. In fact the world is often said to
be “forever” (see Psa. 78:69; 104:5; 119:90; 148:4-6). See to Jeremiah 31:35-36;
33:19-26. From these we can see the heavens were regarded as good examples
of stability and dependability. Jeremiah uses this very “foreverness” as an
assurance that God’s promise would never fail. BE SURE TO READ THESE.
MAX - where is your proof that the heavens and earth equals the Jewish
world? Tell us, lovely brother, do you believe Daniel 2 and 7 predict the fall
of Rome? Plainly now! If so - how could all things prophesied be fulfilled by
70 A.D.? If not - what was the fourth kingdom smashed and scattered so
that no place was found for it? Tell us now.

No. 20. Max is unwilling to admit the possibility of “the coming” of the
kingdom meaning the vindication of an already established kingdom. This is
the meaning of Luke 21:31 and Revelation 11:15ff. It is not that the kingdom
has not already been established only that it has been vindicated before
hostile opponents (as eg. the Jews and the Romans). If Max would only
admit this possibility he would see a coherent picture emerge of all these
passages! He rightly saw that we abused some passages and he went to
another extreme!

No. 21. Max don’t you believe the word ‘‘everlasting” has an ‘“age-lasting”
significance? Since the Aaronmic priesthood, the shewbread and physical cir-
cumcision have this word applied to them - would you not concede the point?
Don’t say it is ‘“‘spiritual’”’ circumcision which is everlasting for Genesis 17:13
is not speaking of ‘‘spiritual” circumcision. Don’t say it is the spiritual
priesthood which is eternal for Exodus 40:15 is not speaking of that - but is
speaking of the Aaronic priesthood. The Aaronic priesthood is not a promise!
The shewbread is not a promise - it is a command. Was that eternal?

No. 22.  Concerning Ephesians 5:22-23 (see aff., No. 19). Max claims the
Ephesians who are said to be “‘members’ of the body of Christ - one flesh, are
only espoused. Are the two ‘““‘one flesh” or ‘“members one of another” before
they are actually married? Isn’t it amazing that the word ‘‘wife” occurs nine
times in this section and “‘espousal” not once and we hear they are espoused
and not husband and wife?! It is a silly thing to build doctrine on figures.
Marriage and espousal are both correct - each of them teaches their own
truth,
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No. 23. Max, I never at any time defined ‘‘establish” as merely “to bring
into existence.” You stopped in the middle of my sentence - read it again.

No. 24.  Give us the scripture which:
1. Proves Isaac stands for the Christian Age
2. Proves Ishmael was ever the heir to Abraham’s blessings

3. Proves that Isaac inherited ANYTHING at the point of time when Ishmael
was cast out. PLEASE.

4. Proves the Gentiles were ever under the Mosaic law.

No. 25. Max King: “The building of the tabernacle of David belongs to
the return of Christ (70 A.D., JMcG).” Aff. 2, No. 12. Max King: “If the
prophecy of raising up the tabernacle of David . . . is yet future.” it would
“exclude the Gentiles from any right to seek after the Lord until that taber-
nacle.” Therefore, despite the disclaimer, No Gentile hope until 70 A.D.
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KING'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE

No. 1. Reader, clearly understand the proposition: “The new covenant was
not completely established until the fall of the Jewish commonwealth in 70
A.D.” COMPLETELY ESTABLISHED . . . nothing more and nothing less. The
Negative seems to forget this while clamoring for an affirmative dealing with
something less or short of ‘‘completely established.” But if Jim cannot suc-
cessfully negate “complete establishment,” could an affirmative shert of com-
plete establishment ease the pressure? Even if we forsake our ‘‘agreed upon”
affirmative and try to accommodate Jim’s diversionary request, what time or
event SHORT of ‘‘complete establishment” should we affirm? WHERE shall
we start Jim . . . God’s promise to Abraham?; the death of Christ?;
Christ’s resurrection?; the day of Pentecost?; the calling of Gentiles (for the
covenant must include them, Gal. 3:8)?; or just WHAT TIME and WHAT
EVENT? We have shown that several factors are involved in complete estab-
lishment. Now which ones would Jim have us INCLUDE or EXCLUDE in
turning from our present affirmative, which is INCLUSIVE of them all? We
suggest that the Negative would do well to negate what is being affirmed
rather than what is not being affirmed.

No. 2. Furthermore, let it be seen that no process of establishing, however
long or short, can possibly achieve fullness or completeness without some
measure or degree of establishment being present and progressive from
START TO FINISH. This, Jim SEEMS to deny. He repeatedly and severely
attacks the thought or idea of “not completely established’’ as though such
a state were sinful and offensive to God. (See Sec. Neg. No. 3). But “not
completely established”” is no reflection on His power, wisdom, or perfect
Being. Nothing God does is weak, faulty, or puny, regardless of what state,
stage, or phase it is in. He sent Christ to make a short work upon the earth
(Rom. 9:28), but the work wasn’'t started and completed in the same day.
Why not? Is God weak? Can’t He achieve completeness in ONE day, hour,
or minute? Yes He can, dear reader, but God often chooses to pace his work
for man’s sake. With respect to God’s power, when He gave the promise
to Abraham it was as good as done, even though centuries rolled by before
Christ came. On whose account did God delay? When Peter preached Christ
on David’s throne (Acts 2) the coming of Christ and His kingdom in power
and glory was as good as done, even though “all these things” in Matt. 24 had
to first happen (v. 34). When Christ died and when His priestly power to
forgive sins was declared (Acts 2:38), His priestly work was as good as done,
even though His coming out of the Holy of Holies to “bless and to receive”
was still future to Acts 2 (Heb. 9:28). Because of God’s POWER and FAITH-
FULNESS, the Hehrew Christians could have ‘holdness to enter into the
holiest;” they could “draw near in the full assurance of faith;” they could
“wait for the promise with patience;” knowing that “yet a little while, and
he that shall come will come, and will not tarry” (Heb. 10:19-39). And they
could see ‘‘the day” approaching (at hand), verse 25. Christ was their
SOURCE and their SURETY of completeness (Col. 2:10, because of the mighty
working of God’s power in Him (Eph. 1:18, 19; Phil. 3:20, 21). And mark this
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well, our affirmative is not directed to a stage, a state, or a phase leading to
the end, but rather the end itself. If the “consummation of the age” implies
a prior state of incomplete consummation that offends the Negative, let it be
understood that such was not offensive to God who masterminded it, to Christ
who led through it, to the Holy Spirit who taught it, or to faithful saints who
patiently endured it.

No. 3.  Jim admits that one of the uses of the word ‘“‘establish” is ‘“‘vindi-
cate” (No. 9), but will he grant us that usage? Evidently not. He uses it as
an establishment (2nd Aff., No. 3), but he says he means only an establishing
In power of what was already established. Well, isn't that exactly what we
are affirming as being ‘“‘complete” establishment? Is not ‘“‘establishing in
power”’ additional to ‘‘establish?’’ And if it is ‘“‘additional” it is COMPLEMEN-
TARY to “establish” and to COMPLEMENT means: “to fill up, to complete,
to bring to perfection.”’” Furthermore, if the Kingdom was established in power
in 70 A.D. (and we agree that it was), does that mean, Jim, that Christ
and His kingdom were powerless on Pentecost? Did Peter preach a weak King-
ship and a powerless Kingdom? What MORE or GREATER power was needed
than offered by Peter: “God hath made this same Jesus both Lord and Christ”
(Acts 2:36)? Wasn’t that enough power to make believers? (Reader, this is
Jim’s reasoning against our view of ‘‘complete establishment,” see Znd Neg,
No. 2 and 5). Can he now face his own reasoning when it is applied to his
“kingdom in power’’ view? Don’t misunderstand . . . his view is GOOD, but
his reasoning against a parallel view (complete establishment) is now against
his view, which is unfortunate. I hope he changes his reasoning and not his
view. As Robert R. Taylor, Jr. wrote ‘““The fall of Jerusalem is an addifional
proof of Jesus” deity. In a real sense it provides an additional answer to
the question, ‘“What think ye of Christ?”’ (‘“First Century Christianity,” Feb.
1974, p. 5). If what Peter taught on Pentecost was enough to ‘“prove’” or
‘“‘demonstrate’” Christ’s Kingship, then more than this would have been super-
fluous. But if God provided ‘‘additional proof” it surely was needed to com-
plete what was initlated. Remember, “additional” is “complementary.”

No. 4. Concerning ‘“‘complete atonement,” reread 2nd Neg., No. 3. Jim’s
verbal escapade on ‘“‘incompleteness” is emotionally, rationally, and scriptur-
ally ajar of the issue. Any student of the Old Testament sacrificial (typical)
system knows that atonement was never complete at the slaying of the
sacrifice. The entering and returning of the High Priest from the Holy of
Holies was a vital and necessary part of the atonement, and its typical signifi-
cance was of no small import. Does this do violence to ‘forgiveness of sins”
before Christ came out of the Holiest to bless and to receive waiting saints
(Heh. 9:28; 10:19-39)? We believe not. Jim, did John the Baptist preach the
“benefits (remission of sins) of atonement BEFORE the atonement was
“complete” (Mk. 1:4, 5)? Is there a difference in ‘“‘remission of sins” in
MKk. 1:4 and Acts 2:28? Did the death of Christ make “remission” in Acts 2:38
stronger than “remission” in MK. 1:4? And if “remission” in Mk. 1:4 was ef-
ficacious BEFORE the “‘atonement” was “complete,” why could not the same
apply to “remission” in Acts 2:38?

No. 5.  In this connection the reader is asked to now read 2nd Neg., No. 17.
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What Jim has said (Ist. Neg., No. 27) and implies here is misleading. We DO
affirm the ‘remission of sins” prior to A.D. 70. We DO NOT, however, equate
the “remission of sins’’ with the ‘‘blotting out of sins” in the text of Acts 3:19.
Jim makes no distinction here, BUT WE HAVE . . . AND STILL DO. The
reason will be shown in later speeches on another issue. The statement that
I have ‘“redeemed Jews” living in a ‘‘state of sin” is out of context. (See
2nd Neg., No. 12). Also see page 60 of The Spirit of Prophecy, which Jim
quotes and misunderstands. First, Old Testament saints, not gospel saints,
are the subject of that quote; and second, one can be IN a state of some-
thing but not OF it. See John 17:15, 16. IN the world, but not OF the world.
No. 6. Jim’s charge (2nd Neg., No. 6) that my position on the ‘‘complete,”
the ‘“‘perfect,” and the ‘‘eternal” state of things AFTER 70 A.D. makes those
same things ‘“incomplete,” “imperfect’” and “temporary” BEFORE 70 A.D.
is amiss of our point. Consider again No. 2 of this speech. However, what
does Jim’s position do to those things AFTER 70 A.D.? For example, see his
2nd Neg., No. 9, where he argues for an eternal or everlasting (aionios) cov-
enant (Heb. 13:20) before as well as after A.D. 70. Remember, his definition
of everlasting (aionios) is ‘‘age-lasting” (No. 21), and he believes that this age
(the one we are in NOW) is going to end, for he spoke of when Christ
‘“‘comes at the end of this age” (No. 9). Hence, the everlasting or ‘“age-
lasting” covenant of Heb. 13:20 is no more lasting that this age (if Heb. 13:20
belongs to “this age’’), and I suppose that the same would apply to the
everlasting kingdom and everlasting life . . . unless these are yet future. So
reader, there you have it. What Jim charges me with having BEFORE 70
A.D. he must take to himself AFTER 70 A.D. But in contrast to his position,
we hold the view that ‘“the world or age’” that was to come, CAME in 70 A.D.
which is ETERNAL. Therefore, the things that belonged to that ‘‘coming age”
(Heb. 5:6) or world (Heb. 2:5), which were prepared and developed prior to
its coming, are as eternal as is the age itself. More later . . . and the
Negative’s position will worsen with respect to the ages of the Bible.

No. 7. Concerning ‘“verb tenses” it is obvious that the Negative got all
“tensed” up over verb forms in some key passages. (See 2nd Neg., No. 10,
11, 12). No one is denying that the present tense often ‘‘gathers up past and
present time into one phrase’” (Moulton). This is all we are contending in
2 Cor. 3:7, 11, 13, 14, 18. The present tense of the verbs and participles
mentioned (see 2nd aff., No. 4) show past action which was being continued
when 2 Cor. was written. We contend that nothing in these verses (or
elsewhere) can make the present tenses apply ONLY to past action. (Had
Paul meant to teach what Jim denies, how else could he have said it)?
“I hear” (1 Cor. 11:18) speaks of a past action of hearing of a condition
still present when Paul wrote, hence the present tense connects the past
and present condition. “I come” (Lk. 13:7) is (by time adverbs) put into re-
lation to ‘‘these three years I come,’” bringing together a past and present
existing condition of ‘‘no fruit.” Abraham’s ‘“returning” (Heb. 7:1) stands in
relation not to the Hebrew writer but to him “who met”’ Abraham return-
ing. “Ginetai” (Heb. 7:12, 18) is defined as meaning ‘to become, i.e. to
come into existence,” (Thayer, p. 15), and there is nothing in the syntactical
construction of these verses to deny “ginetai” (present tense) of a present
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continuing action. The same goes for Heb. 8:13. After all Jim said about it
the fact remains that it was ready to vanish away, (from the writer’s present
viewpoint) just as salvation was ready to be revealed (1 Pet. 1:5-13).

No. 8.  Feeling the force of verb tenses, Jim must now argue (2nd Neg.,
No. 12) that the glory of which Paul speaks in 2 Cor. 3:7 (‘“‘which is being
done away”’) refers exclusively and merely to the ‘“countenance of Moses.”
WHO CAN BELIEVE IT? What was the reason for Moses’ shining face? It
was that which was glorious, which was written and engraven in stones.
Hence, “which glory is being done away” encompasses ‘‘the glorious” and
not merely “the effect” that it had on Moses’ face. Read verse 11 and see
if the contrast is between Moses’ shining face and the gospel, or the law and
the gospel. Furthermore, if Paul meant to teach that the glorious was THEN
completely done away and that the more glorious was COMPLETELY es-
tablished, he made an unfortunate choice of words when he continued:
“Seeing then that we have such hope, we use great plainness of speech”
(2 Cor. 3:12). SEE IT READER . . . “HOPING” for the “more glorious;”
“HOPING” for the “ministration of righteousness” in complete fulfillment
of the glorious (2 Cor. 3:9, 12). Furthermore, Paul’s “plain speech” is put in
contrast to Moses’ “veiled face” (verses 12, 13). What was ‘“‘veiled” in
MOSES was then being ‘‘seen” in CHRIST (verses 14-17). Individual con-
version is not the primary teaching of verse 16, but it is that which was
veiled within ‘‘the glorious” coming forth “‘unveiled” as the ‘“more glorious;”
or ‘“the Spirit” (in contrast to the letter), or to CHRIST, (“Who is that
Spirit,” v. 18). Yes, the meaning is FULFILLMENT, or the “bringing forth
of the true meaning or design of the law” as veiled in Moses but now being
plainly revealed in Christ, who came to FULFILL the “glorious” and gave
the Spirit to do it (2 Cor. 3:1-6).

No. 3. Representedly speaking, what did the veil of Moses do? It pre-
vented them from ‘‘seeing the end of that which was to be abolished.” “When
it shall turn to the Lord” refers (not to unbelief) but to what was hidden
behind the veil, the end of which was Christ (Gal. 3:23-25). When the true
design of the law was achieved, when all written in the law was accomplished
(fulfilled) Matt. 5:18; Acts 3:21, then was fulfilled the phrase ‘“when it shall
turn to the Lord.”” Hence, the veil is then taken away in the sense that all
that was behind it and concealed or hidden is now OPEN in the FACE of
Christ, WHO is not veiled. Hence, we then see “face to face,” (1 Cor. 13:12).
Seeing with ‘‘open face,” but “as in a glass (mirror) darkly” speaks of an
incompleted (but progressive) turning of the *‘glorious” to Christ. All had
not yet been fulfilled in Christ. But the eventual coming of ‘‘the perfect”
brings a ‘‘face to face’’ condition. Reader, Note: The doing away of the veil
is not a repeated action (such as the unbeliever turning to Christ); neither
is the coming of ‘‘the perfect” a repeated action (such as individuals coming
to perfect love, knowledge, etc.). THEREFORE, verses 17, 18 ARE RELE-
VANT and do bear directly upon the subject of the context; i.e. the change
from the glorious to the more glorious (from ‘“glory to glory” v. 18); from
the letter to the Spirit; from the law to the gospel. (Naturally, personal
spiritual transformation inheres secondarily in these verses).

No. 10.  Additional proof that annullment was a present, continuing action:
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(1) Matt. 5:17, 18. Jim cannot escape the force of the two stated conditions
in the law’s fulfillment, which he denies even exists here. The second con-
dition he ignores: “not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the law until all is
accomplished” (v. 18 RSV), or ‘‘not until the end of all things” (TEV). (See
our 1st Aff., No. 15). We affirm that the law was not completely fulfilled
until the “consummation of the age,” (Mt. 24:3), or until ‘“the end of all
things” (1 Pet. 4:7), or (2) Acts 3:19-21. “until the restoration of all things
spoken.” Jim applies the coming of Christ in this text (verse 20) to the con-
version of the sinner (1st Neg., No. 19), but this is manifestly erroneous.
It is not ‘“whom the heaven must receive’’ until a conversion of a sinner,
but “until the times of restoration of all things.” Restoration of WHAT?
Things spoken by the prophets. This parallels with Matt. 5:17, 18. ‘Fulfill-
ment” of the law brings the ‘restoration”” of the things it contained in
promise and shadow form. The ‘times of restoration’” parallels with when
“all is accomplished” in Matt. 5:18, or ‘“‘the consummation of the age” in
Matt. 24:3, or “the end of all things” in 1 Pet. 4:7. H. Leo Boles comments:
“Times of restoration’ comes from the Greek, ‘apokatastaseos; and is a double
compound word composed of ‘apo,” ‘kata’ and ‘histemi’ and is only used
here in the New Testament; it seems to be a technical medical term, and
means complete restoration to health. The first coming of Christ marked
the beginning of the period of restoration, and the second coming marks
the end of that”period;” (Commentary on Acts of the Apostles, page 60).
Boles also commented, “Christ came the first time to redeem the world; his
second coming will complete that redemption.”” (ibid, p. 60). The thought of
an incomplete redemption was not offensive to the mind of Bro. Boles, nor
to Paul (Eph. 1:14), nor to Luke (Lk. 21:28). Why should Jim McGuiggan be
an exception? The point is clear; the second coming of Christ was to COM-
PLETE redemption (Acts 3:19-21; Heb. 9:28; Rom. 11:27). Thus, even in our
“ignorance of both Greek and scriptures” (2nd Neg., No. 11) we see a reason
why the present tense of verbs and participles in certain passages does refer
to a then present action in the Law’s fulfillment and the complete restoration
or establishment of things that were ‘“to come.”

No. 11.  Joined with the restoration (Acts 3:21); the accomplishment of all
things (Mt. 5:18); and the consummation of the age (Matt. 24:3), is the com-
ing of ‘“that which is perfect” (1 Cor. 13:10). The “perfect” answers to (not
precedes) the restoration. The “‘perfect” stands in apposition to ““in part.” The
“in part” is done away upon the arrival of “the perfect.” WHAT, THEN, IS
“IN PART?” (1) The contrast is not merely partial knowledge versus full
knowledge, nor partial revelation versus complete revelation (although these
may inhere in the text). (2) That which is “‘done away’’ is not the miraculous
gifts of the Spirit, (although their vanishing is taught, verse 8, since their
purpose was fulfilled when the ‘‘perfect” came). (3) The “perfect” is not a
personal state (love, knowledge, holiness, etc.), but rather the coming of a
state (ONCE and FOR ALL TIME) upon which personal achievement is
based. Hence, this state (the perfect) was of greater value than ‘‘sought
after” gifts of the Spirit, which produced it. (4) The “in part” answers to
“the glorious” in which was veiled the ‘“more glorious.” (The realm of the
Spirit’s work was ‘‘the Law,” bringing forth its true meaning and design.
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Thus all knowledge and revelation of ‘‘spiritual things in Christ” derived
their being from the law by the process of fulfillment.) Glorious is LESS
then more glorious, even as in part is LESS then the perfect. That which was
communicated in parts, sections, or fragments (Heb. 1:1) must of necessity be
“imperfect’” or “in part.”” Hence, the FULFILLING of the glorious (by the
Spirit) was simply the bringing forth of the true meaning of the law (see
1st Aff., No. 14), which accomplished the “restoration,” the ‘perfect” or the
“more glorious,” When all was accomplished, or had turned to Christ, the
age of the glorious was consummated and done away (Heb. 8:13), and the
coming age of the more glorious or the perfect was fully inaugurated. (Mis-
sion accomplished, hence, miraculous gifts vanished as a scaffolding removed
from a completed superstructure).

No. 12. Does our view of 2 Cor. 3; Matt. 5:17, 18; or Acts 3:19-21 place
the Gentiles under the Law of Moses, as the Negative charges (2nd Neg.,
No. 12)? Great day! How could Jim come to this conclusion? Especially
Jim, for he has done an excellent job in his commentaries (Isaiah, Ezekiel,
and Romans) in showing that the physical Jew was the subject and object
of Old Testament prophecy and New Testament fulfillment; and that the
Gentiles simply walked into that which was of, by, and for the Jews. We
agree, but, and the point is, would not the fulfilling of the Law, and the
restoration of the things spoken bhe of VITAL CONCERN to the Gentiles also?
Could they walk into SOMETHING that was for the physical Jew if that
SOMETHING never materialized? What else could Paul offer them (Gentiles)
except that which resulted from the fulfillment of the Law? Had not the Law
been completely fulfilled; had not restoration come to the Jews (Acts 1:6;
3:19-21), what would the Gentiles have received? (Remember: ‘‘Salvation is
of the Jews,” John 4:22). MARK IT WELL READER, the work of the
Holy Spirit from Pentecost until the consummation of the age (70 A.D.,
Mt. 24:3) was to bring the Jew out of the Law and to keep the Gentile from
going into that out of which the Jew was coming, (hence, the purpose of
2 Cor. 3), AND to keep BOTH Jew and Gentile IN THAT which (from the law)
was brought step by step to “‘completeness” (1 Cor. 13:19), just as step by
step the Law was fulfilled and became ready to vanish away (Heb. 8:13). The
picture is quite clear to the discerning reader of the New Testament. Paul
would never have done in Gentile communities what he did in Jerusalem, as
recorded in Acts 21:17-27, i.e. show that he too kept the Law (v. 24). Reader,
ponder Paul’s actions here in light of our affirmative and of the Negative’s
silence.

No. 13.  When did the Christian age begin, Jim insistently asks. (2nd Neg.,
No. 18). Well, we both believe that Matt. 24:3 refers to the consummation of
the Jewish age. Others are coming to this same view. See “First Century
Christian,” Feb. 1974, page 4: “But since the fall of Jerusalem buried forever
the dead carcase of Judaism, this is described as the consummation of the age
or the end of the age” - Franklin Camp, as quoted by Robert R. Taylor, Jr.).
The question at this point is twofold: (1) Did the Christian age begin on
Pentecost day? If so, then we have two ages existing side by side for a few
years. (2) Did the Christian age follow the consummation of the Jewish age?
If so, then it did not begin until Jerusalem fell. If the Negative accepts either
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