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Dear ,

Here is a sketch of some of my reasons for rejgdtie hyper-preterism to which
you subscribé. | have little hope of changing your mind, givesuy conviction that you
already know the truth of this matter, but perhlagen provide further insight into why
S0 many across the theological spectrum oppose-pypterism and even consider it
heretical. It is not because we are ignorant efldhsic arguments; it is because we think
they are flawed and result in a denial of the @ineistian hope. This puts the doctrine in
some very bad company (2 Tim. 2:17-18; 1 Tim. 1209-

There is no need for you to respond to this lettgust want you to appreciate
that | am familiar with the doctrine you are promgtand am as settled in my
convictions about it as you are, if not more stiave no desire to spend more time on
this subject. Should | ever feel | need additianatruction in hyper-preterism, | will
pursue it on my own through the available publisresiburces. | mean no offense by
that; it is simply how | study things.

According to hyper-preterists, all prophecy peritag to the end times was
fulfilled in the first century. This includes ti&econd Coming of Christ, the resurrection
of the dead, the final judgment, and the arrivahef eternal state (the new heavens and
earth). This supposedly occurred at the destmicifalerusalem in A.D. 70. Since that
time, the Christian hope has been fully realizéte world as it has been since A.D. 70
will continue without end.

At a minimum, this claim contradicts the followipgopositions that | am
convinced are truths revealed in Scripture:

1. The Second Coming of Christ will be a personal,lgadturn not merely a
figurative, spiritual return.

Acts 1:9-10 says that, while the disciples weréchvag, Jesus was lifted up and a
cloud took him from their sight. Two angels (manhite robes) then appeared to them
and in v. 11 stated, "Men of Galilee, why do yoanst looking into heaven? This Jesus,

! Hyper-preterism also is known as full preterisonsistent preterism, strict preterism, transmillatism,
Hymenaeanism, and pantelism. It differs from p&dr moderate preterism in that the latter acctyats
the Second Coming, the general resurrection, andintbl judgment are still future. | say you sufilse to
hyper-preterism because you labeled yourself 'lebfolwn preterist." If your brand of hyper-pretam
varies from the norm, take whatever applies.



who has been taken up from you into heaven, withein this way, in the manner in
which you saw him going into heaven." As Jesusse&siascending bodily into heaven,
so he will beseencoming bodily from heaveh.This same truth is reflected in Mat.
24:30, Mk. 13:26, Lk. 21:27, 1 Thess. 4:16, 2 Th&ss-8, 1 Jn. 3:2, and Rev. 1:7.

In Jn. 14:3, Jesus consoles his disciples regaudsimminent return to heaven
by assuring them, "I will come again and will taf@i to myself, so that where | am you
also may be." When someone who is departing saydysthat he will come again, no
one would think he meant that he will come agaisame figurative sense. And
certainly no one would take figuratively Paul'seatien that "the Lordhimselfwill
descend from heaven" (1 Thess. 4:16). The additidhe word "himself" stresses the
personal nature of the return.

2. The resurrection of the dead at the Second Confi@hadst is a bodily
resurrection.

Jesus was, of course, raised bodily from the gralt is why his body was not
in the tomb (e.g., Mat. 28:5-7; Mk. 16:6; Lk. 24881Jn. 20:1-9). Other texts leave no
doubt about the physicalness of his resurrectiaylge.g., Mat. 28:9; Lk. 24:39-43; Jn.
20:17, 20, 24-28; Acts 10:41).

Unlike others who were brought back to life (1 Kr.:22; 2 Ki. 4:32-35; Mk.
5:35-43 [and parallels]; Lk. 7:11-16; Jn. 11:1-A6ts 9:37-40, 20:9-10), Jesus was not
simply resuscitated to live again as one subjedettth. He was raised with a body that
had been transformed into an immortal body of gtbat was suited for eternity. As
Paul says in Rom. 6:9, "We know that Christ, beaiged from the dead, will never die
again; death no longer has mastery over him."

Christ's resurrection was the "firstfruits" of thed-time resurrection (1 Cor.
15:20-23). His resurrection serves as a pledg8autis part of the final end-time
harvest Our resurrection is tied to his, so much so im& Cor. 4:14 Paul says "we

2 For a thorough analysis of various hyper-pretexitgmpts to avoid this meaning, see Keith A. Mathj
"Acts 1:9-11 and the Hyper-Preterism Debate" at:Httww.preteristsite.com/docs/mathisonacts.pdf.
3 As David Garland explains [Baker Exegetical Comtagnon the New Testament, 705-706]:

The term "firstfruits" does not simply signify Cht's chronological precedence as the
first one raised from the dead, however. It cosviat his resurrection is the "first of a
kind, involving the rest in its character or degtifParry 1926:223). That is why Paul
says that Christ is "the firstfruits of those wtav/ fallen asleep,” not "of the
resurrected.” His resurrection was not simply Goaraculous intervention that rescued
him from death, but was "the beginning of God'sereal of all things" (Perkins 1984:
318; cf. Schrage 2001: 160). The concept of fuitf expects that "the restustfollow"
(Weiss 1910: 356). Holleman (1996:204) contendslbly choosing this term, "Paul
presents Jesus' resurrection as the beginning adthatological resurrection.” As the
firstfruits, Christ's resurrection is a pledge leé full harvest of resurrection to come:
"The resurrection bodies . . . of the redeemedare to correspond to and flow from



know that the one who raised the Lord Jesus w#kras alsavith Jesus' We are all the
same harvest. He is thérStborn from the dead" (Col. 1:18; Rev. 1:5). And wepast
of the Lord's resurrection harvest, likewise walteive glorified and immortal bodies in
our resurrection (Rom. 8:11, 23, 29; 1 Cor. 15:85hil. 3:20-21; 1 Jn. 3:9).

That is why Jesus said in Jn. 5:28-29 that "arr leocoming in which all who are
in the graves will hear his voice and will come,dhbse who have done good to a
resurrection of life, but those who have done ®va resurrection of judgment.” Though
Lazarus was raised to the same life he had knovordhis death, that event leaves no
doubt as to the meaning of "coming out" in Jn. 8288 It refers to a bodily exit from the
grave (Jn. 11:43-44). This is the raising up thiitoccur on the last day (Jn. 6:39-40,
44, 54).

Moreover, in Mat. 10:28 the Lord told the discgl&And do not be afraid of
those who kill the body but cannot kill the so8lut instead fear the one who can destroy
both soul and body in hell." This makes clear thatpunishment of hell is experienced
in a bodily state. The same idea is expressedat $M29-30. Since those who come out
of their graves to a resurrection of judgment G188-29; see also, Acts 24:14-15) do so
bodily, and since the resurrection of the righteand the unrighteous is nowhere
distinguished in terms of its bodily nature, iigparent that those who come out of their
graves to a resurrection of life also do so bodily.

The bodily nature of the resurrection also is emidn 1 Cor. 6:12-17, where Paul
rejects the effort of some in Corinth to rationallzaving sex with prostitutésThey
justified that behavior on the basis that the bwedyg created for sex and that the physical
was merely temporary so it could not be of consecgi¢o God. To support this idea, they
apparently were taking comments Paul had madediegareedom from dietary
restrictions and applying them to sexual restnnio

Christ's in the same way that the harvest corredptmand flows from its first fruits”
(Kreitzer, DPL 11).

* Paul does not say in 1 Cor. 15:44 that our nahodles will be transformed intepirits'; he says they
will be transformed into "spiritudlodies” They are bodies that have been transformed $o be suitable
for the eternal state. They are "spiritual" nothia sense of noncorporeal (made of spirit) btihénsense
of supernatural, in the sense they are imperishghdeous, and powerful. This is recognized Hyead
range of scholarly commentators (e.g., C. K. Baftdrper's New Testament Commentaries], W. Harold
Mare [Expositor's Bible Commentary], Gordon FeeyNaternational Commentary on the New
Testament], Richard Oster [College Press NIV Contargh Craig Blomberg [NIV Application
Commentary], Anthony Thiselton [New Internationak@k Testament Commentary], David Garland
[BECNT], and Craig Keener [New Cambridge Bible Coemtary]). The claim that 1 Cor. 15:50 means
that no physical substance can enter the etemual istincorrect. Paul was speaking of "flesh lalodd" as
presently constitutedas subject to weakness, decay, and death. @igdoannot enter the eternal state
without being transformed into imperishable, glogppowerful, and immortal bodies. As Blomberg
remarks [NAC, 316], "'Flesh and blood' in versew#® a stock idiom in Jewish circles for 'a meretaibr
and does not contradict what Paul has alreadysstleshat resurrection experience is a bodily ahe (
Jesus' reference to having 'flesh and bones' ie P4k39)."

® See, e.g., C. K. Barrett [HNTC], W. Harold MareBJE], Gordon Fee [NICNT], Richard Oster
[CPNIVC], Craig Blomberg [NIVAC], Anthony ThiseltofNIGTC], and Craig Keener [NCBC].



The Corinthians were quick to adopt Paul's comrtieit"all things are lawful for
me," but they were misusing it. Not only had he #aat in the context of eating "idol
meat” sold in the marketplace (see 10:23-26), altyareutral matter, but it also needed to
be qualified even in that context. Paul doesgjpute the statement (because he said it), but
he adds the necessary qualifications that natialyjs are beneficial and that he will not be
mastered by anything. Just because somethingfigl ldoes not mean that it is always right
to do it. When the exercise of one's freedomadtdihage another person, one needs to
abstain from the conduct one otherwise is freetoThis is developed in 1 Corinthians 8—
10.

Regarding the freedom to eat meat previously fszemli to idols, Paul may have said
something like "The food is for the stomach andstieenach is for food, and God will do
away with both the one and the other.” That wa@donsistent with his view of the
immortal, resurrected body as having no need fastbmach and food for continued life.
Then again, this may be a purely Corinthian foroitg one with which Paul essentially
agrees. Whatever the source, the Corinthians apglging this slogan to the body's sexual
appetite, and Paul flatly rejects that application.

The Corinthian argument apparently went like tta¥:All things are permitted for
satisfying one's appetite for food. After all, stemach and food were created for one
another. The stomach and food have no eternafisagrce because God is going to do
away with them both in the end. (b) By analogythahgs are permitted for satisfying one's
appetite for sex. After all, the body and sexatdase were created for one another. The
body and sexual release have no eternal signichacause God is going to do away with
them both in the end.

Paul denies their argument at both points: the basnot created for sexual
release but for the Lord (and he adds that the isoiat the body to maintain a parallel with
their argument) and the bodynet destined for destruction but for resurrection,gheof of
which is the Lord's resurrection. The body wasita@ for the Lord in the sense that the
work of redemption includes the whole person, wimciudes the body. The body is not
irrelevant for future existence; it is destinedesurrection and therefore is "for the Lord"
in the present. The Lord is for the body in thessethat he gave himself for the body as
part of his redemptive work. In vv. 15-17 Paullgsphis reformulation of their slogan,
“"the body isnot for fornication but for the Lord," to their goitig prostitutes.

The bodily nature of the resurrection promise@latist's return is confirmed by
the fact the Lord's resurrection was followed bg blodily resurrection or reanimation of
selected Old Testament saints (Mat. 27:52%58Yhether those saints were genuinely
resurrected or merely revivified like Lazarus, thesing bodily in association with the

® As Craig Blomberg [NAC, 421] points out, Mat. 2Z:53 probably should be punctuated, “The tombs
also were opened. And the bodies of many holy lge@ho had fallen asleep were raised, and having
come from the tombs after his resurrection, thagreal the holy city and appeared to many."



Lord's resurrection certainly testifies to the effef his resurrection on the bodies of the
dead. It foreshadows our bodily resurrection soagtion with Christ's (1 Cor. 15:23).

This is all clear enough in its own right, but whaut in the context of first-
century Judaism, the attempt to define the restiorebope as something other than the
restoration of bodily life is hard to take seriguSlHere is how N. T. Wright, after a
thorough examination of the evidence, summarizestimcept of resurrection in ancient
Judaism in his highly acclaimed toriike Resurrection of the Son of Gddinneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2003), 201, 204

'Resurrection’, with the various words that weredu®r it and the various
stories that were told about it, was never simplyag of speaking about
'life after death'. It was one particular storgtttvas told about the dead: a
story which in thegresentstate of those who had died would be replaced
by afuture state in which they would be alive once more.w&snoted at
the end of chapter 1, 'resurrection’ was adfter 'life after death’, the
second of two stages in the post-mortem programiResurrection was,
more specifically, not theedefinitionor redescriptionof death, a way of
giving a positive interpretation to the fact tha¢ treath and blood of a
human body had ceased to function, leading quitklyorruption and
decay, but theeversalor undoingor defeatof death, restoring to some
kind of bodily life those who had already passedtiigh the first

stage. . ..

Nothing in the entire Jewish context warrants tiggestion that the
discussion in 1 Corinthians 15 was about ‘resuoeat heavet or that
the Jewish literature of the period 'speaks of laotésurrection of the
body and a resurrection of the spirit without tioelys®

3. The final judgment at the Second Coming of Chsisiniversal.

Matthew 13:40-43, 25:31-46, Acts 17:30-31, 2 T#ni, 2 Pet. 3:4-13, and Rev.
1:7, 20:11-15 make clear that the final judgmerat vgorldwide phenomenon that
encompasses all persons, living and dead. Evearttpels, at least the rebellious ones,
will be included (1 Cor. 6:3; 2 Pet. 2:4; Jude B)is the day on which every knee shall
bow to pay Jesus the homage due his name (PhL1):9It strains credulity beyond the
breaking point to claim that the fall of Jerusalgualifies. As horrific as it was, it was a
local judgment on the nation of Israel.

" This is not to deny that "resurrection" could Isedifiguratively; it is to claim that any such figtive
usage would have to be indicated by the writehe®tise, he would be understood as referring to the
restoration of bodily life.

8 See also, Murray J. HarriRaised Immorta{Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983) 39; Stephen T.sDRigen
Indeed(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993) 180; and Raymomiduvn, The Virginal Conception and Bodily
Resurrection of Jesydew York: Paulist Press, 1973) 70.



Even if one claims that all the dead somehow \etged at that time, despite
their not being raised bodily, people who werengyin other parts of the world were
unaffected. And certainly the believers livingla¢ time were not transformed into
immortal and imperishable persons in keeping withgromise of 1 Cor. 15:51-53 and
1 Thess. 4:15-17.

4. There will be no sin, suffering, decay, or deatlthia eternal state (the new
heavens and new earth).

Mat. 13:40-43 and 2 Peter 3:3-13 makes clearthi@atinal judgment results in a
state that is radically discontinuous from whatvprasly existed. What arises from the
destruction of the present reality is so differtait it is called a new heavens and new
earth (2 Pet. 3:13; see also, Isa. 65:17, 66:22; Rel-3)?

Rev. 21:1-4 makes clear that the new heaven ancagh will be free from
death, mourning, crying, and pain. The curse lalle been lifted (Rev. 22:3), and
creation itself will have been freed from its slawto decay (Rom. 8:20-21). Death is
destroyed at Christ's return (1 Cor. 15:20-26¥% gwallowed up in victory (1 Cor. 15:54-
55), because it yields its prey in the generalmrestion of the dead and ceases to have
any effect in the eternal state. The victory Ghsisn over death at his first coming is
fully realized at his return.

The eternal state envisioned by hyper-pretersstise world since A.D. 70, a
world of sin, death, decay, sorrow, and pain. Hasonly contradicts the biblical
portrait of the eternal state, it renders incompnaible the eagerness with which
Christians in the New Testament longed for the lsoreturn (1 Cor. 1.7, 16:22; 2 Tim.
4:8; Tit. 2:12-13; Rev. 22:20). If that return meéaontinued existence in a fallen world
of suffering and death, but with a severely purtslseael, it is inconceivable that it
would have been the dominant hope of the New Testachurch. Indeed, the fiercest

° There is a debate over whether the present edithorout of existence and be replaced with a
completely new earth or whether the present eaittltentinue in existence in a radically transfoine
state. Within Protestantism, Lutheran scholard terfavor replacement, whereas Reformed schadau t
to favor renewal. See Wayne Grude@ystematic Theolodgfsrand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994) 1160. |
believe the entire creation is going to be reneare@deemed (see Rom. 8:18-25). It will be radijcal
altered but it will still in some sense be "thigation" that comes out on the other side of tlaatsiorming
process. | think Grudem has it right when he stgbe 1160-1161):

The Reformed position seems preferable here, fodifficult to think that God would

entirely annihilate his original creation, thered®eming to give the devil the last word and
scrapping the creation that was originally "verpdib(Gen. 1:31). The passages above that
speak of shaking and removing the earth and dfrgteearth passing away may simply refer
to its existence in its present form, not its vexistence itself, even 2 Peter 3:10, which
speaks of the elements dissolving and the eartlhendgork on it being burned up, may not
be speaking of the earth as a planet but rathesuttfiece things on the earth (that is, much of
the ground and the things on the ground).



persecutions of the church occurred after A.D'%@hat is like being in the pan and
longing for the time in the fire.

My belief that the four propositions stated abave truths revealed in Scripture is
reinforced by the fact Christians throughout higtoave understood the Bible this way.
Charles Hill, an accomplished historian of the yaHurch, examines thirteen
noncanonical Christian documents that were writtetwveen A.D. 85 and 140 in
"Eschatology in the Wake of Jerusalem’s Fall" inthiK@&. Mathison, ed.WWhen Shall
These Things BePhillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 2004). He clhuaes (p. 88):

We thus conclude our short survey of Christiartings up to the
year 140. Authors whom we have not included, bub wiay possibly
have written by this time, are the author2 &lementand theEpistle of
Diognetus Before long, we would reach Justin Martyr's agetic works,
theMartyrdom of Polycarp5 Ezrg Athenagorus of Athens, Theophilus of
Antioch, Melito of Sardis, Dionysius of Corinth, ctheEpistle of Vienne
and Lyonswhich would bring us to the time of Irenaeuswé would
continue our survey with a look at these authoesywsuld find only more
of the same; that is, the situation would onlywgetse for those searching
for ancient hyper-preterism. . . . But despitaidy rich variation in detail
in the wide spectrum of Christian writings fromdlmeriod, one has to be
impressed with the monolithic futurism, or, bettémaugurated futurism™
of early, post-70 Christianity. Everywhere we aestrong conviction that
the risen and ascended Christ, who now rules fristhdéavenly throne
(e.g.,1 Clem.50.3; JustinDial. 34;Mart. Pol. 9.3; 21.2), will return
bodily on the clouds of heaven and bring aboutsamrection, a great
judgment of the living and the dead, and a defigitivisitation” (L Clem.
50.3; Polycrate<:pistle to Victor quoted in Eusebiusiist. eccl.5.24.5)
or establishment of God's kingdom in a new woilthere are those in this
period, to be sure, who deny outright a resurraatiothe body at the last
day and who use resurrection language solely onlgnto refer to the
resurrection unto new life in baptism or in convemns These are the
people we call Gnostics, as Tertullian tells uso'ther persons, indeed,
refuse to concede to the substance of the bodgdts/ery from death,
than the heretical inventors of a second deiBfi (he Resurrection of the
Flesh2.2).

This theological consensus continued throughaeitnturies, as demonstrated
by the fact it is reflected in the historical creedbee, e.g., Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., "The
Historical Problem with Hyper-Preterism" in Keith Kathison, ed.When Shall These
Things BeZPhillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 2004) 20-33ygér-preterism, on the

10°See, for example, the persecutions under Decid®iocletian. That is especially odd in light bkt
hyper-preterist claim that Satan was thrown inlétke of fire in A.D. 70.



other hand, can only be securely dated from theteémth centur}: Kenneth A.
Mathison writes inWhen Shall These Things B@? xv):

The origins of hyper-preterism are somewhat diffictmtrace. There have
always been men in the church who have believadstiae New
Testament prophecies were fulfilled in the firshtcey. Many, for
example, have taught that Jesus predicted theudéstr of Jerusalem and
the temple — an event that occurred in A.D. 70t §stematic and total
preterism is difficult to find anywhere in the cbbruntil the nineteenth
century. Although the view may have been helchataxlier date by some
obscure individual or group, one of the first opeaponents of hyper-
preterism was John Humphrey Noyes (1811-86), theder of the

Oneida Community.

In addition to contradicting the orthodox propmsis stated above, hyper-
preterists commonly claim that the old covenant indsrce until A.D. 70, at which time
the new covenant went into effect. They believe plost-70, new-covenant era is what
the New Testament calls "the age to come."” They lbélieve the phrase "last days" is
used in the New Testament to refer to the last déyise old covenant, which period they
define more specifically as the time between theifixion and A.D. 70. Michael W.
Adams highlights these points with the followingadh

Second

First Advent Coming
The Never-Ending New Covenant
The Never-Ending Kingdom Age
Israel The Last Days = g = )
The Old Covenant
70 A.D. Spiritual Resurrection
Death Defeated

Satan Released
& Defeated

| disagree with nearly all of this. The new coaenclearly was in effect before
A.D. 70. As the Mosaic covenant was establisheassociation with the blood of
sacrifices (Ex. 24:3-8), so the new covenant weabéshed by Jesus' sacrificial death
(Mat. 26:28; Lk. 22:20; 1 Cor. 11:25). The firstvenant was inaugurated with blood;
the new covenant was inaugurated with more predinsd (Heb. 9:15-18).

Certainly the new covenant was in effect when ldeisrwas written. Jesus
already was serving as High Priest of that cove(tdeb. 4:14, 5:8-10, 6:20, 7:12, 18-19,
22,28, 8:1-13, 9:15-28, 10:11-18, 12:22-24). 1Sdebrews was written before A.D. 70,

1 your claim that hyper-preterism is affirmed in thew Testament begs the question. One cannot @sum
the very fact in dispute (whether the Bible affirmger-preterism) and then cite that assumption as
evidence in one's favor. If hyper-preterism wewdeied affirmed in Scripture, one would expect mal fihat
view reflected in the writings of the early churchhe fact one does not find it is strong corrokiorathat
hyper-preterists are misreading the texts.



which seems likely? then the new covenant was in effect before thet. d, on the
other hand, Hebrews was written after A.D. 70, tthenSecond Coming could not have
been in A.D. 70 because Heb. 9:27-28 shows theaststill future.

Paul mentions in 2 Cor. 3:5-6 that he and his cmgns are ministers of a new
covenant, in contrast to the old covenant (whigbeagntly the intruders were
emphasizing). He says the new covenant is sup@ritie old in that the old covenant is
one of letter which kills, whereas the new covensuaine of Spirit which gives life.

Paul is suggesting that Jews who seek to bintthef the old covenant, the law of
Moses, in the age of Christ are misusing it by mgi an end in itself, the basis of one's
righteousness before God. Christ is the fulfilltngfrthe old covenant. God has "moved
on" in his program, so to speak. Those who retiuseove with him into the new era, those
who continue to require compliance with terms obhgeolete covenant, are pursuing their
own agenda of righteousness rather than God's éirdlenas a result.

The present reality of the new covenant alsoigesw in the Hagar and Sarah
allegory in Gal. 4:21 — 5:1. Paul says that tHeakatians who want to be under the law are
not paying attention to what the law says. It igten in the law that Abraham had two
sons, one by the slave woman (Hagar) and one byeth@voman (Sarah). The son of the
slave woman, i.e., the son born into slavery (Isimavas born according to the flesh,
according to human decision and effort. The sah®free woman, i.e., the son born into
freedom (Isaac), was born through God's promigehynbuman doing. Paul states
expressly that these women are two covenants Jv. 24

Hagar stands for Mount Sinai and the old covenaditjding the law, which issued
from that mountain. As Hagar's son was born il#eesy, so are the sons of the old
covenant. They are in slavery under the law. THagar corresponds to present
Jerusalem, to those insisting on the law. But<fians are sons of the free, heavenly
Jerusalem (v. 26), implicitly represented by Sanadh the covenant she symbolizes. Paul
could not say that if the new covenant was notryeffect.

The fact the Mosaic covenant was no longer irceffePaul's day is clear from the
fact the Mosaic law, the set of laws that were phtthat covenant, was no longer binding.
Sabbath regulations were no longer binding, beiageivi a shadow anticipating the coming
of Christ (Col. 2:16-17; Rom. 14:5-6). Food lawsrevno longer binding (Rom. 14:1 —
15:13; 1 Cor. 10:23 — 11:1), and circumcision wasomger obligatory (1 Cor. 7:19; Gal.
2:3-5, 5:2-6, 11-12, 6:12-13; Phil. 3:2). The Mosavenant was intended to be in force
only until Christ, the seed of promise, arrived|(@&al5 — 4:7). Christ's sacrifice was the
end of the law that was a dividing wall between ded Gentile and thereby brought Jew
and Gentile together into one body (Eph. 2:11-T8)at is why Paul, a Jew, could declare
that he was not under the Mosaic law (1 Cor. 9:20).

12 5ee the discussion in D. A. Carson and Douglas, Modntroduction to the New Testamge®if' ed.
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2005) 605-608.



The "age to come" is the age that comes aftegrideof the present age. It is an age
that will be characterized by an absence of wicksdrfMat. 13:40-43, 49-50), which is
why this age is called "the preseml age" (Gal. 1:4). Those who enter that age caglirot
and will no longer marry (Lk. 20:34-35). The onkonblinds the minds of unbelievers so
they cannot see the light of the gospel of theyghbiChrist is called "the god ¢iis agé
(2 Cor. 4:3-4) because he will have no part ingitpe to come (Mat. 25:41; Rev. 20:10). In
the words of theologian George Ladd, "In briefs thge is the period of Satan's activity, of
human rebellion, of sin and death; the age to camtreduced by the parousia of Christ,
will be the age of eternal life and righteousned®gn Satan is destroyed and evil swept
from the earth®® That certainly does not fit the state of this M@ince A.D. 70.

Hyper-preterists are correct in thinking that "l days" is the period between the
Lord's first and second comings. Their error ithinking that the Second Coming occurred
in A.D. 70. We are still in the last days becaiigeparousia is still future.

Beyond all of these problems, hyper-preterisnbsotutely dependent on the
unlikely dating of certain New Testament writingSpecifically, itrequiresRevelation
and 1 John to have been written before A.D. 70is lBhnecessary because 1 Jn. 2:28, 3:2
and Rev. 1:7, 22:20 make clear that the Lord'smatustill future. If they were written
after A.D. 70, then the return to which they refexs after the fall of Jerusalem.

I will not rehearse all the arguments regardirggdhting of those documents.
Suffice it to say that, though a case can be madddting Revelation before A.D. 70,
"for a long time the scholarly majority has heldttRev was written during the reign of
Domitian (81-96) who ruled after the destructiortled Jerusalem Temple and signed
himself as Lord and God, and could be considered Meme back agairt* As early as
A.D. 180, Irenaeus, who was in a position to havectlinformation about the matter (in
that he claimed to have heard Polycarp, who h&eédalvith John the apostle), dated the
writigg "toward the end of the reign of DomitianMost scholars also date 1 John in the
90s:

Hyper-preterists are driven to deny the histonigaderstanding of the Scriptures
pertaining to the Second Coming and its relateshisvand to reject other aspects of
generally accepted Christian theology becausedhegertain the Bible affirms that the
Second Coming would occur in the first century.tieathan allow the novelty of that

13 G. E. Ladd, "Age, Ages" in Walter A. Elwell, etEyangelical Dictionary of Theologg™ ed. (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2001) 36.

14 Raymond E. BrownAn Introduction to the New TestaméNew York: Doubleday, 1997) 805-806.
Likewise, G. K. Beale declaresTthe Book of Revelation: A Commentary on the Gresk(Grand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999) 4, "The consensus amongi&tliecentury scholars is that the Apocalypse was
written during the reign of Domitian around A.D..95

15 See, e.g., Donald Guthridew Testament Introductiprev. ed. (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
1990) 879; Raymond E. BrowAn Introduction to the New TestaméNew York: Doubleday, 1997) 389-
390; D. A. Carson and Douglas Mo Introduction to the New Testame®if' ed. (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 2005) 676.
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premise and its inconsistency with the common wstdading of a host of Scriptures to
cause them to doubt it, they make the premise ergstean bed into which all other texts
must be forced. All the passages that speak dddmend Coming and its related events
in a way that is inconsistent with a first-centéuifillment are implausibly reinterpreted
to remove that inconsistency. The texts that stgiche new covenant was in exsitence
prior to A.D. 70 are treated likewise. And all ttdence indicating a post-70 date for
Revelation and 1 John is slighted.

Perhaps the key text for hyper-preterists is Két34, where Jesus says, "Truly, |
say to you, this generation will not pass awaylattithese things happen.” They are
certain this is a declaration that the Second Cgmiould occur in the first century, but
the matter is not as clear as they claim. It iseqoossible, indeed I think likely, that "all
these things" refers not to the Second Comingdhbatdships in the age of distess, to the
"birth pangs of the Messiah" thatecedethat coming'®

In Mat. 24:1-2, Jesus pronounces doom on the mi$ he indicated in chapter
23, what Israel does with him, not the temple, ahetees the fate of the temple and of
Israel nationally. The disciples mistakenly asstina the destruction of the temple is
linked with the end of the age, the consummatidhat is why they ask in v. 3 when
"these things" (destruction of the temple) willded what will be the sign of his coming
and of the end of the age. They see them as ke ®ugnt.

Jesus warns them (vv. 4-8) not to be taken irhbyctaims of false Christs made
in the context of coming wars, famines, and eardlkga. This type of upheaval and
distresss not the endbut only the beginningf "birth pains," the beginning of that period
of distress of unspecified duration that precetlesMessiah's coming.

Jesus says (vv. 9-14) that during this periodistrelss Christians will be
persecuted and hated; they will fall away, betnay aate each other, and be misled by
false prophets. There will be an increase in wiclkess, and the love of most will grow
cold. Despite this, the gospel will be preachetheowhole world. Only at the end of this
period of undefined length will the end come.

Therefore (v. 15), when they see "the abominatian causes desolation,” which
Lk. 21:20 indicates is Jerusalem coming under kftidney must not misunderstand and
think it is time for their redemption. Rather thetraightening up and raising their heads
as they are to do at the time of their redemptich@Second Coming (Lk. 21:27-28), in
this instance they mufiee because "the abomination that causes desolaiigméls not
the end, as their conflated question shows thetakesly believed, but a very severe
episode of distress within this age of distresshiwi“the birth pangs of the Messiah” (vv.
15-21). Itis a warning to them not to be fooletbithinking the attack on Jerusalem was
the Lord's promised return.

18 For much of the following, | am indebted to D.@®arson, "Matthew" in Frank E. Gaebelein, ed.,
Expositor's Bible Commentat@rand Rapids: Zondervan, 1984) 8:488-508.
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In describing the distress of Jerusalem's fallrejualed from the beginning of
the world until now and not to be equaled agaisyderobably was using a hyperbolic
formula that emphasized the severity of the suftgreomething like our "that walse
worst ever" (see Ex. 10:14, 11:16; Jul®; B&. Philo. 19:16; also
compare Josh. 10:14 with Ex. 8:13; Num. 14:20; 26ki8)" It is just possible,
however, that he was speaking literally. Carsags $p. 501), "There have been greater
numbers of deaths — six million in the Nazi deamps, mostly Jews, and an estimated
twenty million under Stalin — but never so higheagentage of a great city's population
so thoroughly and painfully exterminated and eresdbas during the Fall of Jerusalem."
To that one must add the anguish of divine rejectieident in the destruction of the city
and temple that were central to Judaism.

In vv. 22-28, Jesus says that this age of distredhese days of wars, famines,
persecution, hatred, and false prophets — will bexeo bad that if it were allowed to
continue, if God in his providence did not cutlibst, no one would surviv&. Christians
must continue to be on guard against false Chridtsis time of intensified birth pangs.
Not only will the distress be heightened, thuséasing the tendency to follow a false
deliverer, but the false Christ(s) and false profevill be performing miracles. When
the Lord returns, it will be clear to all. ThedalChrists proliferating in the end are like
vultures gathering over a carcass (the condemneid)wo

Immediately after the "birth pangs of the Messidhere will be a divine
temporal judgment on the ungodly (vv. 29-31; seedRdion 6-20). The language of
heavenly upheaval in v.29 is drawn from Isa. 1246 34:4. The first refers to God's
judgment against Babylon; the second refers to€gadgment against "all the nations"
but particularly Edom. Similar language is usestelhere of God's judgment within
history on cities and nations (e.g., Ezek. 32:8] 2010; Amos 8:9). This judgment is
part of a complex that will culminate in the Sec&@wiming of Christ, which includes the
final judgment and the end of this age.

When they see the "birth pangs of the MessiaHl'tfiase things"), they can
know that they are in the penultimate stage obhyst The Judgment/Parousia is the next
major step in God's redemptive purpose (vv. 32-3Fey will live to see these birth
pangs, to see the general upheaval and the déstroétlerusalem, but that does not
mean they will see the Judgment/Parousia. In atloeds, the birth pangs must occur
within their generation, but they need not end inithat time. Only the Father knows
how long the birth pangs will last (vv. 36-42).

7 See G. R. Beasley-Murrajesus and the Last DagBeabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1993) 419.

18 Carson writes (p. 502): "Many problems in intetjmg the Olivet Discourse relate to the assumpii
'those days' [in. v. 22] refers to the period diesct in vv. 15-21 and also to v. 29. But thereexreellent
reasons for concluding that vv. 22-28 refer togbaeral period of distress introduced by vv. 4-id #hat
therefore 'those days' refers to the entire pesfaghich vv. 15-21 are only one part — the 'grastrdss’ (v.
21)."
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This makes the most sense to me, but it is nobtiheinterpretation of Mat.
24:34 in which Jesus is not promising to returthis first century” And at least one
scholar has argued that, even if Jedidprophesy a first-century return, the fulfillment
was delayed because an implicit contingency wasmenf® So those who claim that the
only choice regarding Mat. 24:34 is hyper-preter@mndenying the inerrancy of Scripture
are, at the very least, exaggerating.

Hyper-preterists also rely heavily on Mat. 10:28 46:27-28. Lest | turn this
into a book, | will just quote these texts and paeva brief statement of some of the
interpretive options that do not place the Secoanhi@g in A.D. 70.

Mat. 10:23 — "But whenever they persecute younis ¢ity, flee to another; for
truly 1 say to you, you will not finish [going thugh] the cities of Israel until the Son of
Man comes."

a. The "coming" refers to his coming figurativatyjudgment on the Jews,
culminating in the destruction of Jerusalem, whaoming differs from his literal coming
at the consummation of the age (the Second Coming).

b. The "coming" refers to his coming to the dies (rejoining them) after
having sent them out.

c. The "coming" refers to his coming proleptigdih a preview of his
Second Coming) in the Transfiguration (see commentslat. 16:27-28).

d. The "coming" refers to his figurative comimghis vindication as the
Messiah at his resurrection.

e. The "coming" refers to his coming up to th@tie of God in his
ascension.

f. The "coming" refers to the Second Coming, 'hagbing through] the
cities of Israel" refers to the perpetually incogtplJewish mission (in keeping with
Matthew's emphasis on Israel's obstinance).

Mat. 16:27-28 — "For the Son of Man is going toneoin the glory of his Father
with his angels, and will then repay every man atiog to his actions. Truly | say to
you, there are some of those who are standingwieoewill not taste death until they see
the Son of Man coming in his kingdom."

9 Some others are summarized in Keith A. Mathis@ihg"Eschatological Time Texts of the New
Testament” in Keith A. Mathison, edhen Shall These Things B@hillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing,
2004) 178-182.

2 Richard L. Pratt, "Hyper-Preterism and Unfoldiniplgal Eschatology" in Keith A. Mathison, ed\/hen
Shall These Things BéPhillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 2004) 121-154.
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a. Some who were present (Peter, James, and wolifg not die before
seeing (in the Transfiguration) a preview of theifa parousi&®

b. Some who were present would not die beforg $hev Jesus
resurrected.

c. Some who were present would not die beformgebe events of
Pentecost.

d. Some who were present would not die beforingekesus come
figuratively in judgment on the Jews, culminatinghe destruction of Jerusalem, which
coming differs from his literal coming at the consuation of the age (the Second
Coming).

Other texts that speak of the Lord's coming as ssmear (e.g., Rom. 13:11-12;
Jas. 5:8-9; 1 Pet. 4:7) are best understood ifvatgm-historical framework. It is not a
statement of absolute timing but an indication peaspective with which this future
event of uncertain timing is to be viewed (no onews the time of the parousia — Mat.
24:36; Mk. 13:32). Since Jesus' death, resurmnecéind Pentecost, each generation lives
on the verge of Christ's return. The next andl fstep in salvation history is the
consummation, and though we do not know the ddyoar of his coming, we know he
could come swiftly in any generation.

Here is how Douglas Moo explains the concepihe Letter of Jame®illar New
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ZZ30)

[W]hat is crucial is to understand this "nearnasghe appropriate
temporal framework: salvation history. With theatteand resurrection of
Jesus and pouring out of the Spirit, the "last Hagse been inaugurated.
This final age of salvation will find its climax the return of Christ in
glory. But — and here is the crucial point — thedth of the age is
unknown. Not even Jesus knew how long the "lags'taould last (cf.
Mark 13:32). What this means is that the retur@bfist, as the next
event in the salvation-historical timetable, isnfrthe time of the early
church to our own day, "near," or "imminent." BEyegeneration of
Christians lives (or should live!) with the conaesmess that thgarousia
could occur at any time and that one needs to rdekisions and choose
values based on that realization. So it was a&sitrdames's day as it is in

% There is much in favor of this interpretation, elhiaccounts for its popularity among scholars. The
careful noting by all the Synoptic writers of thmé between Jesus' promise and the Transfiguratient
indicates a clear literary or thematic link betwélea two suggesting that they intended the Traosditipn
to be understood in some sense as the fulfillmétiteopromise. The fact only three of the disapheere
privy to the vision explains the reference in therpise to "some," and the emphasis in the Transdigan
account on the visual aspect correlates with tfereace in the promise to "see." This interpretatlso
satisfies the usual meaning of the conjunctieds, which implies that those who saw the kingdom come
would die at some point thereafter. In additioete? understood the Transfiguration as a foreshadpof
the parousia (2 Pet. 1:16-19). The common critisi®f this view can be satisfactorily answered.
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ours: we need tbe patient and stand firm, because the Lord's cgnsn
near.

Robert Shank expresses it this waymtil: The Coming of Messiah and His
Kingdom(Springfield, MO: Westcott Publishers, 1982), 33b:

Said a professor of theology whom | know

The apostolic Church believed Christ would returrihieir day.
He did not, and they were wrong. Other generatioinke
Church believed that Christ would come in their dayt time
proved them all wrong. If we expect Christ to retin our day,
time will no doubt prove us wrong.

Not at all. In every generation of the Churchvdtlo expected Christ to
return in their time were right, and all who didt meere wrong, terribly
wrong Christ, the apostles, and the entire NT enj@iaruus no other
attitude than to expect Jesus to return in our.tivether he returns in
our day is God's responsibility; whether we exestreturn is our
responsibility, for which we must give account. &ther he returns in our
generation or not, we are wrong if we fail to exgam. In every
generation of the Church, "the Lord is at handHisTs the time frame of
the NT, including the Revelation.

This is far more reasonable to me than the radwathaul of historic Christian
theology proposed by hyper-preterists. You apgbrelisagree, but maybe something in
this missive will be food for thought. | belieygetdoctrine you are advocating is more
dangerous than you realize, and | am too settleayimind to be recruited to your point
of view.

[Final paragraph removed because of personalemedes.]

Sincerely,

Ashby
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