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From the Introduction to the First Edition

About four months ago | was contacted by brother Jack-Ha
sen concerning several articles | had written in our bull€fine
Beacon.From these beginnings Jack found that | publishdd di
ferent debates and materials that | feel the brotherhood imge
eral could use in their libraries. He sent this debate to menigr
consideration. After reading it, | thought it was worthy of pudlic
tion since it is the only written debate, to my knowledge, on the
subject under consideration.

When brethren Hansen and Webster engaged in this discu
sion, brother Hansen at the begimg leaned toward the Max R.
King position. As brother Hansen explains in his last negative of
the first proposition, he has given up that view. This was due to
his studies and counseling with Robert Taylor, Jr., Charles Coil,
David Underwood, Basil OvertoBarry Anderson, Ron Brothe
ton, and Stephen Broyles.

Brother Hansen not only has repudiated the King position, but
will soon engage in a written debate with brother King. A public
debate was to have been held on November 16, 1976 tithh-
er Charles Gser, but brother Geiser declined to debate. Brother
Hansen has recently written a series of articles which hgve a
peared inThe World Evangeligtxposing the error of Max R. King
on eschatology.

| hope the reader will study these speeches carefully. Keep i
mind that brother Hansen has given up both propositions which
he signed.

Ray Hawk1977)



Introduction to the Updated Edition

The issues debated in this book are ones which are s&H pr
aSyid Ay (KS [ 2NRQaeca@KuzNBEmpe2 Rl &
sonal conversations with other preachers, it appears that the b
lief that Matthew 24 should be divided is losing grouneven
among those who reject the majority pireterism(also callede-
alized eschatologythe Max King Doctrineor the AD 70 theory
The belief that there is only one topic being discussed in that
chapter (and most of them would include most of chapter 25)
appears to be growing among both conservative and liberal
brethren. Even though Jack Hansen, by the time thetvwonged
debate ended, had given up his proposition, he only gave it up
regarding the unity of Matthew 25 was concerrnredot the unity
of Matthew 24.

For more information regarding Matthew 24, the reader
would do well to read the introduction of Arthur®DR S i@ &
Avenging of the Apostles and Prophets

This debate, like so many others, had times where it devolved
G2 I aKS &alFlARX KS alFARé¢ O2yidSadi
those petty parts, there is some great information on both sides
to be gleaed in this book.

| believe that you will find information worth considering in
this book, regardless of which position you take in regards to the
dividing of Matthew 24 and 25.

May God bless you in your studies!

Bradley Cobb, editor (2015)



Bruce R. Webster
Bruce was born on March 7, 1946 in Huntsville, Alabama. He is
married to the former Carolyn Patricia Upchurch. They have three
children: Philip Jason, six; Jared Stephen, four; and Shawn Tyson, two.
He is a 1964 graduate of Madison Academy, Huntsville, Alabama;
a private school operated by members of the church of Christ and other
interested individuals.

He preached his first sermon in July, 1964 at the Antioch church of
Christ near Hazel Green, Alabama. Since that time he has preached in
five states: Alabama, Tennessee, Texas, Missouri, and Pennsylvania.
While serving as a conscientious objector in the army he preached at
two different locations in Germany.

He has done local work in Missouri and Alabama. At the present
time he is working full time with the Antioch congregation where he
preached his first sermon, and is also a student at International Bible
College, Florence, Alabama.

Even though this is the first formal debate in which he has engaged,
he has previously entered into private studies and written discussions
with the following: Seventh-Day Adventists concerning the Sabbath;
Jehovah’s Witnesses concerning the question, "Does man have an
immortal spirit?"; a Primitive Baptist on the issue of Holy Spirit bap-
tism; and a Missionary Baptist about baptism and instrumental music.



Jack K. Hansen

Jack was born on January 30, 1954 in Wichita, Kansas. He was
reared in a small wheat town 30 miles to the south called Wellington.

Jack obeyed the gospel on March 5, 1969. He was baptized by
Albert Gardner (brother of E. Claude Gardner, President of
Freed-Hardeman College).

Jack skipped his senior year of American High School to attend
Western Christian College, North Weyburn, Saskatchewan, Canada, In
1972 Jack did achieve his senior matriculation, He also took many
Bible courses his second year while at W.C.C. It was while at Western
that Jack made his mark as a debater, He was the Captain of the debate
team. He led the W.C.C. Mustang's to their Provincial Debate Cham-
pionship with a win-loss record of 6-0. Jack was selected to participate
in the National Debate Tournament at Fort Saskatchewan, Alberta,
Canada. Jack won the Provincial Title on the national level and placed
in the top 15% of all debaters in Canada. Jack is now preparing himself
for the debate of his life —a written discussion with Max R. King.

Jack left Canada and entered Sunset School of Preaching in Lub-
bock, Texas. He studied there for a year and a half, leaving due to
surgery. While at Lubbock, he married his hometown sweetheart, Jane
Spencer on January 1, 1974. They moved back to Wellington where he
entered secular employment.

In 1975 both Jack and Jane entered International Bible College in
Florence, Alabama. Jack will soon graduate. At present he works with
the Smithville, Mississippi church of Christ. Upon graduation from
IBC, Jack plans to attend Harding Graduate School of Religion in
Memphis, Tennessee.



"RESOLVED THNIMATTHEW4 THE LORD
DISTINGUISHES BETWEENDESERUCTION OF
JERUSALEM AND HIS SECOND COMING

Bruce Webster, Affirms
Jack Hansen, Denies

"RESOLVED THAT MATTHEW 24 AND MATTHEW
25 SPEAK ONLY OF THE FALL OF THE JEWISH
[ haahb2z9! [ ¢l Lb ! ®5®

Jack Hansen, Affirms
Bruce Webster, Denies

RULES FOR DEBATE

1. Each disputant will be governed Hedges's Rules of Debate

2. This will be a written discussion.

3. Each speech is not to exceed 6 typewritten pages.

4. Each paragraph shall be numbered; single spaced with double
space between paragraphs.

5. Ifinterest is sufficient the debate will be published.

6. No review of the debate is to be written for any publication
without the written permission of both disputants.

7. There will be no specific moderators. Each disputant is free to
consult anyone he de®s.

8. Each disputant will be allowed three presentations each.

s/Bruce Webster

s/Jack Hansen




DEBATE ON ESCHATOLOGY

First Proposition:
"RESOLVED: THAT IN MATTHEW 24 THE LORD
DISTINGUISHES BETWEEN THE DESTRUCTION OF
JERUSALEM ANBIIS SECOND COMING."

Bruce R. Webster Affirms
Jack HansanDenies

Affirmative #1 (Bruce Webster)

No. 1 — | will first define the terms of the proposition. The first

term to be defined is "distinguishes?"S 60 4 1 SNR& kS§ 2 :
tionary, "Second College Editib states that to distinguish is "to
separate or mark off by differences.” | will affirm thidke Lord

drew a clear line which separates the destruction of Jerusalem
from his second coming and that the scriptures under consider

tion illustrate this divisia.

No. 2t "Destruction" as used in this debate will refer to thed
of the Jewish commonwealth in A.D. 70.

No. 31 The "Jerusalem" to which | shall refer will be the city of
Jerusalem which was destroyed by Titus in A.D. 70.

No. 41 "His second comingtefers to the events immediately
preceding, during, and following the destruction of the physical
earth.

No. 51 This issue has unfortunately sparked some considerable
controversy among the brotherhood in both the distant ared r
cent past and threatens tdbecome the source of even greater
strife and discord among the followers of the Lord today. Realizing
the Lord's condemnation of petty bickering as opposed to ttie a



titudes we should manifest (John 13:35, "By this shall all men
know that ye are my discipte if ye have love one to another") |
purpose to manifest the attitude as expressed in Isaiah 1:18,
("Come let us reason together saith the Lord").

No. 6T We have entered into this written discussion because of
a conflict a conflict between right and wray between truth and
error. Two truths never conflictcan never oppose each other.
Between two principles of right there is always perfect agre
ment. But truth and error are as incompatible as light andkelar
ness. Therefore truth and right cannot be found both sides of
this investigation. Error must necessarily be on one side, else
there would be no opposition. On which side is truth? On which
side is error? Those who read this debate are to be the judges.
But, in view of the prayer of Jesus for unitydaihe command of
God to be "perfectly joined together in the same mind and the
same judgment,” | encourage you to read carefully and prayerfu
ly, to measure what is written by the "oracles of God," and ¢e d
cide impatrtially.

No. 7t | wish to emphasize th&ct that this conflict is not &
tween men, but between principles. For Jack Hansen, as a man, |
entertain none but the kindest feelings. In this investigation | shall
not combat the man personally. | shall combat only what | most
sincerely believe to berrors in his interpretation and teaching
concerning Matthew 24 and 25. The interpretation which | will
deny, | sincerely believe to be diametrically opposed to truth, to
the peace and unity of the church, and to the will of God.

No. 8t Consider then théollowing areas of possible agreement:

1. Can we agree that in the past and even today there are
those who havemisappliedMatthew 24 in thatthey say
the entire chapterrefers to theend of the world?

2. Can we agree that the writer of Hebrews used Noah as an
example to teach the importance of faith? (Heb.11:7)

3. Can we agree that Peter used the example of Noah to



teach the importance of baptism? (1 Pet. 3:20)

4. Can we agree that Peter used the example of Noaleto r
fer to the judgment? (2 Pet. 2:8, 5)

5. Can weagree that Jesus used the example of Noah to refer
to the destruction of Jerusalem in Luke 172B? (Luke
17:2027)

6. Can we agree that Jesus used the example of Noah to refer
to the second coming of Christ in Matthew 24:387?
(Matthew 24: 3651)

7. Can we agee that if Peter used the example of Noah to
teach two entirely different lessons, that Jesus also had
that sameright to do so?

No. 91 In Matthew 24:3 the disciples asked the Lord the faHo
ing questions: "Tell us, when shall these things be?vaimat shall
be the sign of thy coming, and of the end of the world?"

No. 101 These questions are best understood in the light of the
previous teachings of Jesus. Jesus had plainly taught the disciples
concerning his first going away. Matthew 9:15, "Andu¥esaid

unto them, Can the children of the brie#amber mourn, as long

as the bridegroom is with them? but the days will come, WHEN
THE BRIDEGROOM SHALL BE TAKEN FROM THEM, and then sha
they fast." Matthew 16:21, "From that time forth began Jesus to
show unto his disciples, how that he must go unto Jerusalem, and
suffer many things of the elders and chief priests and scribes, and
be killed, and be raised again the third day." (See also: Matthew
17:1-9;17:2223; 20:1719; 21:3346)

No. 11t Jesus plaigl taught his disciples concerning his second
coming and the judgment. Matthew 5:222; 7:2122; 10:15;
11:2024; 12:3845; 13:2430 (Note especially verse 30); 13:33,
13:4750 (Parable of the Net) verse 51, "Jesus saith unto them,
Have ye understood athese things?They say unto him, Yea,
Lord." (Matthew 22:1-14; 22:2333; John 14:B) "...| go to pre-
pare a place for you, | witlbme again.”



No. 121 Jesus plainly taught his disciples concerning the eternal
punishment of the wicked. Matthew 5:242; Matthew 10:28,
"And fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the
soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and
body in hell,"; Matthew 12:3B2, "...neither in the world to
come."; 13:3743; 18:79, "...everlasting fe...hell fire.";22:1-14
(Note especially verses 1114); 23:33, "Ye serpents, ye generation
of vipers, how can ye escape the damnation of hell."

No. 131 From these scriptures we can readily see that theidisc
ples of Jesuknewabout hisfirst going away of his second am-

ing, and of the punishment of the wicked. | call your attention
once again to the question Jesus asked them in Matthew 13:51,
"Have ye understood all these things?" DID THEY UNDERSTAND
OR NOT? "They say unto him, Yea, Lord,"

No. 141 In Mathew 24:1-2 Jesus tells his disciples concerning
the destruction of the buildings of the temple in Jerusalem by
stating, "There shall not be left here one stone upon another, that
shall not be thrown down." In view of this the disciples ask Jesus
the quegion, "Tell us, when shall these things b&' their minds
reflect back on the teachings of Jesus concerning his secaond co
ing they ask a second question, "What shall be the sign of thy
coming, and of the end of the world?"

No. 151 In the following verse Jesus proceeds to answer these
two questions and to distinguish between these two events.
Therefore, the only distinction | am affirming is the distinction
that was made by our Lord himself.

No. 161 | now call your attention to Chart No. 1, Verse 34 is the
"time-text" of Matthew 24: "Verily | say unto you, Tlgeneration
shall not pass, till all these things be fulfilled."” This verse divides
the chapter into two sections. What has gobefore refersto the
destruction of Jerusalem which did occur during the lifetime of
the generation Jesus addressed. Haetion which follows refers

to the Lord's second coming, the time for which is not indicated.

10



No. 171t In verse 36 Jesus said, "But of that day dmr
knoweth no man, no, not even the angels of heaven, but my F
ther only.""That day" is an expression frequently used in the New
Testament to refer to the day of judgment (Matthew 7:22; thTi
othy 4:8).This verse marks the transition between an earfier-
tion in which Jesus had given several definite signs of the destru
tion of Jerusalem and a later section referring to the end of the
world, in which no signs were given.

No. 18t The expression "that day and hour" in verse 36 connects
the pronouncement’heaven and earth shall pass away" in verse
35t that day and hour being when heaven and earth shall pass
away, and is therefore related to the Lord's second comin@ In
Peter 3:10 it is declared that "the day of the Lord will come...in
the which the heaves shall pass away...the earth also and the
works that are therein shall be burned up.” Thus the passing away
of heaven and earth, mentioned in verse 35 of Matthew 24, shall
be an event accompanying "the coming of the Son of man" in
verses 36 and 37, and thithese verses the Lord's discourse turns
from the destruction of Jerusalem to the second coming of Christ.

No. 191 Having clearly established the fact that the Lord-di
cusses his second coming in Matthew 24, | now call your attention
to the following was in which the Lord distinguishes between the
destruction of Jerusalem and his second coming. In Matthew
24:4-35 the Lord uses the plural "days" to describe the tribulation
associated with the destruction of Jerusalem (v. 23, 29). In his
reply to the question concerning the second coming
(24:3625:46), the singular "day" is used to refer to that event
(24:36, 42, 44, 50; 25:13).

No. 20t In reply to the question concerning the destruction of
Jerusalem, Jesus gave a rather SPECIFIC SIGN. Theygask-the
tion, "When shallthese thingse?" In Matthew 24:15 Jesisaid,
"When ye therefore shall see the abomination of desolation...
stand in the holy place..." In his parallel account, Lidemntifies

11



the "abomination” which Jesus foretold as te@compassingf
Jerusalem by the Roman army: "And when ye el Jerusalem
compassed with armies, themow that the desolation thereofs
nigh." (Luke 21:20). In Matthew 24:33 Jesus said, "So likewise ye,
when ye shall see dlhese things, knowhat it isnear,even at the
door.” He went on to say in verse 34, "This generation shall not
pass, till allthese thingsbe fulfilled." (Compare also: Matthew
23:36)

No. 211 In contrast to thespecific signlesus gave to theron-
cerning the destruction of Jerusalem, hekaowledged his own
lack of knowledge of the time of his second coming: "Buthat

day and hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels of heaven, but
my Father only."Nlatthew 24:36).

No. 221 After describing the rather normal routine of life which
would characterize the time prior to his second coming, im-co
trast to the turbulent time which would precede the destruction

of Jerusalem, Jesus compared his second coming with the arrival
of a "thief" (Matthew 24:4344). This comparison, which is also
made inl Thess. 5:B and 2 Peter 3:10, has no moral conmot
tion, but rather implies that as a thief gives no advance a
nouncement of his visit, neither will Christ give a prior notice of
his second coming.

SUMMARY

No. 231 Christ came to this earth to save memat they might
spend eternity with him and his Father. To accomplish his goals
Jesus knew he would have to die on the cross and thus tempora
ily leave his followers. Knowing that his death could severely
shake the imperfect faith of those he left behind,uo Lord
stressedthe fact that he would return in a victory over Satan,
death, and the grave. Far more than mortal man, Jesus cempr
hended the stakes involved in the judgment and therefora-e
phasized its importance to the world that would one day face that
judgment. Jesus gave his followers a reason for his leaving, "...I go

12



to prepare a place for you..." in order that they and later gener
tions would have his personal promise of eternal life, a promise
Jesus knew many of them would need in order to overedire
opposition of the prince of darkness. After extensiteaching
along these lines, he asked his disciples if they understbd
these things and they replied that they did. $oggest that the
disciples were not asking two differemuestions in Mathew
24:3t one question about the destruction of Jerusalem ana- a
other separate question concerning the secondming, judj-
ment, and the end of the world is to suggest that the disciples
were confusing the two events. If we assume that the disciples at
this point were still confusing the second coming wéhy other
event, logic forcibly leads us to tvamnclusions, both of which are
unacceptable to a child of God: (A) The disciples openly &nd d
rectly lied to their Lord when he asked them if they understood
"all these things". (B) Worse, Jesus' previous teaching concerning
his second coming had been inadequate and had led to confusion.
As we learn in 1 CofL4:33 that God is not the author of canf
sion, we must rejecthe thesis that the disciples were askiogly

one question. The disciples were concerned about the destruction
of Jerusalem and also about the second coming. They asked Jesus
guestions about both and he answered each. Any confusen b
tween the two events was not in the mind of our Lord, his idisc
ples, or the written word. To locate that confusion, we must look
to the doctrines and interpretations of men.

CHART NO. 1 MATTHEW 24

l. KEY TEXTS AND THE CONTEXT.
1 "This generation shall not pass," v.3the "timetext"
of the chapter.
1 "But of that day anchour,” v. 36: Thétransition-text"
of the chapter.
1 The context: Culmination of propheciasd warnings.
The disciples’ questions: 2431
Il. SIGNS OF THE DESTRUCTION OF JERUSAI3BEM: 24:4

13
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General signs: 24:24

A specific sign: 138

Apocalyptic language&4:29-33

Similar language also used concerning:

0 The destruction of Babylon (Isaiah 13:10)

0 The destruction of Edom (Isaiah 343

o0 The destruction of Egypt (Ezekiel 38)7

THE END OF THE WORLD: 25636

Contrasts between this and the former section of
Matthew 24.

Jesus teaches the suddenness of the second coming.

CONCLUSION: Jesus was asked two separate qudsfibits ds-
ciples. His answer to the first is to be found in Matthew 23%4

His reply to the second, regarding the end of the world, begins at
24:36 and concludes with the picture of the last judgment in
Matthew 25:3146.
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Negative #1 (Jack Hansen)

No. 1t | am more than pleased to enter this written debate with
Bruce. | want to commend his fir@hristian spirit. | too shall pu
pose in my heart to manifest only love and a sincere desirg-o a
rive at Truth. | pray I'll be "swift to hear, slow to speak, slow to
wrath" (James 1:19).

No. 21 However, Bruce, | am concerned abgaur approacho

"the issue."” You make the issue at hand something "black and
white," or as you stated, "light and darkness." My attitude in
viewing this theme is thainy opinion maye correct. On the dt-

er hand,it may be wrong. It would appear that you dwot view

the theme before us as in the realm of opinion. Bru&eader IT

IS HARD, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE TO SEEK AFTER ORDTHt IF
LIEVES HE KNOWS WHAT IS TRUTH BEFORE THE INVESTIGATI
BEGINS!! For a person who dislikes "emotionally charged" words
and phrases, yo could fool me. You impliedgtrongly, that my
"interpretation” (opinion) to be "diametrically opposed to .....
peace and unity of the church, and to the will of GoAL(#7).
Didn't you call this issue "unfortunate” {A#5) and "the source of
even greger strife and discord among the followers of the Lord
today" (AL, #5)? Bruce, if | don't see this theme as you do, WILL |
GO TO HELL? I have an OPINION. Brucgpwithake that opi-

ion a test of fellowship and salvation? Why can't weopen the
dusty dd box of "closed" views on eschatology and take a fresh
look at them?

No. 31 Reader, take another look at Bruce's aéfon of "His
Second Coming'Ad, #4). Can you believe it? There will actually
be recognizable "events" to precedad followthe "destuction
of the physical earth." If that doesn't sound premillennrabthing
does! Bruce, what are those "events"? Are you sayiregy Mat-
thew 24:29 speaks of "the destruction of the physical earth"?
Perhaps you can clarify what you mean by "His Secondrngdm
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No. 41 At this time please allow me to briefly answer tbeven
guestions in A, #8. The answer to thEIRSTuestion is obviously
YESHal Lindsey would be a good example. The answer te-que
tions TWO and THREf#e alsoYESOn questionFOUR] beleve
Peter makes an excellent point on "a" judgmengt "the Final
Judgment. Other than this the answerY&ESThe answer to que

tion FIVEs YESRemember how you used theserses. Wealo not
agree on question SIX. Bruce, Luke 1226s all but verbatim of
Matthew 24:3738. How can you say the passage in Matthew 24 is
any different in application than theJr a &1 3S Ay [ dzl S
the contextualjustification?NO, Matt, 24:3738 does notrefer to

the Final Coming of Christ.

Bruce, questiorSEVENs well taken. However, | believe theig

an underlying assumption in its asking. You falsely asduiate
thew 24:35ff teaches the Final Coming of Christ! Now, Reader,
Bruce would have us believe thaince Peter used Noah two
different ways, that Jesus can too (in Matthew 24 and Luke 17).

Please consult the Negative chart #1. In | Pet. -22CPeter's
point, using Noah, is that baptism saves. In | Pet. 2:4, 5, 9he a
peals to a past judgment to warof an impending judgment upon
the Jewish nation (I Pet. 4:7). Reader, peesonof the illustration

is the sameBUTthe wording of the passages are differenBhaul

in Rom. 4:3 speaks of the justification of Abraham. Jameslisaid
same thing(James 23). What makes the difference herdHE
CONTEXT!Bruce, the exacekamewording is used in Matthew
24:37-38 and Luke 17:287. The only proof afwo differentcom-
ings is your initial assumption. Unless you can furd€INTEXJ-

AL JUSTIFICATI@X TWO DIFERENT COMIN@®SMatthew 24
and Luke 17 your position is unproveable! By your own definition
of "distinguish™ youmustshow "separate” differences in Matthew
24. Do it with the Bible, not an assumption. Reader, if he cannot
HIS PROPOSITION IS LDBMce, is the "coming" of Matthew
24:30 a DIFFERENT "coming" than that of Matthew 2837, If

so, prove it CONTEXTUALLY. If you d8dWR PROPOSITION IS

16



LOST!

No. 51 Bruce said, "Jesus had plainly taught the disciples co
cerning his first going awayA{, #10). Yes, Bruce, Jesus in agpar
ble told of his coming death and absence from them. The question
is not whether Jesus taught them, but rathaid they understand?

To this Bruce says "yes." He quotes Matthew 13:51 to prove that
"Jesus plainly taught his siiples concerninfpis se&ond coming
and the judgment” AL, #11).

First,what they saidthey understood and what theseally under-
stood are two different things! Bruce, explain why the "taught"
and "educated" Peter drew his sword and tried to defend the
"known-to-be-goingawayLord"? Explain why the "understdn
ing" and "taught" disciples asked about tiphysicalkingdom in
Acts 1:6? Do you honestly expect us to believe the discipkdty
understood the final coming and judgment when they tried to
keep hm from going away the first time?

Secondthe parable in Matthew 13:280 doesnot teach the Final
coming or judgment. The reference to tares being gathered up
and burnt is the key. Jesus used s@meillustration in Matthew
3:10-12. He's teaching theraoncerning the fall of Jerusalem. The
disciplesclaimingknowledge of "these things" and later asking for
the time and justificationfor them is much more likely. In hix-e
planation of the parable of th&ares, Jesus concludes, "Therefore,

. so shall itbe at the consummation of the age" (Matthew
13:40). The "age" spoken of here is the Jewish age. Jesus used the
same words in concluding thgarable of the dragnet (Matthew
13:49). These parables an®t about the final coming, but about
the fall of the Jewsh nation! You cannot escape Jesus' interagret
tion of these parables. Is not the "world" (or "age") of Matthew
24:3 the same as in the parables? Is that "world" not the Jewish
"world"?

No. 6 T Matthew 5:2122 speaks only of a result of the final
judgment.Bruce, prove that the disciples understood the concept

17



of the final judgment when Jesus spoke of Gehenna. This passage
is far from helping you prove Matthew 24 distinguishes between
the fall of Jerusalem and the Final coming.

No. 71 Bruce- Reader- in Matthew 10:15; 11:224; 12:3845,
Jesus is looking to a past judgment and says that, in comparison,
the destruction of these various places and peoples would be a
kiddy-land when their (Jerusalem's) destruction (their day of
judgment) comes. Based upon #e past judgments Jesus iggur

ing repentance by the Jews.

No. 81 Jn. 14:1 iswot in reference to the Second coming. @b
ously, this is his first going away, but did they comprehend this?
Why did Peter try to prevent it? Reader, look at Jn. 14:18, Jesus
promises to "come again," but his reference isttbe coming of

the Holy Spirit at Pentecost when the H@pirit would be His
representative in the hearts of the disciplegim McGuiggarhe
Book of Ezekigh, 185), In Jn. 14:28 the "coming" is of Jetsus
dwell in the heart of the obedient, J&4:1 isnot the final coming,

nor the fall of Jerusalemput: the coming of Christ on Pentecost
via the Holy Spirit.

No. 91 | have little argument with & #12. HoweverMatthew
13:3743 isnot speaking of final punishment. The "weeping" of
verse 42 is the reaction of the Jews at their national rejection. The
"gnashing of teeth" is symbolic of their revengeful spirit. This
verse doesiot speak of HELL. Bruce, deal with tumtext What
about Mat, 13:40,49?

No. 10t Bruce, before Godyrove from the Biblepot just an &-
sumption, the minds of the disciples reflected back upon Sae-
ond coming, thuprompting the second questioi\{, #14).

No. 111 Bruce, | was pleased to see you believe thecigies
asked only "two questions'Al, #15). | hope you can face up

the facts concerning those questions. Reader, there are TWO e
ements in the questions. There is a TIME ELEMENT and a SIGN

18



ELEMENT. Bruce and | agree that the Time element is relative t
the fall of Jerusalem. On the other hand, if the disciples asked of
the second coming, what did they ask relative to it? Tirh?

The Time element is relative to the fall of Jerusalem. IF (and | deny
it) they asked about the Finaloming it was relativedo a Sign.
However, the only mentiof a Sign in the entire chapter i€B
FORE verse 35, Reader, Bruce will tell you that the distinction
comes at Matthew 24:35.

He admits that Matthew 24:B4 speak only of the fall of Jeais

lem. However, is not verse 36Be answer to the Time element
guestion? Yes!! THE TIME ELEMENT QUESTION IS RELATIVE T
THE FALL OF JERUSALEM, NOT THE SECOND COMING!! Whe
about this, Bruce? Can you prove that the second coming was in

the questions of the disciples at all? Reader, madon, IF THE
QUESTIONS ASKED IN MATT. 24:3 SPEAK ONLY OF THE FALL
JERUSALEMBRUCE'S PROPOSITION IS LO&Hder, Bruce

cannot show twoseparate comings of Christ in Matthew 24 if

both questions apply to the destruction of Jerusalem.

No. 12t Bruce,l must challenge your chart, point Il. Yeaid
there would be signs prior to the destruction of Jerusalem. That's
true. However, the disciples didn't ask for "signs" (plural), but for
"the sign." Jesus begins in Matthew 24€@ speaking of "signs".
Howe\er, he said of these signdhe end is not yet" (v. 6). The
signs given would be theharacter of the age before "the coming
of the Son of Man." The "sign" of the Son of Marthe Son of
Man, Jesus! "In Luke 11:30, Jesus claims that Jews will reagive o
ly the sign of Jonah . . . Jonah himself was the sign of impending
judgment upon impenitence, but salvation to the penitent; even
so was Jesus to his generatiorEzékiel p. 190). The disciples
were to constantly be in ready. They knew the time was coming.
Theydidn't know "the day or the hour.” They knew it would come
suddenly. They must be ready for his coming in judgment upon
the nation.
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No. 131 Reader, the emphasis Brugdaces upon the word
"that" in Al, #17, is totally imaginary. Did Jesus pldwempha-
sis there? | am aware that "that day" is useldewhere in the B
ble in reference to judgments upon nations. Reader, Bruce-s g
ing to have to do better than just assert, "This jistwhere a
transition occurs,” Can he do it? Weske. Also, remembev. 36
answers the Time element question.

No. 14t The expression "heaven and earth shall pass away" is
not a statement of literal fact. In Matt, 24:35 Jesus is saying that it
would be easier for heaven and earth to pass away than for his
words (of judgmat upon the nation) to fail. Reader, don't wé-o0

ten get conditioned to interpret certain phrases by our owrepr
conceived ideas about those phrases? Isn't this what Bruce has
done? Reader, also note Matthew 5:118. The expression
"heavens and earth shalbgs away" is a meiéerary deviceand

not a statement of fact in Matthew 24:35.

No. 15t | do not have space to grapple with your use of 2 Pet.
3:10. 2 Pet. 3:13 states that they were expecting "the rreav-

ens and earth" in their lifetime. When aold system, or age,
passes away, aew system follows. The Jewish worlelements-

see Col. 2:8, 20) would dissolve and God's peapleld be ving-
cated.All of Second Peter 3 applies to the fall of Jerusalem. More
may come later,

No. 16t Now concerningAl, #19, The argument on "day" and
"days" will not hold water upon honest investigation. In Luke
17:22 Jesus speaks of how the disciples would long for one of the
"days" of the Son of Man. However, in verse 24 the word "day" is
used. Remember Reader, iAl, #8, question 5, Bruce admitted
these verses speak of the fall of Jerusalem and not the Second
Coming.

No. 17t Reader, Bruce had a fair summary. Outside the fact that

it was totally based upon his initial assumption, he did welh-Ho
estly, the disciples dinot lie to Christ. They sincerely felt they

20



understood his teachings; but did they? Jesus' teaching was not
inadequate. It was only confusing to the mind of the man who did
not understand (Matthew 13:13) because of his "inadequacy as a
hearer of the Word' | agree, any confusion over Matthew 24 is in
man's mind, not God's.

No. 181 Reader, Bruce has several MAJOR difficulties he MUST
account for. As you noticed, he wasn't in Matthew 24 mudte-|

lieve the main thrust of his socalled proof was in the quéens in
Matthew 24:3. As | have already shown, the questions, BOTH OF
THEM, are relative to the destruction of Jerusalem aod as
Bruce has assumed. Since Bruannot show "separatediffer-
ence" based on the questions of the disciplS PROPOSITION IS
LOST AND MUST BE REJECTEDY!next presentation | hope to
show the "torture" Bruce inflicts upon the text of Luke 17 by d
viding Matthew 24.

No. 191 Now, Reader, you know as well as | that conjectase,
sertions and assumptions do not a case makeader, PLEASE
take your Bible and reead Bruce's First Affirmative and thisdNe
ative speech. Be honest. This theme is not as "cut and dried" as
we sometimes make it. As Bruce continues follow him well. Read
every Scripture we both use. May you arrive aitfi. 2 Tim. 2:15.

CHART NO. 1 THE CONTEXT IS THE KEY!

SPEAKER  [ILLUSTRATICPOINT WORDING
Peter (1 PetNoah Baptism Different
3)

Peter (2 PetNoah Judgment Different
2)

Jesus  (Luk Noah Judgment Same

17)

Jesus  (Mi&|Noah Judgment Same
thew 24)
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Paul(Rom. 4)

Abraham

Justification

Same

Paul (James 4

Abraham

Justification

Same

THE CONTEXT IS THE KEY!
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Affirmative #2 (Bruce Webster)

No. 1t Mr. Hansen seems to be concerned he saysabout my
approach to the issue (paragraph 2). It can easily be observed by
those who read and study this written debate that truth cannot
be on both sides of the issue we are discussing. Both may be
wrong. However, both cannot be right. If one is rightu(h) then

it necessarily follows that the other is wrong (error). That should
not be too hard for us to understand.

No. 21 Jack makes the statement, "It is hard, if not impossible,

to seek after truth if one believes he knows what is truth before

the investigation begins." He then emphasized the point, "I have

an OPINION" (paragraph 2, p. 1). Jack, DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR
OPINION IS TRUE?

(1) if you do notthen admit it, we can close the debate, and there
will be no need to go on with the discussion.

(2) If you believe that it is trugfand certainly you must, or else
you wouldn't have entered into this written discussion) then you
stand selconvicted by your own logic and reasoning.

B)LF & 2dz 2 dzawhy aRzglu@achifgyt 2wbEing true?
Mr. Harsen makes the statement in his second affirmative gpar
graph 9) that his proposition is "quite defensibfeDoes that not
sound like one who had his mind made up before he began?

No. 31 Jack then asks the question, "Why can't weopen the
dusty old boxof 'closed' views on eschatology and take a fresh
look at them?" This has been the plea aattitude in years gone
by that has stirred up trouble and split the Lord's church

puf
f N

'"ORAG2NDE y23G8SY ¢KS (g2 (2LA0& 0SAy3
the same tine, for this is a reference to the other debate which appears later in
this book.
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throughout this country. First of all, there was the cry of those
who said, "Whycan't we reopen the dusty old box of closed
views on doing missionary work and take a fresh look at them?"
Thus they did! This eventually led to the formation of the Amer
canChristian Missionary Society in 1849. As they pleaded for unity
saying, "We dom'believe this should be made a test of fello
ship,” they continued to drive the wedge of division within the
Lord's church. Who was responsible for the division? The man
who drove the wedge or the man who protested against its being
driven?

No. 41 Then here was the cry of those who said, "Why can't we
re-open the dusty old box of closed views on the kind of music
God wants in worship and take a fresh look at them?" Thus they
did! The church at Midway, Kentucky was the first congregation
on record to uséghe mechanical instrument of music. This was in
1860. This ultimately led to the first division in the church over the
mechanical instrument of music which took place at the 17th and
Olive Street church in St. Louis, Missouri in 1867. As theyneonti
ued to advocate the use of the mechanical instrument of music
they pleaded, "We don't believe this should be made a test bf fe
lowship." Who caused the division? Those who drove the wedge
or those who opposed it being driven?

No. 5t In more recent years we haveeard the cry of those who
said, "Why can't we r@pen the dusty old box of closed views on
premillennialism and take a fresh look at them?" They did! And
the story of division once again began to be written in the pages
of history. The question we are coerned with is this: Who was
responsible for the division? The one who drove the wedge, or
the one who opposed it being driven?

No. 6T Now in our day, we are hearing the same plea once
again:"Why can't we reopen the dusty old box of closed views on
eschatology and take a fresh look at themnRs the wedge oflivi-
sion is being driven into the Lord's church, they continusayp as
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did those in the past, "We don't believe this should inade a
test of fellowship! We are entitled to OUR OPINION." If @nity
an opinion (and you admit that it is) then my pleayou is to
withdraw the wedge (stop teaching it) beforerésults in the dii
sion of the Lord's church.

No. 7t As Jack beganriting his first negative, he asked tHel-
lowing question, "Are youaying that Matthew 24:29 speaks of
the destruction of tle physical earth?" (paragraph.3rhen as he
got to reading and studyingmy first affirmative he realized the
mistake he made but forgot to go back and change the question.
Instead he just answered ftimself for the readers by stating that

| admit that this verse refers to the destruction dérusalem
(paragraph 11). | want to thank you for clearing this up in the
mind of the readers so | wouldn't have to. However, there is one
mistake you made. Youwasl that | "admit thatMatthew 24:134

{t 9! Y hThdse ayoub@ords,not mine. | did not use that
expression "speak only." | would not get myself into the pradic
ment he got himself into.

No. 8t Theeventsl had reference to in (No. 4) which Jauls-
understood was the resurrection of the dead (John 5223 1
Thess. 4:138) which will precede, and the judgment which will
follow (Rev. 20:1115; Matthew 25:3146) the destruction of the
physical earth (2 Peter 3:118). Perhaps Jack would like to ted
whether or nothe believesthese things will take place. We will
wait and see.

No. 91 In paragraph 4 Mr. Hansen comes to the questions
which | asked him. In answer to question #1, Can we agree that in
the past and even today there are those who hawesapplied
Matthew 24 in thatthey saythe entire chapterrefers to theend

of the world,he said YES. Also there are those today who have
gone to the very opposite extreme because they havsapplied
Matthew 24 and 25 in thathey saythe entire chapterspeak only

of the destruction of Jerusalem.
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No. 10t In reference to his Negative Chart #1 please notice the
following error he has made: He leads us to believe that vidzatl
(Rom. 4) and James (James 2) said about Abraham arsathe
(Para. 4. Any Bible student can readily and easily see the error of
this. Paul is speaking about the justification of Abrahaymfaith
(Rom. 4); whereas, James is speaking about the justification of
Abrahamby works(James 2:2-P6). Jack, can't you see the diffe
ence?

No. 11t Mr. Hansen would have us to believe that the disciples
of our Lord lied in that they didn't understand when actually they
said they did. Which are we going to believe, the Bible or Mr.
Hansen? In order to prove his false assumption thatdlseiples

did not understand Jack made reference to Matthew 13:13 in
paragraph 17. He admits that the disciples did not lie to Christ. If
they did not lie then they must have understood, for as Jatk a
mits Jesus' teaching was not inadequate. Let us loothdu at
Matthew 13:13. "Therefore, speak | to THEM (not the disciples) in
parables: because THEY (not the disciples) seeing see not; and
hearing THEY (not the disciples) hear not, neither do THEY (not
the disciples) understand.” The disciples were NOToties under
consideration in this verse. Go back and read Matthew 1310
"And the disciplescame and said unto him, Why speakest thou
unto THEM in parables? He answered and said unto them (the
disciples). Because it is given uytmu TO KNOWhe mysteres of

the kingdom of heaven, but to THEM it is not given." Therefore,
we must conclude that the disciples KNEW about the Lord's first
going away. It is evident from this that they were interested and
concerned about his second coming. Jack would first heveo
believe that they didn't even know about his first going away
(Seehis first affirmative paragraph 17AThen he says they did
know about his first going away but that they just didn't unde
stand. Jack needs to have a debate with himself firstlabaind

out what he really believes. It is amazing to what extent some will

% This is a reference to the second debate contained in this book.
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go in misrepresenting the scriptures just in order to prove their
own ideas. They will misapply, misinterpret, and even deny what
the Bible actually says.

No. 12t Mr. Hansen sems to think he can dismiss the force of
my first affirmative by simply saying that the scriptures | used r
ferred only to the destruction of Jerusalem. Just becaussdys

it is NOT the proof the readers are going to be looking for. | would
like to urgethose who read this debate to get your own Bible and
read and study for yourself all the passages whiclsésrefers

to the destruction of Jerusalem (Matthew 3:1@; 5:2122; 10:15;
11:2024; 12:3845; 13:2430, 3743, 4750). Towhat do they e-
fer? Red and study carefully and prayerfully and make up your
own mind.

No. 131 In paragraph 8, Mr. Hansen enlightens us to the fact
that John 14:Mdoes notrefer to the second coming but to the day
of Pentecost. | would like to refer you at this time to Cha.#
Which shall we follow The Bible or Jack Hansen?

No. 14t In paragraph 11Jack makes the following statements

"If the questions asked in Matthew 24:3 speak only of the fall of
Jerusalem. NHzOSQa&a LINRPLIRaAGAZ2ZY A& f2af
guestionsdo notrefer only to the destruction of Jerusalem (and

they do not) the proposition is proven, and Jack Hansen's position
falls.

No. 151 In Matthew 24:12, Jesus was warning his disciples of

the destruction of the temple. They must have felt such could

take place only at the end of the world and thus tied the destru

tion of the temple with the destruction of the world (Matthew

24:3). In his answer Jesus separated them. JACK IS TRYING TO PUT
THEM BACK TOGETHER. The only distinction | am affirming is the
digtinction that was made by our Lord himself. Therefore, Jack's
argument is not with me it is with the Lord.

No. 161 First, the Lord gave the events to precede the destru
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tion of Jerusalem (24:44).

No. 171 Verses 154 describe the actual events of thestruc-
tion of Jerusalem. It is obvious versesZbcannot be a reference
to the end of the world as flight would not matter if such were the
case.

No. 181 Verse 34 is the key to dividing the Lord's answer to their
guestions. All things thus far mentioneekre to be accomplished
in the generation to which he was speaking.

No. 191 Then the Lord turned to describe his return and he
made it clear that we do not and cannot know when it will be u

til the time (24:36):"But of that day...". "But" serves to mark
transition to something new; by this use of the patrticle, the new
addition is distinguished from and, as it were, opposed to what
goes before (Thayer, p. 125). It is at this point that Jack's parallel
between Matthew 24 and Luke 17 breaks down. (Comphfa-
thew 24:36 and Luke 17:31).

No. 201 The disciples asked, "When shall these things be?" in
reference to the destruction of the temple. In answer to this
guestion Jesus gave specific signs so there would be no doubt in
their minds as to when this wouldke place (Matthew 24:85).
They had time to get ready, for they knew when it would take
place. The righteous had time to get out of the city (Matthew
24:1418).

No. 21t In contrast to this, and in answer to the question the
disciples asked concernirthe Lord's second coming (Matthew
24:3), Jesus replied by stating: "...for in such an hour ahip&

not the Son of man cometh.” If he is to come in an hour when we
think not, there must not be any signs as were given in reference
to the destruction of drusalem. The whole context of Matthew
24: 4251 indicates that even the Lord's servamtdl not know
(Matthew 24:36). However, at the destruction of Jerusalem they
DID KNOW and escaped the city before it was destroyedHEUS
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BIUSECCLESIASTICAL HISTED8RY'3, Chapter 5, p. 86), Thus we
can clearly see that our Lord distinguishes between the destru
tion of Jerusalem and his second coming.

No. 22t Jesus had plainly stated in verse 34 that those events
(destruction of Jerusalem) would take place in thahg@tion. In
verse 36 he now as pointedly states that no one but the Father
knows the day or the hour when the second coming and the end
of the world will come to pass. One may, of course, accuse Jesus
of hopeless confusion or extend his confession of ignoe to the

date of the second coming (or the destruction of Jerusalem) to
the whole chain of events.

No. 231 Jack has not met the argument which | set forth im-pa
FANI LK mMdp O2yOSNYyAYy3I GKS RAAGAY
"day" (singular). | askoy to go back and read those verses Imme

tioned once again. Notice the distinction Jesus made and how Jack
failed to deal with it. His argument is with Jesus and what he said.
Jack, deal with the scriptures under consideration.

No. 241 Concerning theargument | made in paragraph 1&ack
completely ignored it by stating that he did "not have space to
grapple with" it (paragraph 15). Yet he had two pages he didn't
even use. In order to escape the force of the argument he tried to
pass it off by sayinghat all of 2 Peter 3 referred to the destu

tion of Jerusalem. | wonder how many would be willing to follow
Jack in his OPINION to this extent. This is where his position will
ultimately lead those who accept it.

No. 251 Concerning 2 Peter 3 please ansue following ques-
tions:

(1) Was the water in v.® real or figurative?

(2) Will this earth one day be destroyed by fire (2 Peter 3.7,
10-12)?

(3) If you believe this earth will be destroyed by fire, and if you
believe that 2 Peter 3 DOES NOT teach it, what v@rserses
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do you go to in order to teach it?

No. 261 Please answer these questions in your next negative so |
will have a chance to deal with them in my last affirmative. Don't
say it is not important or that it is not relative to the discussion.
You arenot going to be able to escape the forcetbé argument
that easy. The readers are going to expect yowamswer these
guestions in your next presentation.

No. 271t Jack made the statement and | quote: "2 Peter 3:13
statesthat they were expecting 'the ew heavens and earth' in
OKSANI £ AFSGAY $hdtdt came i6 their lifetime justy S Iy
because they were expecting it to do so? Compare also: Heb.
11:10;1 Thess. 4:108; 2 Thess. 2:4. Jack you are going to have

to do better than that.

CHART # 3

Jack Hansen Bible

John 14:1 | go to prepare | John 14:1 "I go to prepare
place for you...I will comg¢ place for you...I will come aga
again andwhere you ardghere | andreceiveyou unto myself that
will I remain. where |

Matthew 24:36 The Roma Matthew 24:36 "But of that day
Army knew because this doe{ and hour knowetmo mar® ® ®
not refer to the second comin
but to the destruction of Jer

salem.
Matthew 13:51 They didn'| Matthew 13:51 "Jesus saith unt
really understand. them, Have ye understood g

these thing® They say unto hin
.SES [ 2NRDE

Matthew 24:35 Heaven an{ Matthew 24:35 "Heaven an
earth will not pass away (par | earth shall pass away..."
graph 14, p. 4)

2 Peter 3:13 It is only this ol 2 Peter 3:13 ..We..loofor new
earth made new. heawens and a new earth..."
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2 Peter 3:1612 The earth wil
not literally be destroyed by
fire.

2 Peter 3:1012 "...theelements
shall melt with fervent heat..."

CHART # 4

Jack Hansen VS. Jack Hansen

The disciples did not even kno
about the Lord's firsgoing
away.(Firstnegative parma-
graph17)

Jesus taught the disciples abo
his first going away. They kney
but just didn't understand.
(First negative: paragraph 5)
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Negative #2 (Jack Hansen)

No. 1t If Bruce and his moderatdselieve they have "put back
together" the Affirmative case as presented, they are sadlg- mi
taken. Bruce said: "Truth cannot be on both sides of this issue we
are discussing." He said: "However, lbatinnot be right" (par.)1

Does it not follow thaneither view is TRUTH, but thabth have

varying degrees of "rightness"? SHWegativechart #2. Should my
particular conclusions on this issue be made a fast and binding
rule of fellowship? | think not. | thought, Lord willing, that at the
conclusiorof the detate we would see if Truth has been reached,

that is, how close we have come in our search. Bruce, instead of
being so antithetical, perhaps Hegel has some merit. Let us think

in terms of "thesis vs. antithesis" with the answer always being
"synthesis.” (Se COMMUNISM: IT'S FAITH AND FALLACIES, James
D. Bales, pp. 780). Our goal is the search for the Final Synthesis.
Bruce, do you believe that your Affirmative represents that Final
Synthesis? If you do, then what | said in my First Negative still
holds trwe. "IT IS HARD, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE TO SEEK AFTER TRUT
(the Final Synthesis in this case) IF ONE (Bruce?) BELIEVES HE
KNOWS WHAT TRUTH BEFORE THE INVESTIGATION BEGINS!!" |
believe this debate represents tt@ashbetween the "thesis" and
"antithesis.” Tle result will be "synthesis." This synthesis, itself,
becomes another thesis, but on a higher level. And the search for
the Final Synthesis goes on. It is my opinion that the synthesis of
this debate will in no wise represent the Final Synthesis relative t
eschatology. Yet, such clashesist be if Truth is to be disoo

ered.

No. 2t Bruce- Reader my position (thesis? antithesis?) is "quite
defensible" because it is arohest step in a direction in the di-
rection of arriving at a Final Synthesis. Somepbea@re content

to mimic things told them for years as Truth. Bruce, my position in
this debate is true to the degree of its truthfulness as will lee d
termined by our synthesis. | am uncertain to the degree that what
| do not know will be revealed in thanal Synthesis. To say the
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least, positions (thesis vs. antithesis) are taken in a debate. The
Final Synthesis requires as much. Obviously, your philosophy of
debate differs from mine. It's just that | don't believe you should
be so dogmatic in your outldoconcerning your proposition. Yet,
Bruce, you did not answer my question "if | don't see this theme
as you do, WILLGO TO HELL?" I'll ask that question until you
answer. Again, my sympathies are expressed in that my @hilos
phy of debate differs with yaunarrow antithetical approach.

No. 31 Bruce, the Church History lesson was most enlightening.
However, it was useless!kihow that the Missionary Society is
wrong! | know that Instrumental Music in worship is wrong! |
know that Premillennialism isot "just another system of eseh
tology!" Its ramifications are absurd and too serious to be just
opinions. Now, Reader, allow me to present the Negative Church
History lesson for this debate. David Walker writes:

"What would the attitude of the Restoratiorieaders
be toward teachings that are not the result of express
commands or examples, but through inference, are the
opinions of various people toward a subject? They b
lieve that opinions could not mould the terms ofl-fe
lowship in the church" (David E. Weai, Sound Do-
trine, "Biblical Interpretation in the Restoration
Movement 18001832 (No. 2)," Jan./Feb. 1976, Vol. 1,
No. 5, p. 11).

"Raccoot John Smith said, as quatdy Walker in the same ait
cle

"Whatever opinionsabout these and similar subjects |
may have reached in the course of my investigation, if |
never distract the church of God with them or seek to
impose them on my brethren, they will never do the
world any harm" (lbid. p. 11).

Bruce, if | didn't know better I'd say you werging to prgudice
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the minds of the ReadeBruce must not believe in looking at
something again if, in theonsensu®f most brethren, a subject is
"closed" or "just obviously understood.” He asserts that titis-

tude of wanting to look at things again "has stirragd trouble and

split the Lord's church throughout this country” (Par. 3). Only
those who are AFRAID, LAZY, DOGMANGO IMPERIAL IN
THEIR OWN THINKING TO LOOSE SIGHT OF THE POSSIBILITY
BEING WRONG would ever make such a rash generalization!!
Bruce aks, "Who is responsible for the division?" Human Nature!
Pride! Personalities! There are more. On the other hand, let it be
said that, where LOVE abounds, no honest investigatioangf
subject, no matter how many times, will ever breed the kind of
division we all dread. If something is Error, it will be clear in the
Final Synthesis, based upon concise and convincing evidence
found only in the Word of God.

No. 4t CONCERNING THE RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD. Reade
as you read Bruce's No. 8 did you ask yofirsélhat's this got to

do with whether Matthew 24 is divided or not?" The resurrection
of the dead, the Judgment and the destruction of the physical
universe ARE NOT relevant to this debate. INMHE NEGATIVE,
Bruce. | do not have to affirm one iota. Bals to me ke you
have a bone to pick wittMax King, not me. What | think about
these things is not important ithis debate. It's howyou establish

the proposition that's important. So far no one's been impressed.
Again, your No. 227 are not relevanto the debate. If you want

to debate Second Peter Three just word a proposition and we'll do
it later. Bruce start debating and defending your proposition, and
stoptrying to make me appear heretical! However, ysur prop-
osition. If you let it fall apd, never to be put together again, such
is your privilege. Enough rhetoric! More debate!!

No. 5T Remember those SEVEN questions Bruce asked Iisthis
Affirmative, No. 8? What did he havi® say about my answers?
(see 1stNegative,No. 4). Nothing! He observed the Passover!
However, he didassertthat some today apply ("misapplied"?) all
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of Matthew 24 and 25 to the fall of Judaism. Assertionneed
only be answered with an assertion. Bruce must PROVE his-prop
sition. Why did he asthose questions in the first place? Did they
really help him PROVE Matthew 24 is divided at verse 35?

No. 6T PAUL AND JAMES. Once again, Bruce misrepresents me
in his No. 10. He said: "He leads us to believe that what Paul
(Rom. 4)and James (James 2)dabout Abraham are the same."
Bruce, what | said was that both Paul and James used the same
person for their illustration. Rom. 4:3 and James 2:23 have-ide

tical wording. What's the difference? THE CONTEXT!! The point |
was trying to make was that both athew 24:3738 and Luke

17:26 have the same wording. Bruleas not(nor canhe, since he
believes Luke 17:26 applies time destruction of Jerusalem Al,

No. 8, ques. 5) PROVEN TWO DIFFERENT COMINGS in $hese ver
es. There must be CONTEXTUAL justificdbonfWO different
Parousias. If Bruce cannot contextually show "separate” comings,
HIS PROPOSITION IS LOST! | asked him if the "coming" of Matthew
24:30 is a different "coming" than Matthew 24:37, 39, What did

he say? NOTHING!! He misrepresents me inst&adce, PROVE
CONTEXTUALLY TWO DIFFERENT PAROUSIA'S IN MATTHEW 24!
you cannot, your proposition has received a mortal wound. Watch

for his answer. He only has one more chance to clear up this vital
point.

No. 7t ABOUT MATTHEW 13. Obviously the dssiplould be
more apt to understand than those whose hearts were hardened.
Yet, in spite of their willingness to be disciples, this did not-gua
antee perfect understanding. Thesaidthey understood, but did
they really? | asked Bruce why these "understangi disciples
asked about thephysicalkingdom in Acts 1:6. | asked Bruce why
the “taught" Peter drew his sword ot defend his
known-to-be-goingaway-Lord? Why, if the disciplesunderstood

the Second Coming concept, did they try to prevent Christ's first
going away? What did Bruce say to these questions? NOTHING! |
asked Bruce to explain Matthew 13:40: "Therefore, . . .so shall it
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be atthe end ofthe age." This does not speak of the "end of
time," but of the fall ofJudaism in A.D. 70! Bruce said NOTHING to
this. Even if the disciples really did understand the parables, their
understanding would be quite different from Bruce's. Again, | ask:
Is the "world" (age) of Matthew 13:40, 49 tlsame"world" (age)

of Matthew 24:3? Perhaps, Reader, Bruce will answgrques-
tions, while at the same time try and prove his assumptions. If he
cannot, he should admit it and the debate can end!!

No. 81 Bruce, where did | say that Matthew 5:22 referred to

the fall of Jerusalem (see his par. 12)? Reader, | said that these
verses speak of the result of Final Judgmdniiég. No. 6)I also
pointed out that this verse does not help Bruce prove the divis
bility of Matthew 24. | alseexplained whyl believed Matthew
10:15; 11:2e24; 12:3845 referred tothe destruction of Jerus

lem (1 Negative,No. 7). Bruce, give ugour reasoning on these
verses. Show that these verses are even relevant. Reader, do
these passages demonstrate in your mind that Matthew 24
should be divided at verse 35? Bruce, you are in the Affirmative.
Youmustproveall that you assert.

No. 9t ON JOHN 14:3. Bruce, you did not refute what | said in
your par. 13. | shall let my explanationlirNegative,No, 8 stand
until sufficient refutation follows. Come on, Bruce. You can do
better than that. How does Johi¥:1-3 help prove your propaes
tion?

No. 101 | said that if BOTH questions in Matthew 24:3 refer to
the destruction of Jerusalem his proposition is lost. Did Bruce
show a 2000 year gap between the two questions? No! He a
serted: "Theymust have felt(emphasis mine- JKH) such could
take place only at the end of the world. . ." (Par. 15). He claims
that I'm trying to put the questions back together again! Reader,
I'm trying to get him to justify taking them apart!! It's his Affem

tive obligation to do sol don't believe he can. So far in two
presentations he hasn't. Unless he can do so in his next speech, as
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a Reader, you cartionestlysay he'rovenhis proposition.

No. 11t Reader, mase go back and read again miNdgative,

No. 11. | proved that th&ime Element question in Matthew 24:3

is answered in verse 36. The Time Element question is relative to
the fall of Jerusalem. What was his respon$b@re was none!!

No. 12t Now Reader, Bruce has a real problem with the signs
givenprior to verse 35 andhe element of surprise that appears
after verse 35. This is no problem if you understana things.
First, the disciples did not know the exact, precise time of the
Lord's coming (24:36). They settled for signs. These signs, TO THE
FAITHFUL ELECT, wéedpful. The faithful would watch and
would know when to flee the city. Bruce, how did James know
that "the coming of the Lord was at hand" (James %) When you

say no man knew the day or hour? To,riies verse gives you fits.
There is a difference beegn the period of watchful waiting and
escape and the actual judgment upon the city by Christ, via Rome.
However, Second the unbelieving Jew would not be watching.
Fromhis point of view, there would be no signs. The fall of the
city would come suddenhygs would a thief. As in the days 0bN

ah, the ungodly did not heed the warning of Noah. To them,
judgment came suddenly. However, Noah and his house were
watchful. Now, priotto the fall of Jerusalerwere there signs of its
impending downfall?The elect aswer "Why yes," On the other
hand, the unprepared would answer "No. It all happened s su
denly." Perhaps this helps explain why there are signs in Matthew
24:4-34 and an element of surprise in the verses following, Bruce,
answer this! What I've just preséed would fit well the point
Bruce makes on the use of the word "But" in verseBfice, why
didn't you explainhow my Negative breaks down at Matthew
24:36 and Luke 17:317?

No. 131t ON LUKE 17, Bruce, you've admitted to me, and in this

debate, that Luke 17:22 ff. speaks of the destruction of Jerusalem.
This being the case, how in the world can you divide Matthew 24
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in half at the expense of makingincemeatout of Luke 177 Luke

17 speaks of what is to happen in ONE DAY. Yet, the wording of
Luke 17 skips back and forth across thecatbed Divider of Mia
thew 24:36. Luke 17 is indecipherable if Matthew 24 is divided in
half by thousands of years. Reader, consutAl, No. 1921, Also

see my Affirmative chart #1 and #3.| predict that Bruce won't
even come close to answering this. He knows this gives hitm pro
lems. Reader, watch for his reply, if there is one.

No. 14t Reader, look at Bruce's No. 23. Now, go back anddbok
my FirstNegdive, No. 16 and then tell me | did not deal withe
issue. | stated at that time that Bruce's point on "dayld "days"
breaks down upon honest investigation. In Luke 171&us
speaks of how the disciples would long for one of the "days" of
the Son ofMan. However, in Luke 17:24 the word "day" is used.
Let's see if Bruce can explain my answer. He's got quite a chore
ahead of him in his last presentation, hasn't he?!

No. 15t TO BRUCE'S CHARTS. Reader, look at his chart #3. How
repulsive. Mr. Moderatorhow could you allow Bruce to migre
resent me as he did¥ly moderator concurs my complaint. | know
the Reader does. Allow me to examine each section of the chart
#3 one at aime. First,Bruce put words in my mouth in his car
cature ofJn. 14:1. NOWHERE diel try to answer my explanation

of Jn. 14:1. | used Jn. 14:28 to interpret Jn. 14:1. He's yet to deny
this. Secondthis misrepresentation can be seen even better in his
FirstNegative,No. 9, Prop. 2, For a clear statement as to my real
thoughts on Matthew 24:36, see my 2A, No. 14, Prop. Z.
Third,I've already explained myself relative to Matthew 1312
Reader, what has this to do with his showing you that there
should be a "Divider" at Matthew 24:33=ourth, this is a clear
misrepresentatiorof my position. Bruce, where did | say, "Heaven
and earthwill not pass away"? Reader, go back and read the pa

% This is a reference to the second debate contained in this book.
“ This also is a reference to the second debate contained in this book.
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agraph he cited. | said that the expression "heaven and earth shall
pass away" in Matthew 24:35 was a literary device, as in Matthew
5:17-18. Hesaid nothing to thisFifth, how dare you imply that |
believe that this mundane sphere will simply be made anew!!!
Where did | say that?

How does this help you prove the divisibility of Matthew 24? You
need to leave 2 Peter 3 alone; you've got more tharouwgh
problems to keep you busy in Matthew 24. Reader, hdbhold
Jimmy Allen's or Robert Shank's view on 2 Pet. BixX8h,Reader,
can you believe it? Reader, where did | state, "the earth will not
literally be destroyed by fire"? WHERE?? You cafindtit!! As |
stated earlier, Bruce, if you want to debate 2 Peter 3, word a
proposition and we'll get to it later. What about Matthew 247
WHAT ABOUT MATT. 20HATABOUT MATT. 247

No. 16t Chart #4 presents an admitted difficulty. However, the
chart shodd read "McGuiggan vs. Hansen." To say the leas#; | b
lieve my statement in my Firdiegativeexplainsmore fullyand
clarifiesthe statement of McGuiggan. However, for the sake of
clarity, I admit the obvious and would urge the Reader to view my
understarding as stated in the words ofily Negative ather than
GK2a$sS 2Aff. YetNz3E ®is question. How does this help
Bruce prove his proposition? Reader, most of what Bruce has said
in this debate has either beeaut of Matthew 24 orinto some
irrelevant issue!

No. 171 Reader, ask yourself these questions: "Is not Rie
firmative proposition based on annprovenassumption of a div
sion at Matthew 24:35? Doesn't everything he says and interprets
go back to this unproven assumption? Caru yemunt on your
hands, or outline on paper, the cleAffirmative evidence used in
showing two separate comings in Matthew 24? Has Bruce a
swered theNegativeobjections and questions? Has Brucesmi
represented me in this debate?" All this AND MORE add®up
the total collapse of theffirmative proposition. Reader, you will
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formulate our "synthesis." Now, Reader, if Bruce cannot it t
gether reasons why Matthew 24 should be divided in half, is his
proposition strong or weak? Should we accept it or rejett i

No. 18t Reader, it should be quite obvious that TWO iss@es r
ally stand out in this debate. The questions of the disciples and
the Parousia of Christ oboth sides of Matthew 24:35. Reader,
Brucemust provide sufficient evidence to justify g0 yeargap

in the two questions of the disciples. Has he even told us Wit
"world" of Matthew 24:3 is? Go back and read again No. 6 of this
presentation. Also read mylANo. 1318, Prop. 2.Based orwhat
shallow evidence Bruce has presented thus far, ielve| Reader,
that you cannot help but see the utter hopelessness of his grop
sition. Also Reader, Bruce muystove two different Parousias in
Matthew 24! He must give contextual justification for such. Unless
Bruce, in his last presentation (which is a late, don't you
think?), can prove from the Bible two different Parousias in-Ma
thew 24, | don't believe you, the Reader, can honestly say he has
proven his proposition! Heannotsay, "But itjust appearso be
that there are two." This has been his ptem the entire debate.
Assertions and assumptions! Bruce, show us two different iraro
sias in Matthew 24 or else concede that your propositioniris
proveablé! Reader, can he put it all back together in laist Aff.?
Bruce, it's too late! Reader, continue to follow, but realize that the
pressure is on!! Reader, make BriRROVIis case to you!

NEGATIVE CHART NO. 2

Truth

( That Degredf "Rightness”

B
)

iy

This~Debate

® Contained in the second debate in this book.
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Affirmative #3 (Bruce Webster)

No. 1t In reply to Jack's paragraph 1 & 2, | ask you to go back
and read my 2ndi\ffirmative,paragraph 1 & 2. In connection with
this | would like to refer you to the following statement by James
D. Bales:

"There are some who sneer at debating by saying that
it is not a search for truth, and that the debaters are
set in their ways and cannot be changed. This may all
be true with reference to some debaters, but that is
not the fault of debating as a method. Such men are
equally set in their ways in preaching, or private
conversation; although they may be more stubborn in
debate because it is more public and they do not want
to admit publicly that they are wrong. It is evident, of
course, that the man who goes into a debate goes into
it convinced that he is rightotherwise, why should he
affirm or deny the proposition? To say that he gaes i
to it with a conviction is not the same as saying that he
cannot be honest and listen to the other person. If it
be said that he goes into it to hold up his side, can it
not be replied that he goes into the pulpit to hold up
his side? He does it, unless isedishonest which some
men are, because he believes that his position is right"
(CHRISTIAN, CONTEND FOR THY CAUSH,)p. 20

No. 21 The reason Jack believes that théhurch History Le

son" | gave was useless is because he finds himself in the same
position of those of the past who have been responsible for the
division of the Lord's church, but refuses to admit it. | ask you to
go back and read these paragraphs ongaia (2nd.Affirmative,
paragraph ). Jack is trying to make it appear that | am the one
causing the trouble over this issue. This is the same accusation
made by those who introduced the Missionary Society, wnstr
mental music, and premillennialism intbe Lord's churchTHEY
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drove the wedge of division and then accused us of causing the
division because we opposed the error being taught.

No. 31 As Jack continues to drive the wedge of division (by
teaching that heaven and earth shall not pass away,Nsgative,
paragraph 14, sentence 1; by teaching that all of 2 Peter 3 applies
to the fall of Jerusalem, 1st. neg. , paragraph 15; and by teaching
that there is nothing in Matthew 25:31 that forksdts application

to that time {A.D. 7Q except a tradition& concept of judgment

that must await a future fulfillment(2nd Affirmative, paragraph

27) he then accuses me of causing division because | oppose the
error he is teaching.

No. 41 In Jacls second negative (paragraph #e cds into
guestion my paragrap 8 (Second Aff.) and says that it is noterel
vant to the debate. This paregph under questiorwas given in
reference to his paragraph 3, 1st. neg. in which he calls inte-que
tion the events | made reference to in my 1st. aff. (paragraph 4).
Why does he gt so upset? Does he have something to hide? | did
not ask him to affirm anything, only to tell us whether or not be
believed these things would take place.

No. 51 In order to escape the force of the argument | made in
my first affirmative (paragraph 18Jack stated that "ALL of &e
ond Peter 3 applies to the fall of Jerusalem” (Mggative,para-
graph 15). In my second affirmative (paragraph28) | was trying

to show that 2 Peter 3 does not refer to the destructiohJeu-
salem as Jack says. Jack se&nise over eager to get into aniot

er discussion on 2 Peter 3. If he refuses to answer the questions
put to him in this debate, what assurance do we have that he
would answer them in another one?

No. 61 Para. 27 (2nd aff.) was given in reference to Jat$ts
neg. paragraph 15, sentence 2. What did Jack say about it?
NOTHING.

No. 71 Go back and NOTICE CAREFULLY Jackedative,
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paragraph 15, last sentence. Concerning 2 Peter 3 Jack
SAIDQ "More may come later." Yet when the pressure is applied
(2nd Affirmative, paragraph 2427) he comes back and says that it
is not relevant to the debate. To add to Jack's long list of curious
definitions we now have him defining relevance according to his
ability to deal with the challenge.

No. 81 In reference to paragph 7 (2nd neg.) | ask you to go
back and read once again rAnd. Affirmative, paragraph 11Jack
missed the whole point | was trying to make. He used Matthew
13:13 to refer tothe disciples(1lst. Negative, paragraph 17). |
showed in my 2nd aff. paragraphl , that this verse was not
speaking about the disciples. He misapplies this verse just as he
misapplies others. Jack said that if he was wrong he would admit
it. He was wrong in applying this verse to the disciples. Why did he
not admit it?

No. 91 In paragraph 15 Jack accuses me of misrepresenting him.
It will be evident to those who read and study this debate wWhet

er or not | have misrepresented him as he claims. If | hawge mi
represented him it has not been intentional or on purpose.

No. 10t Jack asked the question, "Bruce, where did | say,
'Heaven and earthwill not pass away'?" | ask you to go back and
read your 1siffirmative, paragraph 14.In the very first sentence

of that paragraph you made the statememind | quote: "Thex-
pression'heaven and earth shall pass awayhat a statement of
literal fact." Did | misrepresent Jack or not? | will let those who
read this debate be the judge of that.

No. 111 He also asked the question, "Where did | state 'the
earth will not literally be desoyed by fire'?" If you believe that it

will be destroyed by fire and if you believe that 2 Peter 3 DOES
NOT teach it, what verse or verses do you go to in order to teach

® This is a reference to the second debate contained in this book.
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it? 1 asked you to answer this question in your second negative
and you did not. Theeaders of this debate are going to be-e
pecting you to answer this question in your last negative. Jack,
don't let them down! If | have misrepresented you by saying that
you do not believe this earth will be destroyed by fire, then why
will you not prodwce the passage upon which you claim that it will
be destroyed by fire?

No. 121 In paragraph 16Jack admits the difficulty he gotrht
self into by following Jim McGuiggan. How long will it be before
he sees and realizes the difficulty he gets himself bytdollowing
Max R. King?

No. 13t The proposition which | signed to affirm in this debate
reads as follows; "Resolved that in Matthew 24 the Lord rmhisti
guishes between the destruction of Jerusalem and his second
coming."

No. 141 In the following ways ihas been proven that the Lord
distinguishes between the destruction of Jerusalem and his se
ond coming;

No. 15t In Matthew 24:435 the Lord used the plural "days" to
describe the tribulation associated with the destruction ofuler
salem (v. 19, 22, 29), heply to the question concerning the ce
ond coming (24:3@5:46), the singular "day" is used to refer to
that event (24:36, 42, 44, 50, 25:13).

No. 161 Jack, being afraid to deal with the scriptures undenm-
sideration whichwe agreed to discus$ias tred to confuse the
issue by refusing to dealith Matthew 24 and going elsehere.
This is something which those who read and study this debate will
not soon forget.

No. 171 The disciples asked, "When shall these things be?" (v. 3)

in reference to thedestruction of the temple. In answer to this
guestion, Jesus gave specific signs so there would be no doubt in
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their minds as to when this would take place (Matthew-35).
They had time to get ready, for they knew when it would take
place. The righteousdd time to get out of the city (Matthew
24:1418). See also my 1st aff. paragraph2ZZ) 2ndAffirmative,
paragraph 2e22.

No. 18t In contrast to this, and in answer to the question the
disciples asked concerning the Lord's second coming (Matthew
24:3), &sus replied by stating: "...for in such an hour aghmek

not, the Son of man cometh" (24:44). If he is to come in an hour
when wethink not, there must not be any signs as were given in
reference to the destruction of Jerusalemhelwhole context of
Matthew 24:42-51 indicates that even the Lord's servamt#l not
know (Matthew 24:36). However, at the destruction of Jerusalem
they DID KNOW and escaped the city before it was destroyed.

No. 191 Therefore, the only distinction | am affirming is ttis-
tinction that was made in the scriptures by our Lord himself. All
that | ask those who read and study this debate to accept is what
the Bible teaches.

No. 20T At this point in the debate, and in conclusion to my last
affirmative, | present for your considdran and study the two
following outlines;

MATTHEW 24

Two divisionsand the break is at v. 34.

9 Section # 1 to do with events of that generation.
1 Section # 2 to do with second coming.

Note: term "This Generation".
1. People living then.

2. Live to see thelescribed.
3. Compare to other verses in Matthew
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a. Matthew 1:17 Average liféime.
b. Matthew 11:16 Those who criticized John.
c. Matthew 12:1345 Four times refers to present geme
ation.
(1) v. 39 Adulterous generation.
(2) v. 41 This generation.
(3) v. 42 This generation.
(4) v. 45 This wicked generation.

NOW v. 36NEW SUBJECT (KNOWETH NO MAN)

Terms that day and hour common expressions that refer to final
judgment.

1. Matthew 7:22  "THAT DAY"

2. Matthew 11:22 "THE DAY"

3. John 5:2&89 "THE HOUR IS COMIN
4.1 Thess. 5:2 "THEDAY"

5.2 Timothy 1:12 "THAT DAY"

THE TWO SECTIONS DIFFERENDI SO MUCH SO THAT V. 36
HASTOBEA TRANSITION TEXT.

MATTHEW 24
TEMPLE DESTRUCTION.
1. Question: When shall this be?Anhswer: 335
2. Question: What sign of thy coming & end?Raswer:
36-51 &MARK 13:32 & JO. 5:P9.
FALL OF JERUSALEM (signs)

1. Impending siege.
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2. Destruction of city.
3. Demolition of temple.
4. End of Jewish state.

(detailed description of Jerusalem.)

SECTION # 1 Matthew 2435. LUKE 19:448

1. Christ speaks very definite on the timee¥ents- (false

Christ, wars, eartlquakes, famines, persecution)

2. Four signs to "THIS END".

A. V-14 Gospel preached to all. Col. 1:6 & 23.
B. V-15 Abomination of desolation.

C. V-16-29a Great tribulation.

D. V-29 Sun, Moon Dark, and stars fall.

SECTION #2 Indefinite

NG~ ®WNE

V-36 No man knoweth.
V-42 Watch therefore "FOR YE KNQ@QT.
V-44 Be ready, hour ye think not.
V-50 Come in day when looketh not,
25:13 Ye know neither day or hour,
24:37-39 No flood signs and no coming signs,
24:43 As thief,
Delay is the emphasis of semti#2.

A. 24:48 My Lord delayeth.

B. 25:5 Bridegroom tarrieth.

C. 25:19 After long time cometh.

THEREFORE:

aprwOdE

Key verse 34.

Transition text 36.

Two distinct events.

Section #1 Destruction of Jerusalem.

Section #2 (24:36 throug?b:46) the second coming.
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SIGNS OF THESTRUCTION OF JERUSALEM
A. False Messialdatthew 4-5.

1 Acts 5:3337.
1 Josephus mentions many pretenders that arose.

B. Predictions of 8.

1 History records many wars and outbreaks in the Roman
empire from Christ death to destruction.
Famines Acts 11:28.

Earthquakes many, most famous on Feb. 5, A.D, 63 at
Pompeii.

1
1

C. Persecutions of Christiand 9.

Apostles Ats 45.

Stephen stoned Acts-B.

Against church Acts8.

James beheaded, Acts 12:1.

Paul speaks of this ofteH Tim. 1:5 & Il Tim. 4:10, 16,

= =4 -8 4 -4

D. False tachers. Acts 20:29 & Rom. 16:18 & 2 Pet. 2:1 & InJ
4:1.

E. The last general sign was that the gospel would be preached to
all the world before the time V14 & Col. 1:623.
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Negative #3 (Jack Hansen)

No. 1t Alas, this polemic discussion comes to a close. The fruit
yielded has been a real blessing to both of us. Let me state at this
time THERE ISOTHINGBRUCE HAS SAID THAT HAS CHANGED
MY MIND! Nevertheless, | HAVE! | hereby concede that the A
firmative Proposition MAY BE more credible than the Negative
arguments advanced thus far. Through many sleepless nights of
study, a firm correspondence with Robert Taylor, Jr., anch€ou
seling sessions with Charles Coil, David Underwood, Basil Overton
and Barry Anderson, (oh, let me not forget Ron Brotherton)l- co
lectively and individually, 1 now abandon my Negative position
and extend my hand in full fellowship with Brother Webster.
PRAISE THE LORD! Would it not be great if all debates could end
like this. Nonetheless, let me offer my final analysis of Bruce's
case and then several specific reasons why | now choosepto su
port Bruce's cause.

No. 2t | cannot say | appreciated Bruce's implying that | am "set
in my ways," "stubborn,” and "dishonest" in his gabbn from
Bales. (3A, No, 1)) If that isn't what Bruce was implying, why the
lengthy statement? Didn't Jesus say: "Let him who is without sin
cast the first stone?" Also,& been said that those who live in
glass houses shouldn't throw stones!!

No. 3 1 Bruce, it was the dogmatic, sectarian ("Church of
Christ”x and | am not saying #t the body of Christ is a
sectr spirit of years gone by that drove the wedge of divisibn
am acquitted of the charge of heresy having totally repudiated
and repented of myelief in the views of Max R. King. However, |
still maintain that Bruce's strongest attack has been the prejudi
ing the minds of the Readers throughout this debate. | newer a
cused Bruce of division; on the sectarian fear to open a
rust-covered box of raditional views concerning eschatology.
Whether Matthew 24 is divided or not should not divide us as
brethren. The indivisibility of the chapter is being taught at the
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Sunset School of Preaching in Lubbock, Texas, while others
friendly disagree. Only angecentric "martyr" who would go
deeper into error to uphold his own understanding of Truth would
cause division. As long as a man's view be "neutral” ("not a test of
fellowship") and he does not distract the church of God with it, "it
is well with my soul.

No. 41 Here we go again. Reader, as you reflect back on #iis d
bate, you will constantly see how that Bruce misrepresents me.
Read again his 3A, No. 3. He misrepresents me twice, ygivéll

up some ground here. (1) | NEVER said that the heavenshand
earth would not pass away. However, it might do us all some good
to re-read Romans 8:193 again. As is his custom, he omits all
that | said. See m{ Negative,No. 14. The last sentence says:
"The expression 'heavens and earth shall pass awayliisrary
device." The heavens and earth are often looked upon as being
firm, stable and permanent. Jesus was saying in Matthew 24:35
that his word was even more sure than the firmest thing they
could imagine. (2) | can still see how that 2 Peter 3 can apply t
the fall of Jerusalem. However, I've been reviewing some articles
by bro.Bill Reeves that do carry some weight in my mind the ot

er way.

However, my view of 2 Peter 3 would harmonize well with "the
creation" of Romans 8:193. GOOD GRIEF! We are debatin
Matthew 24, NOT 2 Peter 3. Is the man obsessed? My offer is still
good for a debate on that issue LATER!!!

No. 51 Now, Bruce, | concede your third complaint, It is now my
unreserved conviction that Matthew 25:31ff. teachad$uture day

of judgment. Chalk one up for the Truth. Please consider the fo
lowing reason, Reader, foejectinga pre-70 A.D. dating of Matt,
25:31ff. (This means that | concede the Second Proposition to
Bruce as well.)

No. 61 | confess, | was takingMax R. King view of those verses
in Matthew 25. However, the consequences, as pointed out by
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Robert Taylor, Jr., of such a position are untenable. (1) You must
ASSUME that the "coming" of the Son of Man in Matthew 25:31
occurred in A.D, 70. These brethrimel like similarity of language

is final proof of their exegesis. The CONTEXT is always the key to
understanding any Scripture. For the reasons on which we base
this assumption, the logical end of all discussion is that there is
NO COMING OF CHRIST ARTER/0. Such is heretical and false.

| would so affirm in public or private debate. (2) You muSt A
SUME that "all nations" doesot mean "all nations," but rather,

"all Jews." YOU JUST DON'T GET THAT IDEA UNLESS YOU'VE BEL
READING MAX R. KING'S BOBESPIRIT OF PROPHE®Aax
writes: "It wasa judgment to determine the true spiritual Israel
from rebellious fleshly Israel(SPIRIT OF PROPHPBCY70.) Now

if the judgnent scene of Matthew 25:31ff. involved only Jews,
WHAT HAPPENED TO THE GENTILESH Maxexcludes them.

He writes: "The kingdom of God was never taken from Gentiles
for they never had it ... Nor were the Gentiles ever cast out of the
kingdom, for they weranever in it." (Ibid, p. 170.) Please note: (a)
King teaches thdtspiritual Isael" is involved in this judgment. (b)
However, he teaches that Gentiles were NOT involved in this
judgment. (c) But Gentiles WERE a part of spiritual Israel. (Rom.
11:11-26a; Gal. 6:16.) (d) Therefore, the judgment scene of Ma
thew 25:31ff, MUST be futerto ourselves, seeing it involvesspi

itual Israel, that is, BOTH Jews AND Gentiles, OR Max King is
WRONG in saying that the judgmantolves spiritual Israel and
occurred at A.D, 70 AND EXCLUDESGHMNTILES FROM THAT
JUDGMENT!

No. 7t In response to 3ANo. 4 (if you could follow it), | DEE-

LIEVE IN A FUTURE COMING OF CHRIST, RESURRECTION OF T
DEAD, AND DAY OF JUDGMENT. Beginning in January 1977 | will
be in a written debate with Max R. King on the subject of the re
urrection of the dead.

No. 8t Inresponse (with apologies) to 2A, No. 27 it is my unde
standing that the early church was permeated with the imminent
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expectation of Christ's advent, even as we should be, (cf. James
5:8.) Bruce, the "parousia” of these versa® yet future. | hope
this reieves your concerns.

No. 9t Bruce, when | said: "more may come later,"” (3A, No. 7), |
meant AFTER the present discussion, or in such a way as it relates
to Matthew 24. Thus far, IT HAS NOT! Continue to make "much
ado" about nothing. It is all in vain.

No. 10t In answer to Bruce's 3A, No. 9, please go back and read
it. Bruce, your apology is accepted!

No. 11t ON HEAVEN AND EARTH PASSING AWAY. It seems like
Bruce has been in the negative more than in the affirmative in this
debate. Bruceadeliberatelyavoded my explanation of the phrase

as a figure of speech, (see my 3 Neg. No. 4.) DID Bruce msisrepr
sent me? My moderator thinks so. | suppose Time and an honest,
mind will tell. Besides, what's this got to do with PROVING, which

he hasn't, that Matthew 24 idivided?

No. 12t As to his 3A, No. 11, Bruce MUST there be a passage
that teaches a literal fiery destruction of the world? If there was
one, would it PROVE that Matthew 24 is divided? Reader, THAT IS
THE ISSUE! Brucrist PROVE from the Bible that Ma&Ww 24 is

to be divided. (He's chasing rabbits in 2 Peter 3.) So far HE HAS
NOT! Why can't we be so humble as to plead Deut. 29:29 in this
matter and strike a common balance in God's scheme for the
earth as well as for the heavens? See Moses Lard and Dpvid
scomb on Rom. 8:123. Read them SITTING DOWN. Also see Jim
McGuiggan, Jimmy Allen and Robert Shank on the same verses.
There are some interesting things in those verses yet to e u
covered.

No. 131 In response to your 3A, No. 12, | still cling to gim’
Scriptural views, but have recently rejected ALL of Max R. King's
teachings. That's been the problem in this debate. Now | see the
point of your tintedglasses illustrationThere should beseveral
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articles coming out soon imhe World Evangelisefuting the e-
ror of King's doctrine.

No. 14t Now, Reader, let us examine Bruce's reasons supporting
his proposition. The "days (pluralday (singular)" argument just
will not do, especially compared to Luke 17:22 and 24. There it is
speaking of THEABME DAY. (Also see miN2gative No. 14.)

No. 15t ME moving out in left field! Some nerve! Out of 20pa
agraphs in his Third Affirmative he uses only FOUR to prove the
divisibility of Matthew 24. ReadeBruceis to PROVE the propes
tion. I've tried to te him down, but with little success, "as the
reader will not soon forget.” I'm not afraid of Matthew 24; BRUCE
IS! How can you tell? By the little time he spent in it assuming a
"case closed" subject and prejudiced audience. Who's kidding
who?

No. 16t Bruce's 3A, No. 118 are very good and worthy of 8o
siderable study. It just makes good sense that the disciples knew
(by signs) of the impending fall of the city; but in contrast no man
knew when Christ would visibly appear again. | guess Bruce DID
say sorething that got me thinking. Chalk up another one for
Truth.

No. 171 Also, the two charts and outlines submitted should be
carefully studied in the future. All should have profited from this
debate. If not, you will get to heaven on "the child's ticket."

No. 181 | still have SOME RESERVATIONS about my concession
to Bruce. | still have private leanings towards its indivisibility. The
TWO main reasons for still maintaining my Negative is (1) There is
no serious damage to the thrust of the context as carroeer
from Matthew 23, and (2) the problem of Luke 17:22ff. These
verses in Luke make for a good harmony of the two chapters. |
wonder why Bruce NEVER tried to answer Luke 17:22ff. No one to
my knowledge has successfully harmonized the two chapters by
dividing Matthew 24. Perhaps only bro. Gus Nichols tried in his
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debate with Max King; yet this is not that strong.

No. 191 On the other hand, there are THREE good reasons for
dividing the chapter. FIRST, there is Bruce's 3A, NA81BE-
OND, in Matthew 242 There would be no personal (visible-a
pearance) coming during the siege and tribulation of the city. In
verse 27 Christ's appearance is one that will not have torbe a
nounced. It will be just as sudden as lightning, and just as visible.
Verse 27 stands contrast to the message of its immediateneo
text; that is, the Second Coming of Christ is contrasted to the D
vine judgment upon Jerusalem. (This may be the harmony needed
for Luke 17:22ff.) THIRD, the word "parousia” is usedbotin
sides of Matthew 2486, the dividing point of the chapter. This
word is always used of the literal, actual, visible presence of a
triumphant King. Usually taxes were imposed to prepare for such
an event. For instance, one papyri example speaks of caentrib
tions to make "a cran” to be presented to the King on his "arr
val" (parousia). This word being used in contrast with the impe
sonal, spiritual coming of Christ in judgment upon Jerusalem does
not appear to create as much a problem as some have imagined.
The word "parousiaMAY always refer to the Final Coming of
Christ, yet future. The one and only New Testament passage that
still bothers me as to thisule is James 5:8. However, it may carry
with it the constant readiness for the event to occur; thus their
motive for constat faithfulness. Perhaps Rubel Shelly may be on
the right track in his commentary on James (Rubel Shallyat
Christian Living is All Aboutt, 110)

No. 20t Nonetheless, as this debate closes, in all fairness, to
promote and provoke even more thought the study of esch-
tology, | conclude with the following two statements.

No. 21t

"Reader, here is a true picture. McGuiggan, Robert

Taylor, Jr., Franklin Camp, Neal Pryor, Rubel Shelly, Gus

Nichols (to name a few) have all differed with this
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writer's views and most have urged repentance. Jim
believes Revelation applies to Rome's fall; Camp says
Jerusalem. Shelly applies the kingdom's coming in
power scriptures to Pentecost; Jim says 70 A.D., Pryor
says2 Pet. 3 is yet future; Jim applies it to Ronfalks
Taylor's floundering review has even put him at odds
with himself if one compares his end with his begi
ning. Nichols argues saints go to heaven at death,
without a resurrection or judgment until later on. And
on it goes. Suppose King repents and epts the
'RIGHT" view. Which of these will it be? Or will it take
the whole conglomeration to bring King to 'the unity of
the faith'? Even more puzzling, WHY must King do ALL
the 'repenting'? | thought the 'scapgoat’ went out
with old Judaism." The. Mc@igganKing Debatepp.

158, 159.)

No. 221

"What would be the attitude of the Restoration léa
ers toward teachings that are not the result of express
commands or examples, but, through inference, are
the opinions of various people toward a subject? They
believe that opinions could mould the terms ofl-fe
lowship in the church. This is illustrated in the 1832
union meeting at Lexington in the speaking of John
Smith, representing the 'Reformers’ as the colleagues
of Campbell had been known, and also in theapng

of Barton W. Stone. Smith, speaking first, said: "Wha
ever opinions about these and similar subjects | may
have reached in the course of my investigation, if |
never distract the church of God with them or seek to
impose them on my brethren, they Wvinever do the
world any harm..." (David BValker, "Biblical Interpa-
tation In The Restoration Movement 180832" (No.

2), Sound DoctrineJan./Feb., 1976, Vol. 1, No. 5, p.
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11.)

No. 23t May God Richly Bless You All And Jesus Give You Peace.
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Second Proposition:
"RESOLVEDTHAT MATTHEW 24 AND MATTHEW
25 SPEAK ONLY OF THE FALL OF THE JEWISH
COMMONWEALTH IN A.D. 70."

Jack K. Hansen, Affirms
Bruce R. Webster, Denies

Affirmative #1 (Jack Hansen)

No. 11 In this presentabn are interpretations and applications

of Scripture that are unquestionably opposed to the doctrinad p
sition of many. However, it is my conviction, at this point in my
study, that the affirmative proposition is true. Reader, as you
survey this debate, pase remember that it is not our purpose to
"divide brethren, create brotherhood tensions, or stir brethren to
bitter controversy and heated debateTile Spirit of Prophecy,
Max R. King, inside cover jacket). Bruce and | are aware that this
theme is wide pen. We believe there is room for lots of diseu
sion. BEFORE GOD, READER, DON'T YOU DARE MAKE AN OPINIC
A TEST OF FELLOWSHIP OR SALVATIONGSt bidd my views

on Matthew 24 and 25 any more than does Bruce. THERE IS A
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ISSUES OFRARBITHIOSE OF QPI
ION!! Therefore, Reader, may you be encouraged and challenged
to a deeper and more jofilled study of God's Word.

No. 2t Theproposition before us is "THAT MATTHEW 24 AND 25
SPEAK ONLY OF THE FALL OF THE JEWISH COMMONWEALTH
A.D. 70," Consider carefully my definition of the proposition.

No. 3t By "all of Matthew 24 and 25" | mean that every verse in
the Gospel of Matthew, dipters 24 and 25 refer to only one time
period; that being what occurred in A.D. 70. By "speak only of" |
mean the central thrust of the message pertains strictly to the fall
of Jerusalem. This phrase can be interpreted as ambiguous.
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Hence, the next paragph will help to explain any difficulties. By
"the FALL of the Jewish commonwealth” | mean the final event
that forever marked the cessation of God's dealings with the n
tion of Israel. By "the Jewish commonwealth" | mean tihal or-
dinances and laws ofudaism. Thespiritual (the law of Moses)
was "taken out of the way" at the cross (i.e., Col. 2:14; Eph. 2:15;
Heb. 7:12, etc.). Theivi, fleshly Israel, remained. Please, keep in
mind that the Jews, not Godtill recognized the Mosaicaw as
authoritative after the cross. In summary, | define the proposition
to mean that every verse in Matthew 24 and 25 speak only of the
destruction of Jerusalem by Rome, under Titus, in A.D. 70.

No. 4t Now, Reader, | am aware of the fact that there is more
under discusien in these two chapters than just a "fall.” There are
several RESULTS of this "coming" of Christ. The "fall" of Judaism is
just one. | believe this to be the main thrust of the Olives-di
course. However, there is mentioned "the inheritance of the
kingdont' (25:34), "the gathering together of the elect" (24:31),
"the end of the world,"” (that is, the Jewish age24:3), and "the

day of judgment” upon the Jewish nation. | stalhfine any -
cussion ofany of the subsequent results of the fall of Judaism to
Matthew 24 and 25 only!

No. 51 Yet another definition, more for the sake of clarity. When

| speak of the "coming of Christ" | will mean the coming of the
Anointed One, Jesus Christ, in judgment upon Jerusalem. This is
not to deny that there is yet futur@ FINAL coming of Christ. Just
as John the Baptist came "in the power and spirit of Elijah" (Luke
1:17), and was called Elijah (Mal. 4:5; Matthew 11:14), so came
Rome in the "power and spirit" of Jesus, and is called "the Son
Man." Christ came, in Rome, édrestroyed Jerusalem. This was
"a" coming of Christ, not "the" final coming of Christ.

No. 6T With these considerations behind us, | shall examine the
proposition under the following FOUR headings:
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Thecontext of Matthew 24.

The questions asked by tlapostles.

The relationship of Luke 17:22ff to Matthew 24.
Comments concerning Matthew 24:34..

= =4 -4 -4

No. 7t THECONTEXWhen Jesus came preaching "the kingdom
of God is at hand” (Mark 1:15), most Jews understood him to be
speaking of political deliverance from Rome (i.e., Jn. 6:15). Even
his apostles failed to recognize the Truth concerning the kingdom
(Acts 1:6). Perhaps only Pilate knew of tkal (true) kingdomof

God (Jn. 18:38). As a result, the Jews were confused and frustra
ed at the teachings of Jesus. They could see their national hope of
political freedom decrease with every passing day. Because of
many of the religious leaders of that day, Jesus fely poescrut-

ny and slander. Finally, "because of envy (Matthew 27:18), Jesus
was delivered up to be executed.

No. 81 Perhaps the "climactic discourse" of all discourses came
in Matthew 23. Seven woes were pronounced upon the Jewish
nation.

"Throughout ths terrible denunciation and accusation
one can catch the intense righteous indignation &f J
sust an indignation which abandons the objects of it
as past all hope of reform and repentancé&n(Esch-
tology of Victory,). Marcellus Kik, p. 79).

No. 91 Kik @ntinues,

"In verse 32 of this denunciatory chapter, Chrigt-d
clares, 'Fill ye up then the measure of ydathers.'
The picture is that of a cup nearly filled and now being
filled to overflowing by the present generation of Jews
... Now, with the rejetton of his Son and the crucifi

ion approaching, the patience of God had come to an
end. The cup of sin through this greatest of all crimes
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would overflow and bring upon the nation the terrible
stroke of divine judgment” (pp. 780).

No. 10T In Matthew 2336 Jesus said, "All these things shall
come upon this generation." Bruce and | both know what Jesus
meant. He was saying that all these things would come upon the
generation of Jews then living. By their filling up the cup torove
flowing, they would expeence thewrath of God.

No. 11t In verse 38 is the judicial sentence, "Behold, yioouse

is left unto you desolate.” The "house" mentionedthe Temple

in Jerusalem (I Kings 9:7ff.; Jer. 22:5). Christ no longer refers to it
as "my house" (Matthew 21:13)but as Your house is left unto

you desolate." "TheHouse of God was now the House of Dasol
tion. And being the House of Desolation its destruction wasiinev
table" (Kik, p. 80).

No. 121 This is the context of Matthew 24 (and 25). | believe
Matthew 23 isa springboard for the discourse of Matthew 24. It is
my conviction that the things spoken of in Matthew 24 and 25
would happen in the lifetime of thdews then living (Matthew
23:36; 24:34). YES, | BELIEHRIST CAME IN JUDGMENT UPON
THE JEWISH WORLDAIR. 70" Now | ask you, why must the
"coming of the Son of Man" in Matthew 24:339, 42 and 44 be
separated (by nearly two millenniums) from its more than obvious
context? Reader, is there anything so unreasonable about\belie
ing that "the coming of th&on of Man" in Matthew 24:27 and 30

is any different from the "coming" in Matthew 24:37,39,42 and
447 Bruce must think there is. Let's wait and see if Bruce is willing
to call the "coming" of Jesus in verses 27 and 3fferent"com-

ing" than verses 37,842 and 44. Hence, | believe the context of
Matthew 24 indicates strongly the indivisibility of the chapter.
Only a person with a preconceived idea, borne of tradition, about
the word "coming" would ignore the context of Matthew 24.

No. 131 THEQUESTIONS OF THE APOSHb®&Smany qus-
tions didthe apostles ask in Matthew 24:3? Reader, get your Bible
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and read it for yourself. Now, read the parallel accounts in Mark
13:4 and Luke 21:7. It is quite clear that they asked but twasque
tions, the secondbeing two fold. JintMcGuiggan writes,

"It is clear from the comparison thate coming of
Christ and the end of the age are equatsdh the de-
struction of Jerusalem! In Mark and Lukbey asked

for a sign element relative to the temple's destruction
and received it. In Matthew, they ask for a sigre-el
ment relative to the coming of Jesus and the end of the
age and receive the same one! Read the text. What are
we to conclude?"TheBook of Ezekieh. 187).

No. 141 It is urged by some that Matthew recasda question
that Mark and Luke do not. This just will not do. The mezebal
difference in the accounts is not proof of a thigliestion, for
Christ did come in judgment upon the tempte close out the
whole Jewish arrangement!! Keep in mind that Matthes writing

to Jews and that Mark and Luke are not. Matthew records the
guestions from a Jewisklant to best communicate to his aud
ence, More may be said later about this.

No. 151 In the questions are a TIME ELEMENT and a SEGN EL
MENT.The "when" has eference to the "time" and the "what"

has reference to the "sign." Reader, before going on, ADMIT THIS
POINT! Bruce, don't you agree that there is a TIME and a SIGN
ELEMENT in their questions? If not, why not?

No. 161 It is interesting to note that all tlee gospels have the
time element governing "these things." What are "these things"?
They refer to the things Jesus had just spoken "in response to
their eulogy over the temple(Ezekielp. 187). Jim continues, "So
'these things' have reference to ttaestruction of Jerusalem and
the temple” (p. 187). However, let me emphasize that "they asked
the time of the destruction of Jerusalem, so that, if we have a
time element response from Jesus, it must be related to tke d
struction of the temple" (p. 187).
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No. 17t Now, Reader,

"if they asked a question about the second coming, we
regard that as very strange indeed coming from men
who did not even know of his first going away.But
even should the apostles have asked about the second
coming, what did theyask relative to it? Time? No.
Read the text; they asked for a sign element regarding
it. The time element, according to all three, relates to
the destruction of the temple . . . Shall we understand
then that the apostles asked two questions related to
two events (now known to be) thousands of years
apart? If so, shall we conclude Jesus gave answer to
both? If so, did He do so without indicating with which
one He was dealing at the time He was dealing with it?
If it is clear when He is dealing with the sedaoming
and when He is dealing with the destruction of the
temple, how do we find this from the text? Where
would the reader divide the chapter? ... Is there rie d
vision in the chapter? Doe¥esus, because He knows
there are elements similar to both ocdass, just
throw the answers together and leave it to us to try to
pick our way through?'Hzekielp. 188).

No. 181 One of the more weighty arguments for the indivisibility

of Matthew 24 is how Jesus answers the TIME ELEME®ETion.

"We must also keepn mind that 'of that day and hour' (verse 36)

is an answer to a question! A question of time! And even it-Ma
thew's record, thetime element is not of the (secondJKH) cm-

ing, butof the temple's destruction!" (p. 188). Bruce, yoannot

ignore this! Rader, don't let Bruce ignore this point! Matthew

24:36 is the answer to the TIME ELEMENT question. Tiustise
so-called "transitional text" as many contend. Thecailed tran-

sition doesn't everfollow in Mark and Luke. LET THE READER FIX
THIS POINT BLL IN MIND BEFORE PROCEEDING! MATT. 24:36 IS
AN ANSWER TO THE TIME ELEMENT QUESTION. BUT THE TIM
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ELEMENT QUESTION IS RELATIVE TO THE DESTRUCTION OF T
TEMPLE. THEREFORE, VERSHQGFASPOINT AT WHICH TB D

VIDE THE CHAPTER! Verses 36ff. have tdldwhat the first 35

had to do witht the end of the Jewish world.

No. 191 LUKEL7:22ff.: Reader, PLEASE, get your Bible and read
this passage of Scripture. See any similaritigs®ught so. Now,
Reader, Bruce admitted to me that Heelieved Luke 17:2Pf
spoke only of the destruction aferusalem. He is right. However,
Luke 17:22 ff. helps prove the indivisibility of Matthew 24.

No. 201 | refer you to a letter, to me, from Max R. King, N@y.
1975.

"l feel that the point of division commonlgccepted
(between Matthew 24:34 and 35) is clearly shown as
erroneous from Uke 17:30ff. The statement 'but of
that day' (Matthew 24:36) does not introduce af-di
ferent day or coming anyare so than does the stat

Y S yifi thadayQ(Luke 17:31). Clearlythat dayQin
Luke 17:31 relates tdhe day when the Son of Man is
revealed)verse 30), which pertains to Jerusalemés d
struction. Compare Luke 17:31 with Matthew
24:1618. What Luke said of that day (Luke 1722 is
exactly what Matthew said about it (dthew
24:37-41). Hence, it is clearly seen that Matthew and
Luke are describing the day, orilyke makes it clear
WHAT DAY or WHAT EVENT it was. It is the same day
and event of Matthew 24:188."

No. 21t Bruce, if we divide Matthew 24 in half (in thirds, at

all) can't you see what becomes of Luke 17:22Fh@ text in Luke

17 becomes so mutilated that it woulde beyond comprehe

sion. If we are to divide Matthew 24 we will need ample proof,
not just "it would appear Jesus is changing subjects.” Noag-Re

er, if Bruce cannot see the force of this point, DON'T YOU MISS IT!
If Matthew 24 is a divided chapter SO IS LUKE 17:22ff. Bruce has
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told me that Luke 17 speaks only of the fall of Jerusalem. Why do
you divide Matthew 24, Bruce? You make mincemeat outuife

17 to do so. The most obvious harmohgan see is that BOTH
Luke 17 and Matthew 25 amot divided and speak only of the fall

of the Jewish commonwealth in A.D. 70. Please consult chart #1 if
thereis any question.

No. 221 MATTHEW24:3651: 1 believe that | have shown verse
36 to be the answer to the time element relative to the destru
tion of Jerusalem. It imot a transitional text. If anything, it m
tains the continuity of the chapter.

No. 231 Bruce, what is the difference in the "comg" of verse
37 and verse 30? Now, do not forget verse 34 when considering
your answer.

No. 241 | believe verses 382 to be an excellent example used
by our Lord in showing the fall of the Jewish world.gHews the
destruction of "the world of the ungily” (2 Pet. 2:5) in the days
of Noah. The evil people "did not understand” (v. 39) Noah's
message of doom. They did not prepare themselves for the-co
ing "day of judgment" (2 Pet. 3:7). When it came they were not
ready. In contrast, when the city falls meath divine judgment
they must be ready, for they do not know "the day or the hour"
(v. 36).

No. 251 The flood took away the unrighteous. They were not
prepared. When Christ comes, the unrighteous will be taken
away. The righteous will remain. They vathnd in the day of
judgment. Verses 40 and 41 aret "rapture” passages! The
righteous (one) will be delivered (Luke 21: 28, 31) even as Noah
was delivered from the wrath of God, The unrighteous will be
taken, judged and forsaken of God.

No. 261 Verses43-44 seem evident enough as to meaning in

light of the preceding exegesis. Again, PREPARATION isythe ke
note theme.
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No. 271 Verses 451 is the parable of the sensible and sens

less servants. The point, once again, is BE READY WHEN JESUS
COMES IN JUDGMENPON THE CITY. Verse 48 sounds like 2 Pet.
3:3. The punishment of the unprepared slave is a place with "the
hypocrites, weeping shall be there and the gnashing of teeth" (v.
51). THIS VERSE DOES NOT REFER TO HELL! "Weeping" here is
symbol of their gef at the realization of their national rejection.
Readthe book of Lamentations. The "gnashing of teeth” speaks of
their revengeful spirit that raged within them. Vers& is simply

an illustrative picture of the reaction of the Jews at their rejection

and total destruction of the nation by God.

No. 28t | believe that | have proven the proposition. Now,
Reader, | do not believe Bruce can deny it. It is my firm conviction
that the indivisibility of Matthew24 be preserved. Reader, please,
open your Bible ad follow along as Bruce offers his refutation.

No. 291 Due to the scope of this proposition, my discussion of
Matthew 25 will come in my next presentation.

CHART NO. 1

If (A)Matthew 24:135is the"Fall of Jerusalemédnd (B)Matthew
24:3651is the"Second Coming of Christ"

A) Lukel7:2324 (Matthew 24:23, 27)

17:2627 (Matthew 24:3739)
\ N\ 17:31 (Matthew 24:17,18
B\ (n) ( )

B) 17:3536 (Matthew 24:40, 41)

@ 17:37 (Matthew 24:28)

Then"THE TEXT OF LUKE 17 IS MUTILATED BY A DIVISION OF
MATTHEW 24"
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Negative #1 (Bruce Webster)

No. 11 Before taking up Mr. Hansen's first affirmative in detail |
would like to make a few general observations of his entire
presentation. As | carefully read through and studied his &fst
firmative of my opponent it was hard for me to determine if | was
debating Max R. King, J. Marcellus Kik, Jim McGuiggalacér
Hansen.

No. 2t No doubt you are familiar with the story about the man
who appeared before three individuals: One wearing red glasses;
one wearing yellow glasses; and the third, wearing green glasses.
The man held up a white piece of paper and asked the three men
what color the piece of paper was. The first man said it was red
The second man said it was yellow. The third one said it was
green. Then the man asked the three men to take their glasffes
and they saw the paper as it actually was. For many years we have
accused those of the denominational world of looking at the Bible
through tinted glasses. One man looks at the Bible withtia
Luther on his nose; another with John Calvin on his nose; and still
another with John Wesley on his nose. It is for this reason that
division exists within the religious world. Therefore, we have
pleaded with them to do away with their tinted glassasthat we
might have the unity for which Jesus prayed in John 172222@nd
avoid the division Paul condemned in | Cor. 1:10.

No. 31 No doubt as many read and study Mr. Hansen's fifst a
firmative some will look at Matthew 24 and 25 with Max R. King
on their nose and say that there will be no literal judgment, end of
the world, second visible coming of Christ, or bodily resurrection
(The Spirit of Prophecp, 106239). Others will look at Matthew
24 and 25 with Jim McGuiggan on their nose and say thatt M
thew 25:3146 does not relate to 70 A.DM¢GuigganrKing -
bate, p. 178). Still others will look at Matthew 24 and 25 with Jack
Hansen on their nose and say that Matthew 24 ands@&ak only

of the fall of the Jewish Commonwealth in A.D. 70.
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No. 41 My plea to you is to do away with these tinted glasses!

No. 5t | do not deny that Jesus speaks of the destructioneef J
rusalem in Matthew 24. Therefore, Jack Hansen has spent much
of his time (or space) in his first affirmative proving something
that doesn'treally need to be proved. What | deny is that e

tire 24th and 25th chapters SPEAK ONLY OF the fall of the Jewish
commonwealth in A.D. 70. This he has failed to prove.

No. 6T | am confident that those Mr. Hansen chose to quote
from in his first affirmative were théesthe could find to repe-
sent the position he hold§Even though none of those he quotes
agree with him.) Therefore, when | have answered his affirmative,
let it be known that | have answered the best he has to offer.

No. 7t Jack begins his speech by stating: "There is a difference
between issues of faith and those of opinion" (No. 1) This is true.
If you admit that the position you hold is ONLY a matter ofriopi
ion", why is it that you have been so aggressive in the teaching of
it? Why were you so eager to debate it?

No. 81 Even if | were to accept the opinion that the general
thrust of Matthew 24 and 25 pertains strictly to the fall of Jerus
lem my opponent woul still have failed to defend the proposition
as it is written because the wor@NL Yexcludesdiscussion of ia
ything else in chapter 24 and 25. To prove thathapter or chp-

ters of scripture concentrates on one message does not prove
that subject is theonly subject under discussion in those same
chapters. It would seem that by the time Jack arrived at the-def
nition of terms he had also arrived at the conclusion that the
proposition he agreed to defend ilsdefensible as it is written and
therefore seek$o change thaneaning of the proposition through

a clever distortion of the terms he is obligated to define. | fully
agree with him as to the hopelessness of his present proposition
but I must disagree with his attempt to change the meaning of the
phraseSPEAK ONLY. (paragraph 3
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No. 91 In paragraph No. 5 Jack makes the following statement,
"When| speak of the ‘coming of Christ," I will mean the coming of
the Anointed One, Jesus Christ, in judgment upon Jerusalem,"
Then Jack goes on to state that "t&®n of man" is thdRoman
Army (See: paragraph 5). "So came Rome 'in the power and spirit'
of Jesus and is called 'the Son of m&htist camein Rome,and
destroyed Jerusalem.” | don't want those who read thébate to
overlook this one point. | am nanisrepresenting him. Go back
and read it for yourself. This is what HE SAID. (Notice paa-
graph 12). Jack says that the coming in v. 2733039, 42, and

44 of Matthew 24 all refer to th6€AME COMING. In paragraph 23
Jack asks the question, "Whattige difference in the coming of
verse 37 and verse 307"

No. 10T There is one BIG MISTAKE that Jack has made.nte co
pletely overlooked what Jesus said in Matthew 24:36, "But of that
day and hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels of heaven, but
my Fatheronly."

No. 11t My opponent states that "the Son of man" (v. 30) is the
Roman ArmyThe Roman Armyad to have knowrwhen they
were to attack Jerusalem. Since Jesus plainly declaresthahe
BUT GOhnew when the coming of the Son of man (The Roman
Armyt according to Jack Hansen) would take place and since it is
impossible for an attacking army NOT to know in advance of
"their coming," then Jack must either admit that "the coming of
the Son of man” (v. 37) is NOT the coming of the Roman Army, or
he must eclare Jesus a liar!!l The Roman Army certainly knew
the "day and the hour."” If any man knew even one seconddin a
vance of the coming then that would have made Jesus a liar.

Therefore, Jack must: (1) Admit that the coming of the Roman
Army (v. 30) was ndhe same as the coming of the Son of man in
v. 37; (2) or call Jesus a liar. Which will it be? tDforget to deal
with this in your next affirmative.

No. 12t In paragraph 12, p. 3 Jack emphasizes the fact: "YES |
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BELIEVE CHRIST CAME IN JUDGMENT UPON THE JEWISH WOR
IN A.D. 70." It is NOT a question as to whether or not Christ came

in judgment upon the Jewish world in A.D. 70. The question is
whether or not Matthew 24 and 25 speakly of this.

No. 13t In paragraps 13-18 Jack tries to confuse the isshg
bringing up what is recorded in Mark 13:4 and Luke 21:7. The
proposition which he signed to debat& NOTwhat Mark and
Luke have to say but whether or not Matthew 24 and SBEAK
ONLYof the fall of the Jewish commonwealth in A.D. 70.

No. 14t According to Jack's position the disciples askeues-

tion concerning what he calls the TIME ELEMENT (When shall
these things be?) but that the Lord did not answer it until we get
to verse 36 (&: paragraph 18, p. 4). Does it not seem strange
indeed that even though the question about thene element
wasasked first in Matthew 24:3, that the Lord waited until verse
36 to answer itaccording to JackHe completely overlooks the
fact that our Lod had already answered this question, "When
shallthese things be?" prior to verse 36. In Matthew 24:15 Jesus
said, "When ye therefore shall see the abomination of desol
tion...stand in the holy place..." In his parallel account Luke ident
fies the "abomimtion™ which Jesus foretold as the encompassing
of Jerusalem by the Roman army: "And when ye shall seealerus
lem compassed with armies, theknow that the desolation
thereof A & Y(lulkKR£:20). In Matthew 24:33 Jesus said, "So
likewise ye, when ye shadkee allthese things KNOW that it is
near,even at the door." He went on to say in verse 34, "This ge
eration shall not pass, till alhese thingsbe fulfilled.” This is the
ridiculous predicament in which Jack finds himself as he looks at
Matthew 24 ar 25 with those tinted glasses (Jim McGuiggan) on
his nose.

No. 151 Concerning the SIGN ELEMENT which the disciples
asked our Lord about (Matthew 24:3) in reference to his second
coming (not the end of the Jewish commonwealth), Jesus replies
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by showing tlat no sign will be given (Matthew 24:34.).

No. 161 In reference to his statement from Jim McGuiggan that
the disciples did not know about the Lord's first going away-(pa
agraph 17) | refer you back to my first affirmative (paragraph
9-13)/

No. 171 Ja& then proceeds to show the indivisibility of Matthew
24 and 25 by the relationship of Matthew 24 and Luke 1822

In doing so he appeals to the similar language in each chapter
(paragraph 121, p. 45). He begins by saying, "Luke 17:22ff.:
ReaderPLEAE, get your Bible and read this passage of Scripture.
See any similarities? | thought so."

No. 181 What does this prove? Get your Bible and read Isa.
13:10(Babylon); Isaiah 35:8 (Edon); Ezekiel 32& (Egypt) (See
also in connection with this Chart #1 See any similarities. |
thought so. Now compare these verses with Matthew 24339
What does this prove? This proves that similar language doesn't
necessarily mean the different writers are speaking of the same
event. If different writers use the sam@r similar) languagéo
refer to different events, why should we think it strange that the
same personcould use similar language to refer to different
events? (See Chart # 2)

No. 191 Nowwe come to the last part of Jack's first affirmative
dealing with comments concerning Matthew 24:36. In paa-
graph 25, p. 5 Jack said, "When Christ comes (And he means by
this the comingof Christ in A.D. 70)...The righteous will remain.
They willstandin the day of judgment (Having reference to ath
occurred in A.D. 70) (Para). 3ack, you ought to have knowntbe

ter than that. | would like to call your attention to a statement
found in EusebiusEcclesiastical HistoryThe whole body, ha-

ever, of thechurch at Jerusalem, having been commanded by a

"This is a reference to the first debate contained in this book.
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divinerevelation, given to men of approved piety there before the
war, removed from the city, and dwelt at a certain town beyond
the Jordan, called Pella. Here, those that believed in Christ, having
removedfrom Jerusalem, as if holy men had entirely abandoned
the royal city itself, and the whole land of Judea; the divire ju
tice, for their crimes against Christ and his apostles, finallyr-ove
took them, totally destroying the whole generation of these evil
doers from the earth" (Book 3,hapter 5, p. 86).

No. 20t Jack tells us that the righteous remained when Christ
came in judgment upon Jerusalem (paragraph R&ragraph R

He is forced to this conclusion because he believes the entire 24th
and 25th chaptes of Matthew spealonly of the fall of the Jewish
commonwealth in A.D. 70. Eusebius tells us that the Christians left
the city before the siege began. This is in agreement with what
Jesus said in Matthew 24:4¥8. Which are we to believe?

No. 211 It is gang to be interesting to notice what Jack is going

to do with Matthew 25:3146 if thisonly to the end of theJewish
commonwealth in A.D. 70 as he believes. Matthew 25:34, "Then
shall the King say unto them on his right hand, Come ye blessed of
my Father,inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the fou

dation of the world." These were among those who werehgat

ered before the Son of man at his coming (v-33). Jack, to
whom were these words spoken? NOT THE RIGHTEOUS. They had
already left the city. Therdy conclusion we must come to is that

this does notrefer to the destruction of Jerusalem.

No. 22 1 According to Jack's interpretation, Matthew 24:42
should read, "Watch therefore: for ye know not what day your
Roman Armydoth come" Shall we continue? Matthew 24.4%&/
should read, "Who then is a faithful and wise servant, whom the
Roman Armyhath made ruler ovehis householdio give them
meat in due season? Blessed is that servant, WhomRbman
Amy when he cometh shall find soothg. Verily | say unto you
that the Roman Amyghall make him ruler over all his goods."
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No. 231 Over what goods did the Roman Army make him ruler?
52y Qi F2NBSG G2 RSIf gA0K GKAAO®
will be anxious to know.

No. 24t In paagraph 27 Jack tries to leave the impressitmat

the expression "weeping and gnashing of teeth" refers to the grief
and to the revengeful spirit of the Jews at their natiorgection.
This expression is used only seven times inNesv Testament:
Matthew 8:12; 13:42, 50; 22:13; 24:51; 25:3@ke 13:28. Toad
termine its meaning here in Matthew 24:58e should carefully
consider that to which it refers in thesgther places it is used. |
will not try to tell youto what it refers, but will leave itip to you

to read and to determine for yourself. The only thing I ask is that
you not accept what Jack SAYS just because he says it without first
studying it out for yourselves.

No. 251 Mark 16:16 is so plain and simple concerning what it
teaches that sormone must have help to misunderstand it. The
same is true with this verse which is under consideration at this
point (Matthew 24:51). Someone would need help to misunde
stand what it teaches. | commend unto you Jack Hansen who is
willing to help anyone whdesires it.

SUMMARY

No. 26T Let us map in conclusion where the twisting path of
WEO1Qa t23A0 S@Syldatte fSIFIRa K
signposts on which he relies to begin his wanderings are erected
by mortal men whose beliefs he appargnfinds more compat

ble to his than the word of God. Jack doesn't get far beforeehe r
alizes the difficulties which face him if he is determined to go on
with the proposition. Rather than concede the crucial error he
made in signing to debate the propasm as it is worded, heta
tempts to prevent the meaning of the very words he wrote Iy a
tempting to equate "speak only" with "main thrustAt least Jack
cannot be accused of being haughty; he is apparently just &s wil
ing to wrest his own words as he wipture. Let him defend what
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he agreed to defend or let him concede that it cannot be ddfen
ed.

No. 271 Jack asks still more of the reader than mere faith that
his words and those of the Bible mean something other than what
they say. We are to believedhthe army of a government which
would have done virtually anything to destroy Christ andrals
gion came in spirit to destroy others who would not accept him.
One has to doubt that anything the militaristic, materialistic army
of the most powerful govexment on earth did was done in the
spirit of the Christ who taught (and died for) love, brotherhood,
and the salvation of men's souls. No, Jack, as you attemptre co
tinue down this road, you will find it blocked by much of the- R
man Army and its governsy roaring with laughter at theugges-
tion that they acted in the spirit of Christ, much less became that
spirit.

No. 281 Undaunted, Jack says that we don't really have to look
at it that way. Maybe, he suggests, the Roman Army was able to
attack and desby Jerusalem without knowing they were going to
do so until the instant they actually begin. Jack, the leaders of the
Romans have suddenly stopped laughing as you confront on the
road. They do not like the suggestion that the greatest military
organizatio in the history of mankind would attempt anythirsg
slipshod. Their laughter is replaced by that of countlessient

and modem secular historians. Please, Jack, admit that the co
ing of the Roman Army in v. 30 and the coming of the Son of man
in v. 37 @& not one and the same. Get off the road while you still
can.

No. 291 Certainly, Jack makes a valiant effort to go elsewhere in
his side road discussions of time elements, sign elements, and
Luke 17. On the futility of his arguments on these first twnps
note again my discussioin paragraph 146. Luke 17and the
point Jack tries to make illustrates he may have been napping or
otherwise, during his 11th or 12th grade LiteratweursesMost
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high school juniors and seniors can tell you tispeakersand
writers often use similar language to refer to a variety of aitu
tions, events, emotions, and so on when they wish to teach or
bring home a point. They do this for the very good reason that the
listeners are familiar with the language, having heanah hise it
before.

No. 30t The final point Jack leaves us with would force useo b
lieve that someone other than the righteous are to inherit the
kingdom of heaven. While we will all agree that such a teaching
would be comforting to many, | will ask you twnsider that
statement in the light of God's word.

MATTHEW 24

Matthew 24 Luke 17
V. 17 "him on housetop” V. 24 "Lightning"
V. 28 "wheresoever carcasV. 26- 27 "Noah"

IS... V. 28 29 "Lot"

V. 36 . 31 "he on housetop"

V. 37- 39 "Noah" . 34 "two in one bed"

\%
\%

V. 40 "two in the field" V. 35 "two grinding"
\%

V. 41 "two grinding" . 36 "two in the field"

V. 37 "wheresoever body is
eagles gathered together

Why were those on the "housetopdlaced prior to verse 36 in
Matthew 24? Simply because at the second coming of Christ this
would make no difference; however, it would at the destruction
of Jerusalem! (Compare also: Matthew 24:28 and Luke 17:37).
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Affirmative #2 ( Jack Hansen)

No. 11 Before taking a critical look at the analysis offered by my
opponent, allow me to present the long awaited "case for the i
divisibility of Matthew 25." | am affirming in this debate that
Matthew 25:246 (and the RESULTS which occuhatsame time

as the "fall") relates to A.D. 70 and DO NOT apply to any tere p
riod beyond that date. Matthew25 "speaks only of" (see nmij,

No. 34) the fall of the Jewish commonwealth in A.D. 70. | will
present a twefold analysis of Matthew 25. 1) THevo Parables,
and 2) The Coming of the Son of Man.

No. 2t THE TWO PARABLES, It is indeed interesting to note that
not all conservative Bible scholars view Matthew 230las refe-

ring to "the end of time." Adam Clarke said concerning Matthew
25:31: "Thisnust be understood of Christ's coming at the last day,

to judge mankind: THOUGH ALL THE PRECEDING PART OF THE
CHAPTER MAE APPLIED ALSO TO THE DESTRUCTIOM OF JER
SALEM" (Clarke€ommentary, Vol. 5, p. 242mphasis mine

JKH). Clarke was right in reoogng that Matthew 25:31 is in a
context dealing with the destruction of Jerusalem. However, he,

like others (Bruce and his moderator), erred by separating in time
two concurrent events.

No. 3t PARABLE OF THE VIRGINS. parable is found in Matt.
25:1-13. "Then" (then when?) At the fall of Jerusalem "shall the
kingdom. . ." (Matt, 25:1). In the preceding section (Matthew
24:4551) Jesus spoke of the wise servant who faithfully waited
for his lord and was honored. Theolish servant was unprepared
and punished. Here, in Matthew 2511, reference is made to
wise and foolish persons, who are compared to virgins waiting for
the bridegroom. The virgins are those who had been instructed
about the judgment coming on the tian. The wise virgins are
those who, having been warned, knew what to do when the crisis
came. The foolish (unbelieving Jews) wer prepared for the
ordeal. Jesus concludes the parable by quoting Matthew 24:36.
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The key word in the parable is WATCHsTitian exhortation to
the elect. The exact time, or moment, these things was ot r
vealed, but only preceding events. For the appearance of these
they must watch. Therefore, the parable is speaking of tke d
struction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70.

No. 41 PARABLE OF THE TALENTS. This parable is in Matthew
25:1430. The reason for this parable is to show the importance of
using, and increasing by use, the knowledge given them. The re
elation of jJudgment upon the nation (and deliverance of the elect)
had beengiven in varied measure, based on their ability 1o u
derstand. Those with this knowledge in varied measure, (five, two
and one) had sufficient "talents"” for trading, that is, each hafi su
ficient knowledge of coming events to provoke further investig
tion, which would lead to further knowledge of these things.
"Now after a long time the lord of those servants cometh, and
maketh reckoning with them" (25:19). To what period does this
refer? Obviously to the judgment already spoken of, the destru
tion of Jeruaslem. This parable is inseparably connected with the
preceding one. The word "For" (25:14) introduces the reason why
watchfulness was required. Matthew 24:5&fers to the fall of
Judaism A1, No. 27). Matthew 25:30 is an allusion to Matthew
24:51. Outer drkness is a symbol of the state into which the u
profitable servant was cast by this final rejection of God. "Y/ee
ing" is a symbol of their (Jewish) national rejection. "Gnashing of
teeth” is indicative of the revengeful spirit which rage within
them.

No.51 Reader, Bruce, in arguirggainstme, says that similarity

of language does not always mean similarity of subjést Nleca-

tive, No. 18). But Bruce, don't you appeal to the similarity of la
guage to prove that "weeping arid gnashing of teeth" meamrs G
henna (INegative,No. 24)? Bruce meets himself comibgck on

this one. If | cannot use similarity of languageestablish simile

ity of subject NEITHER CAN YOU! Watch him try and crawfish his
way out of this one.
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No. 6t THE COMING OF THE SON OF MAtth@Wa25:31ff.).
This is byno means an easy section. | am still studying this section
very carefully. | would encourage all to do likewise. Is Jesus in this
section speaking of the Final judgment of the world? Considering
its close relation tahe precedng parables and pphecy, it seems
rather to refer to the judgment on Jerusalem, marking ther'co
sumnmation of the age" (Matt. 24:3). Matthew 25:31b says "then
shall he sit on the throne of his glory.” Th&rhen? When he
(Christ) comes in his glory. When sv€hrist to come in glory?
Reader, look at Matt. 24:30; 26:64; Mark 8:384.; Luke 9:26,27;
Matthew 16:27,28. Jesus came in "power" and "glory" upon "the
throne of his glory" in A.D, 70 when he judged the Jewigin-co
monwealth!! Under the figure of a univakjudgment, Godjath-

ers together ALL Israel. This judgment is universal in that- it i
volves ALL THE JEWS. The scene is Jewish in its setting. This is a
judgment to determine TRUE Israel from fleshly Israel. The sheep
on the right hand (the elect) receivabe kingdom (see Eph. 1:14,
18-19; Luke 21:2P8; Matt. 25:34). Those on the left hand are
removed from it (25:41). This is closely related to Matt, 21:43. The
kingdom was never taken from Gentiles for they were never in it
(Eph. 2:12). Also note MatthetB:41-42. It should be quite ol

ous that the judgment of Matt. 25:31ff belongs in a Jewish setting
wherein it was spoken and to which it applieds has been nre
tioned, the TIME of this judgment was when Christ came in power
and glory. This is equated WiMatt. 24:30, etc., and corresponds
to the fall of the Jewish commonwealth in A.D. 70!! The "eternal
punishment" spoken of in 25:46 is in accordance to the treatment
of Christ and his disciples by the Jews. Jesus reckons the trea
ment shown by reward orymishment accordingly. This "puhis
ment" (judgment upon and rejection of Judaism)eigrnal (age
lasting) in nature. In A.D. 70 God forever destroyed and broke all
relations with Judaism. Bruce, | am still studying this section. If |
should discover evidee to upset my position | will freely admit

it. Reader, we are not interested in personaitory, but in Truth, |
only wish Bruce would back off of Hisaditional view" and re-
tudy this section more in depth.
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No. 7t Bruce, please take a look HedgesRules oDebate,Rule
Eight! Does it not say that "any attempt to ensnare an adversary
by the arts of sophistry, OR to lessen the force of his reasoning, by
WIT, CAVILING, or ridicule, IS A VIOLATION OF THE RULES OF
HONORABLE CONTROVERSY" (emphasisJidiHE’ Bruce, you
"wit" in Neg.1, No. 2 (and carried throughout your presentation)

is uncalled for! Do you know what "caviling” is? It comes from
"cavil" which means, "to practice jesting." Your analysis may be
cute to some. This is repulsive to the true nature of comsy.
Enough mud! If you cannot meet the issues just say so! Do not
ignite anymore smoke screens before our Reader by stooping to
caviling.

LET'S PUT THE FACTS BEFORE THE READER AND LET HIM JUI
HIMSELF!!!

Bruce, don't worry aboutvho you are debatingworry about an-
swering the affirmative arguments offered in our search for Truth!

No. 81 Bruce, where do you get the idea that I'm "aggressively"
teaching "my opinion" anywhere? Anywhere I've taught Matthew
24 (I've never taught my opinion on Matthew 25yd ALWAYS
offered it only as an alternative explanatioh.have ALWAY $he
couraged the brethren to continue to study the matter. Bruce, |
could just as easily ask you why you wace as eager to debate
this theme since you believe you have the Truth gt Ret. 3:15)?
Bruce, | need not recap for the Reader how we came to this d
bate. Don't you know?

No. 9t ON THE WORDING OF THE PROPOSITION. You state that |
cannever defend the proposition as worded "because the word
ONLYexcludes discussion of anytigjelse in chapter 24 and 25"
(Neg. 1, No. §. Bruce, in reality YOU worded MY proposition!
Must we bore the Reader with how hard it was to arrive at & A
firmative proposition for myself? | have already confessedht®
wording being "ambiguous’Al, No. 3) Bruce, should we tell the
Readers what | wanted to debate THAT YOU REFUGEBE
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FALL OF THE JEWISH COMMONWEALTH IN A.D. 70 WAS THE
COMING OF CHRIST SPOKEN OF IN MATTHEW 24 and 25 (AT
WHICH TIME OCCURRED THE INHERITANCE OF THE KINGDOI
THE GATHERINGGEIYHER OF THE ELECT, THE DAY ®F JUD
MENT AND THE END OF THE WORLD.") Bruce, doesn'titiie Affir
ative have the right to define the proposition so as to make clear

his position? Bales says, "One should not dodge the issue and
spend his time on some technidglin the phrasing of the prap

sition" (James D. Bale€hristian, Contend for Thy Caupe,39).

Bruce, did I notlarify (not distort) my use of "speaks only of"? |

said that"there is more under discussion in these two chapters

than just a "fall* (A, No. 4). Nowhere did | ever say that the ONLY
EVENTnh these two chapters was the fall of Judaism! Bruce, if you
signed the proposition to set me up and hang me up on itsdwor

ing YOU HAVE ME NERVE!' DO YOU THINK ME MADfthe

sake and interest of arring at Truth, and that my case might be
heard, | signed the proposition as worded. | have defined the
proposition; combined with my clarification, it is quite defensible!
Because you tried to hang me due to your own oversight, you
wasted time and space aryaing my case in light of your mrsu
derstanding. Reader, you decide itlarified (defined, as is my

right) ordistortedthe definition of the proposition.

No. 10t Bruce, youlid misrepresent me ilNeg.1, No. 9. Where
did | say that the Son or Man WASERALLY (ACTUALLY) the R
man Army? What yodidn't quote for our reader is what | meant.

| said,"Just as John the Baptist came 'in the power and spirit of
Elijah' (Luke 1:17), and was called Elijah (Mal. 4:5; Matthew
11:14), so came Rome in the ‘powendaspirit’ of Jesus, and is
called 'the Son of Man.' Christ came, in Rome, and destroged J
rusalem” A1, No. 5). The Roman Army was not literally the Son of
Man. They were his instruments in carrying out his will. Once,
again, due to your anxious oversiglypu analyze portions of my
case in light of your faulty reasoning and misunderstandings.

No. 11t Your No. 11 is an example of HOW your oversighs-cau
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es you to waste space. Your No. 11 would have been unnecessary
had you read carefully my Affirmative. e, the Roman Army

knew when they would attack Jerusalem. THE UNBELIEVING JEW
DID NOT KNOW!! THAT'S THE POINT!! Jesus is not a liar. No one
knew the precise moment of Christ's coming in judgment on the
city.

No. 12t Bruce- Reader- you mean | can't evense parallel ps-
sages (i.e., Mark 13, Luke 17 and 21) to argue my case fon-the i
divisibility of Matthew 24? You can't be serious. You cannst di
miss six paragraphs of the Affirmative that easy.

No. 131 Bruce must believe that the TIME ELEMENT QUESTION
is answeredbefore Matthew 24:36 in verse 15. Does Jesaally

state the exact momentthe judgment (total destruction) of the

city would occur? | think not. Matthew 24:15 is best interpreted in
light of Luke 21:20. The elect would not be in the city to thee
Roman ensigns erected in the Temple. In light of21k20, | le-

lieve that Matthew is saying that when you see Rome coming,
"head for the hills" (24:16). Therefore, in light of Luke 21:20,
Matthew 24:15 isnot the precisemoment (or TIME) of the fadif

the city. When Rome surrounded the city, the elect werékioow

that the desolation thereof IS NIGH" (Luke 21:20). It was "NEAR,
even at the door" (Matthew 24:33). The destruction of the city,
THE COMING OF CHRIST, was "AT HAND" (James 5:8; I!Pet. 4.7)
The exact moment of judgment was unknown to any man (24:36).
Constant watchfulness was essential. Therefore, | believe this
re-establishes Matthew 24:36 as the answer to the TIME-EL
MENT QUESTION, not Matthew 24:15.

No. 14t Perhaps the following will e us grasp the sequence of
events leading up to the actual destruction of Jerusalem.

"Cestius Gallus, for no apparent reason (perhaps/pro
idential), lifted his siege of the city when he could have
taken it by storm (Jos. Wars Book 2; Ch. XIX). 6
When Vespasian returned (as far as Caesarea) to take
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up where Cestius had left off, he no sooner began his
march when Nero died . . . and Vespasian deferred the
siege (Jos. Wars Prefac®8Wars B.IV; C.IX; 2). When
the Roman government was restored to ordegain,
Vespasian sent his son, Titus, to finish the siege, which
he did (Jos. Wars B.1V; C.XI; 5). It was during this inte
val, between Cestius and Titus, that the Christiags e
caped (Eusebius Eccl. Hist., B.IlI; C.V; Luke 21:28). Also,
it was during this priod that the Jews prepared for
further conflict" (Second Peter Thredewish Calamity

or Universal ClimaxBy Gerald Wright, page 44).

Also consult Affirmative chart #2.

No. 15t Bruceassertsthat there were no signs to the coming of
the Son of Man because lssumedhe "coming" spoken of is the
Final coming. The disciples asked for "the sign of thy coming"
(Matthew 24:3). They were asking for JUSTIFICATION for the fall
of the city and TempleSee myNeg.1, No. 12| have already
proven that BOTH questions in Matthew 24:3 are rgkatio the

fall of Judaism. Se&l, No. 1318.

No. 16T As to your No. 16, consult myeg.1, No. 5 Common
sense is your best ally, Reader; not Bruce's misrepnasy ove-
sights.

No. 17t Bruce, if you think that youNeg.1, No. 1718 is sufi

cient to persuade the honest mind, YOU'RE WRONG! If Irunde
stand you right, you are saying that the similarity of language (in
Matthew 24 and Luke 17) does not prove simiiaof subject.

Your takeoff in the Old Testament was not needed. Everyone
knows what those passages teach. Bruce, DO YOU EXPECT US TO
BELIEVE THAT MATT. 24, MARK 13 AND LUWMESREAK OF

8 This is a reference to the first debate contained in this book.
° This is a reference to the first debate contained in this book.
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THE FALL OF JUDAISM AND THAT LUXBESN'WHEN LUKE
QUOTESERBAT MATTHEW 247?72 You've already admitted that
Luke 17 applies to the fall of Judaism ($¥&€Al, No. 8, ques. 5).
Bruce, can you take your own medicine? If | cannot use similarity
of language to establish similarity of subjedEINHER CAN YOU!
BUT YOU DO iNeg.1, No. 24. Consistency finds you wanting.
Reader, Bruce never did justify the mutilation of Luke 17 by his
dividing of Matthew 24 (sedffirmative chart # 1). What about
the REAL issue, Bruce? Can't you see that by miyvMatthew 24
you make havoc of Luke 17? Reader, consuliAfiemative chart

#3 at this time. The chart comes fra8econd Peter Threby Ge-

ald Wright, p. 53.

No. 18t Reader, don't you tire of Bruce's misrepresenting me as
in his No. 120. Nowhere did say that the elect would remain
behind and actually be present when Christ judged the city. THE
ELECT WERE SAVED! THEY WERE DELTVEREREMAINED
(Matthew 24: 4041) in contrast to the ungdd being TAKEN
AWAY, as in the Floo@hat'show | used thewords of the text. |
have no argument with Eusebius. The flood took away the dngo
ly in Noah's daygven asRome destroyed (took away) the umb
lieving Jews. Thelect were "left"as was Noah and his family.
Reader, don't you miss how | am using these words.

No. 19t Bruce, your No. 21 is an erection of a "straw man." This
is a poor debate tactic. Your moderator should have warned you.

No. 20T wSIF RSNE Ol yQil @&2dz 4SS & KSNX
and misrepresentations lead him? His No. 22 is absurd. ©he R

man Army was NOT literally the Son of Man. You have misrepr
sented me by your caricature of Scripture. You answer nothing

with it.

No. 211 Bruce, TRY AGAIN. You meet yourself coming back in
No. 24.You've discredited your own argument. You claim simila
ity of language in Matthew 8:12, etc., proves "weeping and
gnashing of teeth" is Gehenna. However, did you not say in your
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No. 18 that similarity of language does not always prove similarity
subject? Make up your mind. If | can't use similarity of language as
an argument NEITHER CAN YOU! Try again!!

No. 221 Reader, look at his No. 27. He sounds as if God has ne
er (and doesn't) used a foreign ("militaristic”) nation to bring
about his will. Bruce, you should know better! The destruction of
Israel was foretoldn Isa. 8:57. Amos stated that JEHOVAH would
"pass through the midst of thee" (Amos 5:17). Amos explaovs
Jehovah would do this. "For, behold, | will raise up against you a
nation, Ohouse of Israel" (Amos 6:14). That nation was ASSYRIA!
Isaiahcallsthem "a profane nation" in Isa. 106 7:17. 2 Kings
17:1-18 records the fulfilment of this prophecy. | AFFIRM THAT
GOD WORKS AMONG THE NATIONS TO BRING ABOUT HIS WILL!
| believe that God can use a foreign nation even though they are
not conscious ofti However, (contrary to Bruce), Titus himself
may have believed he was assisteglGod in the destruction of
Jerusalem (Josephud/arsof the JewsBk.6, Chapt. 9No. 7). d-
sephus himself said, "It was God who became our general,”
(WARs Bk. 5Ch. 9No. 3ff.; Bk6, Ch.7,No.5). For more explan

tion seeAffirmative chart #4. Bruce doubts that anything malit
ristic ould be used by God (or Christbut, see Matthew 28:18;
Rev. 1:5) since Jesus taught "love", "brotherhood," etc. How sha
low! | believethe "power and spirit" of Jehovah was in Assyria ("a
profane nation") in destroying Israel. The same is true of the fall
of the Jewish commonwealth in A.D. 70. Christ used Rome as an
instrument to judge the nation. Anyone who doubts that God
works among tk nations (no matter militaristic) is in the dark
when it comes to the history of Israel and the message of the
prophets. BRUCE, IF YOU THINK THE ROMANISR.AUGHING
AT ME, WHAT AREHE ASSYRIAN, BABYLONIAN AND PERSIAN
ARMIES DOING TO YOU???

No. 23t Look at his No. 28. Reader, there is a "cominghime

tioned in Matthew 24:30, 37. Bruce says verse 30 is the coming of
Rome and verse 37 is the Final coming of Christ. | affirmthiest
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are the SAME "coming." CHRIST, THROUGH ROME, SBCKED J
RUSALEM (Matthew4:30, 37). Bruce, has offered no rebuttal.
Bruce, what is theontextual justificatiorfor creating a 200 year

gap between the coming of verse 30 and 377? If you haven't got
that justification THE PROPOSITION STANDS!!

No. 24t MY SUMMARY! Ireviewing myAl, you will notice that

| proved the indivisibility of Matthew 24 in FOUR WAYS. 1) By the
context. 2) By the questions of the disciples. 3) Through the pa
allel account of Luke 17:22ffl) By placing Matthew 24:36if a

Jewish setting where it belongBruce has offered NO contextual
SOGARSYOS F2NJ 6KS bO2YAy3dé &F [ K
ing a different "coming” AFTER verse 35. | have demonstrated that
BOTH questions of the disciples in Matthew 24:3 are relative to
the fall of Jerusalem. Did he dgadeny this? Can he? Bruce, isn't

it true that if both questions are relative to the fall of Judaism
YOU HAVEN'T GOT A NEGATIVE? Reader, if we divide Matthew 24
in half (o more), Luke 17 becomes "miroeat” and worse.

Bruce is yet to answer my argumeon the parallel of Matthew

24 and Luke 17. BRUCE, ANSWER THIS!!

No. 251 As is now clear, Bruce did not so much as "dent"AfRe
firmative case. What he did say was (according to my moderator)
in error due to his constant misrepresenting me. Now, that the
Affirmative has been set aright, perhaps Bruce can deal with the
Affirmativeissues; not burn straw men and scream "fire!" Reader,
continue to follow Bruce. Watch hiveryclose. He seems to have
drawn "first blood." Analyze what weoth say only in lightof
God's Word. "Let all that ye do be done in LOVE" (I Cor. 16:14).

No. 261 A LATE NOTE. After yet more intense study, | am still
persuaded that each Scripture listed in Bruce's No. 24 ("weeping
and gnashing of teeth") applyiot to Gehenna, but to the Jes
ejection out of what is rightfully theirs.

"The 'sons of th&kingdom' were the Jews; they were
heirs of the kingdom according to the promise; to
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them it was first offered, and it was because they r
jected it that they were to 'be cast forth into the tar
dark/y S&da ®Q

"Outer darkness' is an expression which dendthe
blackness of darkness" (Jude 13; 2 Pet. 2:17). leis d
scribed as a place where "there shall be the weeping
and the gnashing of teeth,” while at the same time
others, Gentilesshall be ejoying a feast with Ala-
ham, Isaac, and Jacob. 'The weeping and the gnashing’
represent intense suffering; they shall weep because
they have lost their favor with God, and shall gnash
their teeth because others have obtained it" (H. Leo
Boles, ACommentaryOn The Gospel of Matthew;
Gospel Advocate Set, pp. 1292).

Their cup of iniquity overflowing, the Jewish nation wiastroyed

in A.D. 70. The "sons of the kingdom" (the fleshdyv) was cast
out in A.D. 70. This helps establish our viewslatthew 2531ff.
The fleshly Jew is cast out and the TRUE"l@verits" the kirg-
dom (Matthew 25:3134). The judgment scene is illustrative of
what happened when the Jewish commonwealth fell in A.D. 70.

No. 27t "There is nothing in Matthew 25:31 that forbids itp-a
plication to that time (A.D. 76JKH) and event, except a tradrtio
al concept of "judgment” that must await a future fulfillment"
(Max R. Kingl'he Spirit of Prophecy, p. 149.)
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Chart No. 2

N A

Cegtius

Gallus

"Lifted Seige"

v

l;)r Vespasian Turns

# Back At The Death

Of Nero

The Elect Leave

Titus Destroys
Jerusalem

Chart No. 3: THE DESTRUCTION OF JERUSALEM, BytMa

thew and Luke

By comparing Matthew's accou

with Luke's account, it can easi

thew 24 refers to A.D. 78nd not

nt of the destruction of Jerusalem
ily be seen that the whole of Ma
half of it to A.D. 70Q/. 1:34) and

half to the end of the worldV. 3551) as believed by manpeo-
ple. Luke's account will not allow this division, for his account has

the events of Matthew switched

around and all on the same day.

Luke 17:2237 (All of this refers
to A.D. 70)

Matthew 23:3924:51 (Some
have Divided this)

V. 22 And he said unto theis-
ciples, the days will come, whe

23:39 | say unto you, ye shi
not see me heoeforth till ye
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ye shall desire to see one of tf
daysof the Son of man, and y
shall not see it.

V. 23 And they shall say to yg
Lo, there! Lo, here! go ng
away, nor follow after them: V,
24 For as the lightningout of
the one part under the heaver
shineth unto the other par
under heaven, so shall the S
of man be in hisday. [Same
Day]

V.25 But first must he suffe
many things and be rejected (
this generation.

shall say, Blessed is he th
cometh in the name of the Lor
24:3bWhat shall be the sign ¢
thy coming and the end of th
world (or age See Mark 13:4
Luke 21:7).

V. 4 And Jesus answered &
said unto them, Take heed th;
no man lead you stray. V. 5
For many shall come in mn
name saying | am the Chris
and shall lead many astray
V.25 Behold, | have told yg
beforehand. V. 26 If therefor
they shall say unto you, Beho
he is in the wilderness, go n(
forth. Behold, he is in the inne
chamber, believe it not. V. 2]
For as the lightning comet
forth from the east, and is see
even unto the west: so shall
the coming of the Son of man.

Note: Thus far, both writers ar,
speaking of A.D. 70.

V.26 And as it came to pass
the days of Noah,\wen so shal
it be also in thedaysof the Son
of man. V.27 They ate, the
drank, they married, they wer
given in marriage, until the da
that Noah entered into the ark
and the flood came, and &
stroyed them all.

V.36 But of that day and hou
knoweth no one, not even thg
angels of heaven, neither th
Son, but the Father only. V. 3
And as were the days of Noa
so shall be the coming of th
Son of man, V. 38 For as
those days which were befor
the flood they wee eating and
drinking, marrying and giving
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V.28 Likewise even as it carn
to pass inthe days of Lot: the)
ate they drank, they bought
they sold, they planted, the
builded V.29 but in the day thg
Lot went out from Sodom i
rained fire and brimstone fron|
heaven, and destroyed ther
all: V30 After theday that the
Son of man is revealed.

marriage, until the day thal
Noah entered into the ark, V.3
and they knew not until the
flood came and took them a
away: so shall be the coming
the Son of man.

Note: Those who divide Ma
thew believe thisrefers to the
Second Coming- Yet Luke
shows that it is a continuatio
of the same event "day" whic
he was discussing in V.24
same as Matthew 24:4, 257.

[Same Day]

V.31 In thatday, he that shall
be on the housetop, and h
goods in the he use, Iétim not
go down to take them away
and let him that is in the fielg
likewise not return back.

V.32 Remember lot's wife. V.3
Whosoever shall seek to ga
his life shall lose it: whosoevg
shall lose his life shall preser
it.

V. 15 When therefore ye se
the abomination of desolatiof
(See Luke 21:20y.16 Then let
them that are in Judaea fle
unto the mountains V.17 le
him that is on the housetop ng
go down to take out the thing
that are in his house: V.18 ar
let him that is in the field no
return bad to take his cloak.

Note: Both A.D. 70 Matthew
out of sequence

"Night of Same Day"

V.34 | say unto you. In thg
night there shall be two men if
one bed: the one shall be take
and the other shall be left. V.3
There shall be two wome
grinding together, the one sha
be taken, and the other shall b

V.40 Then shall two men be
the field: one is taken and on
is left: V.42 two women shall b
grinding at the mill: one is ta
en and one is left. V.42 Watd
therefore: for ye know not or
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left. V. 36 There shall be tw
men in the field: the one sha
be taken,and the other shall be
left.

what day your Lord cometh.

Note: Lukeis still speaking o
the same day or night as he w.
in V.32, 33- Yet Matthew, &-

cording to the division, i
speaking of the Second @e
ing?

"One Time- One Event"

V.37 And they answering sz
unto him. Where, Lord? And h
said unto them, Where the
body is thither will the eagleg
also be gathered together.

(Used by Permission Richard
Rogers)

V.23 Wheresoever the carca
is, there will the eagles b
gathered together.

Note: Both A.D. 70 Yet if the
division of Matthew is to be
maintained, Luke changes Isu
jects 4 times in 18 verses! Bo
never really speak of but on
day!

CHART # 4: GOD AMON

GOD GOD GOD
ASSYRIA BABYLON BABYLO

4 \}'
ISRAEL ASSYRIA JUDAH

GOD AMONG THE

G THE NATIONS

CHRIST
Matt.28:18
N ROME
Rev.1:5
2
JERUSALEM
NATIONS
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Negative #2 (Bruce Webster)

No. 1As we proceed In our investigation of the secqrdpos-

tion in this written debate we are made aware of at least basic
errors made by my opponent. (1) Hssumeghat Matthew 24

and 25 SPEAK ONLY of the fall of the Jewish commonwealth in
A.D. 70. Logic tells us that the premises on which we base our
conclusiors should be reasonably subject to progfroof which

Jack has failed to offer so far. (2) Hesumeghat "all nations"
(Matthew 25:32) has referemconly to the Jews (paragraph.6
The only proof he has for this is the assumption that Matthew 24
and 25 spek only of what took place in A.D. 70.

No. 21 In the last sentence of paragraph 6, p. 2 Jack makes the
F2ft26Ay3 a0l 0SYSyliod bL 2y&& GA:
ditional view' and restudy this section more in depth." What he
really MEANS is thatehwishes | would look through thinted

glasses (The Spirit of Prophelsy,Max R. King) which he is looking
through in order to see it his way. (Compaparagraph 27). Jack,

the paper is still white. Take offiose tinted glasses and see for
yourself. Wy is it that Jack overlooked the poiot emphasis in
paragraph 3of my first negative. | encourage you to go back and

read it once again.

No. 31 In paragraph 7 Jack calls me into question for using "wit"
in my first negative which he says is uncalled dad leaves the
impression that | violatedHedge's Rules of Debaighich we
agreed would govern our discussion.

"However, wit, if it were to the point, and really helped
to clinch an argument, would not necessarily be out of
place. Furthermore, it is rig to show that an arg-
ment is ridiculous if it is. One would noterely assert
this, but prove it."(Christian Contend For Thy Causge,
James D. Bales, p. 39).

| showed in my first negative just how open to ridicule certan p
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sitions of Jack's are wherarried to the logical extreme.

No. 41 In paragraph 9Jack brings out the fact that | wordéus
proposition. This may be true, but one thing he forgets is that |
didn't make himsign it He signed it of his own free will which can
be proven by the two wnesses who signed with us. Why not also
tell the readers that AFTER you signed the proposition you came
back the next week and wanted to alter the wording and thus the
meaning of the proposition.

No. 51 Yes, Jack, the affirmative has both the duty aigihtrto

clearly define the terms of the proposition. When he defines the
terms of the proposition in such a way as to change the obvious
intent of the proposition he has failed in his duty to clarify. Again,

| ask only the right to attack the propositigrou signed AS YOU
SIGNED IT. Readers of paragraph 9 may observe that Jack's real
objection to the use of wit is that it brings on an apparentiy u
controllable rage that is not in the ideal spirit of Christian debate.

No. 6T | would like to call youattention at this point to Jack's
secondaffirmative (paragraph 11sentence 3): "Brucehe Roman
army knew whenthey would attack Jerusalem.” Sentence 6: "No
one knew the precise moment of Christ's comingudgment on
the city." Please note the way which Jack's sentences contradict
themselves. Unless he wishes to contend that the only peaple i
volved in the attack on Jerusalem were the victims of the attack
(the Jews) and not the attackers themselves (the Romans) he
must concede that a number of thgarticipants involved, namely
the Romans, were aware of the moment the attack was to take
place.

No. 71 Assuming that Jack will agree that (1) the Romans were
people, that (2) they were involved in the attack, and that (3) they
had foreknowledge of the #ck, we are left with the following
possible conclusions: (A) Either Jesus lied when he said, "But of
that day and hour knoweth no man..." (for the Romans knew) OR
(B) Matthew 24:36 does not refer to the destruction of Jerusalem.
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No. 81 In Jack's seconaffirmative (paragraph 18) he makes the
following statement, "Nowhere did | say that the elect woudd r
main behind and actually be present when Christ judged the city."
Contrast this with Jack Hansen's first affirmative (paragraph 25):
"When Christ comesthe righteous will remain. They will stand in
the day of judgment" (having reference to what occurred in A.D.
70t 1st affirmative, paragraph 3).

No. 9t Jack initially stated that the righteous remained. Consider
the statement from Eusebius who tells usaththey left (My first
negative, paragraph 19).

No. 101 Jack later denies his original position and says that he
never said they remained. Matthew 25:3b tells us that they
were there and that the separation did not take place uafier

the coming ofthe Son of man. Many preachers and scholkars
tempt to pit the Bible against secular religious history. Jack shows
his versatility when he manages to pit his opinions agdbnsh,

but then Jack has evidenced much practice along thisdimeng

the numeraus instances in which he contradicts himself.

No. 11t If, as Jack says, Matthew 24 andd&Byto the destruc-

tion of Jerusalem, over what goods did the Roman army make the
Jews ruler (Matthew 24:487; 25:21, 23)? | asked Jack ttpiges-

tion in my first regative (paragraph 223) and we are awaiting
his answer. Perhaps he will tell us in his next affirmative. We shall
wait and see.

No. 12t If the Son of man (Matthew 25:31) refers to the Roman
army, as Jack implies, to what do "all the holy angels refen& T
further Jack goes the more difficulty he finds himself in.

No. 131 In his secnd affirmative paragraph ,6Jack asks the
guestion concerningvhenMatthew 25:31 was to take place. Then
he proceeded to answer it. However, there are two other pgssa
es of sripture that should be taken into consideration in addition
to those Jack listed. In answer to this question | ask those who
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read and study this debate to also consider 2 Thess9land
Rev. 1.7, then decide the answer for yourself.

No. 141 ConcerningMark 9:1 Jack makes the following sat
ment, "Jesus came in power and glory upon the throne of his glory
in A.D. 70 when he judged the Jslv commonwealth" (paragraph

6). Something that Jack overlooks is that Mark 9:1 speaks of the
kingdom of Gocdcoming wth power. Does Jack believe that the
kingdom was not established until A.D. 70? Will he tell us in his
next affirmative?

No. 151 If the kingdom was not established until A.D. 70 WHY
doesPaul in 1 Cor. 15:25, speak of Christ as already reigning in
AD. ®?

No. 16T See in connection with this Charts # 5 and 6.

No. 171 In Matthew 25:3146 those placed upon the right were
to enter into life eternal because they had fed the hungry, clothed
the naked, given drink to the thirsty, took in strangers, argited

the sick and those in prison. Those upon the left were condemned
because they had not done these things.

No. 181 As Jack looks at these verses through tinted glasses
(Max R. King) he tells us, "There is nothing in Matthew 25:31 that
forbids its aplication to that time (A.D. A0 JKH) and eventex-

cept a traditional concept of judgmenhat must await a future
fulfillment.”

No. 191 Is Jack trying to tell us that he does not believe in the
judgment to come? The readers of this debate would likertovk
just exactly where you stand on these issues.

No. 20t It is amazing to what extent some people will go e
plaining away what the Bible actually teaches. It is more amazing
that others will blindly follow them in their error (Matthew
15:14).
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No. 211 | plead with all who read and study this debate NOT to
allow a study of Luke 17 and Matthew 24 to lead you intodhe
rection of Max R. King who thinks that all of Matthew 24 and 25
have been fulfilled more than nineteen centuries ago. That which
Jesus spakabout the destruction of Jerusalem IS PAST HISTORY.
That which is spoken about the second coming IS YET A FUTURE
REALITY. A.D. 70 and the Lord's second coming MUST beskept di
tinct. Max R. King utterly failed to do thisTme Spirit Of Progh

cy.

No. 221 In paragraph 26, Jack would have us to believe that all
of the scriptures which | listed in paragraph 24 of my first negative
do not apply to Gehenna. This | deny, and call upon him @ pr
duce the proof for his statement.

No. 23t Jack, in his secoraffirmative, accuses me of being-i
consistent. (See: paragraph 17; paragraph 21). | askethders of

this debate to go back and read once again the paragraph under
consideration (M first negative, paragraph 241 believe the
readers will find after reding the paragraph ilguestion that my
position has remained constant throughout, and that position has
been one of seeking only Biblical answers for Biblical questions.
The crucial difference between the position that Jack and | have
taken all along in tse propositions is that | believe we are tea
ing in the matter of scripture rather than matters of opinion. How
can Jack consider it contradictoon my part when | plead with
the reader to simply study the scriptusdo see if these things are
S0?

No. 241 | strongly suggest that Jack learn the meaning of "straw
man" within the connotations of debate before he attempts to
accuse someone of the practice. For his benefit, | will explain the
concept of the forensic "straw man" in extremely simplistic terms:
To use a straw man is to state an argument or series of arguments
and claim that these are the arguments your opponent is making.
You then destroy those arguments which you have planegbur
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opponent's mouth. When | suggest in my 2nd negapaeagraph

21 that we are supposed to be debating Holy Writ rather than the
opinions of Max R. King, | am not building a straw man, but merely
replying to the combined arguments of ntwyo opponents, Jack
Hansen and Max R. King. 6 SG G SNJ SEI YL 2F
strudion is in Jack's 2ndffirmative, paragraph 24 when, after
signingan agreement to debate Matthew 24 and 25, he tries to
fault me for preferring to debate that book and those chapters
rather than Luke 17.

CHART # 1
WHEN WAS THE KINGDOM ESTABLISHED?
Mk.9:1 Kingdom ---- Power (Were To Come Together)
Acts 1:8 Power ---- Holy Ghost (Were To Come Together)
WHEN DID THE HOLY GHOST COME?

Acts 2:1-4 Holy Ghost
Power A1l 3 Were To Come Together
Kingdom

CHART # 2 - THE KINGDOM OF GOD
Dan.7:13,14: Note: 1. Son Of Man
2. Came With The Clouds Of Heaven
3. Came To The Ancient Of Days
4. Given A Kingdom
5. A11 Nations Should Serve Him.

Luke 19:11,12: When Did The Nobleman, Christ, Go To The Far Country?
Acts 1:9-11: Thus You Note That After His Resurrection He Went Into

The Far Country, Heaven; Went With The Clouds Of Heaven; Came To The
Ancient Of Days, God; And Then He Received The Kingdom.
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Affirmative #3 (Jack Hansen)

No. 1Reader, this is my lagtffirmative presentation. What | -

pose to do is to make it more than evident that tAdfirmative
proposition is credible and should be considered. The rhetoric has
been thick. The smokscreens of emotional preglice ignited by

Bruce aretoo frequent to be accidental. The obvious prejudicing

of the mind by Bruce in associating the name of Max R. King with

the AffirmativepNR LI2 aAGA2Y A& o06FasS | yR
Negative has been based on the following phitgghy. "When

hard pressed, equate théffirmative proposition with a known
KSNBGAO dal E YAy 330 dAfimatizebRiBWQ (i K |
everything the heretic does. Just show that the heretic would
agree with the Affirmative proposition. Nothing elseneed be

said" Well Reader, if Bruce thinks he can dismiss the thrust of the
Affirmative Propositiorby simply saying that Max R. King would
agree with it, and expect that to be hNegative,YOU BETTER
THINK AGAIN! Any Reader with an open mind and hdresst

can see the emotional prejudicing tactics used by Bruce. BRUCE, IT
JUST ISN'T GOING TO BE THAT EASY!!!

No. 21 Reader, allow me at this time to review THE EVIDENCE
presented favoring the indivisibility of Matthew 24 and 2%:-(l
stead of quibbling over the wording of the Propositionit's all

too clear what | believe the Promeanst and fussing over what

Ad YR Aa y20 boeAldzh tSidep-asSs
tive has really answered thaffirmative position).

No. 3t Bruce believes théffirmative Propositions based on
"assumption,” Reader, | presented FOUR reasons favoringfthe
firmative Propositionn my first presentation. (1) THE CONTEXT. |
established from the context that Matthew 23:36 and 24:34iind
cated thd the "coming of the Son of Man" (the Parousia of Christ

- Matthew 24:27, 30) would occur in their lifetime, Also check
James 5:38 and 1 Pet. 4:7. There is NO CONTEXTUAL JBSTIFIC
TION for dividing the chapter. | asked Bruce if the "coming" in
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Matt. 24:27,30 was any different from the "coming” of Matthew

24: 37,39, 42 and 44!! Hesaid nothing!BRUCE CANNOT PROVE
TWOPAROUSIA'S IN MATTHEW 24!l What's so unreasonable in
believing that the Parousiarior to Matthew 24:36 is any different

than the Parousiafter that verse?

No. 41 A large stumbling block to many is Matthew 24:36. Bruce
argued in the FitsProp. A2, No. 19) that "But..." seemed toi-d
vide the chapter by more than two millerailn proving there is
only ONE Parousia in Matthew 24 and 25, pleamesider the f&
lowing. First,| ask, what happened to Matthew 24:35? Which way
should it go? To verse 34 or verse 367? If verse 36 is the Itrans
tion" verse, then verse 35 goes with verse 34 and speaks of the
fall of Jerusalem. Nowompare that with Mattlew 5:1718 and

Lk. 21:22. If it goes with verse 36, verse 36 can no longer be the
"transition" verse.Secondthe word "de" (but) is common as a
"continuative particle (connective) and translated "and, nmmre
ver, then now, etc." As far as "de" being contutive, "this is by

far the most frequent use of the particle ... in the New Testament”
(A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testamebgna and
Mantey, p. 244). Please compare Matthew 3:4; 4:18; 10:7. Thus,
to limit "de" (as does Bruce) to a conjunction ahrisition or
change in subject or time is a lptesumptuoud! Reader, M&
thew 24:32, 43 and 48 all begin with "de." Now, if "de" can set
Jesus' discourse ahead0R0 years or more, why could it ("de")
not do the same in the other verses where it is usedatthew

24? Why can'verse 32 or 48 bthe "transition” verse? Robertson
says that Matt. 24:351 is a "long sentence." (@rammar of the
Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Reseakch,
Robertson, p. 443f.). Unless the context (immediateremote)
warrants, is it usual to divide a "long sentence"? How about Eph.
1:1523 1 that's a long sentence! The only reason Bruce thinks
Matthew 24:36 speaks of the Final coming of Christ is because it is
a commonly held, TRADITIONAL, PRECONCEIVED IDEA!

No. 51 Next, (2) THE QUESTIONS OF THE DISCIPLES. Reader, |
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demonstrated that BOTH questions of the disciples in Matthew
24:3 refer to the fd of Jerusalem. Read again @y, No. 1318. |

have shown the TIME ELEMENT QUESTION is answerett in Ma
thew 24:3. Reader, has Bruce really answered this point?

No. 6 T Then, (3) LUKE 17:22ff. Good ole Luke 17. It's come
through this debate whout a scratch. Read again my Ado.
19-21. | believe the question is not at what different times Jesus
spoke respectivelyn Matthew 24 and Luke 17, but what are the
possibilities of his speaking in each instance of the same events
and the same time of those events in each section. The language
all but forces the conclusion that Jesus is referring to the same
event in time an fulfillment. Otherwise, we will have to speak of
at least two separate events sepaed by millennia described in

the same language, referred to in the First century, spoken by the
same Jesus, in the same generation! For example, note thd-para
lel of Mathew 24:4041 and Luke 17:386. If we press for litela

ism in these passages, we see insurmountable probl&mnst, we
would have only three people saved: the three "taken." Two men
and a woman.Secondjf the other three are "left,” what would
they be"left" with? Bruce's contention has been that after verse
35 of Matthew 24, the end of the physical world takes place at the
Second coming of Christ. What would these three have "left" in a
burnedup universe? There would be no field to be "left" in, nor a
grinding mill for the woman to be "left" with. If you divide kMa
thew 24, at all, gu make mincmeat out of Luke 17, seeing that
Luke 17 skips back and forth across thecalled "time line" of
Matthew 24:36. Reader, also study myfirmative charts #1 and
especially #3.

No. 71 Finally, (4) MATTHEW 24:36. Based on the previous
exposition, these verses do in fact refer to the destructionesf J
rusalem. Bruce still hasn't figured out how | understand the words
"left" and "taken." (See his Regative,No. 8. The Flood (a jug
ment) "took™ away as it were, in a mighty, rolling torrent, the-u
believing Jews of Jerusalem. In this picture Jesus paints, the
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righteous, the elect, are unharmed and safe. They "remain- ha
ing not been harmed byhe judgment. Reademote my A2, No.
18 and myAl, No. 2227.

No. 8t Now, Reader, as unfair as it seems, Bruce didn't even as
much as say "BOO" to my view of Matthew 230 Now he is
going to have last say in this debate. It is unfair and unfortunate
that he has neglectedhts, for if he chooses to deal with thiscse

tion in his lastNegative,I'll not have opportunity to reply. He was
supposed to say something about these verses in his Second Neg.
However, as is his custom, he observed the Passover. Reader, ['ll
let my viewon Matthew 251-30 stand as presented in th&2.

Yet, keep in mind that if he attacks my view in his Negative I'll

not have opportunity to reply. How convenient!

No. 91 Reader, | logically and contextually established that the
"coming of the Son of Man" in Matthew 25:34 the samé'com-

ing" as in Mattew 24. If not, why not? See nA2, No. 6. M&
thew 25:31b says, "then shall he sit on the throne of his glory."
"Then"wher? When Christ comes in glory. When did Christ come
in glay? Read Matthew 280; 26:64. Jesus came in "power" and
"glory" upon "the throne of his glory" in A.D. 70! (Remember
Matthew 24:34). What did Bruce say to thisi?st,he asked dver
what goods didthe Roman Army make the Jews rulers?" The
guestion is absurd! The question is asked because Bruce still
thinks | believe the Roman Army was literally the Son of Man.
Bruce, the Army made them Rulers over nothing. In the figure,
Christ is said to impart théullness of blessings to his faithful
(watchful) servants. The question is difficult to answer since he
didn't comment as to my understanding of the Parable of the
Talents.

Secondhe asked, "to what do ‘'all the holy angels' refer?" Sdly

n't it? The "agels" don't have to literally refer to anything @n
more than the "clouds" or the "trumpets" do! Bruce, Christ
through Rome destroyed the city. The mention of angels goes to
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enhance the description of the awesome and glorious scene.
(Angels are God's mingss in judgments (Dan. 10:41B). They
fight, behind the scenes, against the wicked and for the righteous
(Dan. 12:1; Heb. 1:14; Rev. 19:10;i8gK 6:1617.) Angels were
involved in the salvation dhe elect when Jerusalem felZéch.
14:5 "holy ones")

Third,Bruce doesn't refute my Aff. He says, "Read Rev. 1:7 and 2
Thess. 1::8 and it will be obvious that Hansen is wrong." Reader,

| won't go into a long discourse as to why Rev.1:7 does not refer
to the "coming" of Christ Bruce believes in. | woulavé the
Reader examine J. Marcellus Kilks, Eschatology of Victorgp.
36-40 in his discussion of "Coming in the Clouds." He applies Reuv.
1:7 to the fall of Rome. | concur with his analysis, although s a
plication may differ from my own. Reader, theoming" of 2
Thess. 1:8 isn't any different than the one mentioned in 2 Thess,
2:1. This scene is the same as in Matthew 24 and 25. Doesn't
Scripture interpret Scripture? When it comes down to it, Bruce
didn't refute my Aff.He tried to prejudice your mils by throwing

out a couple of Scriptures he knew most would apply tduiure

and expected you to tie them to Matthew :33ff and conclude

my point is invalid! How shrewd! Reader, | believe the Biblerinte
prets itself. If Bruce believes in more thaneoRarousia of Christ,

let him prove it. He can't! Reaqdis Affirmative presentations. He
cannot find TWO Parousias of Christ in Matthew 24 and 25!

No. 10t CONCERNING MARK 9:1. Reader, the Kingdom of Christ
beganon the day of Pentecost ca. 33 A.D. My application of Mk,
9:1 to the destruction of Jerusalem is far from denying thei-obv
ous, Reader, men made chapter divisions in the Bible. | contend
that Mark 8:38 and Mark 9:1 go together. Reader, look at-Ma
thew 16:27-28 and Luke 9:287. It seems clear that when Christ
comes, the kingdom comes. | belietvés kingdom to be the same
kingdom that was to come in Luke 21:31. | would encourage the
Reader to examine bro, Jim McGuiggaite Book of Daniehp.

38-44. The kngdom was established on Pentecost and established
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with power in A.D. 70.

No. 11t Bruce, the problem with your chart #5 is that yas-
sume (as most brethren have been doing for years) that the
"power" of Mark 9:1 is the same "power" as Acts 1:8. Thiars
from the case. As | suggested in the previous paragraph, this type
of exegesis will result when you separate Mark 8:38 fromrkv
9:1. In chart #6, Bruce would apply Dan. 741® the ascension of
Christ (I assume as Acts 1). Again, Bruce lifts agsage from its
context and makes a misleading application. (We've been fighting
that sort of thing for years). The "kingdom" of Dan. 7:14 is o di
ferent than the "kingdom" of Dan. 7:18, 22, and 27. Will you apply
those verses to the ascension of Chris@ader, it sounds like
Bruce not only believes in dividing Matthew 24, but might try and
divide Dan. 7 as well! Bruce has unknowingly applied Dan-1413
to the ascension of Christ, when eschatologically it refers to the
coming of Christ (and the coming thle Kingdom Luke 21:31) in
A.D. 70. What about it, Bruce? Are you going to divide Dan. 7,
too?

No. 12t Reader, Bruceriticizedme (hisA2, No. 24) for not using
all my allotted space. | used four full pages. Reader, Bontg
used3 1/2 pages in hi2 Neg. Don't throw stones, Bruce, if you
live in a glass house.

No. 131 Bruce asks in his Regative,No. 1819 if | believe in

"the judgment to come." The point | was making by referring to
Max R. King was obvious. The only reason Bruce applies Matthew
25:31 to our future is because his presuppositions regardisig e
chatologyforce himto! As | have been contending in this debate, |
believe there is more than just one way (Bruce's way) to view
Matthew 25:31.

No. 14t Bruce, your 2Negative,No. 22 only goeshe futility
presentin all your presentations so far. BrueeReader- | did
prove that "weeping and gnashing of teeth” was illustrative-la
guage used to signify the bitter feelings of the Jews at thai n
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tional rejection. See myAl, No. 27). Reader, yfou read my &
closely, (and now Bruce's No. 22), you will see that he did xot e
plain his lack of consistency (2, No. 21). Reader, nA2, No.
26 also helps to explain my position.

No. 15t Well, Reader, Bruce has finally found the courage to say
what | thought he believed all along. "The crucial differene= b
tween the position that Jack and | have taken in these propos
tions is that | BELIEVE WE ARE DEALING IN THE MATTER OF
SCRIPTURES RATHER THAN OPINION'Néusti2e,No. 23 -
emphasis mine). S&rucebelieves we should make our (hig)-u
derstanding of these two chapters a "test of fellowship"??? | think
Bruce has said enough tmang himself already. Reader, I'll give
Bruce a chance to clariffake back) his statement. Remember, he
forcefully impied that it wasmy position that was creating all the
problems in the church (see hig, No. 5 and 73° Well, now we'll

see who's driving a wedge and who's not!

No. 161 MY CLOSING STATEMENT. The scope of eschatology is
vast; muchvasterthan many "narrowminded" brethren believe.
This debate has, in my opinion, yielded, not division or discord,
but a much needed revaluation of the "brotherhood's view"
relative to eschatology. My intentions have not been to condone
dogmatism (as has my opponent), but antnual search and
study of the manner and time of prophetic fulfillment. Matthew
24 and 25 is only one of many points in studying eschatology. Yet,
too many brethren, too many times, "who know not whereof they
speak” (primarily due to plain ignoranceckaof interest in this
kind of study or traditional dogmatism), overhear an eschatelog
cal theme being discussed. Before engaging their brains, their
mouth gets in the way. People of this nature have divided the
Lord's church.

An honest investigation adny subject can only enhance ourco

Y This is a reference to the first debate contained in this book.
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victions and edify all concerned. If a man's view is wrong, (and apt
to destroy his soul in Hell), clear and convincing evidérara the
Biblewill prevail. Reader, view the pages of this debate, not with
the attitude of"finding all there istoknow Yy R | £ f GKS 21
faults,” but with love and sincerity in your heart. Strive hard
(that's the only way it will come) tknow the Truth of God's Word
about these two Marvelous chapters. Continued study may in
years to come find changes in both oyrositions. This holds true

of anything we may have written. This debate is a tool, not a
weapon to inflict injury in the future. Reader, may God richly bless
you and Jesus give ypeace.
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Negative #3 (Bruce Webster)

No. 1t As you begin to read the last speech of this writtex d
bate | would like to first call your attention to the followirggu-
ment which | presented in my second negative which Jackalid
mention in his 3rd affirmative. | ask you o back and read
carefully once again my 2nd Nagye, paragraph &/. This is an
argument against Jack's proposition which has remained u
touched.

No. 2t Please note also the inconsistency of Jack whpdnted
out in my 2ndNegative,paragraph 810, What did Jack say iref
ply to this?

No. 3t In paragraph 1Jack makes the following statemetithe
obvious prejudicing of the mind by Bruce in associating the name
of Max R. King with théffirmative proposition is base and
crude.”

No. 4t May | remind thee who read and study this debate that
it was Jack (NOT I) who first introduced Max R. King into &is d
bate and quoted from him. If Jack did not want to be associated
with Max R. King, then he should have never introduced him into
this debate and quotedrbm him as he did. Jack you have made
your bed,now you mustay in it. (See Jack's 1st Affirmatipaya-
graph 20; and 2ndffirmative, paragraph 27).

No. 51 There are at least twéalse assumptiongvhich Jack has
made in order to defend his propositionhich will be obvious to
the readers. First, he assumes that the questions of Matthew 24:3
refer only to the destruction of Jerusalem. Upon this initiat a
sumption Jack proceeds to make the rest of Matthew 24 and 25
fit his preconceived ideas.

No. 6t Seconl, he assumes that "all nations" of Matthew 25:32
refers ONLY to theews (2nd Affirmative, paragrapt).6
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No. 71 In reference to the questions of Matthew 24:3 | ask you
to go back and read once again my Xdfirmative, paragraph
9-15 and my 2ndhffirmative,paragraph 15.

No. 81 In paragraph?2, Jack makes the statement, "It's &b
clear what Ibelievethe propositionmeans."Jack theproposition
you signed to affirm means just what it says. It will be evident to
the readers of this debate thatou do not believe what it says. In
defining the terms of the proposition ydoave done so in such a
way as to change the obvious intent of tpeoposition. (See my
1st Negative,paragraph8; 2nd Negative paragraph5). Thus Jek
has given up his propogin.

No. 91 In paragraph3 Jack implied that | had said nothing to
show a difference between the "coming" of Matt. 24:30 and
Matthew 24:37. Jack you need to go back and read once again my
1st Negative,paragraph1l and also my 2ndlegative,paragraph

6-7.

No. 30t In reply to the question | asked in my Ié¢gative par-
agraph 23 and 2nd Negative, paragraph 11, Jack finally got
around to saying that the Roman army made the Jews rulers over
nothing (3rd Affirmative, paragraph 9). THANK YOU. The Son of
man in Matthew 24:4517; 25:21, 23 made them rulers over
something. Therefore, we mustraw the conclusion that these
verses evidently do not refer to the destruction of Jerusalem as
Jack affirms.

No. 11t In paragraph9, Jack makes reference to J. Marcellus
Kik's book entitledAn Eschatology of Histowithout making any
specific argument from it. Therefore, | am not under any @blig
tion to deal with that at this time.

No. 121 Jack you are going to have a hard timewacing very

many people that 2 Thess. 197refers to the destruction of Jer
salem.
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No. 13t In paragraph 10, Jack once again refers to another book
without making any specific argument from it. This time it is to
Jim McGuiggan'sThe Book of DanieHe had better leave Jim
McGuiggan alone. He has already gotten him in trouble one time
(See: My Chart #4; Jack's 24dgative paragraph 16; and my 1st
Affirmative,paragraph 12).

No. 141 InparagraphlO, last sentence, Jack makes the following
statement, "he kingdom was established on Pentecost aisd e
tablished with power in A.D. 70," So then according to Jack’s pos
tion we have the kingdom being in existence for some 37 years
without any power. (Compare: Acts 1:8; 6:8; | Cor-2:£&ph.
1:1922;Eph. 3:720; | Peter 3:22).

No. 151 Instead of trying to influence the thinking of the ka
ers, | am asking you to read and study for yourself my Chart # 5
and # 6 in connection with what Jack saidparagraphll and
determine for yourself what is truth. | am cfigent that it is the
truth that you are interested in (John 4:24; 18:38; 17:17), and the
way wecan arrive at truth is through study (2 Tim. 2:15).

No. 161 In paragraphl2 Jack makes reference to what | said in
my 2nd Affirmative, paragraph 24, in regartb his 1stNegative,
paragraph 15 The point Jack overlooks is that HE SAID he didn't
have space, | was merely showing him that he did, but didn't use
it. I didn't need the extra space | could have used to answer his
second affirmative, I'm sure those whead and study this wr

ten debate can see the difference, and that Jack is just using this
against me because he could think of nothing else to say at the
time.

No. 171 Fromparagraphl3, it is good to learn that Jack stikb
lieves in the judgment t@ome; and that even though he has-a
cepted part of the teachings of Max R. King that he is not willing
to follow him in everything he believes and teaches.

No. 181 In reference to paragraph 14, please go back and read
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my 1stNegative,paragraph 24; Jackznd Affirmative, paragraph

26; and my 2ndNegative,paragraph22. Jack merelgtated that

the passages under consideration did not refer to GEHENNA. Jack
we wanted proof. You failed to produce it.

No. 191 In paragraph8, Jack seems to be worried abouthse-
thing | might say in my third negative that he wouldn't have any
opportunity to reply to. What he needs to be concerned about is
that which | have already said that he hasn't replied to or said a
ything about.

No. 20t In reference to lhe accusation Jaakade in paragraph
15, it is my belief that there should be only two tests of feHo
ship: A. That we attempt to live what the Bible teaches. B. That we
attempt to teach what it teaches in the spirit that it is taught.

No. 21t Although we disagree on ceitaspecific points, Jack
and | share one obligation in common. It is the same obligation
that readers of this debate and indeed the entire brotheodo
must bear; that is, the lifdong obligation to search for the truth

of God's word and once having fouitdeave all else behind. This

is the spirit in which I, and | sincerely believe Jack, have entered
into this debate, and | can think of no better way to close it.
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