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Someone wrote me an email asking if I was 
going to respond to Don’s article interacting with 
my critique of his argument from Romans 11, 
which appeared in the Summer 2009 edition of 
Fulfilled Magazine.  I told them I did not know 
that Don had written anything!  I now see that he 
has, so I will interact a bit with him.  Don is a 
wonderful brother and would agree that no one 
should interpret our discussion in any spirit but 
the friendliest.  Indeed, if we cannot discuss the 
Bible as friends and explore our differences, we 
are already defeated.   
  
I cannot interact with every point Don makes 
(his piece was almost 20 pages long) but the 
whole issue can be distilled to this simple 
question:  When and by what was man saved 

from sin?  Don maintains man was saved from 
sin by removal of the law in AD 70, I maintain 
man was saved from sin at the cross in AD 33.  
Additionally, Don believes the general  

resurrection pointed to restored relationship with 
God for the living saints on earth, I believe that  
the general resurrection was the time when the 
dead were released from Hades. 
 

When & How was Man Saved? 

 

Don Preston  Kurt Simmons 

 

A.D. 70, 2
nd
 Advent  A.D. 33, 1

st
 Advent 

End of Mosaic Age  Cross 

Removal of Law  Addition of Grace 

 
 
The origin of the discussion is Don’s 
interpretation of Romans 11 and the “Deliverer 
coming out of/to Zion saving Israel from sin.”  
Don’s interprets Romans 11 in an AD 70 
context, making salvation from sin accrue at that 
time by removal of the law, I interpret Paul (and 
Isaiah whom he quotes) as looking to the cross.  
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Thus prefaced, let’s take a look at the issues at 
hand. 

 

Who is “All Israel?” 
 
Don’s argument assumes that “all Israel” 
consists exclusively of ethnic Jews.  Don points 
to other places in Rom. 11 where Paul uses 
“Israel” for ethnic Jews.  For example, Don cites 
Romans11:1 – “Hath God cast away his people? 
God forbid. For I also am an Israelite, of the seed 
of Abraham, of the tribe of Benjamin.” 
 
Don thus reasons that because “Israel” in this 
passage refers to ethnic Jews, that therefore “all 
Israel” in Rom. 11:26 refers to ethnic Jews.  
Other verses Don cites are vv. 7, 11-15, 16-20, 
23, and 25.  We agree with Don that Israel in 
these passages refers to God’s people under the 
law, viz., national or ethnic Jews.  However, the 
point in Romans 11 is that ethnic Jews were 
being broken off of the tree of God’s spiritual 
Israel, and Gentiles were being grafted in.  In 
grafting in Gentiles, Paul says “and so all Israel 
shall be saved” (Rom. 11:26).  In other words, 
this passage is parallel to John 10, where Jesus 
said “other sheep I have, which are not of this 
fold: them also I must bring, and they shall hear 
my voice; and there shall be one fold, and one 
shepherd” (Jn. 10:16).  The “one fold” here 
includes ethnic Jews and Gentiles that have 
turned to Christ. So, in Romans 11, the “olive 
tree” of God’s people includes ethnic Jews and 
Gentiles that have turned to Christ, who together 
constitute “all Israel.”  Max King, before his less 
sound views led him into Universalism, gave this 
concise and mostly correct statement of “all 
Israel” in his debate with McGuiggan: 
 

“Who is ‘ALL ISREAL?’ (1) Not ‘all 
the physical seed’ (9:6-8); (2) Not just 
the remnant of Paul’s day for they did 
not constitute the whole of God’s Israel.  
The ‘remnant’ of 11:5 stands in 
apposition to ‘his people’ in 11:1; (3) 
Neither is ‘all Israel’ a prophecy of 
some future conversion of national 
Israel. ‘Conversion,’ much less ‘future 
conversion’ is not the subject of 11:26, 
27 anymore so than it is of Heb 9:28; or 
1 Pet. 1:5, 9.  (4) But ‘all Israel’ here (in 
contrast to ‘Israel’ in 9:1 – 11:25) is 
EVERY TRUE JEW of past ages up to 
the time of Christ’s ‘return,’ including 

the remnant of 11:5 and the engrafted 

Gentiles of 11:17-25.  Romans 11:26 

parallels with Rom. 4:13-17.  ‘All the 
seed’ in 4:16 is parallel to ‘all Israel’ in 
11:26. The ‘promise’ (Rom. 4:13; Acts 
2:39) is made sure unto ALL THE 
SEED, i.e., ‘of the law’ AND ‘of 
faith.’”1 

 
We disagree with King that “all Israel” is 
somehow limited by Christ’s return.  King limits 
“all Israel” this way because of his erroneous 
view that the law had to be removed before the 
cross could triumph over sin and death.  But this 
is wrong.  The olive tree of God’s people has not 
been cut down or ceased to exist, and therefore 
“all Israel” continues to include all persons of 
every race that come to Christ.  Is the church the 
“Israel of God?” (Gal. 6:16).  Are we not being 
saved?  How then can it be said that “all Israel” 
was filled up in the first century?  The word 
“until” (“blindness is happened unto Israel until 
the fulness of the Gentiles be come in, and so all 
Israel shall be saved”) does not point to the 
second coming, but to filling up (“replenishing”) 
the tree of God’s people with Gentiles in place of 
apostate, unbelieving Jews.  The Jews would 
persist in unbelief until, being broken off, God 
would carry the gospel to the Gentiles, who 
would fill up their place and so, all (spiritual) 
Israel would be saved.  “All Israel” is all the 

people who come to salvation through Christ. 

 
 

When did  the Deliverer Come to/out 

of Zion to Bring Forgiveness of Sin? 

The Cross or Parousia? 
 
In Romans 11:26, 27, Paul blends two passages 
from Isaiah together into one.  He quotes Isa. 59: 
20, 21, then follows up with Isa. 27:9: 
 

And so all Israel shall be saved: as it is 

written, There shall come out of Sion 

the Deliverer, and shall turn away 

ungodliness from Jacob: for this is my 

covenant unto them, when I shall take 

away their sins. 

 
Don takes the view that the second coming is 
here alluded to, I take the view that Paul refers to 
Christ’s first coming to put away sin by the 
sacrifice of himself (Heb. 9:26).  The solution is 

                                                 
1 McGuiggan vs. King Debate (Warren OH), pp. 

27, 28.  Emphasis added. 
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really simple: When did God provide the remedy 
for sin?  At the fall of Jerusalem or at the cross?  
Obviously, the cross.  The Deliverer came to 
Zion and brought forgiveness of sin when Jesus 
died upon the cross, not when Jerusalem was 
destroyed. This is borne out by Isaiah twenty-
seven.  This chapter describes Israel as God’s 
vineyard (cf. Isa. 5:1-10).  In it, he describes 
God’s chastisement of the nation for its 
unfaithfulness, and how it would be turned into a 
desolation by the Assyrians and Babylonians: 
 

By this therefore shall the iniquity of 

Jacob be purged; and this is all the 

fruit to take away his sin; when he 

maketh all the stone of the altar as 

chalkstones that are beaten in sunder, 

the groves and images shall not stand 

up.   

 

Isaiah leaves no doubt that the Assyrio-
Babylonian captivity is in view. Beating of the 
altar stones to chalk is for the sin of idolatry; 
groves and images are expressly named as the 
cause of the destruction, showing that this is a 
pre-captivity judgment, not AD 70.  Isaiah then 
describes the return of the nation in vv. 12, 13, 
specifically naming Assyria as a place from 
which he would re-gather Israel/Judah.  Israel’s 
national sin was atoned for by the destruction of 
the city by Nebuchadnezzar and the captivity that 
followed.  Once God’s wrath was satisfied and 
Jerusalem had paid “double” for her sins (Isa. 
40:2), she would be brought back from captivity, 
and the Deliverer would come, bringing the 
promised salvation.   
 
If we say that A.D. 70 is in view, then the 
destruction of Jerusalem by Rome should have 
atoned for Israel’s national sin (“this is all the 
fruit to take away his sin; when he maketh all the 

stone of the altar as chalkstones”), leaving a 
further promise of national reconciliation and 
restoration as set forth by Isaiah (Isa. 27:12, 13).  
This, of course, is the position of Premillennial 
Dispensationalism, not Preterism.  Therefore it is 
not the AD 70 destruction of Jerusalem Paul has 
in view when he quotes Isa. 27:9, but the basic 
promise of God to bring salvation to his people 
notwithstanding the unfaithfulness of some.   

 
 

End of Validity and Obligation to 

Keep the Mosaic Law:  

At the Cross or the Parousia? 

In my first article, I dealt with why I feel that 
tying forgiveness of sin to the removal of the 
Mosaic law is a dangerous doctrine, one that 
historically originated with Max King.  King is 
the first person (in Preterist circles at least) to 
suggest that the “Deliverer coming to/out of 
Zion” refers to the second coming of Christ.  For 
King this is necessary because he bifurcates 
redemption (makes it run along two separate 
tracks), causing salvation and the eschatological 
resurrection depend upon the cross and removal 
of the Mosaic law.  Not merely in time, mind 
you, but in substance.  That is, he does not make 
salvation and the resurrection merely accrue at 
the time the Mosaic law was removed, he makes 
them depend upon the law’s removal.  
 
We agree that the full benefit of Christ’s 
atonement was held in partial abeyance until the 
consummation of the Lamb’s marriage with the 
bride. The church was betrothed to Christ 
beginning at Pentecost, but did not enjoy the 
fullness of New Testament intimacy until the 
consummation in AD 70.  However, this does 
not imply the church was not saved or was still 
under bondage of sin and death before the 
Parousia; it does imply that there was a more 
intimate relationship that the church entered into 
at the Parousia, just as a man and woman enjoy a 
more intimate relationship after consummation 
of their marriage.  In addition to the more 
intimate relationship that accrued at A.D. 70, 
was the resurrection from Hades.  The last 
enemy (Hadean death – I Cor. 15:26, 55; Rev. 
20:11-15) was not done away until Christ’s other 
enemies (the Jews and Romans) were put 
beneath his feet.   
 
Thus, the period from Pentecost to the Parousia 
was one of transition and would realize 
additional benefits at its end.  However, it is one 
thing to say that two or more events happened at 
the same time; it is quite another thing to say that 
they were causally related or interdependent.  
We affirm the marriage was consummated and 
the resurrection occurred after the destruction of 
the temple and the worldly termination of its 
ritual and cultus.  We deny that the marriage and 
resurrection occurred because of the destruction 
of Jerusalem and removal of the Mosaic law.  
The destruction of Jerusalem added nothing to 

Christ’s cross!  Don, on the other hand, affirms 
that atonement, justification, reconciliation, and 
the resurrection (which terms are synonymous 
for Don) were not complete until the destruction 
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of Jerusalem and removal of the law.2  Here are a 
few quotes from Don’s article, demonstrating 
what I just said: 
 

• “How can it be argued that the removal 
of the Mosaic Covenant has nothing to 
do with man’s justification? In fact, it 
has everything to do with man’s 
justification!”   

•  “The Atonement would be perfected at 
Christ’s ‘second appearing’ for 
salvation.”  

• “The perfecting of the Atonement in 
Hebrews 9 was clearly still future when 
Hebrews was written.” 

• “The AD 70 coming of Christ would be 
to consummate the making of the 
Atonement, i.e. the putting away of sin 
(Hebrews 9:24-28).” 

• “The putting away of sin at the 
consummation of the making of the 
Atonement is the putting away of sin of 
Romans 11:25f.” 

• “Therefore, the putting away of sin of 
Romans 11 was the AD 70 coming of 
the Lord out of Zion in AD 70 (i.e. the 
coming of the Lord out of Zion in 
Romans is not the Cross or his 
Incarnation).” 

• “You cannot logically affirm the 
fulfillment of the resurrection in AD 
70... and not affirm the end of whatever 
law it was that held the condemning 
power over man.” 

 

That last statement is particularly telling because 
it clearly states that the law was still condemning 
the church until A.D. 70!  Notice that Don does 
not say that the “atonement was held in 
abeyance” or that the legal work of the cross 

                                                 
2 In his debate with Mac Deaver in Carlsbad, 

NM, in 2008, Don defined resurrection as 

“restored relationship with God.”  This is one of 

the big differences between Don and I. The 

resurrection of the soul from Hades is completely 

away from Don’s eschatology.  You never hear 

or read about the eschatological resurrection 

consisting in the souls of the dead being freed 

from Hades.  Instead, Don spiritualizes the 

resurrection and makes it equate with 

justification and reconciliation based upon 

removal of the law. 

merely accrued to the full benefit of the church at 
the time of Christ’s second coming. NO!  Don 
says that the atonement was perfected by 
Christ’s second coming to take away the law and 
destroy Jerusalem!  Yes, that is what he said.  
“The AD 70 coming of Christ would be to 

consummate the making of the Atonement, i.e. 

the putting away of sin.”  Notice the words 
“would be to.”  The coming is not because the 
atonement was complete or an accomplished 
fact, but so that it might be completed.  Big 
difference!  Thus, for Don, atonement was NOT 
perfected at Christ’s cross, or even by the 
intercessory work as our High Priest in heaven, 
but at the removal of the law!   
 
This is serious folks, and it is why I wrote the 
article in the first place.  Maybe I am 
misunderstanding Don or his speech lacks 
sufficient precision to express his ideas clearly 
and accurately.  Perhaps he means to say that the 
full benefit of Christ’s perfect atonement accrued 
in AD 70.  But this is not what he said.  He said 
Christ would come in AD 70 in order to 
complete or perfect the atonement.   “The 

putting away of sin was...the AD 70 coming of 

the Lord out of Zion in AD 70.”   But the 
Hebrew writer says “now once in the end for the 
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the 
sacrifice of himself” (Heb. 9:26).  The putting 
away of sin was by the sacrifice at Christ’s first 
coming, not the coming in AD 70. Don has got it 
wrong!  Don says: 
 

“You cannot logically affirm the 

fulfillment of the resurrection in AD 

70... and not affirm the end of whatever 

law it was that held the condemning 

power over man.”  

 

Notice Don affirms that the law still held 

condemning power over the church until AD 70!  
The Christian must ask, “What happened to the 
cross?! If taking away the law justified men, why 
did Jesus go to the cross?” The Atonement ritual 
had two parts: the sacrifice and the priestly 
intercession.  The sacrifice was the cross; the 
intercession was the period when Christ 
ascended into heaven.  Christ’s second coming 
“without sin unto salvation” (Rom. 9:28) was not 
to complete or perfect the atonement as Don 
suggests. Rather it was because the atonement 
was already complete and he had finished his 
work of intercession that Jesus appeared the 
second time. That is what the phrase “without sin 
unto salvation” means.  Jesus was not coming to 
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deal with sin, but to rescue his church from its 
enemies (including the last enemy, Hadean 
death) and to take his bride.  Don postpones the 
perfecting of the atonement to the fall of 
Jerusalem, when he supposes the law was finally 
removed.  His model is therefore incorrect. 
 
Don states “Paul said the resurrection would be 
when ‘the law’ that was the strength of sin was 
removed (1 Corinthians 15:55-56).”  This is not 
what Paul said.  The words “when” and 
“removed” are not in the passage.  Don adds 
them.  Paul does not say the resurrection would 
occur when the law was removed, as if the 
continuance of the one prevented the fulfillment 
of other.  What Paul said is that we have victory 
over sin and law by Christ.  
 

“The sting of death is sin, and the 

strength of sin is the law.  But thanks be 

to God, which giveth us the victory 

through our Lord Jesus Christ” (I Cor. 

15:57).  

 
Where was the victory over sin secured? At the 
cross!  How was the victory over sin secured?  
Christ paid the debt of sin by his substitutionary 
death and atoning sacrifice, securing the 
remission of sins, thereby triumphing over the 
law of sin and death. Listen to Paul: 
 

“And you, being dead in your sins and 

the uncircumcision of your flesh, hath 

he quickened together with him, having 

forgiven you all trespasses” (Col. 2:13). 

 

How were we legally and covenantal dead?  In 
sin and the uncircumcision of our flesh.  How 
were we made legally and covenantally alive?  
By forgiveness of our sins. 
 

“Blotting out the handwriting of 

ordinances that was against us, which 

was contrary to us, and took it out of 

the way, nailing it to his cross” (Col. 

2:14). 

 

What was nailed to the cross?  Not the Mosiac 
law, but the sentence of the law (the law of sin 
and death) condemning the transgression of men.  
Christ took the sentence of death upon himself 
and made the atonement upon the cross.  It did 
not require the law’s removal as Don affirms for 
this to occur.  Paul continues: 
 

“And having spoiled principalities and 

powers, he made a shew of them openly, 

triumphing over them in it” (Col. 2:15). 

 
There it is! Christ triumphed over the power of 
sin and death in his cross.  And just to make sure 
we understand that the law has no more claim 
upon us, that its bondage is broken by the cross, 
Paul says: 
 

“Let no man therefore judge you in 

meat, or in drink, or in respect of an 

holyday, or of the new moon, or of the 

Sabbath days: which are a shadow of 

things to come; but the body is of 

Christ” (Col. 2:16, 17). 

 
Let no man judge you; let no man tell you that 
the law still has power over you or that you are 
under obligation to its ceremonial 
commandments.  The rituals of the law 
foreshadowed the work of Christ upon the cross.  
His work is the “body” or “substance” of that to 
which the types and shadows of the law pointed.  
Are the shadows more powerful than the 
substance?   Are the types and rituals of the law 
stronger than the cross of Christ?  The 
implication of Don’s view is that they are.  By 
Don’s view the law trumps the cross and man’s 
atonement is made complete only by the law’s 
removal. 
 
We died to the law by the sacrifice of Christ so 
we could be married to another, even Christ who 
was raised from the dead (Rom. 7:1-4; cf. Gal. 
2:19).  We were dead to the law from the time of 

our espousal to Christ, even though the full 

benefit of that relationship waited for the 

consummation.   
 
Don states, “The New Testament makes it 

abundantly clear that the Mosaic Covenant was 

not removed at the Cross. Torah was still nigh 

unto passing away when Hebrews was written 

(Hebrews 8:13).”  This is untrue. “A testament is 
of force after men are dead” (Heb. 9:17).  The 
New Testament came into legal force at the 
cross; the estate may not have been fully 
distributed to the heirs and beneficiaries, but it 
was in full legal force all the same.  On the other 
hand, the ceremonial law was of no legal force or 
effect after the cross.  The book of Hebrews is 
devoted to showing that the law was a shadow 
pointing to the work of Christ upon the cross and 
that his supervening sacrifice supplanted the 
ceremonial law and rendered it invalid.  Indeed, 
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it was the Jews obstinate persistence in those 
invalid rituals that marked them out as enemies 
of Christ, denying his divine Sonship and his 
substitutionary death.  Therefore, the church was 
NOT under the law.  They were under grace by 
virtue of the covenant of betrothal.   
 
Don says the law was valid (imposed) until the 
second coming.3  He also says that the law was 
valid until the “time of reformation” (Heb. 9:10), 
which he interprets as the second coming.  I 
believe this is a serious mistake.  Daniel says the 
Messiah would cause the law and sacrifice to 
cease in the midst of the final prophetic week.  
This is universally agreed to signify that, at the 
conclusion of his 3 1/2 year ministry (the 
“midst” of the week), the Messiah would cause 
the law to lose its legal efficacy by the 
supervening sacrifice of Christ.  Therefore the 
law was not valid (imposed) beyond A.D. 33.  
The “time of reformation” began at the cross.  It 
is at that point that the ceremonial law was 
annulled and Christ’s became our High Priest 
and his blood the “better sacrifice” that secured 
salvation.  Paul and the apostles were under NO 
OBLIGATION to keep the law.  God overlooked 
or winked at the continuing temple ceremony 
until A.D. 70.  He gave the Jews time to learn 
that the ritual was now dead and non-binding; he 
gave the Jews time to learn the significance of 
Christ’s sacrifice and the power of his 
resurrection. But no Christian was obligated to 
keep the law after Jesus’ death and no Christian 

was under its power.  Like a tree whose root is 
dead, the law was decaying and withering, 
waiting to “vanish away” (Heb. 8:13), but it was 
not living, valid, or legally imposed from and 
after the cross. 
 
This is a HUGELY important point that we as 
preterists have wrestled with for decades, but 
must now finally come to terms with.  When did 
the legal efficacy and obligation of the law 
cease: at the cross or the second coming?  There 

                                                 
3 “The Mosaic Covenant was to be valid 

(imposed) until the time of reformation 
(Hebrews 9:9-10).  The time of reformation is 
the time of Christ’s Second Coming (at the 
resurrection, Simmons). Therefore, the Mosaic 
Covenant was to be valid until the time of 
Christ’s Second Coming (the time of the 
resurrection).” 

 

can be only one answer: THE CROSS.  Max 
King’s paradigm (which Don is advocating) is 
serious error.  Consider: The saints were in a 
state of perfect grace before A.D. 70 (Gal. 1:4, 6; 
2:21; Eph. 2:8).  But by observing the ordinances 
of the Mosaic law, Paul said that they were fallen 
from grace (Gal. 5:1-4; cf. 2:18-21).  This proves 
conclusively that the saints were NOT under the 
law, but under grace.  “For sin shall not have 

dominion over you: for ye are not under the 

law, but under grace” (Rom. 6:14).  NOT 
UNDER THE LAW!  Thus, the idea that the law 
had to be removed for Christians to find grace is 
“plain error.”  It is serious error.  It impugns the 
power of Jesus’ cross, and that, dear reader, 
strikes at the very soul of Christianity and 
overthrows a basic tenant of the gospel!  The 
idea that the law was valid, required, or imposed 
until A.D. 70 is equally wrong.  King (and Don) 
keep believers under the debt of sin until A.D. 
70, and then only place them in grace by removal 
of the law.   
 
It is true the transition period included moving 
from betrothal to a condition of a fully 
consummated marriage.  It is also true that it is 
difficult to articulate all that the transition period 
necessarily entailed.  I admit that the significance 
of the transition period, the coming of grace and 
the passing of law are difficult.  If I have ever 
postponed grace or the power of Christ’s cross 
until A.D. 70, if I have ever stated or implied 
that the law was an obstacle to redemption or an 
impediment to salvation I now repent and public 
affirm that the law was triumphed over by the 
cross and that grace was full and free from A.D. 
33 onward! 
 
What is the difference between being betrothed 
and a fully consummated marriage in terms of 
redemption and salvation?   We must resist the 
temptation to say that salvation awaited the 
consummation.  It did not!  Under Jewish law, a 
betrothal was equal in law to a marriage.  Mary 
was Joseph’s wife, even though they had not 
consummated the marriage.  Sexual intimacy had 
to wait for the consummation, but legally a 
betrothal was as good as marriage for all other 
purposes.  Hence, remission of sins belonged to 

the saints from and after the announcement of 

the gospel at Pentecost, not the second coming 
in A.D. 67-70. 
 
The betrothal period is equal to the period of the 
“earnest,” prior to the “redemption of the 
purchased possession” (Eph. 1:14).  Here we are 
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on more familiar terms, so let us look at that.  
Men are sold under sin by their transgressions 
(Rom. 7:14).  “Whosoever committeth sin is the 
servant of sin” (Jn. 8:34).  The full price of 
salvation was paid at the cross.  But Christ’s 
actual possession of the purchased possession 
(the church) awaited the redemption – not the 
legal redemption, for that was paid at the cross, 
but taking actual possession.  An example of this 
is seen Jeremiah where he was told to purchase 
his uncle’s field. The right of redemption was his 
and he perfected that right before witnesses by 
purchasing the field for money, and subscribing 
the transaction.  However, actual possession 
(“redemption”) did not happen until after the 
captivity when the nation returned out of 
Babylon.  Indeed, Jeremiah’s purchase of the 
field, which occurred days before the fall of the 
city to the Babylonians, was for the specific 
purpose of showing God’s promise to bring the 
captivity again (Jer.32:6-25).  
 
In the same way, Jesus paid the price of 
redemption at the cross, but the church (the 
“purchased possession”) waited for the Lord to 
take actual possession at the Parousia.  In the 
interim, the gifts of the Holy Ghost were given in 
token or earnest of the full and final redemption.  
All that was wanting was for Christ to bring his 
blood within the Holy of Holies in heaven.  Once 
his blood had been interpleaded, then he would 
come to take possession of the purchased 
possession (consummate the marriage with his 
bride).  Meanwhile, the church was like an 
article in a store with a “SOLD” tag on it, 
showing that it had been purchased, but was 
waiting for its owner to collect it.  All right and 

claim sin had upon us was relinquished when 

we obeyed the gospel and came under the 

ownership of Christ.  A.D. 70 added nothing to 
the cross.  It was an event in time and sacred 
history, but contributed nothing to our salvation 
itself. 
 
The law of sin and death still exists, and all who 
are outside of Christ are under its condemnation.  
This is an extremely important point that must be 
understood.  The Christian can so sin as to lose 
his salvation and when he does, he comes again 
under the power of sin and death.  These facts 
PROVE that the Mosaic law was impressed with 
no especial power that required its removal 
before the atonement was complete.  The sole 
purpose of the law was to show man his sin.  It 
did not create that sin.  Men were sinners before 
the law of Moses and men are sinners today even 

though the Mosaic law is removed. If the Mosaic 
law was the only thing condemning men, then all 
men have been justified by its removal (where 
there is no law there is no sin – Rom. 4:15) and 
we find ourselves involved with Universalism. 

We have shown many times that the view 
inaugurated by King and embraced by Don 
logically and unavoidably leads to Universalism.  
Don did not respond to this in his answer so we 
must conclude he cannot successfully contradict 
it, and our affirmation stands.  Dear Christian, 
the law of sin and death still exists.  It always has 
and always will.  It has been defeated by Christ’s 
cross, yes. But it still exists with all the force and 
power it had since God set it in place in the 
garden and annexed it to the volitional 
disobedience of man. 
 
Don states: “You cannot logically affirm the 
fulfillment of the resurrection in AD 70... and 
not affirm the end of whatever law it was that 
held the condemning power over man.” Did you 
catch that?  The resurrection (according to Don) 
requires the end of the law that held the 

condemning power over man!  Don, is there any 
law condemning men for sin today?  If not, then 
all men must be in a state of justification.  But if 
men are under condemnation today for sin, then 
clearly the resurrection did not require the end of 
law.  Don, it is not the removal of law that 

saves us, but the ADITTION OF GRACE!  
(This is the single most important sentence in 
this article!)  The condemning power of sin still 
exists today. Every transgression of the moral 
law, every violation of our conscience 
(whatsoever is not of faith is sin), and every 
disobedience to a commandment of God, brings 
down the sentence of death.  Alien sinners are as 
much condemned today for their sins as men 
were when the Mosaic law was still in force.  
The difference is that today GRACE is ADDED 
through the gospel, not law taken away. 
 

Conclusion 

 
Don is a wonderful guy and faithful gospel 
preacher.  I know that our friendship is strong 
enough to be able to discuss important issues 
without rancor.  We all benefit when we can get 
issues of this sort out in the open and discuss 
them.  We learn, we change, we grow.  I know I 
do, and I hope I have the humility and love of 
truth enough to publicly admit my errors and 
misunderstandings as I discover them.  Perhaps, 
what is needed is a fuller venting of this 
important issue.  Because the very power of 
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Christ’s cross is at stake, it is not an issue we can 
afford to shrug off or play down.  I suggest and 
would welcome a written exchange or debate to 
explore it more fully (Don is an A#1 debater so 
this should appeal to him).  I would suggest the 
follow topics: 
 
Group #1 
 

• The law was imposed (valid, 
binding) until A.D. 70 

• God had two equally binding 
covenantal systems operating 
between A.D. 33-70 – the gospel 
and the Mosaic law. 

• Christians were under the law’s 
condemnation until A.D. 70 

• Christ’s coming in A.D. 70 was to 
complete and perfect man’s 
atonement by removal of the law of 
Moses. 

 
Group #2 
 

• The Mosaic law was the universal 
power condemning man prior to 
A.D. 70 

• Men could not be justified or 
receive the atonement until the 
power of the Mosaic law was 
annulled. 

• The power of the Mosaic law was 
annulled by Christ’s second coming 
in A.D. 70 

 
Group #3 
 

• The Mosaic law no longer 
condemns men today 

• The eschatological resurrection is 
restored relationship with God 
through removal of the Mosaic law. 

• Mankind is in a restored 
relationship with God today 
through removal of the Mosaic law. 

 
Based on Don’s statements in his article, I would 
expect him to affirm these basic propositions, 
while I would deny them.  We’ll see what Don 
says about a more formal written debate on this 
topic.  Until then, I think the conclusion is 
unavoidable: the Redeemer coming to/out of 
Zion to take away sin was the coming of Christ 
to die upon the cross, not his second coming to 
put the Jews and Romans beneath his feet. 

• Who or What was the “Little 
Horn” in Daniel Seven? 

 

• What were the three horns 
“plucked up” before him? 

 

• How & when did the Little Horn 
subdue them? 

 

• What are the 1290 & 1335 days 
in Daniel 12? 

 

• Who is “the king” in Daniel 
11:40-45? 

 

These questions have 
never been adequately 

answered....Until now! 
 

 
 

$24.95 plus $4.00 s&h 

www.danielstudies.info 
www.preteristcentral.com 
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A Critique on Psalm XLV. 
 
 
This critique of Ps. 45 is from the Orthodox Church of 

1802.  I enjoyed it immensely and so have reproduced 

it here for your enjoyment. 

 

The Forty-Fifth Psalm, a Critique on which I 
now send you, may be considered, as the sequel 
of the foregoing chain of Prophecies, further 
illustrating, unfolding, and completing the 
description of the august and divine character of 
the Messiah – as of consummate grace and 
perfect Beauty; exercising the most tremendous 
vengeance on his enemies, and striking terror 
into all his foes; reigning triumphant for ever 
with delegated sway, as God and King of 
Righteousness; surrounded with glory and 
majesty; his Spouse the Church, most splendidly 
adorned, and highly favoured, for her beauty and 
devout submission; and his Sons, the eminently 
righteous, reigning as Kings and Priests 
throughout the world, under his auspices, and 
propagating his praise for evermore. 
 
Several injudicious partisans of the Literal 

Scheme of Prophecy – Grotius, Patrick, &c. 
injuring the sublime and beautiful allegory, 
which pervades this enchanting composition, 
consider it chiefly, if not solely, as an 
Epithalmium, written on Solomon’s marriage 
with the King of Egypt’s daughter; and the 
chapter ground-work of that luxuriant 
composition, the Canticles [Song of Solomon]. 
But the concurrent and unanimous testimony of 
the primitive Jewish and Christian Churches, 
appropriates it to “a greater than Solomon” -  to 
the Messiah, or Jesus Christ.  Most express 
indeed is the testimony of the Chaldee 

Paraphrase – “Thy beauty, O King Messiah, 

aboundeth above the son of man: the spirit of 

prophecy is stationed on thy lips” – which is 
adopted by David Kimchi, Abraham Ben Ezra, 
and Solomon Jarchi, the three ablest of the 
Jewish commentators: and “all the Rabbins 

agree, that this Psalm doth speak of the 

Messiah;” as asserted by Muir Arama.  And it is 
judiciously selected as one of the proper Psalms 

for the service of Christmas day, in our 
Evangelical Liturgy. 
 
To this Psalm, John the Baptist evidently 
alluded; beautifully representing Christ, as the 
Bridegroom, and himself, as his Friend, or 

Brideman: “I am not the Christ, but am sent 
before him: He that hath the Bride is the 

Bridegroom; but the Friend of the Bridegroom, 
who standeth [by] and heareth his voice, 
rejoiceth with joy, on account of the 
Bridegroom’s voice.   This then my joy is 
completed” (John 3.28). And thus, our Lord, 
pursuing the Allegory:  “Can the Sons of the 
Bridechamber mourn so long as the Bridegroom 

is with them?” – finely contrasting the innocent 
cheerfulness of his own disciples, with the 
rigorous fasts and mortifications of “John the 
Baptist’s disciples,” formed on the usage of the 
Jewish devotees, remarkably recorded by three 
Evangelists, Matt. 9.15; Mark 2. 19; and Luk. 5. 
34.  And still further unfolded, in the admirable 
and awakening Parable of the Ten Virgins, 
attendant on his marriage, Matt. 25. 1.  And 
following up the same clue, the Apocalypse, 
represents the evangelical Church, “prepared, as 
a Bride adorned for her Husband” - “The 

Lamb’s wife” (Rev. 21. 2, 9) clearly illustrating 
the last part of this Psalm. 
 

Psalm XLV 
 

For the Precentor on the Hexachord; for [the 
Choristers] the Sons of Korah: A Hymn, An 
Anthem of Loves, [or, An Anthem for the 

Beloved.” Septuagint Title.] 
 

1. My heart is teeming with a good 

Oracle; 

I will utter my compositions touching 
the King: 
My Tongue is like the pen of a ready 
Writer. 

2. Thou art most beautiful above the Sons 

of Adam, 

Grace is shed forth on thy lips; 
Therefore, hath God blessed Thee 
forever. 

3. Gird thy sword upon thy thigh, O thou 

Mighty, 

In thy glory and thy majesty: 
4. And in thy majesty, ride prosperously, 
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And thy right hand shall teach thee 
Terrible [exploits]: 

5. Thy Arrows [are] sharp; Peoples [shall 

fall] under Thee; 

The King’s Enemies shall fail in heart. 

6. Thy throne, O God [is] for ever and 

ever! 

A Sceptre of Equity [is] the Sceptre of 

thy kingdom! 

7. Thou didst love righteousness an hate 

wickedness, 

Therefore hath God, thy God, anointed 

Thee,  

With Oil of Gladness, above thy 

Fellows.” 

8. Myrrh, Aloes and Cassia [perfume] all 

thy garments, 

[Taken] out of the ivory Cabinets; 
wherewith, 

9. Among thy treasures, Kings daughters 

gratify thee 

At thy right hand is placed the Queen, 
[Clad] in gold of Ophir: 

10. Hearken, O Daughter, consider, and 

incline thine ear, 

Forget thine own people, and thy 

Father’s House; 

11. So shall the King greatly desire thy 

beauty. 

For he is thy Lord, and worship thou 

Him. 

12. And the Daughter of Tyre [shall come] 

with a Gift, 

The Rich among the People shall 
supplicate thy presence. 

13. The King’s Daughter is all glorious in 

her presence, 

Her Vesture is of embroidered gold and 
needle work, 

14. She shall be introduced to the King: 

The Virgins in her train, her 
Companions, shall be brought unto 
Thee, 

15. With joy and gladness shall they be 

introduced, 

And shall enter into the King’s Palace. 

16. Instead of thy Fathers shall be thy Sons; 

Thou shall make them Princes, in all the 

Earth: 

They shall record thy name in every 

succeeding generation, 
Therefore shall Peoples praise Thee for 

Evermore. 

___________ 
Among the various guesses concerning the 
import of the obscure Title prefixed to the Psalm; 
the most probable, seems to be, that Shoshannim 

denotes some kind of musical instrument with 

six strings (from , six), like as  

 expresses one with three strings, I 

Sam. 18. 6;  one with eight strings, Ps. 

6. Title; And , a lute or harp with ten 
strings, Ps. 32.2; and 144.9.  The last clause, “An 
Anthem of Loves,” seems to be well explained 
by the Septuagint, applying it to the Messiah, 
“An Anthem for the Beloved.”  Indeed, the 
remarkable length and precision of the Title, 
intimates sufficiently, in what High Estimation 
this Prophetic Hymn, was formerly held by the 
Jewish Church; as it is  now in the Christian; it 
being one of the proper Psalms, appointed to be 
used on Christmas day, by our Liturgy: as 
celebrating the Spiritual graces, the conquests, 
the divinity of Christ; his everlasting and 
equitable Dominion; his mystical Union with the 
Church, or congregation of the Faithful; and the 
ministry of his Saints, in propagating his Praise 
throughout all the Earth, to the end of Time. 
 

1. My heart is teeming with a good 

Oracle; 

I will utter my compositions touching 

the King: 

 
In this noble and animated exordium, 
the Royal Prophet represents himself, as 
actuated by the overflowing fullness of 
Divine inspiration, to give vent or 
“utterance,” to the might-subject with 
which his “heart” was “laboring.”  The 
Heathen poets frequently adopt the 
same imagery: Thus Claudius, in his 
Epithalamium on the Goddess Juno: 
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Junonis thalamus audaci promere cantu 

Mens congesta jubet. 

 

And Martial has well expressed the 
Psalmist’s Pen of a ready Writer: 
Currant verba licit, manus est velocior 

illis; 

Nondum Lingua, suum dextra peregit 

opus. 
 

I have rendered,  “a good Oracle,” 
because the phrase is elsewhere used to denote a 
propitious prophecy, spoken by or from the 
Lord.  Jer. 29.10; Isa. 39. 8. The Septuagint 
renders it, Logon agapon, here, and in Isaiah; 
and in Jeremiah, where the oracular import is 
more strongly marked by emphatic articles, 

 by the plural, 

  
 

And the word, , Debar, singly, is 
frequently so understood; as for instance, in the 
following passage, Dan. 10.1 – “In the third year 
of Cyrus King of Persia, an Oracle was revealed 
to Daniel, (whose surname was Belteshassar) 
and the Oracle was true, and its martial import 
great; and he understood the Oracle, and 
understanding was [given] to him in the Vision.”  
In all these cases, the Septuagint rendering of 
Dabar, is Logos, which should be therefore 
rendered in similar cases, both of the Old and 
New Testament, “Oracle;” where “Word,” or 
“Thing,” or “Matter,” are inadequate to the 
occasion, or the context, as in John, 1.1 &c. 
 

2. Thou art most beautiful above the 

Sons of Adam. 

Grace is shed forth on thy lips; 

Therefore hath God blessed thee 

forever. 

 

Aben Ezra judiciously remarks that in the 

original verb, , Iaph-Iaphitha, (from 

, Japh-ah, “pulcher fuit”) the repetition of 
the first syllable of the Root, is intensivitive, and 
marks the perfection of personal beauty.   
 

3-5 Gird thy Sword upon thy Thigh, O thou 

Mighty, 

In thy glory and thy majesty. 

And in thy majesty ride prosperously, 

For the cause of truth, meekness and 

righteousness: 

And thy right hand shall teach thee terrible 

[exploits].” 

 

This is a magnificent description of the Messiah 
in his warlike character; going forth in all his 
terrors, to punish the adversaries of his kingdom, 
like “A man of war,” as described by Moses, in 
the drowning of the Egyptians, Exod. 15.3 and 
by Ethan, Ps. 89.10 and most sublimely, Wisdom 

of Solomon, 18, 14-18, on occasion of the 
destruction of the First-born, that last and sorest 
of the plagues, of Egypt: 
 
“Although the Egyptians disbelieved all [the 
plagues] by reason of the enchantments; yet, on 
the destruction of the First-born, they confessed 
that the people [of Israel] were sons of God.” 
 
“For when the world was wrapt in still silence, 

And might, in her proper speed, holding her 

middle course; 

Thy Almighty Oracle, leapt down from Heaven, 

Out of the royal thrones, a fierce warrior, 

Into the midst of a land [doomed to] destruction 

Wielding a sharp sward – (thin unfeigned 

command) – 

And standing there, did fill the whole with death: 

He touched the Heaven indeed, but trode upon 

the Earth.” 

 

And the destruction of the enemies of God and 
of his Christ is also most sublimely described, 
Rev. 19. 11-16, in a similar imagery, recording 
both his primitive and new Names: 
 

“And I beheld the Heaven opened, and lo, a 
white horse; 

And his Rider was called Faithful and True; 
And in Righteousness doth He judge and war: 

His eyes were as a flame of fire, 
And on his head, many Diadems; 

Having a Name written, which none but Himself 
Knoweth; and clad in a vesture dyed in blood: 

And his name is called the Oracle of God. 
And the armies in Heaven attended him, 

On white horses, dressed in linen, white and 
clean: 

And out of his  mouth proceedeth a sharp sword, 
To strike therewith the Gentiles; For “He shall 

rule them 
With an iron scepter,” and Himself tread the 

wine press 
Of the indignation and wrath of God 

Omnipotent. 
And on his vesture and on his thigh 

He hath the Name written: King of Kings 
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And Lord of Lords.” 
 

5. “Thy arrows [are] sharp; peoples 

[shall fall] under Thee; the Kings 

enemies shall fail in heart.” 

 

In the usual way of rendering this obscure 
passage, “Thine Arrows [are sharp] (the people 
shall fall under Thee) in the heat of the Kings 
enemies.”  The Hyperbaton or “transition,” 
marked by the Parenthesis, is abrupt and 
unnatural; wherefore to make the sense plainer, 
our Public Translation, transposes the words – 
“Thine arrows [are] sharp in the hearts of the 
Kings enemies; [whereby] the people fall under 
Thee.”  But the ingenious emendation proposed 
by Darell, I his Critical Remarks, seems much 
preferable: He refers the verb, ---, to the 
following (not the foregoing) words of the 
sentence; and renders it “they shall fail,” or be 
“dismayed,” or “cast down,” in which sense, the 
verb is also used in parallel passages: “Let no 
mans heart fail” (---) 1 Sam. 17, 32.  “And they 
were much cast down (---) in their own eyes.” 
Neh. 6, 16.  This furnishes a most noble climax 
to the sentence: representing first, the sharpness 
of Christ’s arrows; next, the havoc they spread 
and lastly, the general dismay and consternation 
produced thereby in the heart of all the King’s 
enemies; even of those who were not engaged in 
the battle.  And the whole accords perfectly with 
the representations of Holy Write.  In another 
sublime vision of the Apocalypse, Christ 
triumphant, is thus represented, Rev. 6, 2. 
 
“And I saw, and lo a white horse; and his rider 

having a bow: and there was given to him a 

crown: and he went forth conquering and in 

order to conquer.”  
 
Thus marking his present and future conquests 
and the later are thus magnificently described, 
after the opening of the sixth Seal: Rev. 6, 12. 
 
“And lo, there was a great earthquake; and the 

sun became black as hair sackcloth, and the 

moon, as blood; and the stars of heaven fell to 

the ground, as a fig tree casteth its early figs, 

when shaken by a great wind: and the heaven 

departed, as a scroll rolled up, and every 

mountain and island were removed out of their 

places.” 

 
And the effects of thee tremendous judgments, 
on the heart of all beholders, is thus awfully 
represented in the sublimest imagery: 6, 15. 

 
“And the Kings of the earth, and the nobles, and 

the rich, and the captains, and the mighty, and 

every servant, and every freeman, hid 

themselves, in the caves, and in the rocks of the 

mountains: And they say to the mountains and to 

the rocks: Fall upon us! And hide us from the 

face of Him that sitteth on the Throne, and from 

the wrath of the Lamb: for the great day of his 

wrath is come, and who shall be able to stand!” 

 
6-7. “Thy Throne, O God, [is] forever and ever; 

A Sceptre of Equity is the Sceptre of the 

kingdom; 

Thou didst love righteousness and hate 

wickedness, 

Therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee 

With oil of gladness above thy fellows.” 

 

We are fully authorized to understand the 
passage in the usual construction, as 
descriptive of the divinity of Christ, of the 
duration of his kingdom, and of his 
transcendent exaltation, in consequence of 
his superior wroth and excellence, above his 
fellows: or the angels; as understood by the 
Introduction of the Hebrews, 1,7-9, far 
above every principality, and jurisdiction, 
and power, and dominion, and every name 
that is name, not only in this world, but also 
in the future” Eph. 1, 21.  “Angels and 
jurisdictions and powers having been 
subjected unto Him,” I Pet. 3, 22, “to whom 
all authority was given in Heaven and in 
earth,” at his resurrection. Matt. 28, 18. 
 
The following sublime description of his 
Throne, and of the general Judgment, is also 
furnished by the Apocalypse, 20, 11-14.   
 
“And I saw a great white throne, and Him 
that sat thereon; from whose face the earth 
and the Heavens fled; and there was found 
no place for them: And I saw the dead, small 
and great, standing before the Throne; and 
the Books were opened, and another Book 
was opened, which is [the Book] of Life: 
and the dead were judged out of the things 
written in the Books according to their 
works: and Death and Hades were cast into 
the Like of Fire: (This is the second Death) 
and whosoever was not found written in the 
Book of Life, was cast into the Lake of Fire. 
 
Verses 8-9.  “Myrrh, aloes, and cassia, 
[perfume] all thy garments, [taken] out of 
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the ivory cabinets: wherewith, among thy 
treasures, kings daughters gratify thee.” 
 
Various and perplexing are the queries of 
translators and commentators, ancient and 
modern, respecting the meaning of this 
obscure and elliptical passage in the 
original: I have given the meaning that 
seems to suit it, but with the letter, and with 
the context, as descriptive of the 
magnificence of his dress, and the quality of 
his attendants, the  (Hicheli,) I render with 
Durell, “Wardrobes, or Cabinets,” – who 
ingeniously supposes, with others, that it 

was the root of the Greek word, xhloi, 
frequently used in that sense by Homer. 
Odyss. xxi, 51  
 
“She then went up to the lofty floor, where 

the cabinets, 

Stood: in which lay perfumed garments.” 
 

Verse 9.  “At thy right hand is placed the 
Queen,” &c. As Christ is seated “at the right 
hand of God,” Ps cx, 1.  So “The Church,” 
or congregation of the faithful, his mystical 
spouse, is placed at his right hand also, like 
the “sheep,” at the last or general judgment, 
Matt. xxv, 33.  And accordingly the same 
imagery is pursued in the Apocalypse, xxi, 
2-9, when “the New Jerusalem, the Lamb’s 

wife,” is represented in vision, “coming 

down from God out of heaven; as a bride 

adorned for her husband.”  Hence, in the 
Prophetic Scriptures, the idolatry of the Jews 
and Israelites is so often represented under 
the symbol of adultery: and that our Lord 
styles his profligate and apostate 
countrymen, “a wicked and adulterous 

generation!” 

 
Verse 11. “For He is thy Lord, and worship 

thou Him.”   To distinguish the religious 
worship, to be paid by the Queen, or “the 
Church” to Christ, from the ordinary 
adoration, or homage paid to earthly kings 
by the queens.  (See the beautiful description 
of Queen Ester coming into the presence of 
Achasuerus, or Artexerxes Loingimanus, to 
intercede for his people, in the Aprocryphal 
Book of Esther xv, 1-16.)  Our old liturgical 
translation renders 
 
“For he is thy Lord (God), and worship thou 

Him.” 

 

As more correctly printed in the older 
editions; the word God, included in the 
parenthesis, being intended as explanatory, 
to distinguish the spiritual Lord, meant from 
the merely earthly lord or husband. 
 
Ver. 12.  “And the daughter of Tyre [shall 
come] with a gift.”  This intimates the 
conversion of the Gentiles to Christ; 
analogous to “the Kings of Seba and Saba 
shall bring gifts.” Ps. Lxxii, 10. 
 
Ver. 13. “The King’s Daughter is all 
glorious in his presence,” &c.  By “the 
King’s daughter” is meant “the Queen.” To 
a more minuet description of the splendour 
and magnificence of whose person and 
dress, the Psalmist returns; and as ----, 
Panimo, signifies “His presence,” Psa. 1.11-
17.  So by analogy, Panimah, should signify 
“her presence,” rather than “inwardly,” or 
“within.”  The description evidently 
referring to her external appearance, and the 
pompousness of her procession to be 
introduced to the King. 
 
Ver. 14 – Instead of thy Fathers, shall be thy 

Sons; 

Thou shalt make them Princes in all the 

earth: 

They shall record thy name in every 

succeeding generation, 

Therefore shall people praise thee for 

evermore. 

 
This is addressed to the King, not to the Queen, 
as is evident from the context.  “His Fathers,” 
according to the flesh, were the Patriarchs and 
Prophets of former dispensation.  “His Sons,” 
the Apostles and evangelists of the new – Where 
ever the Messiah, or “the Son of Man,” is styled, 
“Father of the age to come,” Isa. Ix, 6.  And he 
promised his Apostles, that “in the regeneration, 
they should sit on twelve thrones, judging the 
twelve tribes of Israel,” 
 
The harmony of sentiment and arrangement 
subsisting throughout between this divine hymn 
and the Apocalypse, (which is surely its finest 
and noblest comment,) may serve to establish the 
divine authority of both, as dictated by one and 
the same Spirit, more concisely to the earlier, 
more explicitly to the later prophet; and also to 
repel that strange misconception and perversion 
of the external evidence, adduced by the 
skeptical Michaelis, to render the authenticity of 
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the Apocalypse doubtful; which originally, in the 
primitive Church, was the least questioned or 
disputed of any of the Canonical Books. 
 
I shall close this work with an admirable 
Epilogue to the Prophetic Psalms, furnished by 
The Last Words of David.  II Sam xxiii, 1-7. 
 

“David, the Son of Jess, saith, 

Even the Person highly exalted, saith, 

The anointed of the God of Jacob, 

And the sweet Psalmist of Israel; 

The Spirit of the Lord speaketh in Me, 

And his word is on my tongue; 

The God of Israel hath said, 

The Rock of Israel, hath spoke touching Me. 

[Of thy seed] The Just, shall be Ruler among 

Men, 

Ruling in the fear of God. 

As the morning light shall a Sun arise, 

A morning, unclouded in brightness; 

[As] the tender herb, after a shower, 

[Springeth up] from the ground: 

For [shall] not my House [be] so, with God?: 

Because He made with me, an everlasting 

covenant, 

Ordered, and established in every  [age]: 

Because [He] is all my salvation, and all my 

desire. 

For [Sons of] Belial shall not blossom, 

All they [shall be consumed] like prickly thorns: 

But the Man who shall touch them, 

Shall be armed with iron, and the staff of a 

spear; 

At the [appointed season of] rest.” 
_________________ 

 

From our Readers 
 

Hello Kurt, rec'd your book Monday and this is, 
in my opinion, a great book. Lots of details. If 
your interpretation is correct on Daniel 2:1 
(page47-48), then, I can understand how Jesus 
was reigning with the Father between 30-70 AD, 
fulfilling Ps.110, Acts 2, etc.. Lloyd Dale and 
John Anderson are teaching that Jesus was 
sitting at the right-hand of His Father as a priest 
and not ruling between 30-70 because He was 
merely a prince. They believe He didn't start 
reigning until the 7th angel sounded (Rev 11:5). 
 I guess that would be after Jerusalem was 
destroyed.  They believe He came in 70, but He 
still has enemies (physical death).   Different 
than what the bible teaches.  Also, I like the way 

you bring in the Gentiles, in the scheme of God. 
I think Preston, Bell, Scott, and the others are 
trying to put to much focus on the Jews and 
Jerusalem. I get the feeling that they think the 
Law brought in sin, but the Bible says it 
compounded the sin problem. I could never 
figure out how the destruction of Jerusalem had 
anything to do with the judgment of gentiles (in 
their teachings). Again, I think this is a great 
book.   

___________ 
Faces of International 

Preterism 
 

The Netherlands 
 

 
 

 
 
We particularly appreciate the head coverings in the picture 
above.  The Biblical injunction that the woman cover her 
head in prayer and worship is clear and unequivocal.  It is our 
culture that causes us to rebel and disobey, not our ability to 
understand. I Cor. 11:1-16.  Cf. Apostolic Constitutions II, 
vii: “Let the women approach [the Lord’s Table] with heads 
covered, as is becoming the order of women.” 


