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The picture of the Westminster Abbey being pulled apart 
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Reformed “house divided,” preterism constitutes the unit-
ing, restoring, and reestablishing of its house.
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Introduction

David A. Green

•

In the early 1800’s the word “preterist” was used to describe someone 
who believed that most or all of the prophecies of the book of Revela-

tion were already fulfilled.  By the late 1800’s, the word was sometimes 
used to refer to the view that every (or virtually every) prophecy in the 
Bible was wholly fulfilled by the year AD 70—when the Old Testament 
city and temple were destroyed in Christ’s generation.  According to 
this kind of preterism, the Second Coming of Christ and the Resurrec-
tion of the Dead and the Final Judgment were all fulfilled in AD 70.  

This form of preterism spread dramatically after J. Stuart Russell 
published his book, The Parousia, in 1878.  Since Baker Book House 
reprinted Russell’s book in America in 1983, preterism has become a 
doctrine that churches around the world are either embracing, study-
ing, or resisting.1  

The opponents of preterism often call it “hyper-preterism,” “hereti-
cal preterism,” or “Hymeneanism” (II Tim. 2:17-18).  Others call it “full 
preterism,” “consistent preterism,” “thoroughgoing preterism,” “com-
prehensive preterism,” “radical preterism,” or sometimes, “covenant es-
chatology.”  Its adherents often call it simply, “preterism.”  This is the 
usage we adopt in this book.

Keith Mathison’s multi-authored book, When Shall These Things 

1. Kenneth Gentry said of The Parousia:  “Although I do not agree with all the 
conclusions of The Parousia, I highly recommend this well-organized, carefully 
argued, and compellingly written volume.  It is one of the most persuasive and 
challenging books I have read on the subject, and has had a great impact on my 
thinking.”  (From the back cover of the 1999 edition of The Parousia.)



House Divided2

Be?2, was an attempt by seven Reformed authors to refute preterism.  
This present volume, House Divided, is a Reformed/Calvinist, fully pret-
erist response to Mathison’s book.

A word of warning to the reader:  This book contains frank and straight-
forward criticisms of certain teachings of seven godly men.  Our purpose 
in writing this book is not to question the salvation, or the godliness, or the 
works, or the ministries, or the overall theological soundness of the authors 
of When Shall These Things Be?  Our purpose in writing this book, as it 
relates to these seven authors, is to shine the light of truth on their eschato-
logical errors, and on the implications of those errors, and on the inconsis-
tencies, hypocrisies, and abuses that have arisen among these men and their 
colleagues in connection with those errors.  While we deem the authors of 
When Shall These Things Be? to be our brothers in Christ, and great men in 
their respective ministries, we do not “pull any punches” in this book while 
pointing out where they are wrong —sometimes radically wrong— in regard 
to eschatology and in regard to their reaction to preterism and preterists.

Recap of When Shall These Things Be?
For those who are familiar with how our critics usually respond to “hy-
per-preterism,” it should come as no surprise that a full 42% of the Mathi-
son book was an appeal to the authority of the creeds, the authority of 
the church fathers, and the authority of historic, Mother Church (Gentry, 
Hill, and Wilson respectively).  

The historicity of futurism is indeed an important and legitimate 
issue to discuss, but the prominence and place this issue is given by 
anti-preterists reveals the exegetical weakness of futurism.  When it 
comes to refuting preterism, futurists usually find it convenient to rid 
themselves of the nemesis of exegesis (cf. WSTTB, 118).  When they do 
employ exegesis, it is tendentious and often padded with rhetoric.  Doug 
Wilson is altogether mistaken when he says in his chapter that preter-
ism is effectively refuted “simply on exegetical grounds” by one or more 
of his co-authors (258).

About 19% of WSTTB (less than half the space given to creedal is-
sues) was dedicated to a broad, quasi-exegetical defense of the Resur-
rection of the Flesh (Strimple).

2. Keith Mathison, When Shall These Things Be? (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: 
P&R Publishing Company, 2004).
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About 16% was dedicated to establishing the following two concepts:  

1. Ascertaining the true interpretation of the time texts of the 
New Testament has been a difficult and perplexing problem 
for centuries and the true interpretation remains an open 
question for debate.  There are many possible interpretations 
of the various time texts. (Mathison) 

2. A study of the time texts absolutely, positively, and finally dis-
proves hyper-preterism once and for all. (Mathison)

About 11% of WSTTB was dedicated to the late date of the book of 
Revelation and to an idealist, soon-means-two-thousand-years-or-more 
interpretation (Kistemaker).

About 9% was dedicated to the unfortunate proposition that God 
Himself predicted, on three separate occasions, thousands of years ago, 
that the promised eschatological blessings would take place soon; but 
God’s predictions failed, and the eschatological blessings remain indefi-
nitely delayed until further notice (Pratt).

R. C. Sproul Jr.

Sproul Jr. sets the tone for WSTTB in his Foreword.  There he says that 
preterism is “the death of our hope,” a “hopeless folly,” a snare, and an er-
ror of bondage.  He adds that preterists follow a different religion than 
Christianity, and that they are “enemies” of Jesus (viii, x).  Sproul Jr. says 
he believes these things about preterists because preterists believe that 
“the body of Jesus before the Resurrection has no continuity with the 
‘body’ of Jesus after the Resurrection” (viii).  

We’re not sure what Sproul Jr. means by this.  He does not elabo-
rate.  But his anathema does not appear to apply to the authors of 
this book.  We believe that the body that was crucified, put to death, 
and entombed is the exact same physical, material body that was 
raised and that was assumed into the glory-cloud of God forty days 
thence.  It is our fervent hope that Brother Sproul Jr. will send us an 
updated anathema.
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Kenneth L. Gentry Jr.

In Ken Gentry’s chapter we learn that there was never a need for an ecu-
menical council on eschatology.  This is because “the early church fathers 
engaged in much discussion of eschatological issues” (51), and those is-
sues were “amply studied by the Fathers before coming to the councils 
and required no further debate” (26).  Meanwhile, Gentry’s editor Keith 
Mathison tells us that the church fathers arrived at their eschatological 
beliefs “in a naïve, unreflective fashion” and without “intensive study” 
(Postmillennialism: An Eschatology of Hope, 23, 26, 37).  

Wilson, on the other hand, takes both Gentry’s and Mathison’s po-
sitions.  According to Wilson, the fathers arrived at the eschatological 
statements of the Nicene Creed “intelligently,” and with “reflection,” at-
tention, and awareness (278).  This was after Wilson said that the es-
chatological doctrines in the Nicene Creed “had not been adequately 
studied” by the fathers (272).

We also learn from Gentry that when Christians today are first con-
fronted with preterism, it is “crucial” that they first go to the ecumenical 
creeds (orthodoxy) before they go to Scripture. And “only after” Chris-
tians decisively establish the fact (by means of the creeds/orthodoxy) 
that preterism is anti-biblical, may they then rightly go on to “consider” 
preterism exegetically and theologically in the light of Scripture (2, 60).  

We also learn that the doctrine of futurism, as contained in the ecu-
menical creeds, is “infallibly certain” (44) and that it is thus unthinkable 
that Mother Church could have been mistaken on creedal eschatology.

Charles E. Hill

In Charles Hill’s chapter we learn these facts:  

1. Preterism constitutes a false gospel.  

2. If preterism were true, futurism would be a false gospel.  

3. The historic church has been teaching futurism since the days 
of the apostles.  

4. It is unbelievable that the church has been teaching a false 
gospel since the days of the apostles.  

5. Therefore futurism does not—because it cannot—constitute a 
false gospel.  
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6. Therefore preterism constitutes a false gospel.  

Hill’s circular logic is solid and sound, except for three elements:  
Premise, Inference, and Conclusion.

Richard L. Pratt Jr.

In Richard Pratt’s chapter we learn that Jeremiah prophesied that the ful-
fillment of the long-promised eschatological blessings would arrive at the 
end of Israel’s seventy years’ captivity in about 539 B.C.  But because Is-
rael did not repent, the prophetic predictions of Jeremiah failed.  Twenty 
years later though, the blessings of the eschaton were “offered” again.  Un-
fortunately, there was again insufficient repentance for the predictions to 
be fulfilled (146-147).  Then the eschatological blessings were “offered” a 
third time, this time to the church of the apostolic generation.  But again, 
a “lack of repentance within the covenant community caused an indefinite 
delay . . . ” (149).  Pratt assures us that this is a “complex issue” (122).

In Pratt’s view, God’s people, through their repentance and righ-
teous living, have been “hurrying” and “hastening” Christ’s Parousia 
while God has been “delaying” and “postponing” it because of a lack of 
repentance for about 2,600 years and counting.  Talk about “hurry up 
and wait.”  God’s poor people!  “Hope deferred makes the heart sick. . .” 
(Prov. 13:12).

Keith A. Mathison

In Keith Mathison’s chapter we learn that understanding the eschatologi-
cal imminence that saturates the pages of the New Testament is a “diffi-
cult problem” (178, 204).  We learn that it is so difficult in fact, that there 
are perhaps an average of five to eight “possible” interpretations for any 
given imminence text.  

After noting that Jesus “suggest[ed]” in Matthew 16:27-28 that 
the coming of the Son of Man would take place “within the lifetime 
of His hearers” (176), and after noting that Matthew 10:23; 16:27-28; 
24-25 “seems to portray the coming of the Son of Man as something 
that would occur soon after the words were spoken” (178), Mathison 
concludes that there is nothing in the New Testament “that even re-
motely suggests hyper-preterism.”  He further concludes that preterism 
contradicts the most basic teachings of Jesus and the apostles (205, 213).  

Earlier however, in his Editor’s Introduction, Mathison warned that 
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preterists “have presented a significant challenge to orthodox Christian 
doctrine, and it cannot be ignored” (xviii).  So then, Jesus predicted that 
His coming would take place within the lifetime of His hearers, but yet 
nothing in the New Testament even remotely suggests preterism, but 
yet preterism is a significant challenge to orthodox Christian doctrine.  
You figure it out.

In his Editor’s Conclusion, Mathison said that futurism is “nonne-
gotiable” and that preterism is something that the church “simply can-
not” accept (354).  But on pages 171 and 194 he makes reference to the 
“debate” that he and his colleagues are having with preterists over pret-
erism.  Wilson also makes reference to “our debates with hyper-preter-
ists” on page 256, before saying on page 274 that “a blunt dismissal of 
hyper-preterist poseurs is . . . a precondition of love.”

On page 202, Mathison says that “most of the texts in the New Tes-
tament epistles that speak of a ‘coming’ of Christ do not have any defi-
nite temporal references.” He then cites a number of texts, including 2 
Thessalonians 1:7-10:

Since it is a just thing with God to repay affliction to those af-
flicting you, and to you, those being afflicted, rest with us at the 
revelation of the Lord Jesus from Heaven. . . . (2 Thess. 1:6-7)

Now, either the first-century believers and apostles are still being af-
flicted and still longing for rest (at the Parousia) from their persecutors 
today, or those verses have a “definite temporal reference.”

Finally, we learn from Mathison that “the age beginning with the 
first coming of Christ is . . . the present evil age” (188).  Joy to the world!

Simon J. Kistemaker

In Simon Kistemaker’s chapter we learn that the letters to the seven 
churches in the book of Revelation contain evidence for the late date 
of the book—evidence which includes this pearl:  “The church at Phila-
delphia was given a new name (Rev. 3:12), which is an oblique reference 
to changing the name of Philadelphia to Flavia in honor of the Emperor 
Vespasian, who ruled from 69 to 79 . . . ” (233). 

We also learn that the announcement of the Lord’s “imminent return” 
was “a solemn promise of Jesus.”  Yet, says Kistemaker, “two millennia have 
passed since Jesus’ promise, and it has not yet been fulfilled” (236, 246, em-
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phases added).  How can this be, you ask?  Kistemaker’s explanation is that 
“soon” and “near” refer “not to calendar or clock time, but to the special time, 
in which the eschatological prophecies are in the process of being fulfilled.  In 
other words, they point to the end of time . . . ” (237). Yes, that was a quote.

We also learn from Kistemaker, as we did from Mathison, that “[in 
the interval] between Jesus’ first and second coming [at the end of time] 
. . . the devil rules the world . . . ” (238).  “As reality demonstrates,” Kiste-
maker says, the prince of this world and His “henchmen” today “have 
full sway on the face of this earth” [until] “the end of time” (249).  Kiste-
maker assures us that his insights are the result of “careful exegesis” and 
“compelling evidence” (254).

Douglas Wilson

Doug Wilson sells the farm.  In his words:

. . . [C]reeds and councils are capable of error. . . . (260) 

The church has true authority, but is capable of error in the 
exercise of it. (262)

Fallibility means that the capacity for error is there. . . . (264)

We acknowledge that when [the church confesses erroneously], 
an appeal past the church to the Word is necessary and good. 
(266)

We should prefer an orthodox individual over an heretical 
council every time. (268)

Authority in spiritual matters does not have to be infallible.  But 
it does need an ultimate touchstone, a place where all appeals 
can be made, and beyond which there is no appeal.  This is the 
place that the magisterial Reformers assigned to Scripture, and 
only to Scripture. (280)

Of course, we apply the test of scriptural consistency to any 
theological idea, whether or not it is embodied in the tradi-
tional creeds. (286)

Amen and amen. Thank you, Doug. That is exactly what we are saying.
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The rest of Wilson’s chapter was not quite as incisive.  He tells us 
that preterists are radically individualistic, anti-authority anti-creedal-
ists who ignorantly puff themselves up and say, in effect, “No creed but 
me.”  We agree that there are such preterists (even as there are such 
futurists).  The authors of this book, however, are not such preterists.  

We believe, like Wilson, that the church authoritatively, yet fallibly, 
teaches the infallible gospel.  We also believe that when it comes to escha-
tology, the authoritative-yet-fallible church “gummed it up” (as Wilson 
says of the ancient church that included the Apocrypha in the canon) 
(265).  For this reason, we are appealing to Scripture.  This line of action 
is, as Wilson puts it, “necessary and good” (266).  

Wilson also implicitly tells us that in the new heavens and earth, 
when all prophecy is fulfilled and history has been culminated and 
we’re no longer “headed anywhere,” then “New Testament covenant 
love” will no longer exist.  This is because “New Testament covenant 
love” is teleological.  It’s going somewhere.  Preterists, in contrast, are 
going nowhere.  Therefore, according to Wilson, futurists are not to love 
preterists (271-274).

Robert B. Strimple

In Robert Strimple’s chapter we learn about the Resurrection of the Flesh.  
Among other things, we learn that “attempts to establish a contrast be-
tween the afterlife of Old Testament saints and that of New Testament 
saints are misguided” (293).  We also learn that Job (presumably along 
with the rest of the Old Testament saints) is still in Sheol today (294-295).  
We also learn through inference that the dead in Christ today are non-hu-
mans that are in a “dreadful” punitive state, experiencing “condemnation,” 
“horror,” and soul-and-body-death under the curse of sin, death, and cor-
ruption (319-320, 337).  Strimple gives new meaning to the refrain, “Hal-
lelujah, what a Savior.”

Futurist Depression

During the Great Depression, FDR enacted a plethora of federal pro-
grams in an effort to get America working again.  He didn’t know which 
if any program would work.  He fired a hundred bullets, hoping that at 
least one of them would hit the mark.  None of them did.  He only made 
the problem worse.
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This was Mathison’s approach to refuting preterism in WSTTB.  If 
Mathison’s inconsistent partial preterist arguments would not undo 
preterism, then maybe Kistemaker’s late-date-of-Revelation and soon-
means-thousands-of-years futurism would do the trick.   Or if that 
didn’t do it, then maybe Kistemaker’s imaginative and fanciful idealist 
interpretation of Revelation would dislodge preterism.  Or if that didn’t 
work then maybe Pratt’s eschatology of endless delay would do it.  Or if 
that didn’t work then maybe Pratt’s doctrine of the failed predictions of 
God would do it.  Or if none of those worked, then maybe Mathison’s 
vague the-time-statements-could-mean-eight-different-things explana-
tions would do it.   Or if twisting the Scriptures every which way but 
loose didn’t work, then maybe Gentry’s, Hill’s, and Wilson’s appeal to 
the authority of the creeds and Mother Church would defeat preterism.  
Or if none of all of these contradictory views would defeat preterism, 
then maybe all of them together would sufficiently muddy the waters 
so that the readers of WSTTB would despair of ever arriving at a final 
answer regarding anything eschatological, beyond the statements of the 
ecumenical creeds.

But despair not, dear reader.  Mathison may have carpet bombed 
the preterist landscape, but he altogether missed his mark.  The only 
casualties of Mathison’s offensive are multitudes of believers who are 
now, no doubt, even more unsettled than before by the exegetical 
“dust bowl” of futurism.  May the Lord now grant us to effectively re-
spond to the convoluted murkiness and self-contradiction of WSTTB 
with biblical, preterist clarity.  May He grant us now to persuasively 
demonstrate that preterism marks the end of the Great Depression, 
and malaise, of futurism.
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Dr. Kenneth Gentry’s chapter in When Shall These Things Be? 
(WSTTB) is entitled, “The Historical Problem with Hyper-Preter-

ism.”  The main aim of his chapter is to show that because preterism de-
viates from the ecumenical creeds of the historic church, we must con-
clude that preterists are teaching a corruption of biblical Christianity.

Many of Gentry’s arguments in his chapter are valid in and of them-
selves but are misleading in the context of the preterism vs. futurism 
controversy.  This is because of Gentry’s method of argumentation.  He 
refutes weak and reckless arguments that have been made by some promi-
nent preterists, while making no mention of weighty preterist arguments.  
Gentry thus leads the uninformed reader to conclude that the preterist 
camp is wholly comprised of the naïve, the confused, and the incoherent.

In reality, most of Gentry’s arguments apply neither to the authors of 
this book,1 nor to many other preterists.  We do not hold to the errors that 
Gentry has effectively refuted in his chapter.  For instance:

•	 We	are	not	“anticreedal.”		We	do	not	believe	that	the	ecumeni-
cal creeds are mere “opinions.”  We do not deny the neces-
sity, utility, and benefit of the creeds.  We do not criticize the 
creeds for using “man’s language.”

1. One of Gentry’s ad hominem arguments does have some application to 
us though.  He criticizes preterists for a lack of formal theological training (4).  
One of the four authors of this book is guilty as charged, which puts me in the 
same boat as author number six of WSTTB: Douglas Wilson.

One

The Arbitrary Principle of
Hyper-Creedalism

•

David A. Green
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•	 We	do	not	believe	that	using	the	creeds	to	determine	ortho-
doxy is anti-Reformational or anti-sola Scriptura (even though 
Gentry makes me appear to believe this, by quoting me out 
of context on page 45).  Rather we confess the necessity of the 
creeds but take exception to the futurism of the creeds. We do 
not call for creedal abandonment but only creedal revision (of 
eschatological statements). 

•	 We	do	not	accuse	hyper-creedalists,	such	as	Gentry,	of	ascrib-
ing divine inspiration to the ecumenical creeds.  Although when 
it comes to their reaction to preterism, they do, unwittingly and 
for all practical purposes, put the creeds on a par with, and even 
above, Scripture —hence the term “hyper-creedalist.”

•	 We	do	not	oppose	or	dismiss	the	“institutional	church.”

•	 We	are	not	and	have	never	been	members	of	the	Campbellite	
“Church of Christ.”

•	 We	do	not	believe	 that	 it	 is	 impossible	 to	be	 certain	of	 the	
truth.  We categorically reject postmodernism and any of its 
“Christian” incarnations.

•	 We	do	not	believe	 that	 the	historic	 gospel	 (as	 found	 in	 the	
ecumenical creeds) is potentially defective at its root.

•	 We	do	not	believe	that	we	should	be	tolerant	of	all	doctrines	
in the church.

•	 We	do	not	deny	eternal,	conscious	punishment.

•	 We	do	not	deny	or	question	the	doctrine	of	the	Trinity.

•	 We	do	not	deny	the	indwelling	of	the	Holy	Spirit	today.

The areas in which we do disagree with Gentry have been dis-
cussed in my internet article, “Preterism and the Ecumenical Creeds” 
(1999).  Though Gentry quoted that article five times in his chapter, 
he chose not to address the substance of it.  Therefore I have included 
that article in this chapter in the hope that its publication in book 
form will prompt Gentry to offer some sort of response.
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The Ecumenical Creeds:  The First and Final Word

Your plea to be heard from Scripture is the one always made 
by heretics. . . . [H]ow can you assume that you are the only 
one to understand the sense of Scripture?  Would you put your 
judgment above that of so many famous men and claim that 
you know more than they all?   You have no right to call into 
question the most holy orthodox faith, instituted by Christ the 
perfect lawgiver, proclaimed throughout the world by the apos-
tles, sealed by the red blood of the martyrs, confirmed by the 
sacred councils, defined by the Church in which all our fathers 
believed until death and gave to us as an inheritance, and which 
now we are forbidden by [Mother Church] and [her Creeds] to 
[debate] lest there be no end of debate.2

Johann Eck was a defender of Roman Catholicism in the time of the 
Reformation.  The above is a quote from Eck’s condemnation of Martin 
Luther.  As we shall soon see, aside from Eck’s words “pope” and “em-
peror,” which I replaced with “Mother Church” and “her Creeds,” Gentry’s 
argument and Eck’s argument are virtually identical.

Eck considered it a settled matter, based on church authority and 
church history, that Martin Luther was destroying the gospel itself.  Eck 
had to reason this way because his case against Luther’s teachings was 
exegetically weak.  In the same way, Gentry (and Wilson, who wrote 
chapter six in WSTTB) considers it a settled matter, based on church 
authority and church history, that preterists are destroying the gos-
pel itself.  Gentry and others must reason this way because their case 
against preterism is exegetically weak.

It is for this reason that Gentry’s chapter begins defensively, with an 
explanation of why WSTTB begins with a discussion of the ecumenical 
creeds (instead of with Scripture).  Gentry claims on page 2 that the 
book begins with the creeds for this reason: 

. . . to establish the significance of the debate: We are defending the 
historic, corporate, public, universal, systematic Christian faith. 

2. Roland H. Bainton, Here I Stand: A Life of Martin Luther (Peabody, MA: 
Hendrickson Publishers, 2009), 185
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In reality, however, according to Gentry’s own admission at the 
end of the chapter, WSTTB begins with the creeds for the following 
reason: Ken Gentry and his editor/co-author Keith Mathison believe 
that “the first step” in an analysis of preterism is to presuppose the 
truth of creedal futurism. “Only after” that first step is taken, may 
a Christian rightly begin to consider preterism.  In other words, we 
must first, based on the creeds, reject preterism before we can properly, 
as Christians, consider preterism.  This is why the first two chapters of 
WSTTB are dedicated to the creeds and the church fathers.

As Gentry puts it:

To get our bearings as orthodox Christians, we need to make 
a creedal analysis of the problem.  Only after obtaining such a 
theological orientation may we move on to consider exegetical 
and theological issues [specifically, hyper-preterism]. (60)

Gentry says that “only after” we take the “first step” of presupposing 
that creedal futurism is “infallibly certain”3 may we then move on to “con-
sider” preterism in the light of Scripture (44).  When Christians are first 
confronted with preterism, Gentry says that it is “crucial” that they “first” 
go to the ecumenical creeds before they go to Scripture.  “Only after” they 
decisively establish the fact by means of the creeds or orthodoxy that pret-
erism is anti-biblical, may Christians then rightly or appropriately go on to 
“consider” preterism exegetically and theologically in the light of Scripture.

When Gentry says that Christians may properly “consider” preter-
ism, he does not mean that Christians may legitimately consider the 
possibility that preterism might be scriptural.  He means that Christians 
may properly “consider” preterism only within the creedal understand-
ing that preterism is unscriptural.

Thus, for hyper-creedalists, it is certainly the creeds that decisively 
settle the question at the very outset as to whether or not the Bible (the 

3. Gentry writes, “[O]rthodox Christians believe that doctrines [inclusive 
of futurism] contained in the creeds are the doctrines of Scripture, and there-
fore the doctrines [inclusive of futurism] are deemed infallibly certain because 
they derive from God.”  Clearly Gentry is implying here that he believes that 
futurism is “infallibly certain.”  That being the case, he cannot allow for the 
theoretical possibility that preterism could be biblical.  Thus even if the Bible 
actually does teach preterism, hyper-creedalists such as Gentry can never ad-
mit that it does.
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ultimate authority) teaches futurism.  Therefore the ecumenical creeds 
are, for hyper-creedalists such as Gentry, the first and final (not ultimate 
but decisive) word on preterism.

The Bitter Fruit of Hyper-Creedalism
Why are the creeds the “first step” for Gentry and other hyper-creedalists 
when dealing with the issue of preterism?  Why do they say we must go 
to Scripture “only after” we make “a creedal analysis”?  Why do hyper-
creedalists say that we must presuppose —before going to the Scriptures— 
that the eschatology of the ecumenical creeds is “infallibly certain” and 
that preterism must therefore be an anti-biblical doctrine?

Ultimately, there is no rational reason for their position.  Though 
hyper-creedalists begin on a solid, scriptural foundation, they abruptly 
exchange reason for subjectivity.  Let us briefly follow the scriptural 
premises that lead to the split between hyper-creedalists and preterists:

First: The historic church is “the pillar and foundation of the truth.”  
God has given the church a sufficient and adequate understanding of 
the biblical truths that are necessary for salvation. The church neces-
sarily possesses and preaches the true gospel because the church hears 
God’s voice and follows Him (John 10:3–4, 16, 27).

Second: The ecumenical creeds are an accurate record reflecting 
and relating the gospel that the historic church has “always and every-
where” taught.  Therefore, the ecumenical creeds necessarily contain 
the true gospel, since the gospel of the historic church is necessarily the 
truth.  Therefore, it is certain that at least the core truth of the gospel is 
contained in the ecumenical creeds.

Third: The ecumenical creeds, therefore, cannot contain damnable 
errors.  That is, they cannot contain errors that explicitly overthrow or 
nullify the gospel that is contained in the creeds.  If they did, the gospel 
of the historic church would no longer be the gospel, but a counterfeit.

(For example, the church has always taught the death and resurrec-
tion of Christ, which is the essence of the gospel.  But if the church also 
“always and everywhere” and in her creeds denied the doctrine of Christ’s 
propitiatory, substitutionary atonement, then the gospel would not be 
present in the church or in her creeds, even though she taught the death 
and resurrection of Christ; and the church would not be the church.)

Fourth: The creeds can contain non-damnable errors, because the 
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creeds are not Scripture.  They are not theopneustos (God-breathed).  
Though the creeds certainly contain the true gospel, they also potential-
ly contain non-fatal errors, because the creeds contain the uninspired, 
interpretive formulations of men.

All conservative, Protestant creedalists agree with these four points.  
And unless I am mistaken, most preterists of Reformed background 
also agree with them.  It is when we go beyond these four points that 
hyper-creedalists and preterists part ways.  The preterists go this way:

The fourth principle above allows us to propose the possibility 
that creedal futurism is a non-damnable eschatological error.  
Because the creeds can contain non-fatal errors, and because 
creedal futurism could therefore be a non-fatal error, preterism 
could be true.

Inescapably then, we have no option but to prove or disprove 
preterism exegetically with the Scriptures instead of with the 
creeds.

How do Gentry and the other hyper-creedalists confute this Scrip-
ture-based logic which opens the door to the possibility of preterism?  
They arbitrarily invent a new rule, which is this:

Though the ecumenical creeds can contain non-damnable er-
rors, they cannot contain significant (serious, major) non-dam-
nable errors.  If futurism were a creedal error, it would be a ma-
jor creedal error.  Therefore futurism cannot be a creedal error, 
because major errors cannot exist in the ecumenical creeds.

Hyper-creedalists have pulled this rule out of thin air.4  Though it is 
based on nothing whatsoever (other than an inordinate veneration of the 
creeds and/or a fear of preterism), it is the means by which the hyper-creed-

4.  In “Preterism and the Ecumenical Creeds,” I asked this question: “What 
is the basis for the creedalist’s belief that serious non-fatal errors cannot uni-
versally exist in the church for centuries?”  Gentry quoted that question in 
his chapter (33) but did not offer an answer.  In a public e-mail exchange with 
Keith Mathison in 1999, I wrote: “The creedalists presuppose that the creeds 
absolutely cannot contain a serious, non-damnable error.  Is that not one of the 
creedalists’ presuppositions?” Mathison also did not offer an answer.
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alists justify themselves in closing their ears to even the bare possibility that 
preterism might be true.  It is therefore the crucial principle upon which 
they justify their unequivocal, creed-based condemnation of preterists.  

This is why Gentry and other hyper-creedalists will not allow for 
even the theoretical chance that preterists could be fellow brothers in 
Christ who truly adhere to the gospel and who embrace the essence and 
spirit of the creeds but who take exception to a non-fatal though major 
eschatological error in the creeds.  Instead, on the basis of the arbitrary 
and subjective rule of hyper-creedalism, it is assumed that preterists 
are wicked men who are “untethered from the anchor of historic Chris-
tianity” (10), who are standing against the “fundamentals of traditional 
Christianity” (60), “radically reworking the Christian system” (6), and 
undercutting the “foundations of Christian theology” (10). 

In essence, we are being anathematized on the basis of a man-made 
rule.  But sadly, the “weak and beggarly” judgment of the hyper-creedal-
ists does not end here.  Not only is the rule of hyper-creedalism unscrip-
tural, the hyper-creedalists’ application of the rule is equally arbitrary.

For example, Gentry says that all three of the major millennial 
views (pre- post- and amillennialism) are compatible with the ecumeni-
cal creeds, “for each [view] affirms the creedal eschatological core: the 
future return of Christ, the Last Judgment, and bodily resurrection” 
(50; cf. 26, 49).  While this claim of Gentry’s may be “superficially com-
pelling to those who are unschooled in logic and theology” (Gentry’s 
words on page 42), the fact is that the statement is simply not true, as 
Gentry’s editor and co-author Keith Mathison proved in his 1999 book, 
Postmillennialism An Eschatology of Hope.  On pages 32–33, Mathison 
observed:

The Apostles’ Creed . . . implicitly reject[s] . . . premillennialism.  
According to the creed, the purpose of Christ’s second coming 
is “to judge the living and the dead,” not to establish a thousand-
year millennial kingdom.  

. . . The Nicene Creed . . . also includes the same implicit rejec-
tion of premillennialism. . . .  According to the Nicene Creed, 
the Lord Jesus Christ “will come again with glory to judge the 
living and the dead.”

. . . [T]he Athanasian Creed includes a statement that seems to 
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be something more than an implicit rejection of premillennial-
ism.  The statement “At his coming all people will arise bodily 
and give an accounting of their own deeds” connects the second 
coming of Christ temporally with the last judgment of all men.

As Mathison teaches, premillennialism is creedally heterodox.  It 
is explicitly contrary to the ecumenical creeds.  The creeds teach that 
Christ will come again to raise the dead and judge all men, while con-
trary to the creeds, premillennialism teaches that Christ will come again 
to establish an earthly, millennial reign.

Since premillennialists flatly contradict a cardinal, creedal doctrine 
(the second coming of Christ to raise the dead and judge all men), should 
not hyper-creedalists deal with premillennialists in the same way they 
deal with preterists? Yes, they should.

But instead, individualism, subjectivity, and injustice are the order 
of the day.  Premillennialists, who disagree with major portions of the 
creeds are considered brothers, while preterists, who are guilty of the 
same offense, are considered enemies of the faith.

The hyper-creedalists, through their own “private judgment,” are 
arbitrarily “picking and choosing” which parts of historic, creedal es-
chatology one must believe in order to be considered a Christian.  For 
the sake of unity with those who are creedally unorthodox/heretical 
(premillennialists), hyper-creedalists have untethered themselves from 
their own arbitrary principle of hyper-creedalism.

By the standard that they themselves have set, their “tolerance” of 
premillennialists is “a dangerous latitudinarianism, a theological rela-
tivism” (10).  They are giving creedal heretics “a bright smile and a warm 
handshake” (11) at the expense of the creeds of the historic church.  

By their own judgment, hyper-creedalists are “liberals.”  And by any 
standard, their Scripture-nullifying, man-made rule and their double 
standard of judgment are the picture of hypocrisy.

Conclusion
There are two paths we can take in the preterism vs. creedalism contro-
versy.  We can hold that it is absolutely impossible that the historic church 
has been universally teaching a non-damnable eschatological error for 
nearly 2,000 years.  Or we can concede the possibility that it has.

If we deny the possibility, we base our position on nothing other than a 
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man-made rule (that the creeds cannot contain a major or significant non-
damnable error).  As a result, we will condemn men by means of a subjec-
tive determination, so that even if preterists truly are anti-scriptural heretics, 
they will be excommunicated on the sandy foundation of a fleshly principle.

But if we concede the possibility of non-fatal, eschatological, creed-
al error, then we are left with only one course of action:  To search the 
Scriptures nobly (ultimately, in an ecumenical council) for a deciding 
judgment for or against preterism.

The road of hyper-creedalism is man-based and Pharisaical.  But 
searching the Scriptures to see whether or not the historic church has 
been immersed in a non-fatal eschatological error is the honorable road 
of righteous judgment.  It is God-based.  It is, unlike hyper-creedalism, 
altogether reasonable.

n  n  n

The following article was written in 1999 and has been posted on 
the internet since that time.  It has been revised for publication in this 
book.  It was inspired partly by the preterist testimony of Walt Hibbard, 
and was written in response to anti-preterist articles by Andrew Sand-
lin and Jim West that were published in Chalcedon Report.5

Preterism and the Ecumenical Creeds 
Introduction

Some of the most impassioned attacks that are launched against preter-
ists today come from Protestants who judge preterism on the authority 
of the ecumenical creeds.   In the past, many who have disagreed with 
preterism have attempted to reason with us and have endeavored to dis-
prove us through Scripture exegesis; but this has not been the case with 
our hyper-creedalist brothers.   They have only rebuked us sharply with-
out discussion and condemned us as antichrists and as wolves amidst the 
sheep of God’s pasture.

The hyper-creedalists have behaved this way toward us partly because 
they believe that since our teaching is an alteration of a major doctrine in the 

5. Andrew Sandlin, “Hymenaeus Resurrected”; Jim West, “The Allure-
ment of Hymenaen Preterism: The Rise of ‘Dispensable Eschatology,’” Chalce-
don Report, July 1997
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ecumenical creeds, preterism must, ipso facto, be a denial of “the faith once 
delivered to the saints.”     The hyper-creedalists have concluded from our 
significant, eschatological, creedal deviation that preterism can be nothing 
less than an attempt to subvert and overthrow the Christian religion itself.

Why do Protestant hyper-creedalists put such an emphasis on the 
ecumenical creeds in their rejection of preterism?   We will attempt to 
answer that question in this article as we examine the underlying beliefs 
of the hyper-creedalists. First, we will look at some of the principles 
wherein hyper-creedalists and preterists agree. Then we will mark our 
point of divergence and our conflicting conclusions. In the end, we will 
arrive at the step that must be taken before this conflict can be resolved.

It is my prayer that you, the reader, will give the ideas presented in 
this article serious consideration.   I pray also that this article will help 
you not only to understand the hyper-creedalists better, but also the 
Christian Faith.

Sola Scriptura

Contrary to the way things often look to preterists, the conservative, 
Protestant hyper-creedalists today who are using the ecumenical creeds 
as their first (and often only) line of defense against preterism generally 
believe that:

The Bible is the ultimate and only infallible and absolute au-
thority concerning faith and practice. 

Hyper-creedalists do not believe that the ecumenical creeds were 
God-breathed, or that every “jot and tittle” of the creeds is infallible. 
Hyper-creedalists ascribe such qualities to Scripture alone. They know 
that even though the Lord in His providence determined that the vital 
truths of the gospel were to be communicated in the church’s ecumenical 
creeds, the writers of the creeds were not inspired.  They were fallible, and 
were subject, as all men are, to lapses in their reasoning, and to failings in 
their comprehension and in their representation of the Scriptures.

Because of this, hyper-creedalists do not automatically reject 
everyone as a Christian for every deviation from the ecumenical 
creeds.  As hyper-creedalist Andrew Sandlin says in his article “Biblical 
Authority and Christian Orthodoxy”:  Historic Christian orthodoxy 
(the standard of basic Christian doctrine set by the ecumenical creeds) 



The Arbitrary Principle of Hyper-Creedalism 21

is a “much safer” presupposition than a Bible-only approach to Bible 
study.  Sandlin also says that a deviation from orthodoxy is “usually” 
a perversion of biblical truth (Chalcedon Report, July 1997).  In other 
words, a deviation from creedal orthodoxy is usually but not always or 
necessarily a biblical error, because the creeds, though very reliable, are 
fallible.  Amen.  

Yet notwithstanding this concession from the hyper-creedalists, 
they will not allow preterists any liberty to challenge the creeds with 
preterism. Why is this?  It is because preterists are not questioning 
merely one of the peripheral particulars or shades of meaning in the 
ecumenical creeds, but are meddling with a major creedal teaching.  It is 
this fact that has caused the hyper-creedalists to conclude that preterists 
must be refuting a cardinal (principal, fundamental, indispensable, 
essential) doctrine of the biblical Faith. 

Preterists believe that the hyper-creedalists have jumped to the 
wrong conclusion.  If the creeds can contain inaccuracies (as the hyper-
creedalists admit), and if Scripture is the only infallible authority (as 
the hyper-creedalists admit), then must not the hyper-creedalists use 
Scripture (and not primarily the creeds) if they are ever, decisively, to 
disprove preterism? 

Indeed, we reason, how can the hyper-creedalists themselves know 
with certainty whether preterism is truth or error if they refuse to (or are 
unable to) prove or disprove it by means of the only infallible Scriptures?  
Their behavior toward preterism seems even more specious to us when 
we remember that the hyper-creedalists themselves have used Scripture 
effectively and systematically to refute another eschatological deviation 
from orthodoxy:  Dispensationalism.  Why do the hyper-creedalists not 
respond to preterism with the same kind of studied, scriptural refutation?

Are the hyper-creedalists reacting to preterism in a manner in-
consistent with their belief that the Bible is the only infallible authority 
concerning the Faith?  It appears to preterists, and to others, that they 
surely are.  But how is it that the hyper-creedalists themselves believe 
that they are not acting in a manner incompatible with the Reformation 
principle of sola Scriptura?  To begin to answer this question, let us look 
at an important belief wherein the hyper-creedalists and preterists have 
agreement.
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The Eternal Gospel

The hyper-creedalists believe that:

God has necessarily preserved throughout history the correct 
understanding of the biblical truths that are necessary for salva-
tion.  Or to put it another way, the church must always possess 
the true gospel.

The Bible teaches us that when Jerusalem was destroyed in the ap-
ostolic generation, the kingdom with its eternal gospel was given to the 
church forever, establishing the church as God’s perpetual, life-giving 
ministry to the nations.  The Scriptures speak of the church today:

Of the increase of His government and peace there shall be no 
end, upon the throne of David, and upon His kingdom, to or-
der it, and to establish it with judgment and with justice from 
henceforth and forever. The zeal of the Lord of hosts will per-
form this. (Isa. 9:7)

Your gates shall be open continually; they shall not be shut day 
nor night; that men may bring to you the forces of the Gentiles, 
and that their kings may be brought. (Isa. 60:11)

The gates of it shall not be shut at all by day, for there shall be no 
night there. (Rev. 21:25)

. . . the Tree of Life . . . yielded her fruit every month; and the 
leaves of the tree were for the healing of the nations . . . and His 
servants shall . . . reign for ever and ever. (Rev. 22:2–3,5)

Inasmuch as “God Himself” is forever “among men” (Rev. 21:3), so is 
the church eternally among us (Eph. 5:28–33; Rev. 19:7; 21:2, 9). This is the 
promise of the eternal covenant (Rev. 21:5–7).  It follows from this that the 
gospel is also with us forever, since without the gospel there is no church, and 
no “God among us.”  Because of this, God can never and will never allow His 
church to everywhere proclaim a false gospel.  The church is “the pillar and 
ground of the Truth” (1 Tim. 3:15).  As the Lord says in another place, the 
church continuously declares the glory of the Lord (Ps. 19:1–4; Rom. 10:18).

To say then that the universal church has preached a false gospel 
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throughout history is to refute God’s covenant, and the power of His 
gospel, and the divine authority of His church.  It is, in essence, to call 
God a liar. 

This means that if preterism is a doctrine that is so radically other 
that it makes what the church has always preached throughout history 
a damnable heresy, then preterism must be absolutely false.  If preterism 
makes the historical gospel of the church into a salvation-forfeiting lie, 
then preterism must inevitably be nothing more than an invention of mo-
dernity and a damnable, liberal heresy.  Therefore, since it is impossible 
that the universal church has “always and everywhere” preached a false 
gospel, only two possibilities exist: 

Futurism is true, and preterism is an erroneous and damnable doc-
trine (2 Tim. 2:18), or preterism is true, and futurism is an erroneous 
but not a damnable doctrine.

As we know, the hyper-creedalists choose the first possibility.  They 
fervently claim that belief in futurism is absolutely indispensable for 
salvation, and because of this the hyper-creedalists are unable even to 
consider preterism as a valid option.

Preterists, on the other hand, believe that futurism is neither in-
dispensable nor damnable, nor biblical.  Nor do preterists believe that 
they are introducing a new way of salvation.  Rather, we believe as the 
reformers before us, that we are teaching a better understanding of the 
same salvation that the church has and will continue “always and every-
where” to preach.

As we will discuss this point at which the hyper-creedalists and 
the preterists clash in more detail below, let us agree for now on these 
points:

1. God has preserved the gospel throughout history. 

2. The historic church has ceaselessly dispensed the gospel to 
the nations.

If we believe these two points, they will lead us to another belief in 
which we should find agreement with the hyper-creedalists, namely, a 
belief in the authority of the creeds.

The Gospel in the Creeds

The hyper-creedalists believe that:
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The biblical truths that are necessary for salvation, and that 
God has preserved throughout history, were written in the ecu-
menical creeds.

The ecumenical creeds have, throughout history, been deemed by 
all branches of the universal church —Western, Eastern, Roman— to 
contain the fundamental rudiments of the true gospel of salvation.  If, 
as we stated above, the church must remain perpetually in possession 
of the true gospel of Christ, and if the ecumenical creeds contain a re-
flection of the message that all believers in the universal church have 
historically believed and preached —and it is reasonable to believe that 
this is the case6— then this must follow:

The creeds must contain the gospel.

If the creeds did not contain the gospel (and therefore contain a 
false gospel) while they accurately reflect the historic message of the 
universal church, then it would follow that the historic church has al-
ways been preaching a false gospel, and that it is not and has never been 
the church.  Since no one can accept that idea without forsaking the 
Christian religion and blaspheming God, one is compelled to agree that 
the creeds of the church contain the one, true, biblical gospel.

What does this mean in the creedalist-preterist controversy?  For 
one thing, it means that the hyper-creedalists are correct when they say 
that we may not refute the elemental traditions of the gospel that are 
contained in the creeds.     They are right that such things are “not up 
for debate.”  The rudiments of the gospel are indeed divine presupposi-
tions without which the historic Faith and the church would disappear.  
We are not free to refute or nullify any of the cardinal elements of the 
Christian Faith.

Our freedom as preterists to challenge the ecumenical creeds is re-
stricted.  This is not because the traditional, cardinal doctrines of the 

6. Some preterists and others have said that since the creeds were written 
by, and have been endorsed by, the “institutional church” (meaning poten-
tially, the false church), there is no reason to presume that the true gospel ever 
found its way into the creeds.  I cannot agree with this view, as it is not credible 
that the true church has, throughout all history, been radically disconnected 
from the visible church.
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Faith were engraved on creedal paper by the Finger of God, but be-
cause the Scriptures and the church together confirm the rudimentary 
doctrines of the gospel (found in the creeds) as being the foundational 
truths of salvation.

Here is an example, outside of the creedalist-preterist controversy, 
that validates this reasoning:  The historic church has proclaimed that 
Jesus is God incarnate, born of a virgin.  If the church is wrong about 
this, and He is not God, then the church has been teaching men to wor-
ship someone who is not God.  To preach such a message is damnable 
(Ex. 22:20).  Since it is impossible that the universal, historic church of 
God could “always and everywhere” reside in and proclaim a damning 
error, we must conclude that if the church is truly the church, then Je-
sus Christ must be God (as the Nicene and Athanasian creeds teach).   
Hence, the biblical doctrine of the Deity of Christ is “not up for debate.”  
It is a tenet of the historic church’s God-given, Bible-based, gospel tra-
dition, without which the universal church would not exist and no one 
could be saved.

(Note that this conclusion is based upon biblical reason.  Since the 
Scriptures teach that worshiping another god is damnable, and since 
the universal church worships Christ, and since the universal church 
cannot be damned, it follows that Christ is God.  This conclusion was 
not reached by means of the authority of the historic church plus the as-
sumption that ecclesiastical-creedal statements are scriptural, as is the 
case with the hyper-creedalists’ faith in the church’s judgment regard-
ing futurism.)

So far, we should and we must stand in agreement with the hyper-
creedalists that God has preserved in the church throughout history 
a sufficient and adequate understanding of the biblical truths that are 
necessary for salvation, that the gospel that the church has historically 
preached is reflected in the ecumenical creeds, and that we are not free 
to remove or distort any of the biblical rudiments of the Faith that are 
found in the ecumenical creeds.  To the extent of the rudiments of the 
biblical gospel, we cannot challenge the teachings of the ecumenical 
creeds without challenging God Himself.
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Arbitrary Creedalism

Having agreed upon these things, we come to this question:  Exactly what 
creedal, futurist doctrines, if any, are included in the biblical, non-nego-
tiable gospel that if the church does not believe it must be damned?

It is in this question that the creedalist-preterist conflict resides.  
The hyper-creedalists suppose that belief in the (yet) future-ness and, 
more especially, the physical-ness of the Second Coming and of its ac-
companying events, as taught in the creeds, are absolutely essential to 
salvation, and that therefore the parts of the creeds that contain those 
teachings cannot be challenged, even as the doctrine of Christ’s Deity, 
and death and resurrection cannot be challenged.  It is on the basis of 
this supposition that the hyper-creedalists make their claim that they 
and others must refuse to reason from the Scriptures with preterists.

If the hyper-creedalists are ever to be convinced that they should 
exegete Scripture with Reformed preterists and that they should cease 
from condemning us, the hyper-creedalists must first be convinced 
that there is a theoretical possibility that futurism might be a non-fatal 
church error.  If the hyper-creedalists can be convinced of this possi-
bility, the offending presupposition would vanish and communication 
between hyper-creedalists and preterists could begin, and the hyper-
creedalists could begin to reason substantively from the Scriptures.

As we reason through the question of the possibility of preterism, 
let us begin again at a doctrine on which hyper-creedalists and preter-
ists agree:  The indispensability of the doctrine of the Second Coming.  
The doctrine of the Parousia is a systematically essential rudiment of 
Christian orthodoxy.  If the Parousia never happened and was never 
to happen, then Christ’s ministry and His work on the cross, and the 
subsequent ministry of the Holy Spirit and of the apostles all came to 
naught, and we are still in our sins.  Because of this, we may safely say 
that a rejection of the doctrine of the Second Coming is destructive, 
and that a knowledgeable and willful rejection of the doctrine is a grave, 
even damnable error.

However, as undeniably indispensable to the Christian religion and 
to the church’s salvation as the fact of the Parousia is, and as damnable 
as is a knowledgeable denial that the Bible teaches it, and as destructive 
an error as it is to teach wrong things about it, the Second Coming is 
nevertheless not a doctrine that one must necessarily know correctly in 



The Arbitrary Principle of Hyper-Creedalism 27

order to be saved.  We know this is true because, if it were the case that 
we must have a correct understanding of the doctrine of the Second 
Coming in order to be saved, then all believers would be damned except 
those who hold to one exact eschatological view.  Since this is unaccept-
able, we know that an error about “the time and the nature” of the Sec-
ond Coming, as grievous as the error may be, could theoretically exist 
in the church, since every such error is not inescapably “another gospel” 
that if one believes he cannot be saved.

A hyper-creedalist would likely agree with that last statement, but 
would maintain that preterism “crosses the line” between acceptable es-
chatological disagreement between brothers and damnable heresy.  As we 
said above, that which causes them to believe that preterism “crosses the 
line” is the degree of its deviation from eschatological orthodoxy. While the 
hyper-creedalists admit that believers can get eschatology wrong, and that 
creedal statements may be slightly flawed on a sub-point or two, the idea 
that the historic church could be wrong on a major point of creedal ortho-
doxy is absolutely unthinkable and anathema to the hyper-creedalists.

In their thinking, a small creedal error is possible, but a “major” 
creedal error is absolutely impossible. They literally believe that if one 
of the ecumenical creeds contained a major or serious error, then the 
whole kingdom of Christ would sink into Gehenna. This is not an exag-
geration. This is one of the foundational motivating factors of the hyper-
creedalists in their dogmatic and fiery condemnation of preterists.

But we must ask the hyper-creedalists, is not this line between pos-
sible non-fatal flaws and impossible non-fatal flaws an altogether arbi-
trary construct?  If minor non-damnable errors can exist in the creeds, 
then why cannot serious non-damnable errors exist in the creeds? Could 
not God have allowed such eschatological errors to exist unchallenged 
for hundreds of years? Where did God promise His church, implicitly 
or explicitly, that He would never allow her to make serious, non-fatal, 
multi-generational errors?

What is the basis for the hyper-creedalists’ belief that serious 
non-fatal errors cannot universally exist in the church for centuries?  
Their basis for this belief is, quite simply, presuppositional creedal-
ism. The hyper-creedalists assume at the outset that every prominent 
aspect of creedal doctrine must be believed as an indispensable part 
of the true gospel.  



House Divided28

For the hyper-creedalists, it is truly as though God had decreed and 
promised under oath, in writing, that the universal church’s creedal un-
derstanding of salvific doctrines absolutely cannot contain any note-
worthy errors. Or to put it more specifically: For the hyper-creedalists, 
it is as though God Himself sent the church three synopses of the Faith 
and promised the church that those three documents were absolutely 
errorless at every major point and that every major point must be be-
lieved for salvation. 

Admittedly, it would be a good thing that hyper-creedalists are 
fighting for an ancient church tradition and are calling for the excom-
munication of those who are rejecting the tradition.  The only problem 
is that the hyper-creedalists are blindly presupposing that this partic-
ular tradition (the doctrine that Christ’s Second Coming did not take 
place in His generation) is a biblical tradition. 

We know that “circular reasoning” is not inherently wrong, but on 
this issue we preterists see strong evidence that our hyper-creedalist 
brothers are chasing their presuppositional tails in a creedolatrous (or 
ecclesialatrous) error, so that even if preterism is false, the hyper-creed-
alists are arguing against it in an irrational and sinful manner.  We pray 
that God will open their eyes to the misdirection of their faith.

In the meantime, let us answer this question:  Could futurism pos-
sibly be an historic, non-fatal church error?

Yes, because first, as the creedalists admit, non-damnable errors 
can exist in the creeds.  Therefore, such an error could exist in the es-
chatological statements of the creeds.  Therefore futurism could be such 
an error.

Second, the basis upon which the hyper-creedalists have categori-
cally rejected preterism (and preterists) is arbitrary.  Hyper-creedalists 
hold that God would not allow His church to make a serious, non-dam-
nable, eschatological, creedal error.  Then from that baseless position, 
they pronounce preterism a damnable heresy. 

Third, the substantial exegetical case that has been made for preter-
ism has not been decisively (biblically) disproved.7  This means that as 

7. Four of the seven authors of WSTTB used a combined 58% of the book 
to refute preterism somewhat exegetically.  Their effort fell short of being ei-
ther substantial or decisive.
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far as anyone can know at this point, preterism could be true and futur-
ism could be a non-damnable error.

Why Do the Hyper-Creedalists Rage?
Preterism is exegetically derived.  It is the child of Scripture exegesis.  This 
fact in itself does not by any means prove that preterism is biblical; but 
since preterism grows out of Scripture exegesis (and not from hatred for 
creeds or tradition), there is only one possible way that the preterism-
futurism controversy can be resolved, and that is through judicious Scrip-
ture-exegesis and reasoning.  If preterism is false, then there absolutely 
must be sound reasoning from the Scriptures in the hyper-creedalist 
camp before the controversy can be resolved.  As the Westminster Con-
fession of Faith wisely says:

The supreme Judge by which all controversies of religion are to 
be determined, and all decrees of councils, opinions of ancient 
writers, doctrines of men, and private spirits, are to be exam-
ined, and in whose sentence we are to rest, can be no other but 
the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture. (Chapter I, Section X)

The hyper-creedalists’ lopsided reliance on the creeds in this con-
troversy (assuming futurism to be a doctrine of “the Holy Spirit speak-
ing in the Scripture”) is putting them in a precarious situation. The case 
for creedal futurism is not faring well in light of the biblical, exegetical 
weight of preterism.  This should be of concern to all those who love the 
church; because while relying almost solely on creedal orthodoxy, the 
hyper-creedalists are giving no reasoned or solidly biblical, systematic 
explanation of why preterists must be damned.  The fact that preterists 
contradict a “major” aspect of creedal eschatology is all the “logic” that 
the hyper-creedalists use in order to condemn.  Indeed, one can almost 
hear them declaring, “The preterists have spoken blasphemy.  ‘What 
further need have we of [Scriptural] witnesses?’” (Matt. 26:65)

This brings us to another important reason, aside from their inor-
dinate veneration of the creeds, that the hyper-creedalists angrily ab-
stain from exegeting Scripture against preterism; and that is that the 
hyper-creedalists are exegetically defenseless. This is why even though 
they have always been diligent in the past in exegeting Scripture to re-
fute other heresies in the church, they are for the most part unwilling to 
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do the same thing in confronting preterism. Their behavior is strikingly 
changed and irrational with us. 

Though they deny it, the hyper-creedalists are demonstrating that 
they believe the following: 

Every major, creedal doctrine must be believed for salva-
tion; and if a major creedal doctrine is not scripturally 
provable, or if a challenge to a major creedal doctrine is not 
scripturally disprovable, then we must at that point rest our 
faith in God for salvation upon the teaching of the creeds 
alone, and assume that the creedal doctrine in question is 
scriptural.

Thus ultimately, the implicit battle cry of our Reformed anti-preter-
ist brothers is not sola Scriptura (by Scripture alone), but solum symbol-
um (by creed alone).8  Instead of attempting to “prove all things” pertain-
ing to salvation by means of the Scriptures, the hyper-creedalists are 
assuming certain things pertaining to salvation by means of the fallible 
creeds in the absence of sure and decisive proofs from the Scriptures. 
Needless to say, this is a dangerous thing to do.

While deferring to the authority of the church in the absence of a firm 
scriptural confirmation is not inherently illegitimate, the question here 
is:  Are the fallible decrees of the church alone, without decisive scriptural 
support, authoritative enough to be used to anathematize people?  The 
preterists’ answer to this question is an unequivocal “No.”

Since hyper-creedalists insist on rejecting preterism ultimately on 
the basis of tradition, while they do not have a strong exegetical or sys-
tematic basis for their rejection, we preterists cannot help but perceive 
them as being, to some degree, modern-day Pharisees:

8. Keith Mathison vividly demonstrates this.  He admits that the escha-
tological time statements in Scripture are a “difficult problem” because they 
seem to contradict the creeds.  He admits that the time statements in Scripture 
have “perplexed commentators for centuries” (178, 201, 204).  Yet later Mathi-
son says that creedal futurism is “nonnegotiable” (354) and that preterists fol-
low “a much different religion” than Christianity (213).  What is Mathison’s 
sure authority for saying that futurism is nonnegotiable and that preterists are 
therefore false brothers?  Since his sure authority is not the Scriptures, by his 
own admission, it is none other than the interpretation of Mother Church (i.e., 
the creeds) alone —emphasis on “alone.”
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For laying aside the commandment of God, you hold the tradi-
tion of men . . . Full well you reject the commandment of God, 
that you may keep your own tradition . . . Making the word of 
God of none effect through your tradition, which you have deliv-
ered. . . . (Mark 7:8–9, 13)

It is not unreasonable to conclude that this is why we have seen so 
much anger and verbal abuse from the hyper-creedalists today.  Their be-
havior is characteristic of those who find that they have very little biblical 
defense for the traditional belief to which they passionately cling.  Thus 
it is that we have seen the hyper-creedalists behaving with like passion 
as those men who heard Stephen’s teaching that day before the council:

They cried out with a loud voice, and stopped their ears, and ran 
upon him with one accord. (Acts 7:57)

Summary and Conclusion
Preterists and hyper-creedalists believe that: 

•	 God	has	preserved	His	gospel	throughout	history.	

•	 The	cardinal	doctrines	of	the	gospel	are	God-given,	indisput-
able truths. 

•	 Those	historical	tenets	of	the	Faith	were	recorded	in	the	ecu-
menical creeds. 

•	 We	do	not	have	liberty	to	deny	the	gospel	in	the	creeds.

Hyper-creedalists presuppose that: 

•	 The	futuristic	eschatology	in	the	creeds	is	rudimentary	to	the	
gospel of Christ, so that if a man does not believe futurism he 
must be deemed an unbeliever. 

Preterists believe, in contrast, that: 

•	 The	futuristic	eschatological	interpretation	of	prophecy	in	the	
creeds not only is not rudimentary to the gospel of Christ, it is 
an historical church-error which, though not fatal to the life 
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of the church, has been damaging to its health.

•	 Because	the	creeds	can contain non-fatal errors, and because 
futurism could be such an error, preterism must not be auto-
matically dismissed without a hearing. It must be exegetically 
proved or disproved from the Scriptures. 

We counsel the hyper-creedalists to realize that they are losing the 
exegetical battle against preterism by default.  They have no firm bibli-
cal basis to anathematize preterists.

A time is coming when preterism must be answered with the Scrip-
tures in an ecumenical council in order to authoritatively find whether it 
is true or false.  History has never seen such a council on prophecy, much 
less on preterism.  We preterists look forward to that council.  Until that 
time, our hyper-creedalist brothers who refuse to prove or disprove us 
from the Scriptures should wisely withhold their fiery indignation until 
and unless such a time comes as it may be appropriate.
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Two

If Preterism is True

•

David A. Green

Dr. Charles Hill’s chapter in WSTTB is entitled “Eschatology in the 
Wake of Jerusalem’s Fall.”  The first half of his chapter is a survey 

of some of the early church fathers.  The primary purpose of the survey 
is to show that the early church fathers were not “hyper-preterists.”  The 
second half of Hill’s chapter includes the rest of his historical arguments 
against preterism.  Here is the premise behind Hill’s arguments:

If preterism is true, futurism constitutes a false gospel.

Here are Hill’s four main inferences from that premise:

1. If preterism is true, then all of the early churches, even those 
that were remote and distant from each other, simultaneously 
embraced an alien eschatology that constitutes a false gospel.

2. If preterism is true, then the apostles were failures as teachers 
because they failed to pass on the core of their eschatology.  
Instead, the church replaced their teaching with an alien es-
chatology that constitutes a false gospel.

3. If preterism is true, then the church was astonishingly de-
ficient in intellectual and spiritual apprehension in that it 
missed the consummation of God’s promises and failed to 
notice it when it happened.  Instead, the church embraced an 
alien eschatology that constitutes a false gospel.  

4. If preterism is true, then the church became “perfect” and at-
tained full knowledge (I Cor. 13:9–12) at the very same time 
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that it lost the knowledge of the gospel and embraced an alien 
eschatology that constitutes a false gospel.

Hill’s conclusion:

Preterism must constitute a false gospel because it is historical-
ly absurd and unbelievable that preterism is true and historic 
futurism constitutes a false gospel.

Hill’s Premise

None of the earliest Christians . . . took a hyper-preterist view 
of eschatology. . . . We ought to pause and reflect on what this 
argument is saying. . . . [The] charge entails the abandonment 
of . . . the “sum and substance” of the apostolic gospel (104) . . . 
If “fulfilled eschatology” is true, then . . . there is no light in [the 
early church] (106) . . .  If [“hyper-preterism”] claims to be the 
faith once delivered to the saints (Jude 3), we have to conclude 
that the delivery was never quite made.  Somebody—no, every-
body—fumbled the faith away. (119; cf. 65)

Hill never explains why it is that he believes that futurism con-
stitutes another gospel if preterism is true.  He argues from this 
premise without attempting to prove it.  This is because there is 
no exegetical reason to label futurism a damnable heresy if preter-
ism is true.  At worst, futurism could be said to be an error that has 
implications that would be damnable if they were followed to their 
ultimate, logical conclusions.  This is not the same thing as saying 
that futurism is damnable.

Here is an example of an anti-Christian implication of futurism.  
Many futurists (such as Richard Pratt, who wrote Chapter 3 of WSTTB) 
believe that the promised blessings of the kingdom have been “delayed” 
for nearly 2,500 years.  If Pratt’s delay doctrine —one might call it “hy-
per-delayism”— were true, this would mean that Christ our High Priest 
has not appeared “a second time” to His anxiously awaiting people after 
presenting His sacrifice to the Father in “the Holy Places” (Heb. 9:12, 
24–25, 28; Lev. 16).  

Christ was “about to” appear “in a very little while,” without “delay,” 
at the vanishing of the old covenant, at the fall of the worldly tabernacle 
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in AD 70 (Heb. 8:13; 9:8, 11; 10:37).  If His reappearing did not take 
place at that appointed time, then it irresistibly follows that Jesus’ word 
failed, and our High Priest’s sacrifice was rejected by the Father (Lev. 
16:2), and we are still dead in our sins.

These implications of futurism are damnable heresies, to be sure.  
However, traditional futurists such as Pratt are not thoroughgoing in 
their futurism. They inconsistently believe that Christ’s atonement for 
our sins was accepted by the Father and that it was completed even 
though (according to them) the Second Appearing of Christ never hap-
pened.  They do not believe in or confess the ultimately damnable impli-
cations of futurism. They confess the gospel.  Like the resurrection-of-
the-dead deniers in Corinth, they reject the damnable implications of 
their error.  This is why Paul did not reject the-resurrection-of-the-dead 
deniers as enemies of Christ.

Hill is incorrect when he says that if preterism is true then futur-
ists missed “the sum and substance,” “the first principles,” “the core,” 
and “the great essentials of eschatology” (106–107).  The truth is that 
from the preterist perspective, futurists and preterists stand shoulder to 
shoulder in agreement on the substance of the Christian faith, despite 
the scriptural error of futurism.

Here are some questions for our futurist readers:  Do you believe 
that Christ’s work of atonement is complete?  Do you believe that bibli-
cal Judaism has been forever abolished and that the hand-made temple 
of God is gone forever?  Do you believe in the gathering of the universal 
elect, living and dead, in the Christian age?  Do you believe that Christ 
dwells in you now, in fulfillment of Colossians 1:27?  Do you believe that 
the spiritual kingdom of God is here in its fullness now?  Do you believe 
that the church is the completed and established new covenant temple 
(tabernacle) of God?  Do you believe that all the saints, living and dead, 
are one body or “communion” in Christ now?

If you answered yes to those questions, then welcome to preterism.  
The above realities are the “sum and substance” of preterism.  They are 
“the first principles” and “the great essentials” of preterist eschatology.  
Therefore, if you believe in all those things (and many futurists do), you 
are a preterist “in spirit and in truth” even if you are an exegetical fu-
turist.  If you believe in a fully fulfilled spiritual fulfillment but await a 
physical consummation, then from the preterist perspective, you are 
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a preterist who simply has an extra-biblical “futurology” appended to 
your fully preterist soteriology/eschatology.

From the preterist perspective, many traditional futurists are, in 
principle, already in agreement with preterists from beginning to end.  
The fact that futurists await a future event involving a biological trans-
formation in no way puts them in the “damnable heretic” category.  
There is no reason it should.  Hill’s premise is false.  The truth of preter-
ism does not mean that futurism constitutes a false gospel.  

This wraps up the sum and substance of Hill’s chapter.  Now let us 
address his secondary, inferential arguments.

Simultaneous Defection of All Churches to an  
Alien Eschatology?

Hill says that if preterism is true, then this must be true:  

All of the early churches, even those that were remote and dis-
tant from each other, “abandoned Scripture” and simultane-
ously embraced the same man-made eschatology (futurism) 
– an eschatology that is “alien” from Scripture and “so at odds 
with Scripture” that no one could reasonably derive it from 
Scripture exposition.  The unity and consistency of all of those 
early churches at the same time in the same “completely for-
eign” eschatology (futurism) is “amazing,” “marvelous,” and “as-
tonishing.” (90, 102, 106, 108)

This argument would be valid only if, from the preterist point of 
view, futurism were a doctrine that was radically disconnected from 
the Scriptures, like say, the doctrine of Karma.  But that is hardly what 
futurism is if preterism is true.  The truth of preterism does not make 
futurism an “alien” or “completely foreign” eschatology that is radically 
“at odds with Scripture.”  The truth of preterism does not mean that 
futurism is something “completely foreign” that came from outside of 
Scripture and was artificially imposed upon it.

Even from the preterist perspective, futurism is, in a very real sense, 
biblical.  It is biblical in that it is a perfect “cut and paste” of the perspective 
of the New Testament writers.  It is therefore not correct to say that futur-
ists “abandoned Scripture” for a “completely foreign” eschatology if preter-
ism is true.  Futurists certainly misinterpreted key eschatological passages, 
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not understanding that they were already fulfilled, but they did not em-
brace an extra-biblical or alien “outline” of eschatology (114).  There was 
no wholesale abandonment of Scripture and there was no embracing of a 
“completely foreign” eschatology that was radically at odds with Scripture.  

There was no unbelievable or astonishing “coincidence” in the fact 
that all the early churches across the Roman Empire simultaneously be-
came futurist after AD 70.  If preterism is true and if the church did 
not understand that the Parousia of Christ and resurrection of the dead 
were fully fulfilled in AD 70, then the automatic and indeed the only al-
ternative was to carry over the perspective of the New Testament writ-
ers into the post-Parousia world.

If the church did not understand that the Parousia and the res-
urrection of the dead had been fulfilled spiritually in the events sur-
rounding the destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70, there is no mystery 
in the fact that all the disconnected churches the world over became 
futurist by default.  Apart from preterism, the only other choice was 
futurism (belief in a yet-future consummation).  Therefore it is not 
correct to say that if preterism is true then the eschatological unity 
and consistency of the early church in futurism is “amazing,” “marvel-
ous,” and “astonishing.”

As Hill says later in his chapter, “ . . . [T]he basic outlines of New 
Testament eschatology are not hard to find” (114).  That is correct.  Tra-
ditional, creedal futurism faithfully follows the easy-to-find outlines of 
New Testament eschatology.  There is, of course, nothing astonishing or 
amazing about disconnected Scripture-loving churches being simulta-
neously united in easy-to-find scriptural outlines.  

The early churches simply carried over the pre-70 perspective into 
the post-70 world.  They continued to reflect and repeat the pre-70 es-
chatology of the Bible after it had been fulfilled in AD 70.  They rev-
erently “parroted” the Bible’s already-fulfilled eschatology.  Their error 
was not that they embraced an eschatology that had little or nothing to 
do with Scripture.  Rather, they faithfully followed the Bible’s eschatol-
ogy but applied it anachronistically, having not understood that it had 
been fulfilled in AD 70.  

Consummation Missed and Not Noticed?
Hill says that if preterism is true, then this must be true:  
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“ . . . [T]he very people who were taught about the consum-
mation of redemptive history by the apostles, and who lived 
through this consummation, missed the great event when it 
happened” (105).  “That the very people who experienced 
the momentous consummation of God’s promises in Christ 
should not have noticed it when it happened, would be cause 
for the greatest possible astonishment. . . . [T]he Christians 
who lived through the climactic end of the age were by some 
imponderable set of circumstances so dull as to have missed 
it. . . . ” (106)

If preterism is true, it is not accurate to say that believers who were 
alive in AD 70 “missed” and did not “notice” the consummation of re-
demptive history.  The truth is that the church saw the consummation 
of redemptive history and embraced it, but exegetically mis-catego-
rized it.  The early church failed to recognize that many prophetic pas-
sages were fulfilled, but that does not mean that the church “missed” 
the fulfillment of those passages.  It only means that the church failed 
to connect all the prophecies to the Christological fulfillment that the 
church truly and knowingly saw and embraced.

Despite futurist errors regarding various and major prophecy-texts, 
the church has been, in a very real sense, teaching preterism for nearly 
two thousand years now.  We can find examples of preterism through-
out the church fathers. 

In his Epistle to the Magnesians (written about 50 years after the fall 
of Jerusalem), Ignatius says,

How shall we be able to live apart from Him, whose disciples 
the [Old Testament] prophets themselves in the spirit did wait 
for Him as their Teacher?  And therefore He whom they rightly 
waited for, being come, raised them from the dead. (Ignatius, 
Epistle to the Magnesians, Chapter 9, shorter version)

Hill acknowledges that Ignatius was teaching that the Old Testa-
ment prophets were raised “from hades to heaven” in the first century.1  
This is what preterists call “the resurrection of the dead.”  Although Ig-

1. Using a tactical euphemism, Hill calls that event an “elevation” instead 
of a resurrection (73).
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natius believed that the raising of the Old Testament saints from hades 
to heaven happened when Christ rose from the dead,2 the doctrine he 
taught is nevertheless pure preterism.

Ignatius, like all the other church fathers, was not an exegetical 
preterist; but we can say he was fully a preterist in principle or in spirit.  
The Father of Orthodoxy himself, Athanasius (AD 293–373), is a re-
markable example of this same phenomenon.  We can see from the fol-
lowing excerpts from his “On the Incarnation” and his “Festal Letters,” 
that although Athanasius believed in a yet-future Second Coming and 
in a Resurrection of the Flesh, he also believed the following:

The earth is already filled with the knowledge of the Lord (the gos-
pel) in fulfillment of Isaiah 11:9 and Habakkuk 2:14; and Death is al-
ready destroyed among believers in fulfillment of 1 Corinthians 15:55 
(“O death, where is your sting? O grave, where is your victory?”).

On the Incarnation

For now that He has come to our realm, and taken up His 
abode in one body among His peers, henceforth the whole 
conspiracy of the enemy against mankind is checked, and 
the corruption of death which before was prevailing against 
them is done away.  For the race of men had gone to ruin, 
had not the Lord and Saviour of all, the Son of God, come 
among us to meet the end of death. (9.4)

For by the Word revealing Himself everywhere, both above 
and beneath, and in the depth and in the breadth— above, 
in the creation; beneath, in becoming man; in the depth, 
in Hades; and in the breadth, in the world—all things have 
been filled with the knowledge of God. (16.3)

For that death is destroyed, and that the Cross is become 
the victory over it, and that it has no more power but is 
verily dead, this is no small proof, . . . that . . . all Christ’s dis-
ciples . . . tread it down as dead. . . . [E]ven women who were 
formerly deceived by [death] now mock at him as dead and 

2. Ignatius, Epistle to the Trallians, chapter ix.
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paralyzed. . . . [D]eath having been conquered and exposed 
by the Saviour on the Cross, and bound hand and foot, all 
they who are in Christ, as they pass by, trample on him 
and witnessing to Christ scoff at death, jesting at him, and 
saying what has been written against him of old: “O death, 
where is thy victory?  O grave, where is thy sting?” (27.1, 3–4) 

. . . [N]ow that death is made sport of and despised by be-
lievers in Christ, let none any longer doubt, nor any prove 
incredulous, of death having been brought to naught by 
Christ, and the corruption of death destroyed and stayed. 
(29.5) 

But death is daily proved to have lost all his power. (31.3) 

For what more is there for Him whom they expect to do, 
when [Christ] is come?  To call the heathen?  But they are 
called already.  To make prophecy, and king, and vision to 
cease?  This too has already come to pass.  To expose the god-
lessness of idolatry?  It is already exposed and condemned.  
Or to destroy death?  He is already destroyed.  What then 
has not come to pass, that the Christ must do?  What is left 
unfulfilled, that the Jews should now disbelieve with impu-
nity? . . .[E]ven the whole earth is filled with the knowledge 
of God. . . . He has illumined absolutely all with His light. 
(40.6–7) 

For the Lord touched all parts of creation, and freed and un-
deceived all of them from every illusion . . . that no one might 
by any possibility be any longer deceived, but everywhere 
might find the true Word of God.  For thus man, shut in on 
every side, and beholding the divinity of the Word unfolded 
everywhere, that is, in heaven, in Hades, in man, upon earth, 
is no longer exposed to deceit concerning God. . . . (45.5–6) 

Who, then, and how great is this Christ, Who by His own 
Name and Presence casts into the shade and brings to 
naught all things on every side, and is alone strong against 
all, and has filled the whole world with His teaching? (48.4) 
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Many before this Man have been kings and tyrants of the 
world. . . . [W]hich of these . . . was ever able so far to pre-
vail as to fill the whole earth with his teaching? (50.1) 

For as, when the sun is come, darkness no longer prevails, 
but if any be still left anywhere it is driven away; so, now that 
the divine Appearing of the Word of God is come, the dark-
ness of the idols prevails no more, and all parts of the world 
in every direction are illumined by His teaching. (55.3) 

The Festal Letters

Now, however, that the devil, that tyrant against the whole 
world, is slain, we do not approach a temporal feast, my 
beloved, but an eternal and heavenly.  Not in shadows do 
we show it forth, but we come to it in truth. . . . For no 
more does death reign; but instead of death henceforth is 
life, since our Lord said, ‘I am the life;’ so that everything 
is filled with joy and gladness; as it is written, ‘The Lord 
reigneth, let the earth rejoice.’  For when death reigned, 
‘sitting down by the rivers of Babylon, we wept,’ and 
mourned, because we felt the bitterness of captivity; but 
now that death and the kingdom of the devil is abolished, 
everything is entirely filled with joy and gladness.  And 
God is no longer known only in Judea, but in all the earth, 
‘their voice hath gone forth, and the knowledge of Him 
hath filled all the earth.’ (iv.3)

For He raised up the falling, healed the sick, satisfied those 
who were hungry, and filled the poor, and, what is more won-
derful, raised us all from the dead; having abolished death, He 
has brought us from affliction and sighing to the rest and glad-
ness of this feast, a joy which reacheth even to heaven. (vi.9)

The whole creation keeps a feast, my brethren, and every-
thing that hath breath praises the Lord, as the Psalmist 
[says], on account of the destruction of the enemies, and 
our salvation.  And justly indeed; for if there is joy in heaven 
over one sinner that repenteth, what should there not be 
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over the abolition of sin, and the resurrection of the dead?  
Oh what a feast and how great the gladness in heaven!  How 
must all its hosts joy and exult as they rejoice and watch in 
our assemblies, those that are held continually, and espe-
cially those at Easter?  For they look on sinners while they 
repent; on those who have turned away their faces, when 
they become converted; on those who formerly persisted in 
lusts and excess, but who now humble themselves by fast-
ings and temperance; and, finally, on the enemy who lies 
weakened, lifeless, bound hand and foot, so that we may 
mock at him: ‘Where is thy victory, O Death?  Where is thy 
sting, O Grave?’  Let us then sing unto the Lord a song of 
victory.’ (vi.10)3

From the preterist point of view, it is not a stretch to say that at 
least some of the church fathers perceived the fulfillment of the Great 
Commission, and the resurrection of the dead, and the destruction of 
Death in the saints.  They truly saw these things by faith, even if they 
exegetically failed to connect all the right Scripture texts to the realities 
they embraced.

The failure of the church fathers to connect all the right verses to 
what they saw and embraced is a long way from them “missing” and 
“not noticing” what they saw and embraced.  Instead of missing the ful-
fillment of all Scripture, the early church fathers exegetically “misfiled” 
it and unwittingly appended an extra-biblical futurology onto their bib-
lically fulfilled (preterist) theology.

Ironically, what the post-70 church “missed” was that it did not miss 
the fulfillment of all biblical prophecy.  It did not see (perceive) that it 
had truly seen (perceived) the Parousia.  

From the preterist perspective, if you believe that Christ’s work of 
atonement is complete, and that biblical Judaism has been forever abol-
ished, and that the hand-made temple of God is forever gone, and that 
Christ Himself dwells in believers now, and that the spiritual kingdom 
of God is here in its fullness now, and that the church is the completed 

3. In view of passages such as these, it is puzzling to read anti-preterists 
who insist that preterism bears no resemblance to anything the historic church 
has ever taught.
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and established new covenant temple (tabernacle) of God, and that all 
the saints, living and dead, are one spiritual, Christological body now 
—then from the preterist perspective, you logically or implicitly believe 
in the past fulfillment of the Parousia and in the past fulfillment of the 
resurrection of the living and the dead.  Thus from the preterist per-
spective, many or most futurists are, in essence, unrealized preterists.

Early Church Unbelievably Deficient?
Hill says that if preterism is true, then this must be true:  

We are forced to have “a very low [and “horrendously dismal”] 
assessment of the early church’s capacity for understanding Paul 
and the apostles. . . . [T]he earliest Christians . . . must have been 
deficient in mental or spiritual apprehension” (104).  “ . . . [T]he 
Christians who lived through the climactic end of the age were . . . 
dull . . . ” (106).  Nobody understood any of the writers of the New 
Testament (107).  There was an “abysmally low level of spiritual 
apprehension in the subapostolic age” (118).  We are forced to 
have “[a]n extremely negative [and severe] judgment against . . . the 
intelligence of those taught by [the apostles]. . . . ” (107, 113)

One of Hill’s errors in reasoning here is that he is inadvertently 
thinking in futurist categories while judging a situation in which preter-
ism is theoretically true.  It is not correct to say that from the preterist 
perspective those who did not understand that AD 70 was the time of 
the fulfillment of all Scripture must have been astonishingly, horren-
dously, abysmally, or imponderably deficient from a mental or spiritual 
standpoint.

Yes, if the fulfillment had been of a futurist nature (a literal Jesus-in-
the-flesh second coming, a literal resurrection of the flesh, a literal new 
galaxy [heavens] and planet [earth], etc.), then those who “missed” it 
would indeed have been dull beyond all belief.  But if the fulfillment was 
of a preterist nature (largely if not completely invisible except for the 
outward signs, such as the great tribulation and the destruction of the 
city and the sanctuary), then there is no reason to say that the church 
was unbelievably deficient in its mental or spiritual capacity.

Hill also argues that it is unbelievable that the church that was so 
close in time and proximity to the apostles could have been so wrong 
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about eschatology.  But even Hill must admit that the church in the next 
generation after the apostles was steeped in eschatological error.  If futur-
ism is true then the apostolic church, which was taught by Jesus Himself 
and His apostles, got the timing of the fulfillment wrong, erroneously ex-
pecting the Second Coming to occur in its own generation.4  

No matter how we slice it, the church was in serious eschatologi-
cal error.  If preterism is true, then the post-apostolic church got the 
nature of the fulfillment wrong, wrongly expecting a resurrection of 
the flesh.  If futurism is true, then the apostolic church got the tim-
ing of the fulfillment wrong, wrongly expecting Christ to return in 
His generation.  So whether we are futurists or preterists the fact is 
inescapable:  Even the earliest post-apostolic believers who had been 
taught by the apostle John himself and who were relatives of Jesus 
Himself erred significantly in regard to eschatology.  Yet Hill, over-
reaching in his arguments against preterism, claims that this fact is 
an impossibility (68–69, 75–76).

Now let us consider which false expectation of the early church is 
more believable.  If futurism is true, then the false expectation of the 
apostolic church (a this-generation Second Coming) came into being 
because of the clear statements of Jesus Himself and of the New Tes-
tament writers —unambiguous statements of imminence that literally 
saturate the books of the New Testament.

But if preterism is true, then the false expectation of the post-ap-

4. The quotes that Hill listed from the church fathers prove that the this-
generation expectation of the church of the apostolic generation was carried 
over into the post-apostolic church:  Clement (c. AD 85–95) spoke of the resur-
rection that was “about” to take place (mellousan anastasin) and the kingdom 
of God that was “about to come.” (mullein ercesqai) (Letter to the Corinthians, 
xxiv.1; xlii.3) (WSTTB, 65–66)  Ignatius (98–117) spoke of the “wrath about to 
come.” (mellousan orghn) (To the Ephesians 11:1) (WSTTB, 72)  Polycarp (c. AD 
107–117) said that the resurrection of the dead was “about” to come. (ton mel-
lonta) (Letter to the Philippians, v.2) (WSTTB, 74)  Aristides (c. AD 125) spoke 
of “the age about to come.” (tou mellontos aionos) (Apology, xv) (WSTTB, 78)  
The writer of Barnabas (c. AD 90–135) spoke of the time “about” to come. (eis 
ton mellonta) (Barnabas, v.6) (WSTTB, 83)  The writer of the Epistula Apos-
tolorum (c. AD 117–149) believed that the Parousia would take place in his 
own generation (WSTTB, 80).  The writer of the Apocalypse of Peter (c. AD 
130’s) also believed that the Parousia would take place in his own generation 
(WSTTB, 82).
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ostolic church (a literal universe-ending, universe-transforming fulfill-
ment) came not through the simple statements of Jesus and the New 
Testament writers, but through the sometimes hard-to-understand 
“sign language” of prophecy.  This scenario is eminently more believ-
able than futurism’s “difficult” problem of keeping Jesus and the New 
Testament writers from being liars and false prophets (cf. 204).

The Theological Novum of the Reformation

It is believable especially from a Reformed perspective that the early 
church was in an eschatological error that has persisted down to the pres-
ent day.  We can be confident that Hill would never make this argument:  

If the Reformation doctrine of forensic justification by faith alone 
is really true, then that must mean that before the 1500s, the 
universal church was astonishingly, horrendously, abysmally, im-
ponderably, and unbelievably deficient from a mental and spiri-
tual standpoint, and that there was no light in it until the time 
of the Reformation.  Since this cannot be the case, we must con-
clude that the doctrine of “forensic justification by faith alone,” 
which came into being in the Reformation, is a lie and a dam-
nable heresy.

As I mentioned in my response to Gentry, the above argument is 
essentially the Roman Catholic argument that Johann Eck used against 
Luther.  Eck’s argument against Luther is Gentry’s and Hill’s argument 
against preterists.  Hill apparently has no idea how extremely “Roman 
Catholic” his argument really is:

From sometime in the late first century or early second century 
until about AD 396, “Paul’s great insight into justification by faith was 
forgotten.”5  For the first three centuries after the apostles, the doctrine 
of justification remained undefined and the church naively and igno-
rantly proclaimed the gospel in a context of “free will” and works-righ-
teousness (though not deliberately or systematically like the Judaizers in 
the first century or Pelagius in c. AD 400).6

5. K. Stendahl, Paul Among Jews and Gentiles (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress 
Press, 1983), 83

6. Alister E. McGrath, Iustitia Dei (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1986), 19–20, 23
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Augustine was the first of the post-apostolic fathers to give a seri-
ous treatment of the doctrine of justification.  But Augustine’s view of 
justification was not the Reformed view.  Beginning in about AD 396, 
Augustine taught that justification was an all-encompassing and pro-
gressive change both in a man’s status and in his nature.  For Augustine, 
justification encompassed the entire Christian life, from initial justifica-
tion at the time of baptism to the perfection of justification in the end of 
the world.7  Augustine taught that justification was the gradual restora-
tion of every aspect of man to God’s original created order.8

Augustine, in essence, conflated “regeneration” and “sanctification” 
into a processive and nature-changing concept of “justification.”  What 
we today would call “regeneration, progressive sanctification, and con-
summated sanctification,” Augustine simply called “justification.”9

Throughout the roughly 1,100 years that followed Augustine, the 
church remained “astonishingly faithful” to his view of justification.10  
“ . . . [T]he medieval theological tradition was unanimous in its under-
standing of justification as both an act and a process, by which both 
man’s status coram Deo and his essential nature underwent alteration.”11  

7. Ibid., 28, 36, 41
8. Ibid., 34–36
9. The current controversy in Reformed churches over “the new perspec-

tive on Paul” represents a return to the Augustinian, medieval, Catholic view 
that justification is progressive.  Reformed futurists are having difficulty de-
cisively answering the “progressive justification” argument of the “new per-
spective.”  This is because (full) preterism is the only answer.  If the Parousia 
did not take place when the temple fell in AD 70, as Scripture teaches, then 
the “new perspective” is correct when it says that justification has not yet 
been consummated.  If the Parousia has not yet happened, then the eschato-
logical process of justification is still ongoing:  “Now not for [Abraham’s] sake 
only was it written, that [faith] was reckoned to him, but for our sake also, to 
whom [faith] is about to be reckoned [as righteousness, in the Parousia]” 
(Rom. 4:23–24a).  The Reformed doctrine of non-progressive and full “justi-
fication by faith alone” at the point of conversion is true only if the eschato-
logical process of “corporate justification” has already been consummated.  
It was consummated in AD 70.  In formulating “sola fide,” the Reformers 
were unknowingly conforming their soteriology to their preterist presup-
positions.  Full preterism and the Reformed doctrine of justification cannot 
long exist without each other.

10.  Ibid., 185
11.  Ibid., 182
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“Throughout the entire medieval period, justification continued to be 
understood as the process by which a man is made righteous, subsum-
ing the concepts of ‘sanctification’ and ‘regeneration.’”12

This view of justification was the established and unchallenged po-
sition of historic “Mother Church” from the time of Augustine.  Then 
in the early 1500’s, the Reformers began teaching something altogether 
new.  They taught that “justification” is a change in a man’s status before 
God, and not a change in a man’s nature.  They taught that “justification” 
is the forensic or legal declaration of God that a man is righteous, and 
that “justification” is not a process.

These Reformed doctrines were theological “innovations” that were 
completely unknown in all of the previous 1,430 years of post-apostolic 
church history.   The Reformation understanding of the nature of jus-
tification was “a genuine theological novum.”13  In regard to the purely 
forensic and non-processive nature of justification, there were  abso-
lutely no “forerunners of the Reformation.”14  Thus in the Reformation, 
“a fundamental discontinuity was introduced into the western theologi-
cal tradition where none had ever existed, or ever been contemplated, 
before.”15

It is noteworthy that “justification” has been called the doctrinal 
center of the church’s system of theology.  So essential to the gospel is 
the doctrine of justification that without it, there could be no church.16  
Yet Hill’s and Gentry’s (and our) Reformed view of justification was 
never taught or even conceived of anywhere in the post-apostolic church 
until the sixteenth century.  Sola fide (forensic, non-progressive, non-
nature-changing justification by faith/trust/belief alone) has been said 
to be the article upon which the church stands or falls.  Yet it was never 
taught after the days of the apostles, until the Reformation.  Yet Hill, 
Gentry, and others who hold to sola fide condemn preterists because we 
teach a view of eschatology that was never taught in the post-apostolic 
church until relatively shortly after the Reformation.

For some reason, it is believable for Hill and others in the Reformed 

12.  Ibid., 184
13.  Ibid., 184, 186, 187
14.  Ibid., 185
15.  Ibid., 184, 186
16.  Ibid., 1
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camp that the historic church mis-categorized the doctrine of “justi-
fication” (confusing it with regeneration and sanctification), that the 
historic church misunderstood the nature of justification (making it a 
change in a man’s nature), and that the historic church did not teach 
the truth about justification (except in “bits and pieces”) for 1,430 years 
after the apostles.  Yet it is unbelievable for Hill and others in the Re-
formed camp that the church mis-categorized the Parousia and misun-
derstood the nature of the Parousia and that it did not teach the truth 
about the Parousia (except in “bits and pieces”) for about 1,800 years 
after the apostles.  

The question is:  If it took the church so long to rediscover the bibli-
cal doctrine of justification, why is it impossible that the church took a 
somewhat longer time to rediscover the biblical doctrine of eschatol-
ogy?  Answer:  It is not impossible, and it is certainly not unbelievable.

Hill and Gentry condemn preterists because our doctrine is “new.”  
To borrow the words of Doug Wilson:  “Another name for this is saw-
ing off the limb you are sitting on” (WSTTB, 263).  In condemning us 
because our eschatology is “new,” they are condemning themselves, be-
cause their view of justification is also “new.”

Hill’s editor Mathison demonstrates for us that it is easier to believe 
that the historic church has been in error about the Parousia than it is to 
believe that the historic church was in error about Justification.  In Post-
millennialism: An Eschatology of Hope, Mathison says on page 26 that 
“the basic eschatological beliefs of the apostolic fathers were accepted 
by the next generation without question” and “were held together in a 
naïve, unreflective fashion, with little or no attempt to work out their 
implications or solve the problems that they raise.”  On page 37 of the 
same book, Mathison says that by the early 1500s, eschatology was still 
a “long-neglected doctrine.”  Then contradicting Gentry (WSTTB, 26, 
51), Mathison says that “only recently in the history of the church has 
the doctrine of eschatology become a topic of intensive study” (Postmil-
lennialism: An Eschatology of Hope, 23).

According to Mathison then, the church formulated the eschato-
logical statements of the ecumenical creeds “in a naïve, unreflective 
fashion” and without “intensive study.”17  So yes, indeed, it is altogether 

17. Wilson in his chapter also admits that the church “hasn’t thoroughly 
debated eschatology yet.”  But then he immediately adds that the futurity and 
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believable and in fact more than likely that the historic church, with 
its extremely late start in examining eschatology intensively, and with 
its innumerable legions of contradictory eschatological speculations and 
opinions that have persisted now for nearly 2,000 years, got eschatology 
wrong —not in its basic outline, but in regard to the time and nature of 
the consummation. 

 Knowledge Gained When Knowledge Lost?
Hill says that if preterism is true, then this must be true:  

The church “attained consummate fullness of knowledge when 
the perfect came” and then immediately “saw that knowledge 
evaporate virtually overnight!”  Believers “became like him 
when he appeared, for they saw Him as He is (1 John 3.2)” and 
then had “their spiritual understanding . . . plunged suddenly 
into the abyss, from which it has yet to be recovered” (108).  
The church experienced a “radical nosedive” precisely when 
“the church attainted [sic] the consummation of its hope, its 
full measure of knowledge and sanctification, its final state of 
conformity to the image of Christ” (109).  “ . . . [T]he church has 
been off base ever since ‘the day’ arrived!  Surely we were much 
better off during the last watch of the night, when at least we 
had the living, apostolic word!” (109)  “The dreaded and nearly 
fatal [corruption] of the gospel . . . struck the church . . . con-
currently with the church’s attainment of its ultimate state of 
perfection” (109).  “ . . . [T]he generation which experienced 
God’s final perfecting of his saints is the very generation which 
let the faith slip through its hands” (119).

It is not correct to say that if preterism is true, then the church ex-
perienced a “radical nosedive” in AD 70, or that the church’s spiritual 

biological nature of the resurrection of the dead are, nevertheless, “settled” 
matters.  It is “timing” issues within the futurist framework, he says, that re-
main unsettled (256).  Wilson’s statement is like someone saying to Pythagoras 
in the sixth century BC, “We admit that the traditional Flat Earth view has not 
been thoroughly studied and debated yet.  Nevertheless, we know for certain 
that the Earth is flat.  That much is settled, Heretic.  The only thing that is not 
settled yet is in regard to what is supporting the flat Earth from underneath.”
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understanding plunged suddenly into “an abyss,” or that the church “let 
the faith slip through its hands,” or that anything like a “dreaded and 
nearly fatal” corruption of the gospel “struck the church.”  

As we established above, the sum and substance of apostolic es-
chatology was preserved and passed down through the church, with-
out interruption, in all generations down to the present day.  What was 
“missed” was the identification of the events of AD 70 with various 
prophecy-texts.  That error does not constitute a “radical nosedive” or 
a plunging into an “abyss” or a loss of the sum and substance of either 
eschatology or the gospel.

Hill does not give us his interpretation of 1 Corinthians 13:8–12, but 
he seems to believe that “the perfect” in that passage refers to a time in 
our future when all believers will become all-knowing, at least in spiri-
tual or theological things, or at the very least in eschatological things.  
Hill does not seem to realize that if 1 Corinthians 13 is not yet fulfilled 
then the revelatory gifts have not yet ceased and the post-70 church 
now makes pronouncements through the prophetic and infallible in-
spiration of God.  That, of course, would make the church’s ecumenical 
creeds infallibly true and infallibly authoritative on every point and the 
church through the ages equally infallible.  And that would harmonize 
well with Gentry’s, Hill’s, and Eck’s Romanizing argument.

According to the Scriptures though, what would the church “know” 
when “that which is perfect” came?  According to John 14:20, the church 
would “know” at Christ’s Parousia, at the resurrection, “that I am in My 
Father, and you in Me, and I in you.”

It was not that believers did not already know that Christ was being 
formed in them before AD 70 (Gal. 4:19).  It was that when the old cov-
enant vanished and their Jewish persecutors were punished, believers 
knew, by personally experiencing the historical vindication and mani-
festation of the truth of Jesus’ Messianic claims, that Jesus was in the 
Father, and that they were in Him, and that He was in them.  In that day, 
believers came to know, to be united with, the triune God in the new 
covenant world, having become His completed temple—even as God 
had first fully known them through the indwelling of His Holy Spirit in 
the sin-indwelt, old covenant world (Gal. 4:9).

Contrary to the implication of Hill’s argument, the revelatory gifts 
ceased and were abolished in the end of the age of the prophets in the 
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first century AD (Heb. 1:1–2).  Through those gifts, the church had 
prophesied of what would come, and therein had only a partial knowl-
edge of the Messianic/Christian age wherein Christ dwells in His uni-
versal church, instead of an historical and personal realization of it.  The 
gifts ceased when the old covenant vanished (Heb. 8:13) because that 
which is perfect (the new covenant world, i.e., Christ Himself ) had fi-
nally arrived.18

The change in knowledge was not a change from knowing some 
facts about eschatology to knowing all facts about eschatology.  The 
perfect or mature knowledge of which Paul spoke had nothing to do 
with having a correct eschatological chronology or having a correct 
interpretation of all eschatological texts.  The change that took place 
was from knowing about the new covenant world by means of revela-
tion to knowing the new covenant world by entering into it.  It was the 
change from being known by God through the indwelling of the sin-
killing Spirit in the body of Sin of Death, to knowing God by means of 
dwelling in the resurrected and living body/temple of Christ in the new 
covenant world.

Regarding Hill’s argument that the church’s knowledge “evaporat-
ed” in AD 70 if preterism is true: As we saw above, the church’s preterist 
presuppositions did not “evaporate,” as Hill overstates.  Some or many 
of the church fathers believed that “Christ in you” was a fully realized 
prophecy, and that the church was now the new covenant tabernacle of 
God among men, and that the dead had been resurrected into the pres-
ence of God.  As the record demonstrates, the church did not miss these 
core doctrines of preterism.  The church’s primary error instead was in 
failing to interpret eschatological passages consistently in accordance 
with the church’s biblical-preterist presuppositions.

Regarding Hill’s argument that if preterism is true then the apos-
tolic church was “better off” than we are because we’re “off base” and 
they had “the living, apostolic word”:  As we have seen, from the preter-
ist perspective, even if the apostolic church was more correct in its tex-
tual interpretations, the post-apostolic church, according to its preterist 

18.  This is why the canon of Scripture is closed.  “Vision and prophet” 
were sealed up and abolished when “all things written” were fulfilled in AD 70 
(Dan. 9:24; Lk. 21:22; 1 Cor. 13:8).  Thus the completed Bible itself is proof of 
preterism.
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presuppositions, was and still is in essential eschatological agreement 
with the apostolic church despite significant exegetical inconsistencies.

Word Meanings Radically Changed?
Hill says that if preterism is true, then this must be true:  

“ . . . [T]he canonical New Testament documents uniformly 
teach a radically distinct kind of resurrection [that] segregates 
them very sharply from their [Jewish] context” (97).  “ . . . [T]he 
New Testament writers take common eschatological terms, resur-
rection in particular, lift them from their Jewish context, and in-
fuse them with new meanings. . . . [T]he New Testament uses the 
term resurrection in a radically different way [than it was used 
in its Jewish context]. Yet none of the New Testament writ-
ers go to any length to make that clear to us (98–99).  Paul 
was very “deceptive” in that he affirmed “his solidarity with 
the Pharisees in their belief in a resurrection, while in reality 
he only retained the bare word resurrection and meant some-
thing completely different by it” (100).  “ . . . Paul and the other 
New Testament writers . . . poured new meaning into eschato-
logical terms that had accepted meanings within Judaism. . . . 
[A]ll these writers were using terms in a highly distinctive and 
highly technical, dare we say cryptic, way.” (114)

In this argument, Hill is apparently responding to the notion that 
the eschatological resurrection was merely “the change from the Jewish 
system to the Christian system” and not a resurrection of individuals 
(97–98).  We are not aware of any preterists who believe that the resur-
rection of the dead was merely an impersonal change of systems that 
did not involve the resurrection of individuals.  The resurrection of the 
dead was the consummate event in the eschatological change of sys-
tems (from the Adamic-Mosaic world to the Christological world in AD 
70) but the resurrection was not merely the change of systems.

Indeed, Paul was not being “deceptive” or duplicitous.  He was not 
using “the mere word” resurrection.  He and the Pharisees both believed 
in the resurrection and judgment of individuals on the Last Day.  What 
that resurrection would look like (material or non-material) was not 
the issue.  The issue was the fact that all men would be raised to stand 
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before the judgment seat of Christ.
Other terms that Hill says have been radically changed by preterists 

are “the dead,” the word “body,” “the creation” in Romans 8:19–22, and 
“the elect” in 2 Timothy 2:10 (115, 117).  I discuss the meaning of “the 
dead” and the word “body” in my response to Strimple in this book.  As 
for “the creation” in Romans 8:19–22 referring to Israel, it is unfortu-
nate that Hill considers this usage to be “cryptic.”

When Jesus told His disciples to “preach the gospel to all the cre-
ation” (Mark 16:15), He was referring to Israel, or to the Jews through-
out the world.  The command to preach the gospel to the Gentiles was 
not given until many years later in Acts 10–11.  The church is called 
“the Israel of God” (Gal. 6:16).  It was also called God’s “new creation” 
(2 Cor. 5:17; Gal. 6:15).  The heavenly tabernacle/city that was coming 
down from out of heaven in the first century (Rev. 3:12) was not of the 
old covenant “creation” (Heb. 9:11) but of the new covenant creation.  
Israel, old or new, is God’s “creation.”

The word “creation” is not a code word for “Israel.”  But it is some-
times used to refer either to the old covenant/Adamic world of God’s 
people or to the new covenant/Christological world of God’s people.  
The term “heaven and earth” is used in the same metaphorical or cov-
enantal sense and it can include the living and the dead.  Gentry, Mathi-
son, and Wilson all know this to be true.

Regarding “the elect” meaning “Israel” in 2 Timothy 2:10:  Hill is 
apparently referring to an interpretation of one preterist author.  In-
terpreting “the elect” as “Israel” in that verse is not a common preterist 
interpretation.

Conclusion
Hill’s chapter is like a popular bumper sticker that reads:  “If money 
is the root of all evil, then why do churches beg for it?”  If one un-
wittingly accepts the false premise that money is the root of all evil 
and if one accepts the rhetorically charged premise that churches 
typically “beg” for money, then one will find the implied conclu-
sion compelling:  Churches are typically hypocritical, manipula-
tive, and greedy.

In the same way, if one accepts Hill’s false and rhetorically charged 
premises, then Hill’s conclusions become compelling.  If one accepts 



House Divided54

the premise that the church must have been damned for the past 2,000 
years if preterism is true, then the conclusion is inescapable:  Preterism 
must be a lie and a false gospel because it could not possibly be true that 
the church has been damned for the past 2,000 years.

There is no biblical reason, however, to accept Hill’s premise.  From 
the preterist perspective, the now vestigial appendage of futurism does 
not negate or nullify the church’s knowledge of fulfilled salvation (pret-
erism) through the gospel.  Even in its futurist misunderstanding of 
many eschatological texts, the church understood and preached the 
truths of preterism and of the gospel.  From the preterist perspective, 
the church effectually understood the Scriptures despite its exegetical 
lapses.  The truth of preterism does not mean that the Scriptures were 
“impenetrably vague,” as Hill overstates (107, 114).

As we have seen, some or perhaps most futurists are “unrealized 
preterists” in that their exegesis does not match their preterist presup-
positions.  Thus the appearance of explicit, exegetical preterism in his-
tory is the result of God’s people, through His Spirit, gaining a greater 
understanding of their scriptural presuppositions, and interpreting the 
Scriptures accordingly.  Futurist Gary North defines this phenomenon 
as a progressive increase in “epistemological self-awareness.”  North ac-
cordingly says that it is because of the increasing self-awareness of the 
church that her creeds “improve over time.”19  Amen.

Improving the creeds does not mean abandoning or replacing the 
gospel in the creeds, of course.  It can however mean revising the creeds 
because of “a change in the understanding of biblical doctrine,” despite 
Gentry’s rejection of this truth (56).  If preterism is true, that does not 
mean that preterists today are smarter than the first-century church, as 
Hill suggests.  It means that the church is a living body that continues to 
grow by grace in its understanding of what the New Testament authors 
wrote under the inspiration of the eternal God a mere 2,000 years ago.  
It does not mean that the church goes from one gospel to a different 
gospel.  It means that the church goes from having an effectual grasp of 
the gospel to having a better, effectual grasp of the same gospel.

Because the word of God is as profound and unfathomable as it is 
simple and perspicuous, there inevitably come epochs in history during 

19.  Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace (Tyler, TX: Institute for 
Christian Economics, 1987), 181–182.
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which the church on Earth must make changes.  Watershed moments 
inescapably arrive wherein the church comes to a better understanding 
of her salvation.  This is what happened in the Reformation five hun-
dred years ago.  This is what is beginning to happen today in regard to 
eschatology.  

Sadly, as in the days of Luther, preterists are confronted not with 
the passionate expositions of a Reformed Bible expositor, but with the 
clanging agitations of an Eck.  Hill, with his rhetorical overstatements 
and inflamed verbiage, argues from a false premise that leads to false 
inferences that lead to false conclusions.  If Hill composes a follow-up 
to his chapter or a response to this chapter, may he put more care into 
his thoughts and formulate his arguments by Scripture alone.
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Three

Openness Futurism

•

Edward J. Hassertt

According to Dr. Richard Pratt, one of the central errors of preterists 
is our belief “that all biblical predictions must be fulfilled just as 

they are stated” (WSTTB, 121).  In contrast to the teachings of preter-
ists, Pratt says that the prophetic predictions of the Bible are “seldom 
fulfilled exactly as they are given” (122).  In fact, “true prophets,” he says, 
“often predicted things that did not happen” at all (131).  

According to Pratt, the reason that biblical prophecies failed to be 
fulfilled is because human choices intervened and played a major role 
in determining how or if the predictions would be fulfilled (123, 126).  
Therefore, concludes Pratt, “it does not matter if the Scriptures depict 
Christ’s second coming in close proximity to his first coming. . . . [H]is 
return could still be in our future, even two thousand years later” (122).  

Pratt begins his chapter, “Hyper-Preterism and Unfolding Biblical 
Eschatology,” lamenting that many Christians endorse “the hyper-pret-
erist proposal” that the predictions of true prophets are fulfilled just 
as they were stated (122).  He complains that it is “quite common” for 
evangelicals to agree with “the hyper-preterist interpretation” of Deu-
teronomy 18:22 (122–123):

If what a prophet proclaims in the name of the Lord does not 
take place or come true, that is a message the Lord has not spo-
ken.  That prophet has spoken presumptuously.  Do not be afraid 
of him.

Many or most Christians, including preterists, believe this verse to 
be saying that if a prophet makes a prediction in the name of Yahweh 
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and the thing predicted does not take place or come true, then the pre-
diction was not a message that Yahweh had spoken.  Pratt says that this 
interpretation is not “subtle” enough (122–123).

Halfway through his chapter, Pratt, in one paragraph, explains his 
interpretation of this verse.  He says that different prophetic predictions 
were meant to be taken in different ways and indicated various levels of 
determination of God to direct the future.  Almost none of God’s pre-
dictions in the Bible, according to Pratt, offered absolute certainty that 
they would be fulfilled.  Thus, a true prophet passed the test of Deuter-
onomy 18:22 “so long as historical events took place that matched the 
level of certainty that their predictions offered” (137).

Although Pratt does not say so, this interpretation of Deuteronomy 
18:22 means that if a false prophet uttered a prediction in the name of 
Yahweh and the prediction failed to come to pass, the false prophet and 
the people could simply say: “The fact that this prediction in the name 
of Yahweh did not come to pass only proves that this was a typical pre-
diction of God.  He simply did not have a high level of determination to 
direct the future when He made this prediction.”  No one could prove or 
disprove this argument if Pratt’s interpretation is true.  Pratt thus ren-
ders Deuteronomy 18:22 practically useless and ultimately meaningless.

Pratt versus Reformed Theology

Not surprisingly, Pratt attempts to dissociate his view from Open 
Theism1 and to connect it instead to traditional Reformed theology 
(123–124).  He does this by affirming God’s sovereign immutability, 
and by affirming that everything that takes place in the universe is part 
of God’s eternal plan (124–125).  

He also reminds the reader of the Reformed teaching that God’s im-
mutability does not mean that He is unchangeable in every way imagin-
able.  While God does not change in such things as His Being, charac-
ter, attributes, eternal counsel/plan/purposes, and promises, God does 
change in the sense that He has meaningful interactions with and rela-
tionships with man.  He is actively involved in history.  He lives our life 
with us.  He judges us, redeems us, and answers our prayers.  He also 
changed in that He “became flesh” (124–125).

1. Open Theism holds that God does not exhaustively know the future and 
that His prophetic predictions can be thwarted by the will of man.
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This is all well and good and perfectly in line with Reformed theology.  
But Pratt subtly shifts this Reformed teaching into the area of prophecy 
fulfillment.  It is at this point in his chapter that Pratt begins his defense 
against preterism in earnest.  And according to the pattern of WSTTB, he 
begins his arguments with a creed, instead of with Scripture (125):

Although in relation to the foreknowledge and decrees of God, 
the first cause, all things come to pass immutably and infallibly; 
yet, by the same providence, He ordereth them to fall out ac-
cording to the nature of second causes, either necessarily, free-
ly, or contingently. (The Westminster Confession of Faith, 5.2)

The illusion that Pratt attempts to create by referencing this section 
of the Confession is that it says anything about prophecy or the end 
times.  But of course, it does not.  This section of the Confession deals 
only with God’s eternal decrees made within the Godhead.  Nowhere 
does it address prophetic predictions.  Pratt also attempts to use the 
scriptural proof text that the Confession uses (Isa. 10:6–7) in order to 
validate his view that God causes His own prophetic predictions to fail 
(126, 152), but that scripture in no way suggests what Pratt contends.

Sawing Off The Limb He is Sitting On

Pratt begins his attempt to prove his view through Scripture exegesis on 
pages 127–128, by using Jeremiah 18:7–10:

The instant I speak concerning a nation, and concerning a king-
dom, to pluck up, or to break down, or to destroy; if that nation 
against whom I have spoken will turn from their evil, I will re-
pent of the evil that I thought to do to it.  And the instant I speak 
concerning a nation, and concerning a kingdom, to build and to 
plant it; if it does evil in My eye, not to obey My voice, then I will 
repent of the good which I had said to do good to it.

According to Pratt, this passage demonstrates that the prophets of 
God often made predictions (of judgment or of salvation) that did not 
come true, because the intervening historical contingencies of the peo-
ple’s repentance or of the people’s sin caused God to cancel or postpone 
or change the fulfillment of the prophetic predictions.

What Pratt misses here is that Jeremiah 18:7–10 itself is a proph-
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ecy which Pratt is assuming must be fulfilled just as it was given.  The 
irony is thick here.  Pratt claims that preterists are wrong in their view 
that prophetic predictions were always fulfilled as they were written, 
because human action usually changed things so that the predictions 
were not fulfilled as they were written.  Yet to prove this claim, Pratt as-
sumes that Jeremiah 18 is fulfilled exactly as it was written.

According to the logic of Pratt’s scheme, God is or was likely to 
change His mind about His prophetic prediction in Jeremiah 18 and 
God could decide instead to never change His stated plans when na-
tions repent or sin. Yet illogically, Pratt argues with certainty that God, 
according to the sure prediction of Jeremiah 18:7–10, causes His own 
predictions to fail.

Pratt is like a radical anti-creedalist who illogically endorses a creed 
(“all creeds are false”) to prove that all creeds are false.  The anti-creed-
alist must assume—based on nothing—that his own creed is correct in 
order to reject all creeds.  He does not realize that his anti-creedal posi-
tion invalidates his own creed.  Likewise, Pratt is assuming—based on 
nothing—that a biblical prophetic prediction (his proof text, Jer. 18:7–
10) is sure and certain in order to prove that all such predictions are 
unsure and uncertain.  Pratt does not realize that his position removes 
all certainty from the very text he is using to prove his position.

Predictions versus Threats

As we can see, Pratt’s view is logically invalid at its exegetical inception.  
But let us move on through the rest of his chapter and take a look at the 
first specific example he gives of his notion that God’s prophetic predic-
tions usually failed to be fulfilled as they were written (152).  His first 
example is 2 Chronicles 12:5 (129), where the prophet Shemaiah said to 
Rehoboam and to the leaders of Judah, 

This is what the Lord says, You have abandoned me; therefore, I 
now abandon you to Shishak.  

As a result of this prophetic word, Rehoboam and the leaders of 
Judah humbled themselves, and God did not destroy them through 
Shishak but only caused them to be subject to him (2 Chron. 12:7–8).  
Thus God did not abandon them to Shishak even though He said He 
abandoned them to Shishak.
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The second example Pratt uses for his prediction-failure doctrine 
(130–131) is Jonah 3:4:

And Jonah began to enter into the city a day’s journey, and he 
cried, and said, Yet forty days, and Nineveh shall be overthrown.

As we know, because the city repented, Nineveh was not over-
thrown (Jonah 3:7–10).  Thus God did not overthrow Nineveh even 
though He said that Nineveh would be overthrown.

Pratt’s conclusion when he puts Jeremiah 18:7–10; 2 Chronicles 
12:5–8 and Jonah 3:4–10 together is that “true prophets often predicted 
things that did not happen” (131).

While Pratt says that his view is “complex” (122), the cause of the 
complexity (i.e., of his error) is surprisingly simple.  His primary ex-
egetical mistake is reflected in his use of the word “prediction” (127–
131). Pratt acknowledges that the two prophetic utterances above were 
“threats” of judgment.  Though Pratt calls Shemaiah’s prophetic mes-
sage a “prediction” (129), Pratt nevertheless acknowledges that it was 
“just a warning from God . . . of judgment that might come” (129–130).  
Pratt misses the fact that if the prophetic word of Shemaiah was “just a 
warning,” then it was not a prophetic “prediction.”  There was therefore 
no failed “prediction.”

Though Pratt says that Jonah made a “prediction,” he acknowledges 
that the “prediction” was actually “a threatened judgment” (130–132).  
Jonah was called to “preach” (warn/threaten) not to make a prediction. 
There was therefore no failed “prediction.”

Incidentally, Pratt says that God delayed His predicted judgment 
of Nineveh as a result of the repentance of the people (132).  But there 
was no delay, even as there was no prediction.  Rather, God “relented 
concerning the calamity which He had declared He would bring upon 
them. And He did not do it” (Jonah 3:10).  The judgment that came upon 
Nineveh some generations later was unrelated to the judgment that 
God threatened in Jonah’s day.

These passages of Scripture in no way show that a prophet of God 
ever made a “prediction” that failed to come to pass.  These were not 
“predictions” at all.  Even though Pratt acknowledges that these and 
many other such words of the prophets were merely threats/warnings 
or offers of blessings, he spends his chapter equivocating, calling those 
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threats and offers “predictions” when they were not.2
This is the source of Pratt’s confusion and the confusion he is sure to 

cause his readers.  When Pratt said that “true prophets often predicted 
things that did not happen” (131), what he should have said is that God, 
through the prophets, often threatened to do things and offered to do 
things that He did not, in the end, do.  This biblical and Reformed truth 
is a far, far cry from Pratt’s doctrine that God prophetically “predicted” 
things that did not and will not ever come to pass.

Contrary to Pratt, whenever prophets of God actually predicted 
things, those things happened —100% of the time.  How Pratt can put 
the “warnings” and “offers” of the Bible in the same category as the pre-
dictions of the Second Coming, resurrection of the dead, and judgment 
of all men is mystifying.

On page 137, Pratt says, 

From the viewpoint of hyper-preterism, the predominant 
purpose of predictions in the Scriptures was prognostication.  
Hyper-preterists assume that prophets intended to give fore-
knowledge of things to come.

I am truly surprised that Pratt’s editor Keith Mathison allowed 
these sentences to pass inspection and to be sent to print.  Obviously 
one of the main purposes of a prediction was prognostication.  “Pre-
diction” means “prognostication.”   And obviously the prophets in-
tended to give foreknowledge of things to come.  Who could possibly 
deny this?

What Pratt should have said in the first sentence is that the pre-
dominant purpose of prophetic messages (threats of judgment and of-
fers of blessing) was not prognostication.  And what he should have said 
in the second sentence is that not every prophetic message contained 
foreknowledge of things to come.

2. Keith Mathison seemed to favor the Reformed view in his chapter, say-
ing that “in some circumstances, prophesied judgment can be averted” (163).  
Mathison avoided Pratt’s error.  Mathison did not say, “In almost every in-
stance, God’s predictions have been averted.”  Later in his chapter however, 
Mathison implies that Pratt’s view is actually a viable option, saying that pret-
erists have “failed” to consider it (181).
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Haggai 2:21–23

On the thirteenth page of Pratt’s chapter, he finally reaches an actual, pre-
dictive, decretive prophecy (not merely a solemn threat/warning or offer):

Speak to Zerubbabel governor of Judah saying, I am going 
to shake the heavens and the earth. And I will overthrow the 
thrones of kingdoms and destroy the power of the kingdoms of 
the nations; and I will overthrow the chariots and their riders, 
and the horses and their riders will go down, everyone by the 
sword of another. On that day, declares the Lord of hosts, I will 
take you, Zerubbabel, son of Shealtiel, My servant, declares the 
Lord, and I will make you like a signet ring, for I have chosen 
you, declares the Lord of hosts. (Haggai 2:21–23)

According to Pratt, the fulfillment of even this prophecy was condi-
tioned upon the obedience of the people.  And not only that, says Pratt, 
the prophecy failed to take place as it was written: “ . . . [T]hese things 
did not happen to Zerubbabel. He never became the king over God’s 
people, and the nations around Israel were not destroyed.  Why was 
this so?  It was because the postexilic community failed to be obedient 
to the Lord.” The disobedience of the people, according to Pratt, caused 
the “postponing” of the fulfillment of the prophecy (133).

First of all, when God says, “On that day, declares Yahweh of hosts, 
I will,” the decretive nature of the prophecy is established.  There is no 
condition, implicit or otherwise, in the prophecy.  The prophecy was 
sure to be accomplished as it is written, Pratt notwithstanding.

As for Pratt’s claim that Zerubbabel “never became the king over 
God’s people,” the prophecy says nothing about Zerubbabel becoming 
the king over God’s people.  It says only that God would make him 
“like a signet ring.”  This could possibly mean that Zerubbabel became 
highly esteemed and exalted in the sight of God.  And/Or the promise 
to Zerubbabel could have been meant to refer to Christ, who was born 
of the seed of Zerubbabel, who was of the seed of David.  Either way, 
there was no “postponing” of the prophecy.

But as is often the case, the biblical answer is the obvious answer, 
and it is missed because it does not fit the futurist paradigm.  The 
prophecy of Haggai 2:6–9, 21–23 was fulfilled, in a “typical” sense, in 
the lifetime of Zerubbabel.  In about four years (“in a little while”) after 
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the prophecy was given, God overthrew all the nations, (He “shook the 
heavens, the earth, the sea and the dry land”) and the desire or wealth 
of all nations came, and the temple was filled with glory (with gold and 
silver). (Compare Haggai 1:15; 2:10 and Ezra 6:15.)

This all took place when Darius King of Persia overturned Israel’s 
enemies, who for years had been preventing the rebuilding of God’s 
house. Darius decreed, “May God . . . overthrow any king or people who 
lifts a hand to change this decree or to destroy this temple in Jerusalem” 
(Ezra 6:11–12). Darius forced Israel’s enemies themselves to pay the full 
cost of the rebuilding, as well as the full cost of all the daily, priestly 
services (Ezra 6:8–10).

The military and political power of Israel’s enemies was overthrown. 
They had tried to turn the king against Israel (Ezra 5), but God turned 
their own stratagems against them. He made them subservient to His 
people, taking their own wealth for the building of His glorious, earthly 
house. God had thus “moved heaven and earth” to keep the covenant 
that He had made with His people through Moses (Ezra 6:18; Hag. 2:5).

The prophecy of Haggai 2:6–9; 21–23 also foreshadowed the ful-
fillment of the better promise (Heb. 8:6) that was fulfilled in Christ’s 
generation. Israel’s building of the greater, earthly house in Zerubbabel’s 
generation was an example of the building of the true, heavenly “House” 
in Christ.

Within perhaps only four years (“in a little while”) after Hebrews 
12:26 was written, God overthrew all the nations. He “shook the heav-
ens, the earth, the sea and the dry land.” The desire of all nations came, 
and God’s Temple was filled with Glory.

This happened when God overturned His kingdom-enemies who, 
in their persecution of the church, had furiously resisted the construc-
tion of His new covenant temple (Eph. 2:21–22; I Peter 2:5).  Despite 
the rage of the enemies, God enlisted countless multitudes of them to 
build His new House (Rom. 5:10; Col. 1:21; Rev. 5:9); and the enemies 
who resisted to the end were crushed, and were cast out of the kingdom 
in AD 70 (Matt. 8:12; 21:43; Lk. 13:28; Acts 4:25–28; Gal. 4:30; Rev. 3:9).

God “moved heaven and earth” to keep the covenant that He made 
with His elect through the blood of Christ. Now the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit dwell eternally in the universal church, which is the new 
covenant House of promise (Jn. 14:23; Gal. 4:19; Eph. 2:21–22; 3:17; Col. 
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1:27; II Peter 1:19; Rev. 3:20; 21:2–3). Through the power of the eternal 
gospel, the desire of the nations flows into “the more perfect tabernacle” 
today and forever (Heb. 9:11; Rev. 21:26–27), and God Himself is its 
unfading Glory (Rev. 21:23).  Amen.

Pratt’s Three Failed Eschatons

In the last thirteen pages of his chapter, Pratt descends into an exegetical 
abyss from which, sadly, he never returns.  On pages 141–143, he says 
that, according to Jeremiah, the beginning and consummation of the 
eschaton (the Last Days), the culmination of history, the restoration of 
Israel and of the Davidic throne, the rebuilding of the temple, and the 
defeat and gathering of the Gentiles were all supposed to take place after 
the Babylonian Exile in about 538 BC.  Pratt says that the prophets of that 
generation expected that the eschatological hopes of Israel would be im-
minently realized.

But alas, according to Pratt, Daniel observed the alleged “failure” of 
the supposedly imminent restoration of all things that Jeremiah allegedly 
predicted.  Daniel, in the prophecy of “the seventy weeks,” allegedly re-
vealed that the fullness of the eschaton, which allegedly should have hap-
pened in Daniel’s lifetime, was allegedly postponed/delayed for about 490 
years “because of a lack of repentance” (144–145, 147, 149, 152).

However, according to Pratt, about twenty years after Daniel re-
ceived that prophecy, the blessings of the eschaton were “offered” yet 
again through the predictions of Haggai and Zechariah (520–515 BC).  
But evidently, there was again insufficient repentance for the predic-
tions to be fulfilled (146–147).

Then according to Pratt, five hundred years later in the New Tes-
tament era, the consummation of the eschaton was “offered” again 
(meaning predicted but not promised, in Prattian usage).  But “the lack 
of repentance within the covenant community caused an indefinite de-
lay of Christ’s return” (149).

Apparently there was no “Daniel” this time around to tell anyone 
there was going to be a delay (as though Daniel ever suggested a delay in 
the first place).  There was however the writer of Hebrews, who said in 
about AD 66 that Christ would “not delay” in His Parousia (Heb. 10:37).  
But that must have been one of those “failed” predictions.

Pratt comments on Acts 3:19–20:
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Repent therefore and return, that your sins may be wiped away, 
in order that times of refreshing may come from the presence of 
the Lord; and that He may send Jesus, the Christ appointed for 
you. . . .

According to Pratt, Peter was saying that the imminent Second 
Coming was a “conditional offer.”  If those who were listening to him 
repented, then there was a “hope”/“possibility” that it would happen in 
their lifetime (150–151).

This interpretation however can be quickly dismissed.  The Sec-
ond Coming in Christ’s generation was neither “conditional” nor an 
“offer” nor a mere “possibility” that was contingent on human behav-
ior.  The contingency was the elect being saved, and that work was of 
the sovereign Spirit, not of man.  Therefore the eschaton was going to 
be fulfilled in the last days of the old covenant age no matter what men 
would do to resist God’s purpose.  There was absolutely no way to stop 
the fulfillment of the Second Coming and resurrection of the dead in 
the apostolic generation, Prattian contingencies and postponements 
notwithstanding.

On page 134, Pratt says, “When a sign accompanied a prophecy, it 
showed that God was very determined to carry out what the prophet 
had predicted.”  However, the prophetic time statements of the New 
Testament were accompanied by signs.  Yet Pratt claims that those 
prophecies were all altered by human contingency.  

Pratt says on page 135 that “when God adds an oath to a prophetic 
prediction, it raises that prediction to the level of a covenantal certainty.  
Pratt gives as an example, “There as surely as I live, declares the Sover-
eign Lord . . . ” (Eze. 5:11).  Yet when the Lord Jesus Christ Himself says, 
“Truly [Amen], I say unto you,” in regard to the timing of His Parousia 
(Matt. 16:28), Pratt for some reason does not count Jesus’ promise there 
as “a covenantal certainty.”

Pratt says on page 137 that the question of timing always remains 
open in prophecies with oaths.  Evidently, Pratt has never read Revela-
tion 10:6: “and [the angel] swore by Him who lives forever and ever, who 
created heaven and the things in it, and the earth and the things in it, 
and the sea and the things in it, that there shall be delay no longer.”

Later in the apostolic generation, Pratt says, the apostles had to deal 
with the unexpected delay of Christ’s return (despite the oath in Revela-
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tion 10:6), and the Christian community was beset with “discourage-
ment” as a result of that delay (151–152).  How Pratt knows about this 
delay definitively within his system of contingency and ambiguity is a 
mystery he does not solve.  But, Pratt continues, Peter did not give up 
hope, because he knew that God was showing great patience, not want-
ing anyone to perish but desiring “everyone” to come to repentance 
(152).  And according to Pratt, this has been going on now for about 
2,500 years, since the days of Daniel.  Thus ends Pratt’s notable chapter.

The last thirteen pages of Pratt’s chapter certainly do not merit any 
further refutation.  His arguments are transparently wrong.  The eschaton 
was never scheduled to arrive in 538 BC in the time of Daniel.  Nor was it 
supposed to arrive in about 520 B.C. in the time of Haggai and Zechariah.  
Nor was it merely “offered” conditionally in Christ’s generation.

If Pratt is correct, we must ask:  Has the eschaton been “offered” at any 
other times since the first century? Was it “offered” again in 1843, as per 
William Miller?  Was it “offered” again in 1988, as per Edgar Whisenant?  
Was it “offered” again in 1994, as per Harold Camping?  Were those the 
failed predictions of men, or the failed predictions of God?  Who can say 
one way or the other with any certainty, in Pratt’s “Openness Futurism”?

It may seem difficult to imagine how someone who is a Doctor of 
Theology could believe and teach such incredibly unbiblical things.  
But the reason is apparent if we paraphrase Pratt’s argument: “Hyper-
preterists think that prophecies are fulfilled as they were written.  But 
according to my futurist paradigm, prophecies were not fulfilled as they 
were written.  I know they were not fulfilled as they were written be-
cause they were not fulfilled as they were written, according to my fu-
turist paradigm.  Therefore, hyper-preterists are wrong when they say 
that prophecies are fulfilled as they were written.” 

Circular arguments, ad hominems, and question begging, oh my!
Preterism, in contrast, walks by faith.  If it appears that a divine pre-

diction was not fulfilled when and how God said it would be fulfilled, 
then it is our interpretation of the prediction, not its fulfillment, which 
must be called into question.  Amen.

Pratt and Openness Theology

Pratt’s eschatological error is not merely one of many perfectly ac-
ceptable options within futurism, as Mathison suggests in his chapter.  



House Divided68

Pratt comes dangerously close to Openness Theology in every one of his 
analyses of prophetic utterances and in every argument he uses against 
preterism.  Anyone who is familiar with the writings of Open Theists 
can see the source material for Pratt’s arguments.  If his arguments 
were not directly reproduced from Sanders and Pinnock, he has clearly 
drunk from the same well as those men.

According to Pratt, even if Jesus Himself bluntly declared, “Verily I 
say unto you, I will return in August of the year AD 70,” that would not 
mean that His return actually occurred when He said it would (122).  
His return could still be in our future, because His church could have 
failed to repent and be faithful, and this “human contingency” could 
have caused Him to delay His return for two thousand years, or even a 
trillion years.

Who knows?  Human contingency could also have caused Him to 
change the way the promise of His return was supposed to be fulfilled.  
Maybe He originally meant for His return to be fulfilled literally but 
then human contingency caused Him to fulfill it spiritually, or vice ver-
sa.  In Pratt’s paradigm, even the eschatological predictions of Jesus and 
the New Testament writers become ultimately meaningless.

Pratt’s notion that we can have no confidence in Jesus’ predictions 
and time statements is the same contingency-based, changing-mind-
of-God nonsense of the Openness heretics.  Pratt asserts that he is not 
of the same cloth as these men, yet he seems to channel John Sanders as 
his primary source without ever citing him. Pratt’s language could have 
been pulled out of Sanders’ The God who Risks.  In fact the very catego-
ries of possible fulfillment that Pratt advocates appear to be lifted from 
that very book.3 Let us compare the statements in Sander’s Openness 
volume to the same categories and modes of prophetic interpretation in 
Pratt’s so-called “Reformed” response to preterism.

From Sanders:  “A prophecy may express God’s intention to do 
something in the future irrespective of creaturely decision.”   He uses 
Isaiah 46 as an example (Ibid., 51).

Sanders here expresses what Pratt calls “sworn predictions” 
(WSTTB, 131). For Pratt these prophecies take the form of divine oaths 
(135). For both Sanders and Pratt this category of prophecy includes 
those things which God has said he will do and which will come to pass 

3. The God who Risks (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 1998), 51–53
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as God said they would.  Pratt is arbitrary in classifying prophecies in 
this category, automatically assuming any prophecy preterists claim as 
being fulfilled could not possibly fit into this category.

From Sanders:  “A prophecy may also express God’s knowledge that 
something will happen because the necessary conditions for it have 
been fulfilled and nothing could conceivably prevent it.”   He uses Pha-
raoh and Moses as an example (51).

Sanders here expresses what Pratt calls “confirmed predictions” 
(WSTTB, 131).  For Pratt, as with Sanders, these predictions are ac-
companied by specific words calling God to the outcome or by certain 
signs that show nothing could conceivably prevent the fulfillment of the 
prophecy (134).  It is impossible to determine why the clear words of 
Jesus and of the New Testament writers about the imminent Second 
Coming and resurrection and judgment of the dead do not constitute 
such predictions.

From Sanders:  “A prophecy may also express what God intends 
to do if certain conditions obtain.”  He uses Jeremiah 18 as an example 
(TGWR, 51).

Sanders here expresses what Pratt calls “conditional predictions” 
(WSTTB, 131).  Pratt says:  “There are many examples in the Bible of 
situations where the contingency of human choice made a difference in 
the fulfillment of a prophetic prediction” (129).  By “difference,” of course, 
Pratt means that even though God prophetically “predicts” an event, man, 
through his choices, can cause the “failure” (152) of that divine “predic-
tion.”  Notice for Pratt who acts, and who reacts after God issues a divine 
“prediction.” In reality, as we’ve already stated, conditional if/then proph-
ecies (such as Isaiah 1:9–20) are not predictions at all. They are warnings 
and offers.

From Sanders:  “The typical prophecy expresses God’s intention 
to act a certain way, depending on what his creatures decide to do” 
(TGWR, 53).  He uses Jonah as an example.

Sanders here expresses what Pratt calls “unqualified predictions” 
(WSTTB, 131).  He states that even though these prophecies use un-
qualified language they are not necessarily fixed in stone.  And just like 
Sanders, he uses Jonah as an example.  According to Pratt, Jonah gave 
a prophetic “prediction” and God caused the fulfillment of the “pre-
diction” to be delayed (131).  But again, as Pratt himself admits, such 
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“predictions” are not predictions.  They are warnings/threats and offers 
of blessings.

There can be precedent in the Reformed community for Pratt’s and 
Sanders’ four-fold division of prophecies, but only with the understand-
ing that not all prophecies are predictions.  Pratt’s contention that actual 
“predictions” (not merely prophetic warnings and offers) of God can 
be thwarted by human actions has absolutely no place in Reformed or 
Reformed preterist theology.

Lastly, only the Openness theologians make any claim that the New 
Testament prophecies of the Second Coming are contingent, or not 
necessarily to come about as stated.  There are disagreements about 
what is stated, but never disagreements in the Reformed community 
about whether they are actually to be fulfilled as stated.  Pratt departs 
from the Reformed tradition in his application of contingency to pro-
phetic predictions, and especially when he applies contingency to the 
New Testament predictions concerning Christ’s Parousia.  

House of Cards Divided

Pratt’s deconstruction of Deuteronomy 18:22 leads to a morass of soph-
ism in prophetic interpretation.  He tears the foundation out from under 
any eschatological claims whatsoever, not the least of which are those of 
his fellow contributors. There is no reason to claim postmillennialism, 
amillennialism, premillennialism, or any form of prophetic ism if Pratt is 
correct.  His chapter throws the entire remainder of the Mathison book 
into the vast shifting ocean of subjectivity.  If prophetic predictions can 
be fulfilled in any way, or in no way at all, as Pratt claims, then we have a 
plurality of possibilities, with no possibility of a unified argument of truth 
versus error.  Biblical prophetic predictions become vain babblings and 
worthless because we cannot know with certainty if fulfillment has oc-
curred, or even if it will ever occur.

Faith becomes arbitrary because we can never know with certainty 
which of the things God has predicted will come to pass and which are 
destined for the trash heap of unfulfilled predictions due to human-en-
acted contingencies.  If we cannot fully know which divine predictions 
may reach fulfillment and which ones need not be taken seriously, then 
how can we put our faith in any of God’s predictions?

Pratt’s argument invalidates all the anti-preterist arguments of his 
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co-authors.  For instance, Gentry criticizes preterists for the way we see 
prophecies concerning the resurrection fulfilled (28), while Pratt tells us 
that it is possible that prophecies can be fulfilled in ways that actually 
contradict the prophecy as it was written.  If Pratt is correct, then Gen-
try cannot be confident that the prophecies concerning the resurrection 
of the dead will be fulfilled as they were written.  

There can be no real hope because we cannot tell with certainty 
which prophecies of God constitute a promise/oath and which do not, 
and we cannot tell with certainty what historical contingencies may or 
may not obtain to prevent any given prophecy from being fulfilled.  Will 
there be a resurrection of the dead?  Who knows?  In the Prattian para-
digm, we can only wonder what human actions may alter the timing or 
completeness or nature or even the existence of fulfillment.

Will Christ return literally and physically on a cloud, as argued by 
the authors of WSTTB?  Or will human contingencies cause Him to 
alter the fulfillment of His prediction and cause Him to return in the 
form of a great teacher in the Middle East?  Was Mohammed the Sec-
ond Coming of Christ?  Did Mohammed reflect a change in the Second 
Coming due to human actions?  Who can really know for sure in Pratt’s 
horrific contingency paradigm of uncertainty? 

Charles Hill asks:  

How could it possibly be that the very people who were 
taught about the consummation of redemptive history by 
the apostles, and who lived through this consummation, 
missed the great event when it happened? (105)

Likewise, Doug Wilson says that if preterism is true then: 

. . . the apostles spent a great deal of time preparing the 
early church for a world-shattering event, but then, when 
it happened, the early church completely missed it. (276) 4

If we believe Pratt, then the result is even worse than what Hill and 
Wilson are saying about the historical implication of preterism.  If Pratt 
is right, then it is possible that the consummation has been fulfilled 

4. See David Green’s response to Hill in this book for an invalidation of 
this argument.
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in a radically different way than the prophecies themselves predicted.   
The consummation could have been totally and absolutely missed on 
a wholesale level because it bore no resemblance whatsoever to the ac-
tual prophecies.  Within Pratt’s paradigm, we are necessarily left forever 
wondering if this event or that event was the fulfillment, or if the fulfill-
ment will ever happen at all.

What Pratt refrains from stating explicitly is that human contin-
gency can alter the fulfillment of a prophecy so much that those who 
read the prophecy could be unable to recognize its fulfillment when it 
happens.  Prattian contingencies make the fulfillment of prophecy ab-
solutely uncertain.  The consummation of redemptive history could be 
fulfilled in any way at all.  The wording of the predictions is irrelevant.

Mathison says that, “if Scripture can be trusted, the visible return of 
Christ is something that literally remains to be seen” (188).  In Mathi-
son’s view, God will certainly do what He prophetically predicted He 
will do.  Pratt’s view, in contrast, makes Scripture a jumble awaiting hu-
man actions to sort out what can be believed.

Conclusion

It is time to stop believing in theological pluralism as anything 
more than a temporary stopgap. It is time to reject the idea of 
the equal ultimacy of incompatible theological positions. Pre-
millennialism, postmillennialism, and amillennialism are theo-
logically incompatible. God cannot be pleased with all three. At 
least two of them should be discarded as heretical, if not today, 
then before Christ comes in final judgment. (A Defense of (Re-
formed) Amillennialism, Prof. David J. Engelsma)5

Preterists know why the three incompatible eschatological posi-
tions are tolerated in the Reformed community.  They are placehold-
ers for the biblical truth of preterism.  When the truth is allowed to 
replace these flawed systems of theology, then eschatological unity can 
be achieved.

If there is no agreement as to what eschatological truth is, beyond 
two or three points, how can there be certainty that preterists are 
wrong?  If preterism is error, where is the certainty of the truth which 

5. Available online at: http://www.prca.org/articles/amillennialism.html
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shows it to be so?  The lack of unity in message, methodology, and inter-
pretation of prophecy makes any Reformed response to preterism not 
only tentative and incomplete, but premature.

WSTTB is a source of comfort to me and to other preterists. The 
manifest inability of scholars within the Reformed community to or-
ganize a coordinated, logical, and non-contradictory argument against 
preterism is telling.  Their eschatological house is divided and falling, 
just like the Papal See fell under the weight of the truth of the Protestant 
Reformation.

WSTTB shows nothing other than a disoriented theological base 
that men are desperate to maintain.  I cannot judge their hearts, but 
I can judge the system for what it is.  Some of the best minds of the 
Reformed futurist community came together and no two of them can 
agree on even the fundamental questions of the nature of prophecy, 
how prophecy is fulfilled, which verses apply to past events, and which 
(they claim) apply to yet future events.  

In the end, Pratt reveals the crack in the Reformed, eschatological 
House of Usher.  The willingness of Pratt’s co-authors to unite with his er-
ror, and with each other’s errors, in order to ward off the persistent chal-
lenge of preterism is resulting in the sure and imminent fall of futurism.

And the rain descended, and the floods came, and the winds 
blew, and burst against that house; and it fell, and great was its 
fall. (Matt. 7:27)
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In this chapter, I will answer objections that Dr. Keith Mathison raised 
against preterism in his chapter in WSTTB. Mathison’s chapter was 

entitled, “The Eschatological Time Texts of the New Testament.” His 
objections included:

•	Prophetic	imminence	in	the	Old	Testament
•	The	futurity	of	the	last	days
•	Prophetic	double	fulfillment
•	“All	things	written”	in	Luke	21:22
•	Prophetic	“telescoping”	in	Matthew	24-25
•	Jesus’	“in-like-manner”	return	in	Acts	1:11
•	“The	Rapture”	in	1	Thessalonians	4:15-17
•	The	creation	groaning	in	Romans	8:18-23
•	The	abolition	of	death,	pain,	mourning,	and	Satan	in 

 Revelation 20-21
•	The	salvation	of	“all	Israel”	in	Romans	11
•	The	“thousand	years”	of	Revelation	20

Mathison raised other objections in his chapter but they are ad-
dressed elsewhere in this book.  At the conclusion of this chapter, I will 
offer a critique of Mathison’s tenuous and fragmented approach to the 
eschatological time texts of the New Testament.

Four

The Eschatological Madness of 
Mathison or 

How Can These Things Be?

•

Michael J. Sullivan
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Old Testament Imminence 

On page 165 of WSTTB, Mathison makes the following observations:  

Isaiah said that the fall of Babylon was “near” about 170 years 
before it fell (Isa. 13:22). Habakkuk spoke of the fall of Babylon 
in terms of imminence (“it will not tarry”) about 70 years before 
it fell (Hab. 2:3).  And Haggai said that the coming of Christ 
would happen in “a little while,” more than 520 years before it 
happened. (Hag. 2:6–7; cf. Heb. 12:26–28)  

Mathison infers from these observations that “the Old Testament 
prophets regularly used terms implying ‘nearness’ to describe events 
that did not occur for centuries”1 (202) and that it is therefore possible 
that the New Testament prophets used terms of imminence to predict 
events (such as “the coming of the Lord”) that will be fulfilled potentially 
millions of years from now (201–202).

Response:

Let us look at the first verse that Mathison cited:

Her fateful time also will soon come and her days will not be 
prolonged. (Isa. 13:22b; cf. 13:6)

As we noted above, Mathison implied that the fulfillment of this 
prophecy against Babylon was not literally “near”; that it would not 
literally come “soon” after Isaiah wrote.  However, three pages earlier, 
Mathison had this to say about verse 10 of the same prophecy of Isaiah 
against Babylon: 

Isaiah . . . describes the judgment that will soon come upon 
Babylon in very dramatic language:  For the stars of heaven 
and their constellations will not give their light; the sun will 
be darkened in its going forth, and the moon will not cause its 

1. Mathison moderated this extravagant claim two pages later, changing 
the word “regularly” to “sometimes”:  “ . . . [T]he Old Testament prophets do 
sometimes speak of an event as ‘near’ that we now know to have been fulfilled 
many centuries later. . . ” (204). But even in this claim Mathison exaggerates.  
According to the examples he gave, when he says “many centuries,” he means, 
at most, two centuries.
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light to shine. (Isa. 13:10) (162, emphasis added)

When partial preterist Mathison is teaching other futurists that the 
prophets used non-literal, de-creation language to describe nations be-
ing judged, he says that the judgment of Babylon in Isaiah 13 was lit-
erally near when Isaiah wrote.  But when Mathison is arguing against 
“hyper-preterists,” the literalness of the imminence in Isaiah 13 curi-
ously vanishes—and this in the space of three pages.

Mathison’s postmillennial partial preterist colleagues such as Gary 
DeMar unequivocally teach that the imminence in Isaiah 13 was literal 
imminence.

Isaiah 13:6 states that ‘the day of the Lord is near!,’ near for 
those who first read the prophecy more than twenty-five hun-
dred years ago! Isaiah predicted that Babylon would be over-
thrown by the Medes (13:17). Since the Medes did overthrow 
Babylon, the use of “near” makes perfect literal sense.2

The commentators elaborate: 

. . . her time . . . near—though one hundred seventy-four years 
distant, yet Isaiah, who is supposed to be speaking to the Jews 
as if now captives in Babylon. (Is. 14:1, 2)3

This was spoken about 174 years before the destruction of 
Babylon. But we are to bear in mind that the prophet is to be 
supposed to be speaking to the captive Jews “in” Babylon, and 
speaking to them respecting their release (see Isaiah 14:1–2; 
compare remarks on the Analysis of this chapter). Thus consid-
ered, supposing the prophet to be addressing the Jews in cap-
tivity, or ministering consolation to them, the time was near. Or 
if we suppose him speaking as in his own time, the period when 

2. Gary DeMar, Left Behind: Separating Fact from Fiction (Powder Springs, 
GA: American Vision, 2009), 118–120.

3. Jamieson, Robert ; Fausset, A. R.; Fausset, A. R. ; Brown, David ; Brown, 
David: A Commentary, Critical and Explanatory, on the Old and New Testa-
ments (Oak Harbor, WA : Logos Research Systems, Inc., 1997), S. Is 13:22
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Babylon was to be destroyed was at no great distance.4

Whether we consider about 174 years (from Isaiah to the fall of 
Babylon) to be a short period in the lifetime of a nation or we regard 
the imminence to be projected into the timeframe of those who would 
be taken captive into Babylon, the time texts in Isaiah 13 give a literal, 
imminent meaning.  Now let us look at the second verse Mathison 
referenced.

For the vision is yet for an appointed time, but at the end it shall 
speak, and not lie: though it tarry, wait for it; because it will 
surely come, it will not tarry. (Hab. 2:3)

The imminence in this verse is qualified imminence at best.  The 
portion that Mathison quoted, “it will not tarry,” simply means that 
the event would come at the “appointed time.”  Nevertheless, the fall of 
Babylon came 70 years later.  Again, in the lifetime of a nation 70 years 
is a relatively short time.

Regarding Mathison’s reference to Haggai 2:6–7, I refer the reader 
to Edward Hassertt’s response in this book to Richard Pratt’s chapter in 
WSTTB.  Edward demonstrates that Haggai’s prophecy was fulfilled, at 
least typically, within Haggai’s own generation.

Mathison himself seems to have some sense of the weakness of his ar-
gument.  As we saw above, he has no use for his soon-could-mean-2000-
years argument when he is interacting with futurists.  Here is another ex-
ample of this.  When Mathison defends his preterist interpretation of Luke 
18:8 against futurists, he uses the biblical, “hyper-preterist” argument:

In [Luke] 18:7, Christ assures His listeners that God will not de-
lay long in bringing about justice for His elect.  It could reason-
ably be argued that two thousand years is a long delay.  In verse 
8, Christ assures us that God will bring about justice speedily.  
Again, this would seem to indicate a fulfillment within a short 
amount of time.5

Interestingly, the Greek word that Jesus used for “speedily” in Luke 

4. Barnes Commentary on the Old and New Testament: http://www.on-
linebible.net/notes.html. 

5. Postmillennialism, 213
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18:8 is the same word that Paul used for “soon” in Romans 16:20: “And 
the God of peace will soon [shortly, speedily] crush Satan under your 
feet.”  To use Mathison’s argument, “This would seem to indicate a ful-
fillment within a short amount of time.”  

It comes as no surprise that Mathison, in his first three eschato-
logical books (including WSTTB), avoided dealing with the crushing 
(breaking in pieces) of Satan in Romans 16:20—even in his “impres-
sively thorough”6 book on the millennium.  It was not until Mathison 
wrote his fourth book on eschatology (another supposedly “meticulous-
ly comprehensive”7 work), that he finally broke his silence on the verse.  
But even there he only brushed past the verse ambiguously.  In that 
812-page book, Mathison has these words on Romans 16:20:

He tells those whom he is greeting that God “will soon crush Sa-
tan under your feet” (v. 20).  The destruction of Satan has begun, 
but it will not be completed until the final judgment.8

As we know, Paul did not say that the process of crushing Satan 
would soon begin.  He said that Satan would soon be crushed.  Mathi-
son’s error here is like that of Strimple’s, who says that Adam and Eve 
did not actually die in the day that they ate of the fruit, but that they only 
began to die in that day (WSTTB, 317).  Such doctrines bear little re-
semblance to Scripture, but are merely mechanisms employed to prop 
up and maintain the erroneous tradition of futurism.  But I digress.

As we are beginning to see and shall see even more clearly below, 
it is not altogether rare for Mathison to offer two contradictory inter-
pretations of one Scripture, depending on who he is refuting.  He is a 
preterist (near means near) when interpreting a Scripture passage with 
futurists, and a futurist (near means far) when interpreting the very 
same Scripture passage with preterists.  To our chagrin, we often find 
ourselves confronted with two Keith Mathisons.

As for Mathison’s anti-preterist argument that near “regularly” or 

6. Kenneth Gentry, from the back cover of Keith Mathison’s book Postmil-
lennialism: An Eschatology of Hope

7. Derek W. H. Thomas, from the back cover of Keith Mathison’s book 
From Age to Age: The Unfolding of Biblical Eschatology

8. Keith Mathison, From Age to Age: The Unfolding of Biblical Eschatology 
(Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 2009), 585
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“sometimes” means far in the Bible, and that the Second Coming could 
therefore be a million years away—it is a non sequitur.  The fact that 
the Old Testament prophets used language of imminence in reference 
to timeframes that were short in comparison to the lifetime of a na-
tion in no way implies or suggests that the prophets used language of 
imminence to predict events that will take place potentially a million 
years from now.  There is no reasonable connection between Mathison’s 
premise and his extra-biblical conclusion.

The Latter/Last Days

Isaiah 2:2–4 speaks of “the latter days.”  Mathison says that this passage 
“seems to point to something that even now has not been completely ful-
filled. There are still wars, for example, and all nations have not yet bowed 
the knee to the Lord” (167).  Mathison adds that although it is true that 
“in some sense” the last days “were already present immediately after the 
first coming of Christ,” some New Testament texts such as 2 Timothy 3:1 
and 2 Peter 3:3 imply that the last days “are still future [to us]” (189–190).

Response:

In Isaiah 2:2–4 the prophet spoke of the time when Messiah would come 
and establish His mountain (Mount Zion), house, and city among Jews 
and Gentiles.  As the New Testament reveals, this prophecy speaks of the 
spiritual peace that comes through the gospel, wherein Jew and Gentile 
are united in Christ into one spiritual nation and kingdom.  Jesus said 
that His kingdom was “not of this world,” and the New Testament writ-
ers confirmed His teaching, telling believers that the kingdom they were 
receiving was not physical-literal, but spiritual (2 Cor. 6:16; Gal. 4; Heb. 
9:24–27; 12:18ff.; 1 Peter 1:4–13).

In Luke 23:30, Jesus quoted Isaiah 2:10, 19 as prophesying the judg-
ment that was to befall Jerusalem in AD 70.  Virtually every futurist com-
mentator agrees with this interpretation.  The Apostle John referred to 
the same prophecy in reference to the same event (Rev. 6:15–17).  Isaiah 
chapter 2 is intimately connected to the last days of old covenant Israel, 
not to the end of the planet or an alleged “end of time.”

Many within the Reformed community understand “the last days” 
in the New Testament to be referring to the end of the old covenant 
economy in AD 70.  For instance, Gary DeMar:  
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The last days are not way off in the distant future.  The end came to 
an obsolete covenant in the first century.  In A.D. 70 the “last days” 
ended with the dissolution of the temple and the sacrificial system.9

David Chilton, before he converted to (full) preterism:

The Biblical expression Last Days properly refers to the period 
from the Advent of Christ until the destruction of Jerusalem in 
A.D. 70, the “last days” of Israel during the transition from the 
Old Covenant to the New Covenant (Heb. 1:1–2; 8:13; James 
5:1–9; 1 Pet. 2:20; 1 John 2:18).10  

And John Owen in his exposition of Hebrews 1:2:

It is the last days of the Judaical church and state, which were then 
drawing to their period and abolition, that are here and elsewhere 
called “The last days,” or “The latter days,” or “The last hour,” 2 Peter 
3:3; 1 John 2:18; Jude 1:18. . . . This phrase of speech is signally used 
in the Old Testament to denote the last days of the Judaical church.11

Mathison says that 2 Timothy 3:1 and 2 Peter 3:3 imply that the last 
days are still future.  Let us see if that interpretation holds water.

But realize this, that in the last days difficult times will come (2 
Tim. 3:1).

In his book, Postmillennialism: An Eschatology of Hope, Mathison 
writes to futurists concerning this verse and its context:

The . . . “last days” . . . and similar phrases are often used to re-
fer to the last days of the Jewish age (e.g., Heb. 1:2; 1Pet.1:20; 
1John 2:18). . . . [This passage] speaks to a pastoral situation 

9.  DeMar, ibid., 38 (emphasis added). See also Joel McDurmon of Ameri-
can Vision on 2 Timothy 2–3; Hebrews 9:6; 1 Peter 1:20; Acts 2:16–17 and 
Jude 17–18, (Joel McDurmon, Jesus v. Jerusalem: A Commentary on Luke 9:51–
20:26, Jesus’ Lawsuit Against Israel, (Powder Springs, GA:  The American Vi-
sion, Inc., 2011), 198–200.

10.  David Chilton, The Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of 
Revelation (Ft. Worth: Dominion Press, 1987), 16, n35; 51.

11.  Owen, John, The Works of John Owen, Vol. 19, 12–13, Books For The 
Ages, AGES Software Albany, OR, USA Version 1.0 © 2000. 
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that Timothy was dealing with in his own day. It is not a proph-
ecy of conditions at the end of the world.12

But five years later, in WSTTB, when debating “hyper preterists,” 
Mathison says that the very same last days prophecy (2 Tim. 3:1) will be 
fulfilled in our future:

. . . [Some] New Testament texts . . . seem to refer to “the last 
days” as something yet to come.  Paul, for example, warns Tim-
othy that “In the last days perilous times will come” (2 Tim. 3:1; 
cf. 1 Tim. 4:1).  Peter warns his readers “that scoffers will come 
in the last days” (2 Peter 3:3).  [Paul and Peter] say . . . that “the 
last days” will be the time in which something that is future will 
happen.  The coming of “perilous times” and of “scoffers” is ex-
plicitly said to be future.  The future times during which these 
things will come is called “the last days.”  The implication is 
that “the last days” referred to in these texts are still future.  
So while we are already in the last days, there is still some sense 
in which the last days can be considered future.13

But then yet another five years later, in his new book, From Age to 
Age, Mathison reverts to the biblical-preterist view that the last days in 
2 Timothy 3:1 refer to the first century.

According to some, these verses refer to an apostasy to occur in 
the time immediately preceding the second coming of Jesus [in 
our future].  There are at least three reasons, however, to doubt 
this conclusion.14

Who do we believe?  The 1999 preterist Mathison (Postmillenni-
alism) or the 2004 futurist Mathison (WSTTB) or the 2009 preterist 
Mathison (From Age to Age)?  Are the last days in 2 Timothy 3:1 the 
last days of the “Jewish age,” as Mathison implies while defending par-
tial preterist postmillennialism against other futurists?  Or are the last 
days in 2 Timothy 3:1 the last days of a future end of world history, as 

12.  Postmillennialism, 215 (emphasis added)
13.  WSTTB, 189–190 (emphases added)
14.  Keith A. Mathison, From Age to Age: The Unfolding of Biblical Eschatol-

ogy (Philipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 2009), 609
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Mathison implies while attempting to refute biblical preterism? 
Mathison says “the last days” are past when he is refuting other 

futurists because he knows that if “the last days” are still future, then 
the growing and increasing apostasy which characterizes those “per-
ilous times” is still present and future for us as well; and if this is the 
case, then there is nothing left to his “optimistic” and “successful” 
postmillennial “golden age” that will gradually blossom before Jesus 
allegedly comes back peacefully for His Second (Third) Coming in 
our future.  

But Mathison does not concern himself with this implication of 
making “the last days” future when he refutes “hyper-preterists.”  His 
only concern when dealing with us is to counter “hyper-preterism” at 
any cost, even, apparently, at the cost of his own doctrinal integrity.

Know this first of all, that in the last days mockers will come 
with their mocking, following after their own lusts. (2 Peter 3:3)

The majority of futurist commentators, men such as Mathison’s co-
author Simon Kistemaker, are certain (as are we) that Peter’s “last days” 
involves two signs that Jesus spoke of in the Olivet Discourse, namely, 
false prophets and the apostasy (2 Peter 1:16; 2:1ff; cf. Matt. 24:3–5, 11, 
23–26; 27–34).  This fact leads us to an AD 70 fulfillment, not a future-
to-us fulfillment.

The “mockers” and “ungodly men” of 2 Peter 3:3–7 are the “false teach-
ers” of 2 Peter 2:1–3, whose destruction was imminent in Peter’s day.  Par-
tial preterist Peter Leithart writes of these false teachers and mockers:

Peter says explicitly that the destruction of false teachers is 
coming “soon.”  Their destruction is the same event as the de-
struction of the present heavens and earth, the “day of judg-
ment and destruction of ungodly men” (3:7).  If the destruction 
of false teachers was near when Peter wrote, so also was the 
destruction of the heavens and earth and the coming of a new 
heavens and earth.15

Peter responds to mockers who doubt the promise of Jesus’ com-

15.  Peter J. Leithart, The Promise of His Appearing: An Exposition of Sec-
ond Peter, (Moscow, ID:  Canon Press, 2004), 67–68.
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ing because time has passed without any sign of the Parousia.  
If there were no time limit on the original prophecy, then the 
mockers would have no grounds for their mockery and no way to 
attract converts to their skeptical views.  Therefore, the original 
prophecy must have included a time limit, a terminus ad quem, 
and that time limit must have been the lifetime of the apostles.16

Since these mockers were already present, it is illogical for Mathi-
son to say that the perilous times of the last days will take place in our 
future (190).  There is not one scintilla of evidence, whether explicit or 
implicit, for Mathison’s contention that “the future” for Peter and his 
audience is still “the future” for us.

According to Isaiah, the coming of the Lord and His righteous 
judgment of these scoffers would be likened to the Lord’s return in 
judgment upon the Philistines and the Amorites at Mount Perazim 
and the Valley of Gibeon (Isa. 28:21).  These were not global judg-
ments that burned the face of the planet or that disintegrated the ele-
ments of the periodic table.  

Isaiah repeatedly tells us that there were to be “survivors” of this 
“Day of the Lord” even after the “earth”/“land” is burned with fire and 
the new creation takes its place (Isa. 1–5; 24–25; 65–66).  This precludes 
the notion that Isaiah was speaking of a fiery destruction of the face of 
planet Earth and of the stars and planets.

The Law and the Prophets never predicted a literal torching of the 
planet.  “The last days” were the last days before the judgment of apos-
tate, old covenant Judah/Jerusalem and the “elements” (rudiments) of 
her world, and cannot be applied to an alleged ending of the eternal, 
new covenant age/world.  There can be no “last days” of an age that has 
“no end” (Isa. 9:7; Eph. 3:21). There is therefore no 2,000+ year extension 
or expansion of the “last days” into our future, as Mathison and other 
futurists theorize.

Double Fulfillments

On page 168, Mathison observes that Daniel’s prophecy of “the abomina-
tion of desolation” was double-fulfilled.  It was first fulfilled in the des-
ecration of the temple by Antiochus Epiphanes in 168 BC.  Then Jesus 

16.  Ibid., 84
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spoke of its future fulfillment two hundred years later. The prophecy of 
the birth of Immanuel was also double-fulfilled.  It was first fulfilled in 
Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz in Isaiah’s day.  Then it was “ultimately fulfilled” 
in the birth of Jesus many centuries later.  Mathison’s conclusion: “New 
Testament prophecies may also have multiple fulfillments,” first in AD 70 
and then in the end of world history.

Response:

I think everyone agrees that many prophecies in the Old Testament 
were typologically fulfilled and awaited full realization in the New Tes-
tament.  This phenomenon reflected the contrast between Old Testa-
ment types and shadows, and the New Testament Anti-Type or Body, 
i.e., Christ (Col. 2:17).  

But this principle in no way implies or leads to the notion that New 
Testament prophecies, which are fulfilled in Christ, will be fulfilled mul-
tiple times over potentially millions of years of time.  The fact that the 
Old Testament was “typical” and “shadowy” in no way suggests that the 
New Testament is of the same pre-Messianic character.  The Cross of 
Christ will not be fulfilled multiple times until the end of human his-
tory, and neither will Christ’s Second Coming (Heb. 9:26–28).

Mathison’s co-author Ken Gentry teaches that the time texts of the 
New Testament “demand” a fulfillment in AD 70, and that the theory 
of “double fulfilling” Revelation, for example, is “pure theological asser-
tion” that has “no exegetical warrant.”17  Another partial preterist col-
league of Mathison, Gary DeMar, rejects openness to the double fulfill-
ment theory in the Olivet Discourse:

Either the Olivet Discourse applies to a generation located 
in the distant future from the time the gospel writers com-
posed the Olivet Discourse or to the generation to whom 
Jesus was speaking; it can’t be a little bit of both. As we will 
see, the interpretation of the Olivet Discourse in any of the 
synoptic gospels does not allow for a mixed approach, a dou-
ble fulfillment, or even a future completion. Matthew 24:34 

17. Kenneth Gentry, Four Views on the Book of Revelation, ed. C. Marvin 
Pate (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1998), 43–44.
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won’t allow for it.18

The New Testament is the revealing of the salvation promises con-
tained in the Old Testament, and those promises were to be realized and 
found “in Christ” and in His Body the church (2 Cor. 1:20).  Mathison 
would have us believe that the New Testament is a further obscuring of 
the meaning of kingdom prophecies (with more shadowy and typical ful-
fillments), which will only become clear at the alleged end of the very age 
that Christ died to establish, the age that Mathison—incredibly— calls 
“evil” (188).

Mathison, while refuting Dispensationalism, writes, “We are no 
longer under the old covenant.”19  DeMar likewise teaches that the time 
of the destruction of Jerusalem was “the end of the Old Covenant” and 
“the consummation of the New Covenant.” 20  But Mathison and DeMar 
do not seem to realize what their teaching implies.  If the old covenant 
(“the Law”) is no more and the new covenant reached its consumma-
tion, then according to Jesus’ words in Matthew 5:17–19, “the Law and 
the Prophets” are fulfilled and “heaven and earth” passed away and we 
now live in the new heavens and the new earth.

It irresistibly follows that if we are no longer under the old cov-
enant, it is because Christ’s Second Coming took place at the end of the 
old covenant age and brought to consummation every “jot” and “tittle” 
of its promises (cf. Matt 5:18; Heb. 8:13, 9:26–28, 10:25–37).  There is 
no possibility of double-fulfilling or partial-fulfilling every jot and tittle 
of the Law and the prophets. 

Some of the best Reformed theologians have taught that “heaven 
and earth” in Matthew 5:18 refers to the old covenant age which passed 
away in AD 70.  Reformed theologian John Brown:

But a person at all familiar with the phraseology of the Old 
Testament Scriptures, knows that the dissolution of the Mo-
saic economy, and the establishment of the Christian, is often 

18. Gary DeMar, The Olivet Discourse:  The Test of Truth, http://www.
americanvision.org/blog/?p=190

19. Keith A. Mathison, Dispensationalism: Rightly Dividing the People of 
God? (Phillipsburg, New Jersey:  P&R Publishing, 1995), 31.

20.  Gary DeMar, Last Days Madness: Obsession of the Modern Church 
(Atlanta, GA:  American Vision, 1999), 55.  
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spoken of as the removing of the old earth and heavens, and the 
creation of a new earth and new heavens.21

Evangelical theologian Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis agrees:

. . . [T]he principal reference of “heaven and earth” is the temple 
centered cosmology of second-temple Judaism which included 
the belief that the temple is heaven and earth in microcosm.  
Mark 13[:31] and Matthew 5:18 refer then to the destruction of 
the temple as a passing away of an old cosmology. . . .22  

Mathison’s double-fulfillment-in-the-New-Testament theory opens 
Pandora’s Box to double-fulfilling everything:  The earthly ministry of 
Christ, His sufferings, His death, His resurrection, His Ascension, His 
pouring out of the Holy Spirit, and His Second Coming; even the alleg-
edly future millennium could be double-fulfilled.  Even the casting of 
Satan into the Lake of Fire could be double-fulfilled.  

Every New Testament promise in the Bible becomes ultimately un-
certain in Mathison’s theory.  The “Christ” of Christianity could poten-
tially be a type of a future, “actual” Christ (cf. WSTTB, 182, n39).  There-
fore, unless we want to end up adopting a liberal, postmodern approach 
to God’s word and turn all of His promises into “yes and no,” Mathison’s 
double-fulfillment theory must be firmly and finally rejected.

All Things Written

In Luke 18:31, Jesus says that when He and His disciples go up to Jeru-
salem (in about AD 30), “all things that are written by the prophets con-
cerning the Son of Man will be accomplished.”  Mathison argues that since 
the Second Coming did not occur at that time, it follows that when Jesus 
says in Luke 21:22 that “all things written” will be fulfilled when Jerusa-
lem is destroyed in AD 70, He is referring only to prophetic predictions 
that concerned the destruction of Jerusalem and not to all eschatological 
prophecy in general (172). 

21.  John Brown, Discourses and Sayings of Our Lord (Edinburg: The Ban-
ner of Truth Trust, 1990 [1852]), 1:170.

22.  Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis, Edited by Kent E. Brower & Mark W. El-
liot, Eschatology in Bible & Theology: Evangelical Essays at the Dawn of a New 
Millennium (Downers Grove, IL:  Inter Varsity Press, 1997), 145.
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Response:

No one disagrees with Mathison’s observation that the context of 
Luke 18:31 limits “all things written” to prophetic material pertaining 
to Jesus’ passion. But Mathison assumes what he needs to prove when 
he assumes that Christ’s coming in Luke 21:27-28 was only “a” coming 
and is not the “actual Second Coming” which fulfills all prophecy in 
general. Later in this chapter we will see that Mathison is not in line 
with the creeds or the historic church when it comes to what the Olivet 
Discourse covers. And it should not surprise us at this point that Mathi-
son once again contradicts himself in his various books concerning the 
coming of Christ in the Olivet Discourse.

Gentry says that when Christ referred to the fulfillment of “all things 
written” in Luke 21:22, He was referring to Old Testament prophecies 
only, and that Christ therefore did not include the resurrection of all men 
and the Second Coming in the term “all things written.”23  But Gentry fails 
to understand that the resurrection of the dead was predicted in the Old 
Testament. The Apostle Paul, who taught the resurrection of the dead, 
taught “nothing but what the Prophets and Moses said was going to take 
place” (Acts 26:21–23). Paul stated specifically that the Old Testament 
predicted the resurrection of the dead (Acts 24:14–15; Dan. 12:2–3; Isa. 
25:8; Hosea 13:14). Therefore even if “all things written” in Luke 21:22 
refers only to Old Testament prophecies, as Gentry says, it still includes 
the resurrection of the dead, and therefore literally “all things written.”

In the book of Revelation, it is said from beginning to the end (Rev. 
1:1; 22:6–7, 10–12, 20) that the prophecies of the book would be ful-
filled “shortly.”  Those soon-to-be-fulfilled prophecies included the Sec-
ond Coming, the resurrection of the living and the dead, the last judg-
ment, and the new heavens and the new earth—in other words, literally 
“all things written.”  

Paul in 1 Corinthians 10:11, tells his first-century audience, “Now 
all these things happened to them as examples [types], and they were 
written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the ages have come.”  
Jesus’ and Paul’s audience understood the phrase “this age” to be a refer-
ence to the old covenant age, and the “age to come” as a reference to the 
Messianic or new covenant age.  They also understood that under the 

23.  Dominion, 542.
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umbrella of the old covenant “age” (singular) there were various “ages” 
(plural), or covenants.  The covenant that God made with David is an 
example of this.  Thus when the old covenant age was consummated, 
it was then that all of Israel’s “ages,” as contained in “the Law and the 
Prophets” (“all things written”), were consummated.

The fulfillment that has been wrought in Christ is no piecemeal ful-
fillment that has remained a “yes and no” fulfillment/non-fulfillment for 
2,000 years, as futurists such as Mathison imagine.  The Law of Moses 
does not remain “imposed” as it did between the Cross and the Parousia 
(Heb. 9:10, NASB).  Rather, Christ returned and the old covenant van-
ished in His Presence forty years after His Cross (Heb. 8:13).  If He did not 
return, and if the dead were not raised in Him, then the old covenant nev-
er vanished, and we are still in our sins.  This is the inevitable implication 
of denying that literally “all things written” are fulfilled in Christ today.

A comparison of Daniel 12:1–2 with the Olivet Discourse proves 
that literally every eschatological prophecy in the Scriptures would be 
fulfilled in AD 70 (see the chart on the following page).

Mathison believes that the majority of scholars “rightly under-
stand” the resurrection of Daniel 12:2–3 as being a future biological 
resurrection of all believers.24 But he has not explained how that res-
urrection can be separated from the first-century great tribulation, 
abomination of desolation, and destruction of Jerusalem in Daniel 
12:1, 7, 11.  Daniel 12:7 says that when the power of the holy people 
would be completely shattered (in AD 70), then “all these things would 
be finished” — not “some” of them.

Partial Preterist James Jordan now understands the resurrection 
of Daniel 12:2-3 (and Daniel’s personal resurrection in verse 13) as be-
ing a spiritual and corporate resurrection that took place from Jesus’ 
earthly ministry to AD 70.  Jordan actually sees this past resurrection 
as being the resurrection of Revelation 20.  

Mathison’s co-author Gentry has also finally come to the conclu-
sion that the resurrection of Daniel 12:2 was fulfilled in AD 70:

“In Daniel 12:1-2 we find a passage that clearly speaks of the 
great tribulation in AD 70.” 

24. Keith A. Mathison, WSTTB 160–161; From Age to Age: The Unfolding of 
Eschatology (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 2009), 281.
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“…But it also seems to speak of the resurrection occurring at 
that time…”  

“Daniel appears to be presenting Israel as a grave site under 
God’s curse:  Israel as a corporate body is in the “dust” (Da 12:2; 
cp. Ge 3:14, 19).  In this he follows Ezekiel’s pattern in his vi-
sion of the dry bones, which represent Israel’s “death” in the 
Babylonian dispersion (Eze 37).  In Daniel’s prophecy many will 
awaken, as it were, during the great tribulation to suffer the full 
fury of the divine wrath, while others will enjoy God’s grace in 
receiving everlasting life.”25

We commend Gentry for his recently developed full preterist ex-
egesis of Daniel 12:1-3.  However, it presents a problem for him.  Gen-

25.  Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr. He Shall Have Dominion (Draper, VA: Apologet-
ics Group Media, 2009 Third Edition), 538.

1.  Tribulation and Abomination that 
causes Desolation  
(Dan. 12:1, 12)

2.  Judgment and Deliverance  
(Dan. 12:1)

3.  Resurrection  
(Dan. 12:2-3)

4.  The End (Dan. 12:4, 6, 8-9, 13)

5.  When would all this take place?  
“. . .when the power [The Law] of 
the holy people [Israel] has been 
completely shattered [the de-
struction of the city and the sanc-
tuary in AD 70], all these things 
[including the judgment and 
resurrection] shall be finished.”  
“But you, go your way till the end; 
for you shall rest, and will arise 
to your inheritance at the end 
of the days.” (Dan. 12:7, 13)

1.  Tribulation and Abomination that 
causes desolation  
(Matt. 24:15, 21; Lk. 21:20-23)

2.  Judgment and Deliverance  
(Lk. 21:18-22, 28; Matt. 24:13)

3.  Resurrection (Matt. 13:40-43; 
24:30-31; Lk. 21:27-28)

4.  The End (Matt. 24:13-14)

5.  When would all this take place?  
“There shall not be left here one 
stone upon another, that shall not 
be thrown down” [the destruction 
of the city and the sanctuary in AD 
70].”  “Verily I say unto you, This 
generation shall not pass, till all 
these things [judgment & resur-
rection] be fulfilled.”  
(Matt. 24:1, 34)

Daniel 12:1-12 Olivet Discourse
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try stated, in the same book, that the resurrection in the parable of 
the wheat and tares is not yet fulfilled.26  Yet Jesus taught that Daniel 
12:2-3 would be fulfilled at the same time as that parable (Dan. 12:2-3; 
Matt. 13:39-43).

Nevertheless, some of Gentry’s partial preterist colleagues have 
come to the conclusion that the parable of the wheat and tares was 
also fulfilled in AD 70.  For example, Joel McDurmon (Gary North’s 
son-in-law, and Director of Research for Gary DeMar’s American 
Vision):27

It is clear that Jesus did not have in mind the end of the world, 
nor did He mean the final judgment.  Rather, Matthew 13:24-
30, 36-43 describe the judgment that would come upon unbe-
lieving Jerusalem. During this time, the angels would “gather 
out of his kingdom all things that offend, and them which do 
iniquity” (13:41) and these would be judged with fire.  Many of 
them literally were burned in fire during the destruction of Je-
rusalem.  During this same time, however, the elect of Christ—
“the children of the kingdom” (v. 38)—will be harvested.  While 
the explanation of the parable does not tell us their final end, 
the parable itself has the householder instructing the harvest-
ers to “gather the wheat into my barn.”  In other words, they are 
protected and saved by God. 

This, of course, is exactly what happened to the Christians. Not 
only were they saved in soul, but they mostly fled Jerusalem 
before the Roman siege.  This was consequent to Jesus’ advice 
to flee and not look back once the signs arose (Matt. 24:16-22); 
indeed this would correspond with the angels’ work of harvest-
ing the elect (24:30).28

26.  Ibid., 235 n. 70, 243.
27.  Gary North, perhaps not knowing his own son-in-law’s position at the 

time, wrote in 2001: “Anyone who equates the fulfillment of [the parable of the 
wheat and tares] with A.D. 70 has broken with the historic faith of the church.” 
http://www.preteristcosmos.com/garynorth-dualism.html

28.  Joel McDurmon, Jesus v. Jerusalem: A Commentary on Luke 9:51 – 
20:26, Jesus’ Lawsuit Against Israel (Powder Springs, GA: The American Vi-
sion, Inc., 2011), 48-49; see entire section 43-51. One of DeMar’s co-authors 
Peter Leithart, has also conceded that the parable of the wheat and tares was 
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Curiously, McDurmon does not mention that the resurrection of 
Daniel 12:2-3 is quoted by Jesus in Matthew 13:39-43.  Partial preter-
ists such as McDurmon also ignore the fact that Paul, in agreement 
with Daniel and Jesus, also taught that the resurrection of Daniel 12:2-
3 was imminent in the first century:  

having hope toward God, which they themselves also wait for, 
that there is about to be a rising again of the dead, both of 
righteous and unrighteous (Acts 24:15, YLT & WEY; cf. Matt. 
13:39-43). 

There is only one passage found in “the law and prophets” that 
explicitly speaks of a resurrection of believers and unbelievers, and 
that is Daniel 12:2-3.  This is Paul’s source in Acts 24:15, as virtually 
any commentary or scholarly work agrees.  As G. K.  Beale and D. A. 
Carson wrote on Acts 24:15:

The resurrection of the righteous and the unrighteous is based 
on the prophecy of the end in Dan. 12:2-3, which indicates two 
groups of people, some being raised to eternal life and others to 
eternal reproach and shame, and then refers to the “righteous” 
(Θ) or to “righteousness” (MT). Clearly this passage lies behind 
Paul’s statement, although the wording is different.29 

Partial Preterists such as Gentry who admit the resurrection of Daniel 
12:2 was fulfilled in AD 70 need to address the fact that this verse was not 
only Paul’s source in Acts 24:15, but in other places in the New Testament 
as well.  Beale points out in one of his most recent works that Jesus is fol-
lowing the (OG) LXX of Daniel 12:1-2, 4 as His source for His teaching 
on “eternal life” and the coming resurrection “hour” of both believers and 

fulfilled in the first century: “Jesus has now come with His winnowing fork, 
and before the end of the age, the wheat and tares will be separated.  The end 
of the age thus refers not to the final judgment but to the close of “this genera-
tion.” Peter J. Leithart, The Promise of His Appearing:  An Exposition of Second 
Peter (Moscow, ID:  Canon Press, 2004), 95.

29.  Beale, G. K., & Carson, D. A., Commentary on the New Testament use 
of the Old Testament, (Grand Rapids, MI; Nottingham, UK: Baker Academic; 
Apollos, 2007), 598.
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unbelievers in John 5:28-29.30 
At one point, Gentry, seeking to refute the premillennial dispensa-

tional theory of two resurrections, cited Daniel 12:2; John 5:28-29; 6:39-
40; and Acts 24:15 as evidence of “one resurrection and one judgment, 
which occur simultaneously at the end…”31  We couldn’t agree more 
with Gentry #1 that these texts, including Daniel 12:2, are descriptive 
of one and the same resurrection and judgment which take place at the 
same time in history. We also agree with Gentry #2 that Daniel 12:2 was 
fulfilled in AD 70.

Another question or challenge for partial preterists who see the res-
urrection of Daniel 12:2-3 as being fulfilled in AD 70 is this:

How many times must Daniel be raised unto, and receive, “eternal life.”

To be fair and thorough I should point out a recent development in 

Gentry’s understanding of how the resurrection of Daniel 12:2 is ful-
filled.  As we saw above, Gentry, in order to refute the two-resurrection 
theory of premillennial dispensationalism, claimed that the resurrec-
tion of this text is the one and same, yet-future resurrection as described 
by Jesus and Paul in John 5:28-29; John 6:39-40; and Acts 24:15 (and 
no doubt Revelation 20).Then later, Gentry changed his interpretation 
when responding to a full preterist (apparently realizing that he could 
no longer arbitrarily sever the resurrection of Daniel 12:2 from the first-
century Great Tribulation in verse 1, and the first-century “time, times 
and half a time” and “shattering of the holy people” in verse 7). On Gen-

30.  G.K. Beale, A New Testament Biblical Theology: The Unfolding of The 
Old Testament In The New (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2011), 131-
132.  

31 Kenneth L. Gentry, The Greatness of the Great Commission (Tyler TX: 
Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), 142.

Daniel 12 1 Corinthians 15

1.  Resurrection unto “eternal life” 
(v. 2)

2.  Time of the end (v. 4)

3.  When the power of the holy 
people [the Mosaic OC law] is 
completely shattered (v. 7)

1.  Resurrection unto incorruptibility 
or immortality (vss. 52–53)

2.  Then cometh the end (v. 24)

3.  When victory over “the [Mosaic 
OC] law” comes (v. 56)
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try’s Facebook wall, he wrote regarding Daniel 12:2 that it has nothing 
to do with a biological resurrection: 

“Daniel 12 is not dealing with bodily resurrection but national 
resurrection (as does Eze 37). Dan 12 sees the ‘resurrection’ of 
Israel in the birth of the Christian Church, which is the New 
Israel.”

But later, following his lecture on the millennium at Criswell Bible Col-
lege, Gentry gave a slightly different response.  After being challenged on 
how the New Testament develops the resurrection of Daniel 12:2 in Mat-
thew 13:39–43; John 5:28-28; Acts 24:15 and specifically in Revelation 
20:5–15, he responded by saying that Daniel 12:2 was typologically and 
spiritually fulfilled in AD 70 and that it will be anti-typically and ultimate-
ly fulfilled in a literal “bodily resurrection” at the end of world history.

Besides this not being taught by Daniel or any New Testament au-
thor, my question and challenge to Gentry’s new explanation of this 
passage is this:  If Gentry can give Daniel 12:2 two fulfillments (one in 
AD 70 and one in our future), then what is to stop the dispensationalist 
from saying something like this:

There may have been some kind of fulfillment of the Great 
Tribulation in an AD 66–70 (Dan. 12:1; Matt. 24:21) and in 
the “desolation” of Jerusalem and her temple in AD 70 (Dan. 
9:27; Matt. 24:15), but those events were only typological ful-
fillments.  The ultimate fulfillments will be in our future when 
Israel rebuilds her temple. 

Or why should Gentry oppose the amillennialist teaching that, 
while the Great Tribulation may have had some aspect of fulfillment in 
the events leading up to AD 70, we should not consider it as one historic 
event but an “already but not yet” process the church goes through until 
the end of history?

Gentry gives Daniel 12:2 two fulfillments but won’t allow dispen-
sationalism or any other futurist system to do the same thing with the 
Great Tribulation, the three and a half years, or the Abomination of 
Desolation in Daniel 9:27. Jesus in Luke 21:20-22 and Matthew 13:39-
43 did not say that all Old Testament prophecy or the resurrection and 
glorification of Daniel 12:2–3 would be fulfilled in two totally different 
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ways spanning thousands or millions of years from AD 70 to the end 
of world history.  He said that these things would all be fulfilled in His 
generation (“this generation”) at the end of the old covenant age.

Prophetic Telescoping

On pages 167 and 180, Mathison presents the following argument:  
Daniel 11:21–12:1 is one continuous prophecy.  Verses 21–35 describe 
the rule of Antiochus Epiphanes.  The next verses, 11:36–12:1, describe 
events that are unrelated to Antiochus Epiphanes. Yet there is no indica-
tion of a subject change in the prophecy.  Daniel thus prophesied events 
that would be separated in time but he did not give any indication that 
the two groups of events were to be so separated.  It is possible that we 
see similar “telescoping” in the Olivet Discourse.  It could be that “Jesus 
utilized the prophetic technique of telescoping two distant events into 
one prophecy without much contextual indication of a change in sub-
ject.”  Matthew 24:34 could be a transitional verse.  It could be that ev-
erything before verse 35 occurred in Jesus’ generation (the great tribula-
tion and the destruction of Jerusalem) and that everything after verse 34 
is yet to be fulfilled (the Second Coming and Last Judgment).

Response:

According to the two-section theory of interpreting the Olivet Discourse, 
the coming of false christs and the revealing of the Son of Man as “in the 
days of Noah” are two events that will take place at the end of world his-
tory (in section two of the Olivet Discourse: Matt. 24:37–39).  But this 
causes a problem.  Luke relates the events of the Olivet Discourse in a 
slightly different order than Matthew, and he puts those two supposedly 
end-of-world-history events in between the coming of the Son of Man “as 
the lightning” (Lk. 17:24) and the fleeing of people from their housetops 
and fields (Lk. 17:31).  But those events are in the alleged “first section” 
of the Olivet Discourse (Matt. 24:17–19, 24).  Luke thus has two “second-
section” events (allegedly in the end of world history) sandwiched be-
tween two “first-section” events that were fulfilled in the first century.  
Luke was not aware of the theory of a “telescoped” Olivet Discourse.

We see this problem present itself again when Jesus prophesies that 
one would be taken and one would be left.  According to the two-section 
theory, that event will take place at the end of world history (in section 
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two of the Olivet Discourse: Matt. 24:40–41).  But Luke puts that event in 
between the fleeing of people from their housetops and fields (Lk. 17:31) 
and the vultures gathering at the corpse (Lk. 17:37).  But those events are 
in the alleged “first section” of the Olivet Discourse (Matt. 24:17–18, 28) 
and were fulfilled in the first century.  Thus Luke again has a “second-
section” event (allegedly in the end of world history) sandwiched between 
two “first-section” events that were fulfilled in the first century.

According to the two-section theory, Luke 17:23–37 reads like this:

Lk. 17:23–24 (false christs; Son of Man as lightning in His day)  AD 70
Lk. 17:26–30  (the days of Son of Man as the days of Noah) End of world history
Lk. 17:31–33  (people fleeing from housetops and fields) AD 70
Lk. 17:34–36  (one taken, one left)  End of world history
Lk. 17:37  (vultures gathered at the corpse)  AD 70

The absurdity that results in exegetically “ping-ponging” through 
this text is most pronounced in the last four verses.  In verses 34–36, Je-
sus supposedly tells His disciples that at the end of world history, some 
people will be “taken,” i.e., literally raptured into the clouds (Lk. 17:34–
36).32  Then in verse 37, the disciples ask Him, “Where, Lord?”  That 
is, “Where will those people be taken?”  According to the two-section 
theory, Jesus answered His disciples’ question about the Rapture at the 
end of world history by telling them about the corpses of Jews becoming 
the food of vultures in AD 70.33

But, if it can be believed, the confusion deepens further still.  In 
his book, Postmillennialism: An Eschatology of Hope, Mathison actually 
implies that Luke 17:20–37 was all fulfilled in AD 70.  His argument in 
that book is that we can know that Jesus was probably speaking of the 
destruction of Jerusalem in Luke 18:7–8 partly because “in the preced-
ing chapter (Luke 17:20–37), he speaks of the coming destruction of 
Jerusalem in A.D. 70.”34

32. Though Mathison implies that this prophecy will be fulfilled at the 
end of world history, he is silent in all of his books as to its meaning.  We can 
only surmise that he believes it refers to the futurist “Rapture.”

33. “Jesus’ reference to the vultures in [Matthew 24:28] refers to Jeremiah 
7:33.  Again He is using Old Testament judgment imagery.” Keith A. Mathison, 
Dispensationalism: Rightly Dividing the People of God? (Phillipsburg, NJ:  P&R 
Publishing, 1995), 142

34. Postmillennialism (213)
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Based on his argument in Postmillennialism, Mathison has it that 
when Jesus prophesied that the judgment in the days of the Son of Man 
would be as the judgment in the days of Noah, and when He prophesied 
that some would be taken and others left, Jesus meant those prophecies 
to refer to the destruction of Jerusalem in Luke 17 and simultaneously 
meant them to refer to the end of world history in Matthew 24.  Yet 
Mathison says he believes that Matthew 24 and Luke 17 contain the 
same subject matter (WSTTB, 176).  How can these things be?

Mathison’s many contradictory exegeses result in mind-boggling 
conundrums.  But the word of God on this matter is clear enough.  
Luke, in Luke 17:22–37, mixes the events of Matthew 24:17–28 (first 
section) with the events of Matthew 24:37–41 (second section).  In so 
doing, Luke unifies Matthew 24:17–41, confirming it to be one proph-
ecy that would be fulfilled in one set of events in one generation.  In 
contrast,  “two-section” theorists violently break the prophecy in pieces 
to conform it to the futurist paradigm.  There is no question that this 
theory is unworkable and that Luke saw no “telescoping” in the Olivet 
Discourse.  Selah.

As a matter of fact, in Mathison’s latest book, From Age to Age, he 
abandons his two-section view of the Olivet Discourse, finally conced-
ing that the prophecy was fulfilled in the first century.  He is also more 
consistent in that book in his preterist interpretation of “the coming of 
the Son of Man.”  He now sees every reference to the coming of the Son 
of Man as being fulfilled in the first century.  This includes Matthew 
25:31—the prophecy of the sheep and goats.  Not one church father 
interpreted Matthew 25:31 as having been fulfilled in the first century.  
But Mathison does.

Mathison disagrees with the unified testimony of the universal 
church.  How then can he continue to anathematize us for disagree-
ing with the unified testimony of the universal church?35 Furthermore, 
Mathison is out of step with the church fathers, and with the Reformed 
community, and with “hyper preterists,” all of whom “stand shoulder 
to shoulder” in opposition to him on this point.  We all agree with the 
church fathers that the promises of the coming of the Son of Man refer 

35. Mathison also changed in his use of the words “hyper-preterist” and 
“hyper-preterism” in From Age to Age.  He now uses the terms “full preterist” 
and “full preterism.”
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to Christ’s Second Coming, and that we cannot separate the coming of 
the Son of Man from 1 Thessalonians 4 and 1 Corinthians 15. 

The Coming of the Son of Man

On pages 181–182, Mathison offers this argument: Whenever Jesus re-
ferred to “the coming of the Son of Man,” He “seems to have been alluding to 
Daniel 7:13–14,” which refers not to the Second Coming but to His Ascen-
sion to the heavenly throne of God to receive His kingdom.  “ . . . [T]he pos-
sibility must be kept open that Jesus wasn’t referring to his Second Advent 
at all when he used this language.  He may have been referring instead to 
his ascension to the throne of God, his receiving of his kingdom, and the 
judgment on Jerusalem that would prove he had received the kingdom 
and was who he claimed to be. . . . ”  It may be that “Jesus had very little to 
say about his actual second coming.” 

Response:  

Let us assume for the moment that the premises of Mathison’s argument 
above are true.  Let us grant for the sake of argument that Daniel 7:13–14 
refers to the Ascension of Christ, and that Christ was somehow alluding 
to Daniel’s reference to His Ascension whenever He spoke of His future 
coming in AD 70.  Even if these premises are true, they in no way prove 
that the coming of Christ in AD 70 was not “His actual second coming.”

Whenever Jesus spoke of the future coming of “the Son of Man,” 
He could have been referring, as Mathison said, “to his ascension to the 
throne of God [in Daniel 7:13–14], his receiving of his kingdom, and the 
judgment on Jerusalem that would prove he had received the kingdom 
and was who he claimed to be”; and at the same time, it could be that 
His coming in AD 70 was also “His actual second coming.”

Mathison’s interpretation does not create an either/or choice.  It 
does not conflict with the full, biblical preterist framework.  Preterists 
can embrace Mathison’s interpretation, wrong though it is, and remain 
preterists.  Mathison’s argument therefore is moot.  Though there is no 
need to refute Mathison’s explanation of Daniel 7:13, I will briefly offer 
three other possibilities:

The presentation of the Son of Man to the Ancient of Days in Daniel 
7:13 is perhaps a reference to Christ in His Parousia delivering up the 
kingdom (“the saints”) to the Father (“the Ancient of Days”) in AD 70.
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Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the king-
dom to God, even the Father; when he shall have put down all 
rule and all authority and power. (1 Cor. 15:24)

Or perhaps “the Son of Man” in Daniel 7:13 signifies the Body of 
Christ (the saints, “the fullness of Christ”) in His Parousia (Eph. 4:13).  
In this view, the universal church (“the New Man,” “the Son of Man”) 
was presented to Christ (“the Ancient of Days”) and united with Him in 
the end of the age, in His Parousia in AD 70 (2 Cor. 4:14; 11:2; Eph. 5:27; 
Col. 1:22, 28; Jude 1:24).

My preferred interpretation is similar to that of F.F. Bruce.  Accord-
ing to the Old Greek Septuagint translation of Daniel 7:13, the Son of 
Man came “as the Ancient of Days” on the clouds of heaven, not “to the 
Ancient of Days.”  This translation is in harmony with verse 22, which 
says that it was the Ancient of Days Himself who came in judgment and 
gave the saints the kingdom.  Also, the New Testament does not give 
the slightest hint that “the coming of the Son of Man” on the clouds of 
heaven would be fulfilled in the Ascension.  And as Keil and Delitzch 
commented regarding Daniel 7:13-14, 

…it is manifest that he could only come from heaven to earth. 
If the reverse is to be understood, then it ought to have been 
so expressed, since the coming with the clouds of heaven in 
opposition to the rising up of the beasts out of the sea very dis-
tinctly indicates a coming down from heaven. The clouds are 
the veil or the “chariot” on which God comes from heaven to 
execute judgment against His enemies; cf. Ps. 18:10f., 97:2–4; 
104:3, Isa. 19:1, Nah. 1:3. This passage forms the foundation 
for the declaration of Christ regarding His future coming, 
which is described after Dan. 7:13 as a coming of the Son of 
man with, in, on the clouds of heaven; Matt. 24:30; 26:64; Mark 
18:26; Rev. 1:7; 14:14. 36

It is also important to point out that John in the book of Revelation al-
ludes to Daniel 7:9, 13 in his description of Christ as both the Son of 
Man who comes on the clouds to judge those who had pierced Him (first-

36. Keil, C. F., & Delitzsch, F., Commentary on the Old Testament. 
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2002), (Daniel 7:13-14), bold emphasis MJS.
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century Jews) and as the eternal Ancient of Days in Rev. 1:7, 13-16. Again 
the context concerns Christ’s “soon” (Rev. 1:1) Second Coming, not His 
Ascension.

Matthew 16:27–28

For the Son of Man is about to come in the glory of His Father with 
His angels, and then He will reward each according to his works.  
Assuredly, I say to you there are some standing here who shall not 
taste death till they see the Son of Man coming in His kingdom.

Not surprisingly, Mathison is the only author in WSTTB who 
touched upon this key prophecy, and he offered no exegesis of it.  In-
stead, he threw it to the wind of the various speculative, futuristic in-
terpretations.  Let us now demonstrate that Matthew 16:27–28 (and 
its parallels, Mark 8:38–9:1; Luke 9:26–27) cannot be divided into two 
different events, according to the typical futurist approach.  As we can 
see from the chart on the following page, Matthew 16:27 is united to 
Matthew 16:28.  Both verses speak of the same timeframe and event 
that Jesus spoke of in His undivided Olivet Discourse.

For the Son of Man is about to Come

Young’s Literal Translation (YLT), the Darby Bible, Wuest’s Expanded 
Translation of the New Testament, and Weymouth’s  New Testament in 
Modern Speech all translate Jesus’ return here as “about to come” or “soon to 
come.”  These translations reflect the consistent usage of the Greek word mel-
lo in Matthew’s gospel, and its predominant usage in the New Testament.  
Christ’s imminent coming in verse 27 is consistent with Christ’s coming in 
the lifetime of “some” in the crowd who were listening to Him in verse 28.  
After having waited thousands of years for the coming of the Messiah and 
His kingdom, the span of forty years (AD 30–70) was a relatively short time.

Verily I say unto you

Jesus uses the term “verily,” “truly,” or “most assuredly” 99 times 
in the gospels.  The Greek word is “amen,” and it means “absolutely,” 
“really,” “may it be fulfilled.”  It is never used to introduce a new sub-
ject.  Dispensational author and editor of another multi-authored book 
seeking to refute preterism, Thomas Ice, says of Matthew 16:27 and 28 
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that these “are two separate predictions separated by the words ‘truly 
I say to you.’”37  But Mr. Ice fails to produce a single passage in which 
Jesus’ phrase, “Verily I say unto you,” separates one subject from an-
other. To the contrary, the phrase always signals an amplification of the 
previous thought.

Some standing here shall not taste of death until

Thomas Ice says of this verse:  “A further problem with the preterist 
view is that our Lord said, ‘some of those standing here . . . .’  It is clear 
that the term ‘some’ would have to include at least two or more indi-
viduals. . . .  Peter notes that John only survived among the 12 disciples 
till the destruction of Jerusalem” (Ice, Controversy, 88).  

In other words, according to Ice, Jesus said that “some” would sur-
vive, but the reality is that among His twelve disciples only John sur-
vived.  Ice’s argument would possibly have some validity if Jesus had 
been speaking only to His twelve apostles; but He was not.  According 
to Mark’s account, “ . . . He called the crowd to him along with his dis-
ciples and said . . . ” (Mk. 8:34–9:1).  So much for Ice’s arguments.

37.  Tim LaHaye and Thomas Ice, The End Times Controversy: The Second 
Coming Under Attack (Eugene, OR: Harvest House Publishers, 2003), 87.

1. Christ comes in glory (Luke 9:26) 1. Christ comes in glory (Matt. 24:30)

2. Christ comes with angels (Matt. 16:27) 2. Christ comes with angels (Matt. 24:31)

3. Christ comes in judgment (Matt. 16:27) 3. Christ comes in judgment (Matt. 24:28-31;  

      25:31-34)

4. Christ and the kingdom come 4. Christ and the kingdom come   
in power (Mark 8:38)    in power (Luke 21:27-32)

5. Some of the disciples would live  5. Some of the disciples would live 
   (Matt. 16:28)     (Luke 21:16-18)

6. Some of the disciples would die 6. Some of the disciples would die 

    (Matt. 16:28)    (Luke 21:16)

7. Christ would be ashamed of some in His  7. All of this would occur in His generation 

    generation (Mark 8:38)    (Matt. 24:34)

The Unity of Matt. 16:27–28 & Parallels The Olivet Discourse
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Until they see the kingdom of God already come in power

According to Mark’s account, some of the disciples would not die un-
til they looked back on this event, knowing that the Lord and His kingdom 
had come in power.  (Literally, “until they see the kingdom of God having 
come in power.”)  According to Jesus, some of those who were listening to 
Him that day would see His Parousia, look back on the event, and after-
wards die.  Gentry concedes this point citing J.A. Alexander:

Here “come” is “not, as the English words may seem to mean, in 
the act of coming (till they see it come), but actually or already 
come, the only sense that can be put upon the perfect parti-
ciple here employed.”38 

The Greek word here for “see” is eido.  As with the English word, eido 
not only refers to physical sight, it can also mean “perceive.”  Through 
observing with the physical senses, “some” of Jesus’ contemporary audi-
ence would be able to look back on the destruction of the old covenant 
kingdom’s temple and city in AD 70 and “perceive” that Christ’s kingdom 
had arrived (Lk. 17:20–37; Col. 1:27; Jn. 14:2–3, 23, 29).

In Like Manner

Mathison argues:  Jesus ascended visibly and bodily.  Then He van-
ished from sight in a cloud (Acts 1:9).  Acts 1:11 says that He will re-
turn in the same manner that He departed.  This has not happened yet 
(184–188, 204).  Therefore, Acts 1:11 is not yet fulfilled.

Response:

After speaking to His apostles about the kingdom over a period of 
forty days, Jesus told them to stay in Jerusalem and to wait for the fulfill-
ment of the Father’s promise of the Holy Spirit, which Jesus said would 
take place “not many days from now.”  This prompted the disciples to ask 
Him in verse six about the timing of the kingdom’s arrival.  “Lord, are 
you at this time going to restore the kingdom to Israel?”  Jesus did not give 
them a day or hour, but He reminded them in verse eight of the sign of 
the Great Commission which had to be accomplished before He would 

38.  Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., He Shall Have Dominion (Tyler, TX:  Institute 
for Christian Economics, 1992), 215–216 (emphasis added).
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restore the kingdom to Israel (Acts 1:8; Matt. 24:3, 14).  Mathison, ignor-
ing the immediate context, states:

The first thing that must be observed when we examine this ac-
count is that no reference to time is connected with the predic-
tion of the return of Christ. (185)  

However, in another book Mathison #2 admits:

The time frame is hinted at in the preceding context.  The 
disciples are given a commission to be Christ’s witnesses “in 
Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and even to the re-
motest part of the earth” (Acts 1:8).  The implication is that 
Christ’s visible return will follow the completion of the mis-
sion to the remotest part of the earth.”39  

According to Mathison in the above quote, when the Great Com-
mission in verse 8 is fulfilled, then the Second Coming of verse 11 
will occur.  Mathison’s contention that there are two Great Commis-
sions given in the New Testament—one fulfilled before AD 70 and 
another that will be fulfilled before the allegedly yet-future Second 
(Third) Coming—is altogether arbitrary.  It is a position he is forced 
to take because of his flawed, partial preterist framework—like his 
doctrines of two “last days” in the New Testament, and of two fu-
ture “comings” of Christ in the New Testament, and of his divided 
sections separated by 2000+ years in Matthew 24 and in Matthew 
16:27–28 and in other Scriptures.

Mathison breaks again from the majority of Reformed, Evangelical, 
and preterist theologians, who see one Great Commission in the Gos-
pels and in the book of Acts, instead of two. Mathison’s dichotomizing 
approach to the Great Commission does not merit a serious rebuttal 
and can be rejected out of hand.  

Since the Second Coming is fulfilled after the Great Commission, 
and since there is only one Great Commission, and since the Great 
Commission was fulfilled in Christ’s generation, it follows that the Sec-
ond Coming was fulfilled in those days as well.  The gospel was preached 
to the world; “then” the end came (Matt. 24:14).  The chart on the fol-

39.  Postmillennialism, 117 (emphasis added).
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lowing page proves that the Great Commission was fulfilled in the first 
century.  Therefore, the chart proves that the in-like-manner Second 
Coming of Christ was also fulfilled in the first century.

After commanding His disciples to take possession of the kingdom 
through the Great Commission, Jesus ascended in a cloud, hidden from 
the disciples’ sight (Acts 1:9).  Mathison insists that Jesus’ physical body 
was seen for some period of time as He ascended into the sky.  However, 
verse nine simply says, “He was lifted up, and a cloud received Him from 
their eyes.”  Jesus was certainly seen before He was “lifted up” (Acts 1:9).  
But it is not at all certain that He was directly seen as He ascended into 
the sky.

In verse 11, the disciples were told that Jesus would come in the 
manner that they had seen Him enter heaven (the sky).  Jesus was not 
physically seen after He was received into the glory-cloud. It was while 
He was hidden from sight in that cloud that He was indirectly seen en-
tering the sky. Therefore, He would not be physically or directly seen 
when He came “in like manner,” in the cloud, to indwell His church in 
the end of the old covenant age (Lk. 17:20–37; Jn. 14:2–3, 23).  

Mathison errs when he says that Jesus was going to come back in 
the same way that He “departed.”  The Scriptures say that Jesus would 
come in the same way He had entered the sky.  He entered the sky hid-
den from literal eye sight in the cloud of God’s glory.

Here is the order of events:

1. As they looked, He was taken up (Acts 1:9).

2. A cloud received Him from their eyes (Acts 1:9).

These first two events could very well have happened simultane-
ously.  As Mathison himself admits in another book, the verse could be 
translated, “He was lifted up; that is, a cloud received Him out of their 
sight.”40  It is a very real possibility that Jesus was instantly hidden in the 
cloud at the moment His feet left the earth.

3. Then the disciples saw Him going into the sky.  That is, they 
looked intently into the sky as He was ascending in the cloud 
(Acts 1:10–11).

40.  From Age to Age, 459
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PROPHECY

“And this gospel of the kingdom shall be 
preached in all the world [Greek oikumene] for a 
witness unto all nations; and then shall the end 
come.” (Matt. 24:14)

“And the gospel must first be published among 
all nations.” [Greek ethnos]  “And Jesus came 
and spoke to them, saying, ‘All authority has 
been given to Me in heaven and on earth.  Go 
therefore and make disciples of all the nations.’” 
[Greek ethnos]  “‘. . . I have commanded you; 
and lo, I am with you always, even to the end 
of the age.’ Amen.” (Mark 13:10; Matt. 28:19-
20) 

“And He said to them, ‘Go into all the world 
[Greek kosmos] and preach the gospel to every 
creature” “. . . And these signs shall follow them 
that believe; In my name shall they cast out dev-
ils; they shall speak with new tongues.” [Greek 
glossa] (Mark 16:15, 17) 

“And he said unto them ‘Go into all the world and 
preach the gospel to every creature.’” [Greek ki-
tisis] (Mark 16:15) 

 
“But you shall receive power when the Holy Spirit 
has come upon you; and you shall be witnesses 
to Me in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Sa-
maria, and to the end of the earth/land.” [Greek 
ge]  (Acts 1:8)

Prophecy had begun to be fulfilled:  “And 
they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and began 
to speak with other tongues [Greek glossa], as 
the Spirit gave them utterance.  And there were 
dwelling in Jerusalem Jews, devout men, from 
every nation [Greek ethnos] under heaven.” 
(Acts 2:4–5)

FULFILLMENT

“But I say, have they not heard? Yes indeed: 
‘Their sound has gone out to all the earth, and 
their words to the ends of the world.’” [Greek 
oikumene] (Rom. 10:18)

“...My gospel... has been made manifest, and by 
the prophetic Scriptures has been made known 
to all nations. . . .” [Greek ethnos] (Rom.16:25-
26)

“...of the gospel, which has come to you, as it 
has also in all the world [Greek kosmos], as is 
bringing forth fruit. . . .” (Col. 1:5-6)

“ . . . from the gospel which you heard, which 
was preached to every creature [Greek kitisis] 
under heaven, of which I, Paul became a min-
ister.” 
(Col. 1:23)

“But I say, have they not heard? Yes indeed: 
‘Their sound has gone out to all the earth/land 
[Greek ge], and their words to the ends of the 
world.’” (Rom. 10:18)

Prophecy would be fulfilled “shortly”:  “And 
I saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven, 
having the everlasting gospel to preach unto 
them that dwell on the earth/land [Greek ge], 
and to every nation [Greek ethnos], and kindred 
[Greek phile] and tongue [Greek glossa], and 
people.” [Greek laos] (Rev. 1:1; 14:6; cf. 10:6-7)  
Satan was bound so that the Great Commission 
to the nations would be accomplished during the 
“millennium” (Rev. 20:3).
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In the Old Testament, God was never literally or directly seen com-
ing in His glory when He judged or saved Israel and other nations.  Jesus 
was not literally seen again after He entered the cloud of God’s glory.  
He was “taken up in glory” (1 Tim. 3:16) and He would come in glory as 
the Ancient of Days.  

The Lord God had become flesh.  John bore testimony to the 
fact that looking at and touching Jesus was to look at and touch God 
Himself (Jn 1:14; 1 Jn 1:1).  God was physically seen in the flesh, but 
this was temporary for the second person of the Godhead (Heb. 5:7), 
even as He had been born into and under the old covenant system 
with its temporal types and shadows (Gal. 4:4; Rom. 5–8; 2 Cor. 3; 
Heb. 8:13).41  

Ironically, the point of the question, “Why do you stand here look-
ing into the sky,” was that Jesus was not going to return to His physical 
form.  It was futile for the disciples to long for Jesus to return to the 
earthly form He had taken when He was born of Mary.  In His Ascen-
sion, Jesus had returned to His pre-incarnate glory.  The question of 
the two men was rhetorical, and it meant, “There is no use in stand-
ing here longing for Jesus to return to you and to be as He was in the 
days of His flesh.  He will come, but He will come in the manner you 
saw Him enter heaven—hidden from physical eyes in the cloud of the 
Father’s glory.”

We agree with the majority of commentators and cross reference 
systems which see the in-like-manner coming of Jesus in Acts 1:11 as 
being parallel with the coming of Jesus on or in the cloud(s) in Matthew 
16:27–28, 24:30–31, 26:64–68; Luke 21:27, and Revelation 1:7.  Mathi-
son and Gentry, however, wrench Acts 1:11 from those Scriptures.  
They admit that Christ was figuratively “seen” (perceived, understood) 
at a figurative “coming” in/on the clouds in AD 70, but they deny that 
this was the fulfillment of Acts 1:11.

This brings us to another problem.  Mathison writes of Matthew 
24:30 in his book Postmillennialism: 

41.  Though Jesus is no longer in the flesh, He is forever Man, even as the 
saints in heaven today, who are no longer in their physical bodies, are still 
human/man by nature.  Neither the Son of Man nor those who are in Him, 
whether in heaven or on earth, are “non-human.”  (See David Green’s response 
to Strimple Argument #11 in chapter seven of this book.)
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. . . [T]he “coming” of the Son of Man is His coming in judg-
ment upon Jerusalem (see vv. 23–28), which is intimately con-
nected with His ascension to the right hand of God (cf. Dan. 
7:13–14).42  

Later, in WSTTB, Mathison goes further and identifies the Ascen-
sion with the coming of Christ in AD 70:

. . . [W]hen [Jesus] makes reference to “the coming of the Son of 
Man,” . . . He may have been referring . . . to his ascension . . . and 
the judgment on Jerusalem. . . . ” (182, emphasis added)

For Mathison, Christ’s “coming” in Daniel 7:13–14 is somehow 
both a literal, visible “going up” in a literal cloud in about AD 30 and 
a figurative “coming” to Jerusalem from heaven in figurative clouds 
in AD 70.  The confusion inherent in this position is plain enough.  
Mathison says that “the coming of the Son of Man” in Daniel 7:13–
14 is a reference to the Ascension.  But then Mathison says that 
when Jesus used the term, He was referring to the Ascension and 
to the destruction of Jerusalem.  Yet there is not one instance where 
Jesus spoke of the coming of the Son of Man where it can be taken 
to be a reference to His Ascension.  In every case, it is His coming 
to earth in judgment and salvation.  But this is only the tip of the 
Iceberg of Confusion.

Even though Mathison says that Jesus’ “coming” in AD 70 was “inti-
mately connected with His ascension,” and even though Mathison says 
that both the Ascension and His coming in judgment in AD 70 are equally 
“the coming of the Son of Man,” and even though Mathison admits that 
both events were with a cloud/clouds and in the glory of the Father, and 
that both events were seen (Acts 1:11; Matt. 26:64), Mathison neverthe-
less maintains that Jesus’ “coming” in AD 70 was not the “in-like-manner” 
coming promised in Acts 1:11.  Mathison’s position is an ineffable tangle 
of exegetical double vision, contradiction, and consummate confusion.

Milton Terry, in contrast, took a lucid, biblical approach, seeing 
Matthew 24:30–31, 34; Acts 1:11; and Revelation 1:7 as all being ful-
filled in the fall of Jerusalem in the end of the age:  

42.  Keith A. Mathison, Postmillennialism: An Eschatology of Hope (Phil-
lipsburg, NJ: 1999), 114 
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Whatever the real nature of the parousia, as contemplated in this 
prophetic discourse, our Lord unmistakably associates it with the 
destruction of the temple and city, which he represents as the sig-
nal termination of the pre-Messianic age. The coming on clouds, 
the darkening of the heavens, the collapse of elements, are, as we 
have shown above, familiar forms of apocalyptic language, appro-
priated from the Hebrew prophets.

Acts i, 11, is often cited to show that Christ’s coming must 
needs be spectacular, “in like manner as ye beheld him going into 
the heaven.” But (1) in the only other three places where [“in like  
manner”] occurs, it points to a general concept rather than the 
particular form of its actuality. Thus, in Acts vii, 28, it is not some 
particular manner in which Moses killed the Egyptian that is no-
table, but rather the certain fact of it. In 2 Tim. iii, 8, it is likewise 
the fact of strenuous opposition rather than the special manner in 
which Jannes and Jambres withstood Moses. And in Matt. xxiii, 
37, and Luke xiii, 34, it is the general thought of protection rather 
than the visible manner of a mother bird that is intended. Again 
(2), if Jesus did not come in that generation, and immediately af-
ter the great tribulation that attended the fall of Jerusalem, his 
words in Matt. xvi, 27, 28, xxiv, 29, and parallel passages are in the 
highest degree misleading. (3) To make the one statement of the 
angel in Acts i, 11, override all the sayings of Jesus on the same 
subject and control their meaning is a very one-sided method of 
biblical interpretation. But all the angel’s words necessarily mean 
is that as Jesus has ascended into heaven so he will come from 
heaven. And this main thought agrees with the language of Jesus 
and the prophets.43

As Mathison admits in one book but denies in another, the imme-
diate context links Christ’s in-like-manner return to the fulfillment of 
the Great Commission (Acts 1:8; Matt. 24:14, 27, 30; Rom. 10:18).  The 
Great Commission was fulfilled in Christ’s generation.  Jesus was “lifted 
up” and hidden from sight in the cloud of glory.  He ascended into the 
sky hidden in the cloud, as His disciples watched.  He was to come in the 

43.  Milton S. Terry, A Study of the Most Notable Revelations of God and 
of Christ (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1988), 246-247.  
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same manner in which the disciples saw Him enter into the sky:  hid-
den in the cloud of the glory of His Father.  He was “seen” in that Day in 
the same way that Yahweh was “seen” whenever He came on a cloud to 
judge nations in the Old Testament.

This was the one and only future coming of Christ that was prom-
ised in the New Testament.  Therefore, Christ returned in AD 70.  The 
analogy of Scripture confirms this interpretation.  It does not confirm 
Mathison’s, which rips Acts 1:9–11 from its immediate and broader 
New Testament contexts.  We agree with Terry’s comments on Mat-
thew 24:30–31, 34; Acts 1:11; and Revelation 1:7, and we accept upon 
the testimony of the Scriptures that Christ returned in a cloud/clouds 
in that generation. 

The Rapture

Mathison argues:  Some have said that since Paul used the word “we” in 
1 Thessalonians 4:15 and 17, Paul expected the events of 1 Thessalonians 
4 to occur within his own lifetime.  “The problem with this interpretation 
is that in several other epistles Paul talks as though he could die soon.”  
Therefore “Paul [was] simply using the pronoun ‘we’ in a general way to 
mean ‘we Christians.’  As far as Paul knew, Christ could have returned in 
his lifetime, but there was nothing that demanded He do so” (194).

Response:

To my knowledge, no preterist thinks that Paul assumed that he him-
self would be included in the group of believers who would remain 
alive to the coming of the Lord.  If I were to say, “We who live long 
enough to see the year 2030,” there is no reason to think that I would 
be assuming that I myself would be among the living in 2030.  My only 
assumption would be that some of us today would be alive in 2030.  
In the same way, Paul’s words imply only that he knew that some of 
his contemporaries would still be alive when Christ returned, as Christ 
Himself promised would be the case in Matthew 16:27–28; 24:34.

According to Mathison, all of Paul’s “we,” “you,” and “our” statements 
in 1 and 2 Thessalonians refer to Paul’s own first-century audience and 
address Christ’s coming in AD 70—except for the statements in 1 Thes-
salonians 4 (“the rapture”).44  Mathison decides that “we” in 1 Thessalo-

44.  Mathison, Postmillennialism, 224–225.  
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nians 4 means something other than what it means everywhere else in 
1 and 2 Thessalonians.  Suddenly in chapter 4, “we” includes Christians 
who potentially will not be alive for a million years from today.  Now let 
us move on from arbitrary Mathisonian constructs to a biblical look at 
“the rapture” passage, 1 Thessalonians 4:15–17.

A day was approaching when Christ would deliver believers from 
their persecutions and pour out His wrath upon their persecutors (1 
Thess. 1:10; cf. 2 Thess. 1:6–7).  When that day came, the Lord descend-
ed from heaven with a word of command (or “a shout”), with archan-
gelic voice, and with a trumpet call of God; and the dead in Christ rose.  
Then the living in Christ and the dead in Christ were simultaneously 
“caught up” in “clouds” to “a meeting of the Lord in the air.”  

We can know that Paul’s words in 1 Thessalonians 4:14–17 are not 
to be interpreted literally (a literal trumpet, etc.) because the Scriptures 
tell us elsewhere not to interpret them literally.  In Exodus 19 and 20, 
the Lord came down in a cloud over Mount Sinai.  He spoke with a loud 
voice.  There was the sound of a loud trumpet.  And Moses met the Lord 
on Mount Sinai.  Then God established His covenant with His people.

The writer of Hebrews tells us that though the trumpet and the voice 
of the old covenant were literal, the “trumpet” and the “voice” of the 
new covenant are not literal (Heb. 12:18–19).  Neither is the mountain 
(Mount Zion) literal in the new covenant (Heb. 12:18, 22).  Therefore, 
neither is the cloud (which descended to cover the mountain) literal in 
the new covenant.

Since the cloud-covered mountain is not literal, but is heavenly, 
neither then is the meeting that takes place in the heavenly mountain 
(i.e., in the clouds in the air) literal.  Therefore the shout, voice, trumpet, 
mountain, cloud, and meeting of 1 Thessalonians 4:16 are all spiritual 
antitypes of the literal shout, voice, trumpet, mountain, cloud, and meet-
ing of Exodus 19 and 20 (Heb. 12:18–22).

What we have then in 1 Thessalonians 4:15–17 is the “rapturously” 
metaphorical language of a prophet who is speaking of antitypical, spir-
itual realities —the transcendent profundities of Christological glory in 
and among the saints in the consummation of the ages.  

If this sounds like an over-spiritualization, it shouldn’t.  The Lord 
Jesus Himself was opposed to a literal removal of the church out of 
the world:
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I do not ask You to take them out of the world, but to keep them 
from the evil one. (John 17:15)

The “rapture” passage is no more literal than the prophecy of 
Ezekiel 37:4–14.  In that passage, God caused a valley full of dry 
bones to come together.  He attached tendons to them and put skin 
on them.  Then He caused the bodies to breathe and they stood on 
their feet as a vast army.  The bones represented the house of Israel.  
They were hopelessly cut off from the land, and were said to be in 
“graves.”  As God had done for the dry bones, He was going to do for 
the house of Israel.

In the same way, in 1 Thessalonians 4:15–17, God raised up His 
church —the first fruits of the resurrection-harvest— which was anx-
iously longing for the consummation of redemption and atonement.  
As a mighty warrior, the Lord issued forth his shout of command and 
sounded the trumpet of God.  Then His spiritual army arose by His 
power.  They met Him on His way to His temple to judge the enemies 
in His kingdom (Mal. 3:1).  That is when God afflicted the persecutors 
of His church, when He gave His people relief and glorified Himself in 
them (2 Thess. 1:8–10).

Being revealed with Christ in glory (Col. 3:4) and becoming like Him 
and seeing Him in His Parousia (1 Jn 3:2) had nothing to do with escaping 
physical death or with being literally caught up into the literal sky or with 
being biologically changed.  It had to do with God’s people, living and dead, 
being “gathered together” to become His eternal Tabernacle, His spiritual 
Body, the New Man, the heavenly Mount Zion, the New Jerusalem in the 
Spirit.  “This mystery is great” (Eph. 5:32), and is therefore communicated in 
the accommodative “sign language” of prophetic metaphor.

Since our Lord came “with His saints” and destroyed the earthly tem-
ple in AD 70 (Heb. 9:8), the church of all ages lives and reigns in glory 
with Him forever (Rom. 6:8; 2 Cor. 13:4; 2 Tim. 2:11–12).  Now whether 
we are alive or asleep, we “live together with Him” (1 Thess. 5:10).  This 
was not the case in the Old Testament, when to die was to be cut off from 
the people of God. As Paul says in Romans 14:8–9, “ . . . whether we live or 
die, we are the Lord’s. For to this end Christ died and rose and lived again, 
that He might be Lord both of the dead and of the living.”
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1 Thessalonians 4–5 & Matthew 24 

For this we say to you by the word of the Lord . . . .  
(1 Thess. 4:15)

Virtually every commentator and cross reference system parallels 1 
Thessalonians 4:15–16 with Matthew 24:30–31 and 1 Corinthians 15:51–
52, and agrees that Paul is using Christ’s Olivet Discourse as the founda-
tion for his teaching concerning Christ’s Parousia throughout the Thes-
salonian epistles.  For example the Reformation Study Bible, of which 
Mathison is Associate Editor, states of Matthew 24:31:

But the language of [Matthew 24:31] is parallel to passages like 13:41; 
16:27; 25:31, as well as to passages such as 1 Cor. 15:52 and 1 Thess. 
4:14–17.  The passage most naturally refers to the Second Coming. 

Ironically, the parallels between Paul and the Olivet Discourse be-
come the clearest in the one chapter in 1 Thessalonians that Mathison 
severs from the Olivet Discourse.  Mathison admits the parallels between 
1 Thessalonians 4 and 1 Corinthians 15 (193), but he avoids the obvious 
parallels between 1 Thessalonians 4 and Matthew 24.

Reformed and Evangelical commentators such as G.K. Beale see that in 
1 Thessalonians 4–5, Paul is drawing from Jesus’ teaching in Matthew 24.  

That both [1 Thessalonians] 4:15–18 and 5:1–11 explain the 
same events is discernible from observing that both passages 
actually form one continuous depiction of the same narrative 
in Matthew 24. . . . 45 

Here are some of the parallels between Matthew 24 and 1 Thessa-
lonians 4–5:

•	Christ	returns	from	heaven		 1	Thess.	4:16	=	Matt.	24:30

45. G.K. Beale, The IVP New Testament Commentary Series 1–2 Thessalo-
nians (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 2003), 136.  Copyright 2003 by 
G.K. Beale.  Used by permission of InterVarsity Press. PO Box 1400, Down-
ers Grove, IL 60515. www.ivpress.com. Some Partial Preterists are now agree-
ing that 1 Thessalonians 4:15–17 took place in AD 70.  One is admitting that 
Gentry and Mathison are forced to “dodge and weave to put this passage into 
our future.” Mike Bull, The Last Trumpet, http://www.bullartistry.com.au/
wp/2011/06/05/the-last-trumpet/
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•	with	archangelic	voice	 1	Thess.	4:16	=	Matt.	24:31
•	with	God’s	trumpet		 1	Thess.	4:16	=	Matt.	24:31
•	Believers	caught	up	to	be	with	Christ		 1	Thess.	4:17	=	Matt.	24:31
•	Believers	meet	Christ	in	“clouds”		 1	Thess.	4:17	=	Matt.	24:30
•	Exact	time	unknown	 1	Thess.	5:1–2	=	Matt.	24:36
•	Christ	comes	like	a	thief	 1	Thess.	5:2	=	Matt.	24:43	
•	Unbelievers	caught	unaware	 1	Thess.	5:3	=	Matt.	24:37–39
•	Birth	pains		 1	Thess.	5:3	=	Matt.	24:8	
•	Believers	are	not	deceived	 1	Thess.	5:4–5	=	Matt.	24:43
•	Believers	told	to	be	watchful	 1	Thess.	5:6	=	Matt.	24:42	
•	Exhortation	against	drunkenness	 1	Thess.	5:7	=	Matt.	24:49	
•	Τhe	Day,	sons	of	light,	sons	of	the	day46 1 Thess. 5:4–8 = Matt. 24:27,  

  36–38 

Beale goes on to write:   

Other significant parallels include:  the use of the word parou-
sia for Christ’s coming; reference to Christ’s advent as “that day” 
(Mt. 24:36) or “the day of the Lord” (1 Thess. 5:2); and a descrip-
tion of someone coming to “meet” another (eis apantesin autou, 
virgins coming out to “meet” the bridegroom in Mt. 25:6; eis 
apantesin tou kyriou, believers “meeting” the Lord in 1 Thess. 
4:17; see further Waterman 1975).47  

It has come to my attention from the time I first produced this chart from 
Beale that in a more recent work he now seems to lean in the direction 
that the coming of the Son of Man in Matthew 24:30 was fulfilled in AD 
70 and not at the end of history:

The clearest reference to Jesus as the Son of Man from Daniel 
7:13 come in the third category (which he identifies as “those 
that refer to Jesus’ future coming in glory”), where there are 

46. If we translate astrape in Matthew 24:27 as the sun (instead of lightning) 
coming from the east and shining to the west, then these parallels are possible. 

47. Ibid, 136–137.
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quotations of Dan. 7:13 (Matt. 24:30, Mark 13:26, Luke 21:27).  
However, it is likely better to see most of these third-category 
references fulfilled not at the very end of history but rather 
in AD 70 at the destruction of Jerusalem, in which the Son of 
Man’s coming would be understood as an invisible coming in 
judgment, using the Roman armies as his agent.  The reference 
in Matt. 25:31 to “the Son of Man” who will “come in His glory” 
and “sit on His glorious throne” is not a quotation of but rather 
an allusion to Dan. 7:13-14, which clearly is applied to the very 
end of the age at Christ’s final coming.  If this view is correct, 
it may be that the AD 70 coming of Christ in judgment as por-
trayed by the Synoptics is a typological foreshadowing of his 
final coming in judgment.  However, the traditional view that 
the coming of the Son of Man in the Synoptic eschatological dis-
course refers to Christ’s final coming certainly is plausible.  This 
issue is a thorny one that still deserves much more study.48

Beale affirmed in one work that the coming and implied resurrection 
(gathering) at the end of the age in Matthew 24:30-31 (cf. Matt. 13:39-43; 
Dan. 12:2-3) is the same Second Coming of Christ and resurrection as de-
scribed by Paul in 1 Thessalonians 4:16-17.  But now Beale affirms that the 
coming and resurrection of Matthew 24:30-31 was fulfilled in AD 70.  This 
indeed is a “thorny” problem for Beale, because his two positions form full 
preterism. Beale, due to creedal commitments, will not accept that full pret-
erism is the result of the “much more study” that was needed to reconcile 
the exegetical problems that he and his “orthodox” colleagues have created. 

Furthermore, Beale’s latest preterist admission creates additional thorny 
problems for partial preterists such as Mathison and DeMar. For example 
what about the marriage that follows Matthew 25:10? How many times 
does Christ in His Parousia consummate His marriage with the church in 
Mathison’s view?

Mathison attempts to avoid the unified parallels between Matthew 
24–25 and 1 Thessalonians 4–5 by claiming that his Reformed brothers 
and “hyper-preterists” merely assume that “Jesus is speaking of his second 

48 G.K. Beale, A New Testament Biblical Theology the Unfolding of the 
Olde Testament in the New, (Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Academic, 2011), 396 n. 
27—397. 
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advent when he speaks of ‘the coming of the Son of Man’ in Matthew 24 
and that Paul is speaking of the same thing in 1 Thessalonians 4.”49  The 
self-evident fact of the matter however is that Mathison turns a blind eye to 
overwhelming evidence because Mathison assumes that partial preterism 
is right.  It is more than inconsistent to claim preterist parallels between 
Matthew 24 and 2 Thessalonians 250 and between Matthew 24 and 1 Thes-
salonians 5,51 and then deny the obvious parallels between Matthew 24 and 
1 Thessalonians 4.  But this is what partial preterists such as Mathison do.  

Gentry, to support his argument that 2 Thessalonians 2 was fulfilled 
in AD 70, says that “Most commentators agree that the Olivet Discourse 
is undoubtedly a source of the Thessalonian Epistles.52  Unfortunately 
Gentry’s sources of authority end up proving too much.   For example, 
both D.A. Carson and G. Henry Waterman make virtually the same par-
allels between Matthew 24–25 and 1 Thessalonians 4–5 that we do.

To make matters worse, Gentry also now concedes that Matthew 
24–25 does not necessarily need to be divided and that all of Matthew 24 
could be addressing one coming of Christ in AD 70:  “Orthodox preterists 
see no doctrinal problems arising if we apply all of Matthew 24 to A.D. 
70. We generally do not do so because of certain exegetical markers in the 
text. But if these are not sufficient to distinguish the latter part of Mat-
thew 24 from the earlier part, it would not matter.”53

But virtually all scholars and commentators tell us that Matthew 24–
25 forms the foundation to and contains prophecies that are parallel to 
Matthew 13; 1 Corinthians 15; 1 Thessalonians 4–5; 2 Peter 3 and Revela-
tion 20–21.  Yet Mathison claims Matthew 24–25 was fulfilled in AD 70 
and Gentry doesn’t see a problem with it?  How can these things be, in-

49. Mathison, From Age to Age, 515.
50. Mathison, Postmillenialism, 230.
51. Ibid, 226.
52.  Kenneth Gentry, Perilous Times: A Study in Eschatological Evil (Tex-

arkana, AR:  Covenant Media Press, 1999), 100, n. 19.  Here Gentry cites D.A. 
Carson, “Matthew,” in Frank E. Gaebelein, ed., The Expositor’s Bible Com-
mentary, 12 vols. (Grand Rapids, MI:  Zondervan, 1984), 8:489; and G. Henry 
Waterman, “The Sources of Paul’s Teaching on the 2nd Coming of Christ in 1 
and 2 Thessalonians,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 18:2 (June 
1975); 105–113.

53.  Kenneth Gentry, He Shall Have Dominion (Draper, VA: Apologetics 
Group Media, 2009), 540
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deed? This is why partial preterism gains a following for a short period, and 
then its students end up coming to “hyper-preterism” for a more consistent 
and exegetical approach that is in harmony with the analogy of Scripture.

Another problem for Mathison and Gentry is that in their other writ-
ings they admit that the last trumpet of Revelation 11 was fulfilled in AD 
70, but they do not discuss the fact that the time of the last trumpet was 
the time for “the dead” to be judged (Rev. 11:18).  This is the same prob-
lem they face in the immediate context of 1 Peter 4:7.  How were the dead 
judged in AD 70 without the resurrection of the dead taking place?  And 
how is this time for the dead being judged different from the time in which 
the dead are judged in Revelation 20?  And how is this trumpet judgment 
in Revelation 11 different from the one in Matthew 24:30–31, 1 Thessa-
lonians 4, and 1 Corinthians 15?  The analogy of Scripture nullifies with 
finality the arbitrary Scripture-dichotomizations of partial preterism.

The Creation Groaning

On pages 196–197, Mathison makes the following argument:

The epistles of the New Testament speak of the restoration of 
creation both as something that has already begun and as some-
thing that will be completed only in the future.  Paul, for exam-
ple, explains that “the form of this world is passing away” (1 Cor. 
7:31; cf. 1 Jn. 2:17). Yet, according to Paul, the creation awaits its 
full deliverance from the effects of sin. . . (Rom. 8:19–25). The full 
restoration of creation is still future (see Heb. 2:8; 2 Pet. 3:7–13). 
. . . [R]edemption has to do with more than the spiritual side of 
creation.  God will fully redeem the physical creation as well.

Response:   

For the anxious longing of the creation waits eagerly for the re-
vealing of the sons of God.  For the creation was subjected to fu-
tility, not of its own will, but because of Him who subjected it, in 
hope that the creation itself also will be set free from its slavery 
to corruption into the freedom of the glory of the children of God.  
For we know that the whole creation groans and suffers the pains 
of childbirth together until now. (Rom. 8:19–22)

John Lightfoot associated the “earnest expectation of the creature” 
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and the “whole creation groaning” with the mind and heart of man, and 
interpreted this passage as having nothing to do with the planet Earth—
not even poetically.

. . . [T]his vanity [or futility] is improperly applied to this vanish-
ing, changeable, dying state of the [physical] creation.  For vanity, 
doth not so much denote the vanishing condition of the outward 
state, as it doth the inward vanity and emptiness of the mind.  
The Romans to whom this apostle writes, knew well enough how 
many and how great predictions and promises it had pleased 
God to publish by his prophets, concerning gathering together 
and adopting sons to himself among the Gentiles:  the manifesta-
tion and production of which sons, the whole Gentile world doth 
now wait for, as it were, with an out stretched neck.54 

And again, 

The Gentile world shall in time be delivered from the bondage 
of their sinful corruption, that is, the bondage of their lusts 
and vile affections, (under which it hath lain for so long a time,) 
into a noble liberty, such as the sons of God enjoy. If it be in-
quired how the Gentile world groaned and travailed in pain, 
let them who expound this of the fabric of the material world 
tell us how that groaneth and travaileth.  They must needs 
own it to be a borrowed and allusive phrase.  But in the sense 
which we have pitched upon, the very literal construction 
may be admitted.55

Lightfoot is on solid ground here citing 2 Peter 1:4; 2 Corinthians 
11:3; and 1 Corinthians 15:33.  Not only is there lexical evidence to in-
terpret “vanity,” “corruption,” and “decay” as ethical and moral putre-

54.  John Lightfoot, Commentary on the New Testament from the Talmud 
and Hebraica, Volume 4 (Hendrickson publications), 157.  Lightfoot, Hammond, 
and Gill understand the “creation” to be referring to Gentiles.  “ . . . Crellius 
(Comm., Para.) explains it as a reference to regenerate Christians and Le Clerc 
(Supp., NT) refers it particularly to Gentile Christians.”  John Locke, The Clar-
endon Edition of the Works of John Locke: A Paraphrase and Notes on the Epistles 
of St Paul, Volume 2 (Oxford at the Clarendon Press, 1987), 789.  

55.  Ibid., 158–159 (emphases added).
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faction in the heart and mind of man, but contextually the passage has 
nothing to do with hydrogen or oxygen or squirrels longing for a better 
day when they won’t get hit by cars.

“The sufferings of this present time.”  As much as I can relate to R.C. 
Sproul Jr. losing his hair and gaining some weight around his midsec-
tion (WSTTB, ix), Paul’s mention of the “sufferings” and “the redemp-
tion of the body” have nothing to do with those kinds of issues.  The 
context of the “groaning” of the first-century Christians can be found 
in the previous chapter.  The sufferings Paul has in mind here were 
eschatological —the birth pains that were to precede Christ’s return in 
AD 70 (Matt. 24:8; Rom. 8:22).  They had to do with the last days per-
secutions and with the saints of the universal church groaning under 
the tyranny of Sin and Condemnation under the Law.  

For Paul, Sin had produced “death,” but not physical death.  Con-
trary to Mathison’s assertions, “the body,” “death,” and “the flesh” in 
Romans 5–8 have nothing to do with the idea of men biologically dy-
ing as a result of Adam’s sin.  Paul’s concern is with corporate-cove-
nantal Death, as even some Reformed theologians teach.56   “Bondage,” 
according to the immediate context, had to do with groaning under 
the condemnation of the Law (cf. Rom. 7:2, 7, 15).

The “redemption” associated with the coming of the Son of Man in 
AD 70 entailed much more than a physical flight to the wilderness of 
Pella, as some commentators have proposed.  Appealing to the prin-
ciple of the analogy of Scripture, John Murray and other Reformed 
theologians understand Paul in Romans 8 to be speaking of the same 
“redemption” that Jesus discussed in the Olivet Discourse:

Now in Luke 21:28 . . . [t]his word ‘redemption’ (apolutrosin), when 
used with reference to the future, has a distinctly eschatological con-
notation, the final redemption, the consummation of the redemp-
tive process (cf. Rom. 8:23; 1 Cor. 1:30; Eph. 1:14; 4:30).  Hence anal-

56.  Tom Holland, Contours In Pauline Theology (Scotland: Christian Fo-
cus Publications, 2004), 85–110.  Holland is a Reformed theologian who sees 
Paul’s “body” of flesh, sin, and death not referring to our physical flesh but to 
the corporate body of Sin in contrast to the corporate Body of Christ—the 
church.  He counters Gundry’s individualistic views of soma in Paul’s writings.  
He also argues for “consistency” in Paul’s use of corporate terms.  I recom-
mend this book to any serious student of Reformed theology.
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ogy would again point to the eschatological complex of events.57

The following chart confirms that the “redemption” of Christ’s disci-
ples in the first century in Luke 21:28 was the redemption of “the body” 
in Romans 8:18–23:

Romans 8 Olivet Discourse & Luke 17

Present sufferings (Rom. 8:17–18) Suffering to come (Matt. 24:9)

Receive and share in Christ’s glory  Christ comes in glory (Matt. 24:30) 
(Rom. 8:17–18) 

Glory will be “in” them (Rom. 8:18) Kingdom will be realized “within”    
 at Christ’s return (Lk.17:21–37; 21:27–32)

Redemption and salvation – resurrection Redemption and salvation – resurrection  
(Rom. 8:23–24; cf. 11:15–27; 13:11–12)  (Lk. 21:27–28; Matt. 24:13, 30–31)

Birth pains together (Rom. 8:22) Birth pains of the tribulation (Matt. 24:8)

This was “about to” take place (Rom. 8:18) This would all happen in “this generation”  
 (Matt. 24:34)

On page 200 of WSTTB, Mathison expresses willingness to concede 
that the imminence in Romans 13:11–12 was fulfilled in AD 70.  The 
passage reads:

. . . it is already the hour for you to awaken from sleep; for now 
salvation is nearer to us than when we believed.  The night is 
almost gone, and the day is at hand. . . .

But The Reformation Study Bible, of which Mathison is an editor, har-
monizes Romans 13:11 with Romans 8:23, correctly teaching that “salva-
tion” in that verse is not merely deliverance from persecution (as Mathi-
son theorizes in WSTTB):  “salvation.  Here in the sense of future, final 
redemption (8:23).”58 The connection between these two passages is made 
even stronger when we allow the Greek word mello in Romans 8 to be 
translated the way it is predominately used in the New Testament:

57.  John Murray, Collected Writings of John Murray 2:  Systematic Theol-
ogy (Banner of Truth Publications, 1977), 389

58. The Reformation Study Bible, R.C. Sproul General Editor, Keith Mathi-
son Associate Editor (Lake Mary, FL:  Ligonier Ministries, 2005), 1, 636. 
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For I reckon that the sufferings of the present time are not worthy 
to be compared with the glory about to be revealed in us. (Rom. 
8:18, YLT) 

It is more than arbitrary for partial preterists such as Gentry to 
honor Young’s literal translation of mello in Revelation 1:19 when de-
bating Dispensationalists and Amimmennialists, but then not honor it 
in Romans 8:18 when debating full preterists.  Mello is used in the aorist 
infinitive in both verses.  Gentry writes of mello in Revelation 1:19:

...this term means “be on the point of, be about to.” ...According 
to Young’s Literal Translation of the Bible, Revelation 1:19 reads: 
“Write the things that thou hast seen, and the things that are, and 
the things that are about to come [mello] after these things.” 
The leading interlinear versions of the New Testament con-
cur. This is surely the proper translation of the verse.59    
…when used with the aorist infinitive — as in Revelation 1:19 
— the word’s preponderate usage and preferred meaning is:  

“be on the point of, be about to.  The same is true when the 
word is used with the present infinitive, as in the Rev. 3:10.60  

Unfortunately, none of the major translators cited above trans-
lates Revelation 1:19 in a literal fashion.61  

Where is Gentry’s disappointment when it comes to translators 
not translating Romans 8:18 by the same grammatical standard?  It is 
nowhere to be found, even though there are two other Greek words 
of imminence (apokaradokia and apekdekomai  — “eagerly waiting”) 
within the immediate context. 

At least partial preterist Gary DeMar has tried to be more consis-
tent with a proper translation of mello in Romans 8:18. Citing Robert 
Young’s Literal Translation of the Bible he writes: 

59. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., The Beast of Revelation, (Tyler, TX: Institute for 
Christian Economics, 1989), 23–24.

60. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., Before Jerusalem Fell, (Tyler, TX: Institute for 
Christian Economics, 1989), 141–142.

61. Ibid., 141.



The Eschatological Madness of Mathison 121

“Whatever the glory is it was ‘about to be revealed’…”62

We appreciate the honesty on properly translating mello here as 
“about to be revealed,” but contextually there is no ambiguity as to what 
the imminent manifestation of this “glory” was — the liberation of cre-
ation from its groaning and bondage, the full adoption of the sons of 
God, and the “redemption of the body” (vss. 18-23).

Interestingly enough though, according to Gentry and Mathison one 
of the things that was “about to come after” John wrote Revelation 1:19 
was the arrival of the New Jerusalem and New Creation of Revelation 
21:1ff. Mathison and Gentry tell us in their other works that the time 
texts in Revelation point to a near fulfillment of the passing of “the first 
heaven and earth.”  They point out that Revelation 21:1 is referring to 
the passing of the old covenant “creation” in AD 70 and is a fulfillment 
of Isaiah 65–66.  Gentry even says:

The absence of the sea (Rev. 21:1) speaks of harmony and peace 
within.  In Scripture the sea often symbolizes discord and sin 
(13:1–2; cf. Isa. 8:7–8; 23:10; 57:20; Jer. 6:23; 46:7; Ezek. 9:10).  
Christianity offers the opposite:  peace with God and among 
humankind (Luke 2:14; Rom. 5:1; Eph. 2:12–18; Phil. 4:7, 9).

But then Mathison and Gentry assign an “expanded” meaning to 2 
Peter 3, which discusses the same promises in Isaiah 65–66.  They suggest 
that Peter is addressing the geological “elements” of the planet while the 
Apostle John, referencing the same Old Testament passage, is not.   

This is not only arbitrary, it is amazing.  If Gentry and Mathison 
can give prophetic New Testament passages “expanded” meanings to fit 
their eschatology, then they have surrendered their debate with Dispen-
sationalists, who constantly employ this strategy to force their eschatol-
ogy upon New Testament passages.

In Mathison’s section on the “Restoration of Creation” (195–197), 
he appeals to the literal and global beginnings of Genesis 1–3 to point 
out that preterists have interpreted “the end” in Romans 8 and in the 
rest of the New Testament in an inaccurate way.  But Mathison should 
be open to considering the interpretations of Genesis 1–3 that are pre-

62. Gary DeMar, Last Days Madness: Obsession of the Modern Church, 
(Powder Springs, GA:  American Vision, 1999), 225.
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sented by some within the Reformed tradition and by other futurists.
Combined, authors such as Augustine, Milton Terry, David 

Snoke, Meredith Kline, and dispensationalist John Sailhamer teach 
the following:

•	 Man	was	created	a	physical	dying	creature	 like	all	 the	plant	
and animal life around him.

•	 The	physics	of	the	creation	did	not	change	after	Adam	sinned.		

•	 Genesis	 1–2	 uses	 the	Hebrew	word	 eretz, which should be 
translated as “land” or “ground” and not [planet] “earth.”  

•	 God’s	emphases	in	the	early	chapters	of	Genesis	are	not	sci-
entific but theological, emphasizing the origins of sin in the 
heart and man’s need for the Seed of the woman to redeem 
him from Sin.

As the theological emphasis in Genesis 1–2 is on the local land of 
Eden, which is both theologically and geographically tied to Israel’s 
Promised Land, so too is the emphasis of the New Testament on a Great 
Commission preached to the nations of Israel and to the Roman Empire 
with a judgment that would affect the nations of that world.  

Both the localized and covenantal judgment in Eden and the one in 
AD 70 affected and continue to affect all humankind.  The introduction of 
spiritual death (condemnation and alienation from God within the heart 
and conscience of man through Adam) was overcome by Christ’s death, 
resurrection, and indwelling presence in AD 70.  All men and nations of 
the world are either inside the new Israel and New Jerusalem or outside 
her gates — as the gospel continues to bring healing and judgment to the 
nations today and forever (cf. Rev. 21–22:17).

When we take a combined look at some of the best theologians 
within the Reformed and Evangelical communities, we find a preter-
ist interpretation of every eschatological de-creation prophecy in the 
Bible.  Combined, John Owen, John Locke, John Lightfoot, John Brown, 
R.C. Sproul, Gary DeMar, Kenneth Gentry, James Jordan, Peter Leithart, 
Keith Mathison, Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis, Hank Hanegraaff, and N.T. 
Wright teach that the passing away of heaven and earth (Matt. 5:17–18; 
24:3, 29, 35; 1 Cor. 7:31; II Peter 3; I Jn. 2:17–18; Rev. 21:1) refers to the de-
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struction of the temple or to the civil and religious worlds of men—either 
Jews or Gentiles; and that the rulers of the old covenant system or world, 
along with the temple, were the “sun, moon, and stars,” which made up 
the “heaven and earth” of the world that perished in AD 70.63

These interpretations are, individually considered, “orthodox.” Yet 
when preterists consolidate the most defensible elements of Reformed 
eschatology, anti-preterists such as the authors of WSTTB unite in op-
position to even some of their own stated views.

Death, Tears, and Pain

Mathison and Kistemaker and all other futurists reason that because 
death, tears, mourning, crying, and pain still exist today, Revelation 21:4 
must not be fulfilled (196–197, 203, 250–251).

63.  John Owen, The Works of John Owen, 16 vols. (London:  The Banner 
of Truth Trust,  1965–68), 9:134–135.  John Lightfoot, Commentary on the 
New Testament from the Talmud and Hebraica: Matthew – 1 Corinthians, 4 
vols. (Peabody, MA:  Hendrickson Publishers, [1859], 1989), 3:452, 454.  John 
Brown, Discourses and Sayings of our Lord, 3 vols. (Edinburgh:  The Banner 
of Truth Trust, [1852] 1990), 1:170.  John Locke, The Clarendon Edition of the 
Works of John Locke: A Paraphrase and Notes on the Epistles of St Paul Volume 
2, (NY:  Oxford University Press, 1987), 617–618.  R.C. Sproul, The Last Days 
According to Jesus (Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Books, 1998).  Kenneth Gentry, 
He Shall Have Dominion (Tyler TX: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), 
363–365.  Kenneth Gentry (contributing author), Four Views on the Book of 
Revelation (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan, 1998), 89.  Gary DeMar, Last 
Days Madness: Obsession of the Modern Church (Powder Springs: GA, 1999), 
68–74, 141–154, 191–192.  James B. Jordan, Through New Eyes Developing a 
Biblical View of the World (Brentwood, TN: Wolgemuth & Hyatt, Publishers, 
1998), 269–279.  Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis (contributing author) Eschatol-
ogy in Bible & Theology (Downers Grove, Illinois: Inter Varsity Press, 1997), 
145–169.  Peter J. Leithart, The Promise of His Appearing: An Exposition of Sec-
ond Peter (Moscow, ID: Canon Press, 2004).  Keith A. Mathison, Postmillen-
nialism: An Eschatology of Hope (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 1999), 114, 
157–158.  N.T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis, MN:  For-
tress Press, 1996), 345–346.  N.T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of God 
(Minneapolis, MN:  Fortress Press, 2003), 645, n.42.  Hank Hanegraaff, The 
Apocalypse Code (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 2007), 84–86.  C. 
Jonathin Seraiah, The End of All Things: A Defense of the Future (Moscow, ID:  
Canon Press, 2002).
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Response:

In Revelation 21:4 (YLT) we read that “the death shall not be any more.”  
Every Reformed commentator agrees that this verse, along with 1 Cor-
inthians 15:54–55, is describing a future-to-us end of “the death,” and 
that “the death” refers to the death that came through Adam in Genesis 
2:17.  The Douay-Rheims translation renders that verse:  “But of the tree 
of knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat.  For in what day so ever 
thou shalt eat of it, thou shalt die the death.”  The Good News Translation 
makes it clear when “the death” would take place:  “. . . except the tree that 
gives knowledge of what is good and what is bad. You must not eat the fruit 
of that tree; if you do, you will die the same day.”  

“The death” that came through Adam the very day he sinned was 
spiritual and not biological.  (See David Green’s discussion of this verse 
in his response to Strimple.)  The abolition of biological death was never 
the purpose of Christ’s redemptive work.   In 1 Corinthians 15:55–57 
(YLT) we read, “Where, O Death, thy sting? Where, O Hades, thy vic-
tory?’ And the sting of the death is the sin, and the power of the sin the 
law; and to God—thanks, to Him who is giving us the victory through our 
Lord Jesus Christ.”  Whenever Paul uses the definite article “the” in front 
of “law,” he is referring to Israel’s old covenant Torah.  As 1 Corinthians 
15:57 indicates, the Law was not abolished at the cross; but it was “soon” 
to disappear, through the power of the Cross, at Christ’s Parousia in the 
end of the old covenant age (Heb. 8:13–10:37). 

Because “the death” is spiritual death (alienation from God) real-
ized through the commandment-breaker Adam and amplified or in-
creased under the Law of Moses (the old covenant), we can see how 
God gave His elect the victory over “the death” in the end of the old 
covenant age of condemnation.  The fact that men die physically is in no 
way evidence that the “spiritual conflict” of “the death” continues for the 
church throughout the new covenant age. 

God’s people under the old covenant, unlike God’s people today, ex-
perienced covenantal and spiritual death (cf. Hosea 13:1–14; Isa. 25–27; 
Eze. 37).   What made physical death dreaded for the saints under the 
old covenant was that they died with the awareness that their sins had 
not yet been taken away.  In the new covenant creation, Jesus promises 
that whether we biologically die in Him or biologically live in Him, we 
“never die” (John 11:25–26).  This was not the case before Christ.
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Thus under the old covenant, the residents of Jerusalem wept because 
they did not have a lasting atonement or eternal redemption.  They longed 
and groaned for the day of Messiah’s salvation.  Until that day would come, 
they knew their sins were not put away (Heb. 9:26–28; 10:4, 11).   The 
promise that there would be no more mourning or crying or pain does 
not refer to any and every kind of mourning, crying, and pain.  It refers to 
mourning, crying, and pain concerning God’s people being dead in sin un-
der the condemnation, curse, and slavery of God’s law.  That sad Adamic 
state is no more.  In the Son, God’s people are “free indeed” (Jn. 8:36).

As Athanasius wrote in his Festal Letters, iv. 3, “For when death 
reigned, ‘sitting down by the rivers of Babylon, we wept,’ and mourned, 
because we felt the bitterness of captivity; but now that death and the 
kingdom of the devil is abolished, everything is entirely filled with joy 
and gladness.” 

Under the old covenant, when David or the nation was exiled from 
Zion and God’s city and temple, there was much inner pain, weeping, and 
bondage that followed (2 Sam. 15:30; Ps. 137; Isa. 14:3; Isa. 22:4–5; Jer. 9:1; 
13:17; Jer. 22:9–10; Lam. 1:16; Joel 2:17).  Under the new covenant, the 
heavenly country and Jerusalem are not subject to being made desolate 
or shaken by invading armies as was the old (Isa. 62:4; Heb. 12:27–28).  
The concept of the gates of the New Jerusalem always being open, even 
at night (Isa. 60:11; Rev. 21:25), is not merely a picture of evangelism; it 
is also a picture of security for the residents of God’s City.  The believer, 
through faith in Christ, is the new covenant creation and it is impossible 
for him to be exiled from the City (2 Cor. 5:17; Rev. 3:12; 22:12).  The 
new covenant believer is characterized as one whose weeping has ended, 
because God has forever taken away his sin and united Himself with him 
(Isa. 60:20; 65:14, 18–19; Jn. 17:21–23).  

Christians in the new covenant world do not shed tears in agony 
and cry out to God to save them from the Adamic Death of Sin, as Jesus 
Himself did on our behalf (Heb. 5:7).  “The sting [pain] of the Death” can-
not harm us anymore (1 Cor. 15:56) because the power of Sin has been 
removed through Jesus, the Law-Fulfiller who clothes us and indwells 
us.  Now we live and reign with Christ in the new covenant world, 
wherein dwells the Righteousness of God.

It is again noteworthy that Mathison avoids any mention of Paul’s 
declaration that Satan would be “crushed” “shortly” (Rom. 16:20) in his 
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work on Postmillennialism and in his chapter addressing the time texts 
in WSTTB.  The reason for this is that the majority consensus among 
all brands of commentators is that the “crushing” of Satan in Romans 
16:20 is a direct reference to the final “crushing” of Satan as predicted 
in Genesis 3:15 and Revelation 20.  Manifestly, the judgment and wrath 
that came in AD 70 was not merely “a” “minor” judgment.  It was “the” 
judgment.  It was the crushing of Satan.

But Kistemaker and Mathison would challenge us with the empiri-
cal reality that Death and Satan could not have met their ultimate de-
mise in AD 70 because, after all, just look around and you will clearly 
see that people still physically die and that there are wars and murders 
taking place all over the world today.  Are these clear evidence that Sa-
tan and his demonic hordes are active in our world?

There were certainly times that Satan moved men, such as Judas, 
to commit sins.  But the Bible does not teach us that this was ever the 
norm.  James tells us that wars and fights come from within men (Jms. 
4:1) instead of from Satan and demons.  Satan’s primary purpose has 
come to an end:  He can no longer function as the accuser of the breth-
ren (Rev. 12:10), because Christ came out of Zion a second time at the 
end of the old covenant age to put away Sin once and for all for His 
church (Acts 20:28; Rom. 11:26–27; 13:11–12; Heb. 9:26–28).  

All Israel will be Saved

Mathison argues:  In Romans 11:25–26, Paul seems to be saying that eth-
nic Israel as a people will be saved.  This has not happened yet (199–200).

Response:

There is a great debate between Amillennialists and Postmillennial-
ists on the salvation of “all Israel” in Romans 11:25–26, as can be 
seen in the opposing views of Gentry and Strimple.64  Postmillennial-
ists such as Gentry and Mathison argue that “all Israel” being saved 
refers to a mass conversion of ethnic Jews before Christ comes in our 
future.  Amillennialists understand “all Israel” being saved to refer to 
the salvation of the church as the new Israel of God.

64.  Kenneth Gentry, Robert Strimple, Ed. Craig Blaising, Three Views 
on the Millennium and Beyond (Grand Rapids, Michigan:  Zondervan, 1999), 
112–118, 133–142.  
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As for the view that “all Israel” refers to ethnic Jews in our fu-
ture, we can immediately know that this view is incorrect.  With the 
passing of the old covenant in AD 70, there is no covenantal Israel 
other than the united Jew-Gentile church.  The things of the old or-
der passed away.  So the covenant promises in Romans 11 cannot 
refer to the modern nation of Israel or to the modern Jewish race 
or community.  The only “Israel” in the New Testament that was to 
be cleansed from sin is the Jew-Gentile church, the body of Israel’s 
Messiah.  This is the “Israel” (“all” of it) that entered into the Holiest 
of Holies in AD 70 (Heb. 9:8).  Let us briefly summarize Paul’s argu-
ment in Romans 11.

Even though God’s old covenant people in their last generation 
were being hardened and excluded from the coming inheritance, that 
did not mean that God had rejected old covenant Israel (Rom. 11:1–
2). Although it may have looked like Israel was being utterly cut off in 
her last generation, the truth was that old covenant Israel was being 
saved in her last days. God was actually saving “all Israel”—fulfilling His 
promises to “the fathers”—partly by means of the hardening of its last 
generation.  Here’s how:

1. By means of old covenant Israel’s transgression/failure and re-
jection in her last days, riches and reconciliation (through the 
gospel) were coming to the Gentiles (Acts 13:46; 18:6; 28:18).  
As Paul said, “They are enemies for your sakes.” (Rom. 11:28)

2. The salvation of the Gentiles was making last days Israel “jeal-
ous,” so that a remnant was becoming zealous for righteous-
ness and being saved. (Rom. 11:2–10,11,13,14)

3. The hardening, or reprobation, of old covenant Israel in her 
last generation was to continue until the fullness of the Gen-
tiles came in, i.e., came into Israel. (Rom. 11:25) 

4. In this manner, or by this process, all of the saints of historic, 
old covenant Israel were going to be saved (resurrected) along 
with the last days remnant, and with the believing Gentiles 
who had been grafted into historic Israel.  The consummation 
of this process took place in the Parousia of Christ in AD 70, 
according to the promises made to the fathers. (Rom. 11:26) 
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That is when Israel died, and was raised up a new, transformed Is-
rael.  That is when all of the elect (the Old Testament saints, the last days 
Jewish remnant, and the believing Gentiles) were consummately united 
in Christ and became the fulfilled “Israel of God.”  It was thus that all 
Israel was saved.

Mathison neglects to interact with other partial preterists such as 
DeMar and Jordan who teach that “all Israel” was saved by AD 70 and 
that covenantally, there no longer remain “ethnic” Jews after AD 70.65  
Why was not the view of DeMar and Jordan one of the many “possible 
interpretations” within Mathison’s eschatology of uncertainty?

The Millennium

Mathison writes:  “ . . . [T]he hyper-preterist interpretations of the millen-
nium fail to take seriously the long-term time text involved. . . . When the 
word thousand is used in Scripture, it refers either to a literal thousand or 
to an indefinite, but very large, number” (209).

Response:   

Psalm 50:10 is often cited, usually by postmillennialists, to teach that “a 
thousand” symbolizes literally “many thousands or millions.”

For every beast of the forest is Mine, and the cattle upon a thou-
sand hills. (Ps. 50:10)

Postmillennialists reason that God owns the cattle on every hill; 
therefore “a thousand hills” symbolizes or represents “many thousands 
or millions of hills.” Thus, they reason, we are led by Scripture to inter-
pret the “thousand years” in Revelation 20 to mean “many thousands or 
millions of years.”

That reasoning sounds solid at first glance. However, the context of 
Psalm 50:10 does not lead us to a principle that a symbolic “thousand” 
always signifies “many thousands.” It leads us to the principle that a 
symbolic “thousand” signifies “fullness.”  The “thousand” of Psalm 50:10 
is interpreted for us two verses later:

65. Gary DeMar, All Israel will be saved:  Notes on Romans 11:26, Ameri-
can Vision http://americanvision.org/1234/all-israel-will-be-saved-notes-on-
romans/#.UG3auVGJr3A.  James B. Jordan, The Future of Israel Re-examined, 
July 1991. Biblical Horizons, No. 27 July, 1991
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The world is Mine, and the fullness thereof. (Ps. 50:12b)

In Psalm 90:4, a “thousand years” is as “yesterday” and as “a watch 
in the night.” In 2 Peter 3:8, a “thousand years” is as one “day.” In those 
verses, a “thousand” (and “yesterday” and “a watch” and a “day”) is used 
to teach us that to God, a small piece of time is no different than a full-
ness of time. (Compare Job 7:7; Ps. 39:5; 90:2; 144:4; Heb. 13:8; Jms. 
4:14.) Thus in Psalm 105:8, a “thousand” corresponds with “forever”:

He has remembered His covenant forever, the word that he com-
manded to a thousand generations. (Ps. 105:8)

In scriptural usage, a symbolic “thousand” can be likened to “one” 
(day / yesterday / a watch in the night), or used in reference to millions 
of hills, or to eternity (“forever”). A “thousand” can be likened unto or 
used to represent a number lesser or greater than a literal thousand. 
Only its context can determine its literal numerical meaning, but the 
basic idea that is communicated by the number is “fullness.” As G. K. 
Beale wrote, “The primary point of the thousand years is probably not a 
figurative reference to a long time . . .”66

How one interprets the thousand years in Revelation 20 depends on 
one’s eschatological framework.  The passage does not interpret itself, 
but must be interpreted by the overall eschatology of Scripture.  Within 
the preterist interpretive framework, the biblical-eschatological con-
text of Revelation 20 should lead us to interpret the “thousand years” to 
signify the time of the Christological filling up of all things (Eph. 1:10; 
4:10).  That time was from the Cross of Christ to the Parousia of Christ 
in AD 70.  That was the time during which “the [spiritual] death” which 
came through Adam and was magnified through “the law” was in pro-
cess of being destroyed. The literal timeframe of the “thousand years” 
was roughly forty years.

Mathison admits that he does not know if there were any rabbis 
who used the number 1,000 to symbolize forty years (210).  Reformed 
theologian G. K. Beale tells us that some Jews considered the length of 
the intermediate messianic reign to be forty years.  He also states that 

66.  G. K. Beale, The New International Greek Testament Commentary: 
The Book of Revelation (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans Publishing Com-
pany, 1999), 1018.
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one Jewish tradition made an anti-type connection between Adam’s 
lifespan (almost 1,000 years) and a reign of Messiah for a (possibly sym-
bolic) thousand years.67  Many Christians have attempted to make this 
connection and have also paralleled the thousand years of 2 Peter 3:8 
with John’s thousand years in Revelation 20:2–6.

Adam falling short of the 1,000-year lifespan by 70 years (Gen. 
5:5) may represent his being created a mortal being and perishing 
in sin outside of God’s presence. If this is the case, then it is more 
than reasonable that the number 1,000 took on the symbolism and 
representation of Christ’s and the church’s victory over Death in 
contrast to Adamic man’s vain existence apart from God’s salvation 
(Eccl. 6:6).

Some Evangelicals and Reformed theologians along with some pret-
erists such as Milton Terry do not understand the long lifespans in the 
early chapters of Genesis to be literal.68  They believe that the lifespans 
were symbolic and contained numerological elements.  But even if Ad-
am’s lifespan was a literal 930 years, this does not exclude an anti-typical, 
symbolic 1,000 years in Revelation 20.    

When Messiah came as “the last Adam,” His reign in and through 
the church for a symbolic thousand years brought the church not to 
the dust of the earth separated from God’s presence, but to the Tree of 
Life and into the very presence of God (Rev. 20–22:12). Through faith 
in and union with Christ as the Last Adam (the Tree of Life and New 
Creation), Christians have achieved what Adam could not.  The church 
was clothed with “immortality”; it attained unto the “fullness” of life in 
AD 70; and it will never die for the aeons of the aeons (2 Cor. 1:20; 1 Cor. 
15:45–53; Rev. 21–22; Jn. 11:26–27). 

All of the authors of WSTTB understand that the Second Coming 
is the event that brings the millennium to its consummation.  However, 
the only future coming of Jesus discussed in the book of Revelation is the 
one that would take place shortly (Rev. 3:11; 22:6–7, 10–12, 20).  Both 
Mathison and Gentry concede that this imminent coming of Christ took 

67.  Ibid., 1018–1019.  
68.  Carol A. Hill, Making Sense of the Numbers of Genesis (http://www.

asa3.org/aSA/PSCF/2003/PSCF12–03Hill.pdf);  Milton S. Terry, Biblical 
Apocalyptics: A Study of the Most Notable Revelations of God and of Christ 
(Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Book House, 1988), 62.
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place in AD 70.  But then they err in assuming that the imminent coming 
of Jesus in Revelation was not His “actual second coming” (182).

To conclude my section on the millennium of Revelation 20, please 
consider the following exegetical, orthodox, and historical points:

1. Kenneth Gentry informs us that the book of Revelation is 
about things which were past, present, and “about to be” ful-
filled in John’s day (Rev. 1:19, YLT). There is no exegetical evi-
dence that Revelation 20 does not fall within these inspired 
parameters.  

2. As G.K. Beale has said, the symbol of the thousand years does 
not have to be taken as describing a long period of time (i.e., 
thousands of years). 

3. It has also been acknowledged by Reformed theologians that 
many Rabbis believed that the period of Messiah was to be 
a transitionary stage between “this age/world and the age/
world to come.”  These Rabbis (such as R. Adiba), understood 
this transition period to be forty years, based upon how long 
the Israelites were in the wilderness before inheriting the land. 
This type/anti-type understanding is developed for us in the 
book of Hebrews (cf. Heb. 3-4; 10:25, 37; 11—13:14, YLT).  
And as we have noted from Reformed partial preterists such 
as Joel McDurmon and Gary DeMar, it is within the realm 
of Reformed orthodoxy to believe that Jesus’ and Paul’s “this 
age/world” was the old covenant age, and that “the last days” 
were the days of transition between the old covenant age and 
the new covenant age (AD 30 – 70).  

4. Reformed partial preterists such as Keith Mathison, Kenneth 
Gentry, and James Jordan teach that the content of Revelation 
1-19 and 21-22 was fulfilled by AD 70, at which time there 
was a judgment and resurrection of the dead and arrival of 
the new creation.  And amillennialists such as Simon Kiste-
maker teach that Revelation 20:5–15 recapitulates the same 
judgment and consummation scenes that are depicted in 
chapters 1–19 and 21–22.  Full preterists hold to both of these 
Reformed and “orthodox” positions in interpreting the book 
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of Revelation. 

5. In criticizing the premillennial view, which often seeks to 
isolate Revelation 20 from the rest of the New Testament, 
amillennialists and many postmillennialists hold that Rev-
elation 20 falls within the “already and not yet” of the “last 
days” period in the New Testament, and that this transition 
period is depicted in the parable of the wheat and tares, or 
in Matthew 24–25.  But as we have seen, it is “orthodox” to 
believe the “last days” ended with the old covenant age in 
AD 70, and that the harvest/gathering and coming of Christ 
in Matthew 13 and 24–25 was fulfilled by AD 70.

6. If it is true that a) the coming of Christ in Matthew 24 and 25 
is referring to the AD 70 judgment, as Mathison and other 
partial preterists are now proposing, and if it is true that b) 
John’s version of Matthew 24-25 is found in the book of Rev-
elation, and if it is true that c) Matthew 24:27-31 — 25:31ff. is 
descriptive of the one end-of-the-age Second Coming, judg-
ment, and resurrection event (the creedal position), then d) 
the authors of WSTTB have some explaining to do, because 
these orthodox doctrines form the “this-generation” forty-
year millennial view of full preterism.

MaTTHEw 24–25

Resurrection and judgment Matt. 24:30-31 (cf. 
Matt. 13:39-43/Dan. 12:2-3) Matt. 25:31-46 
(cf. Matt. 16:27)

De-creation heaven and earth pass/flee Matt. 
24:29, 35 (cf. Matt. 5:17-18)

Christ on throne to judge Matt. 25:31

Wicked along with Devil eternally punished Matt. 
25:41-46

REvELaTION 20:5–15

Resurrection and judgment Rev. 20:5-15  

De-creation heaven and earth pass/flee Rev. 
20:11 (cf. Rev. 6:14; 16:20; 21:1)

God on throne to judge Rev. 20:11

Wicked along with Devil eternally punished Rev. 
20:10, 14-15
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7. If it is true that a) the judgment and resurrection of the dead 
in Daniel 12:1-4, 13 were fulfilled by AD 70 (per Gentry), 
and if it is true that b) Daniel 12:1-4, 13 is parallel to Revela-
tion 20:5-15 (classic amillennial view), then c) once again 
the authors of WSTTB have some explaining to do, in that 
these orthodox views form the “this-generation” forty-year 
millennial view of full preterism. 

Therefore, the reader should be able to discern that the full preterist 
view of the millennium is: 1) consistent with the teaching of Revelation, 
2) falls within the “orthodox” views the Reformed church, 3) is in har-
mony with the analogy of Scripture, and 4) has historical support from 
Rabbis who saw a forty-year transition period between the two ages. 
Our view on the millennium is exegetically sound and orthodox. It is 
not as “difficult” as Mathison attempts to portray it.

2 Timothy 2:17–18 

I recently received an email and phone call from an elder in a church 
who was secretly placed under church discipline and then excommuni-
cated for studying the preterist view of Bible prophecy.  He and his fam-
ily were told that their salvation was in question unless they repented of 
studying (let alone holding to) this position.  The source material that 
was used against them was When Shall These Things Be?, and the Bible 
text that was used to anathematize them was 2 Timothy 2:17–18.  Ap-
parently the eldership of the church did not see the irony.  The editor 
of When Shall These Things Be? concedes that 2 Timothy 2:18 “cannot” 
be used even to “criticize” preterists, much less anathematize them, be-
cause according to Mathison, it may very well be that “the resurrection” 
of 2 Timothy 2:18 truly did take place in AD 70:

DaNIEL 12:1–2

Only those whose names are written in the book 
would be delivered/saved from eternal condem-
nation Dan. 12:1-2

This is the time for the resurrection and judg-
ment of the dead Dan. 12:1-2

REvELaTION 20:5–15

Only those whose names are written in the book 
would be delivered/saved from the lake of fire 
Rev. 20:12-15

This is the time for the resurrection and judg-
ment of the dead Rev. 20:5-15
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 . . . [2 Timothy 2:1–18] cannot be used to criticize hyper-pret-
erism until . . . [it can be] demonstrated from other texts that 
nothing of the sort occurred in A.D. 70. (194)

This is quite an admission from a man who says that hyper-preterism 
is “a much different religion” than Christianity (213).  What Bible verses 
can Mathison use, other than 2 Timothy 2:17–18, to brand preterism as a 
different religion?  Answer:  There are no other verses.  Without 2 Timo-
thy 2:17–18, Mathison doesn’t have a biblical leg to stand on in his con-
demnation of preterists.  All he has are the baseless words of those, like 
himself, who have set themselves up to condemn us based solely on the 
assumption that our rejection of futurism is a damnable error.

We agree with Mathison that 2 Timothy 2:17–18 cannot be used 
to criticize us.  But we must go further than this.   Far from being an 
anti-preterist passage, 2 Timothy 2:17–18 is actually a condemnation 
of the implications of futurism.  Allow me to explain.  First of all, Hy-
menaeus and Philetus were Judaizers.  They were of a class of deceivers 
who taught Jewish “myths” and “genealogies” (1 Tim. 1:4; Titus 1:4), and 
were self-appointed “teachers of the Law” (1 Tim. 1:7).  They taught 
believers to abstain from foods (1 Tim. 4:3), no doubt using the Levitical 
dietary laws as a basis of their teaching.

It is because Hymenaeus and Philetus were Judaizers that Paul 
compared them to “Jannes and Jambres” (2 Tim. 3:8).  According to 
ancient historians, Jannes and Jambres were Egyptian magicians who 
challenged Moses’ authority in Egypt.  Like Jannes and Jambres, Hy-
menaeus and Philetus were teaching the strange doctrines of “Egypt” 
(Rev. 11:8), and were challenging Paul’s gospel-authority, attempting to 
deceive Christians into believing that God’s new wine (the new cov-
enant land of promise) could be contained within the old, “Egyptian” 
wineskins of the old covenant world.

Likewise in 2 Timothy 2:19, Paul connects Hymenaeus and Philetus 
to the rebellion of Korah in Numbers 16:5, 26.69  Korah had led hun-
dreds of the sons of Israel to challenge Moses’ authority.  As God had 
destroyed Korah and his followers in the wilderness, so God was “about 

69.  William Hendriksen; Simon J. Kistemaker: New Testament Commen-
tary: Exposition of the Pastoral Epistles (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 
1953–2001), 268.
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to judge” (2 Timothy 4:1) and destroy the Judaizers Hymenaeus and Phi-
letus and others like them (cf. Heb. 3:16–19).

According to the teaching of Hymenaeus and Philetus, because Je-
rusalem and the temple still stood (in about AD 67) after the resurrec-
tion had allegedly already taken place, it irresistibly followed that “the 
sons according to the flesh” were now the heirs of the eternal kingdom 
and that Paul’s Jew-Gentile gospel of grace was a lie.  The blasphemous 
error of Hymenaeus and Philetus was that the world of the Mosaic cov-
enant would remain forever established after the fulfillment of the Law 
and the Prophets had taken place and the new heavens and new earth 
(“the resurrection”) had arrived.

This “Hymenaean” heresy is the diametric opposite of preterism.  Ac-
cording to preterism, the old covenant came to an eternal and irrevocable 
termination in “the resurrection,” when all things were fulfilled in AD 70.  
There is absolutely no theological connection between preterism and Hy-
menaeus’ blasphemous lie of an everlasting “ministration of death.”  

However, there is a clear connection between the heresy of Hy-
menaeus and the implications of futurism:  If “the Law and the Proph-
ets” are not fulfilled today, and “heaven and earth” have not passed 
away, and the jots and tittles of the Law have not passed away, and all 
things are not yet fulfilled, as futurism says, then logically and scriptur-
ally, the Law of Moses remains “imposed” to this day (Matt. 5:17–19; 
Heb. 8:13; 9:10).  This implication of futurism is exactly what the Juda-
izers, Hymenaeus and Philetus, taught when they said the resurrection 
was already past in AD 67.

As we have seen on virtually every page of WSTTB, Mathison and 
his co-authors are in conflict over a multitude of eschatological pas-
sages.  It comes as no surprise that they are in conflict even in regard to 
how or even if the Bible anathematizes preterists.  And it is more than 
ironic that the one passage in all of Scripture that can conceivably be 
perceived as decisively anathematizing preterists is in reality applicable 
to the implications of futurism.70  Selah.

70.  For more on 2 Timothy 2:17–18, see David Green’s response to “Strim-
ple Argument #1” in chapter seven of this book.
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Conclusion

Mathison says that interpreting New Testament eschatological time 
texts is a “difficult problem” that has “perplexed commentators for 
centuries,” and that it is therefore a subject upon which he and his co-
authors do not agree (155, 178, 204).  Consequently, Mathison’s treat-
ment of the time texts is ambiguous and he casts a fog over the whole 
matter.  Here are some examples of Mathison’s pervasive uncertainty 
as he wrestles against God’s eschatological time-statements.

•	 “You shall not finish going through the cities of Israel,  
until the Son of Man comes.”

Commentators have interpreted [Matthew 10:23] in a number 
of different ways. (175–176)  

Mathison presents five competing futurist and partial preterist in-
terpretations. He eventually lands on an interpretation but he does not 
express unequivocal confidence in it.

•	 “Truly I say to you, there are some of those who are stand-
ing here who shall not taste death until they see the Son of 
Man coming in His kingdom.” 

. . . [W]hat does it mean for Jesus [in Matthew 16:27–28] to 
suggest that [the coming of the Son of Man] will happen within 
the lifetime of his hearers? (176)

But of course, Jesus did more than merely “suggest” that His coming 
would happen within the lifetime of His hearers, as Mathison weakens 
the words of the Lord.

•	 The	Coming	of	the	Son	of	Man

Each of the texts we have looked at (Matt. 10:23; Matt. 16:27–
28; 24–25) seems to portray the coming of the Son of Man as 
something that would occur soon after the words were spoken.  
This has perplexed commentators for centuries. (178)

Mathison then makes reference to “all of the difficulties surround-
ing these [time] texts” and adds that “several” interpretations have been 
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“suggested” (178–179).  
But as preterists know, these texts are unequivocal and non-

perplexing.  Note that Mathison admits that all of the biblical texts 
he cited in Matthew (including the prophecy of the sheep and goats) 
“seem” to say what preterists say they say.  When Mathison says that 
the texts are surrounded by “difficulties” and that they have “perplexed 
commentators,” the reason is—obviously—because the texts, if left 
to interpret themselves, teach “hyper-preterism.”  Yet five pages later 
Mathison says, “There is nothing in any of these texts that demands or 
even strongly suggests a hyper-preterist interpretation” (183).

•	 “Truly I say to you, this generation will not pass away until 
all these things take place.”

. . . [S]everal possible interpretations [of Matthew 24:34] have 
been offered.  

Mathison presents nine competing futurist and partial preterist in-
terpretations (179–181).  All of the “possible interpretations” of the word 
“generation” proposed by Mathison are puzzling though, since he tells 
readers in his book, Postmillennialism: An Eschatology of Hope, while re-
futing Dispensationalism, that they can “know” the preterist interpreta-
tion of “this generation” in Matthew 24:34 is the true interpretation:  

We know that the phrase “this generation” refers to the genera-
tion of Jews to whom Jesus was speaking for these reasons. . . .71  

Treading water in a great sea of uncertainty and contradiction, 
Mathison flounders among the “many possible interpretations” of these 
and other passages, and then miraculously arrives at the shore and con-
cludes with curious confidence: “Just as there is nothing in the Gospels 
that even remotely suggests hyper-preterism, so there is also noth-
ing in the book of Acts or in the New Testament epistles that suggests 
hyper-preterism” (205, emphases added).  “The New Testament . . . does 
not even suggest hyper-preterism” (213, emphases added).

Let’s see now.  Mathison admits that Jesus said (or suggested or 
seemed to teach) many times and in many places that His coming 
would happen within the lifetime of His hearers.  Mathison admits that 

71.  Mathison, Postmillennialism, 111 (emphasis added)
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this fact has perplexed futurist commentators for centuries (176–179).  
Mathison admits that Paul and other New Testament writers seemed to 
teach that Christ was coming soon and that the end of the age was near 
(201–202).  Then Mathison says that there is nothing in the New Testa-
ment “that even remotely suggests hyper-preterism” (205, 213).  Our 
question to Mathison is not when, but how can these things be?

Mathison undertakes to evaluate and dismiss the preterist posi-
tion while he himself is uncertain as to how to interpret the verses that 
“seem” to support preterism (but at the same time do not even “re-
motely suggest” preterism).  Mathison’s particular beliefs are a matter 
of opinion and debate, because according to Mathison, who can know 
with any certainty what such terms as “near” and “soon” and “this gen-
eration” and “some of you standing here” really mean? There are many 
possible interpretations.

Mathison should consider that his eschatological particulars (the 
time texts) are vague and uncertain because his eschatological uni-
versals (the physical and yet-future second coming, resurrection, and 
judgment) are askew.  If we all were to agree and stand “shoulder to 
shoulder” (155) on the universal that eschatology is all about the fall 
of the Soviet Union, the result would be that our interpretation of a 
myriad of verses would become a “difficult problem” (Mathison’s term).  
Mathison’s quandary vividly illustrates the centuries-old problem with 
futurism.  Two or three flawed universals have made a vast multitude of 
particulars unfathomable.

. . . [O]rthodox Christianity was characterized by two eschato-
logical doctrines:  the future return of Christ to judge mankind 
and the future bodily resurrection of all men for judgment. . . .       
[A]part from these two doctrines, there was nothing approach-
ing consensus for the first four centuries [of church history].72

This problem is alive and well today, as Mathison’s multi-authored 
book demonstrates.  Mathison uses wild understatement when he says 
of the authors of WSTTB:  “ . . . [T]he contributors to this volume do not 
completely agree in their interpretation of every eschatological text” 
(155).  The fact is that all seven of the contributors to Mathison’s vol-

72.  Postmillennialism, 33
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ume do not agree at all on any (or at least virtually any) eschatological 
doctrine except the doctrine “that the second coming of Jesus Christ, 
the general resurrection, and the Last Judgment are yet to come” (155).  
Mathison can call that “shoulder-to-shoulder” agreement, but it is not 
impressive.  Agreement on only a few points out of a myriad merely 
indicates that those few points are wrong.

It is more than difficult to understand how the authors of WSTTB 
can portray their historical positions as unified when between their two 
systems (partial preterism and amillennialism) two contradictory prop-
ositions emerge:

1) Partial Preterism – Imminence and fulfillment are accepted.  
Christ appeared a second time at the end of the old covenant 
age.  There was a spiritual, corporate, covenantal judgment 
and resurrection of the living and dead which was attended by 
a passing of the old creation and arrival of the new in AD 70 
(Dan. 12:1-4; Matt. 5:17-18; 13:39-43, 24-25; Acts 1:11; Rom. 
8:18; 13:11-12; Heb. 8:13; 9:26-28; 10:37; 1 Peter 4:5-7; 2 Peter 
3; Rev. 1-22).

2) Classic Amillennialism – The New Testament teaches only 
one future coming of Christ, general judgment, and resurrec-
tion of the living and dead attended by the restoration of cre-
ation at the end of the age.

How can these things be indeed? The only way both of these propositions 
can be true at the same time is if full preterism is true.  

Amillennialism is correct that there is only one future coming of 
Christ in the New Testament.  And partial preterism is correct that the 
future coming of Christ in the New Testament was fulfilled in AD 70.  
Thus “orthodoxy” teaches us that the one Second Coming of 1 Thes-
salonians 4-5 is the same coming of Christ in Matthew 24-25, and that 
it was fulfilled in AD 70. But since futurism errs on the nature of the 
resurrection, assuming it is biological and at the end of time, futurists 
are forced into an either/or dillema, when the truth is both/and.  

I think one can see the problem that the authors of WSTTB are 
sweeping under the rug when they speak of their “shoulder-to-sholder” 
unity.  The choice is simple. Either one continues propagating the myth 
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that these two propositions within the futurist paradigm do not lead to 
a contradiction, or one accepts the organic development of full preter-
ism which unites them.

It is ironic that the title of Mathison’s book is When Shall These 
Things Be?  Not only is there no consensus among the authors as to the 
answer to that very question, but Mathison himself (the only author 
who attempts to answer the question) fails to arrive at an unequivocal 
and decisive answer.  Within a span of six pages (177–182), Mathison 
tacitly admits that the question is a problem for futurism, and offers 
seven or eight possible “solutions.”73

If we were to apply Mathison’s method in eschatological matters 
to all other areas of life, we would be certain of nothing; we would all 
be postmodernists.  The truth would become unknowable.  Mathison 
himself, in his book The Shape of Sola Scriptura, teaches that “clear” 
and “firm scriptural proof for every article of faith” is a “necessity.”74 
Yet in WSTTB, Mathison demonstrates with his plethora of “possible 
interpretations” that he lacks “clear” and “firm” scriptural proof either 
for futurism or against preterism.  Nevertheless, he feels at liberty to 
anathematize us for our preterist challenge to futurism (213).

Mathison claims that Christ died to leave the church, for 2,000 
years and counting, in an “evil age.”  As my editor has said, “Joy to the 
world!”  Postmillennialists such as Marcellus Kik and Keith Mathison 
have produced not so much an Eschatology of Victory or An Eschatology 
of Hope, as a “sick” eschatology, because, “Hope deferred makes the heart 
sick, but when the desire comes, it is a tree of life” (Prov. 13:12).  Preter-
ism will stand the test of time; and as godly men embrace it and teach it, 
it will bring healing to the “eschatological schizophrenia” of Mathison 
et al, and to the eschatological division within the church as a whole.

73.  Ken Gentry, in another book, gave a decisive interpretation of Jesus’ 
answer to the disciples’ question:  “Christ’s teaching here is extremely impor-
tant to redemptive history.  He is responding to the question of His disciples 
regarding when the end of the age (Gk., aion) will occur (24:3).  In essence, 
His full answer is:  when the Romans lay waste the temple (vv. 6 and 15 an-
ticipate this) and pick apart Jerusalem (v. 28).”  Thomans Ice, Kenneth Gentry, 
The Great Tribulation Past or Future?  Two Evangelicals Debate the Question 
(Grand Rapids, Michigan:  Kregel Publications, 1999), 58.

74.  Keith Mathison, The Shape of Sola Scriptura (Moscow, ID: Canon 
Press, 2001), 32
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Five

Carrot and Stick Eschatology

•

Michael J. Sullivan

Dr. Simon Kistemaker’s chapter in WSTTB is entitled “Hyper-Pret-
erism and Revelation.”  Most of his chapter is dedicated to nullify-

ing preterist proof texts and offering futurist proof texts in the book 
of Revelation.  Many of his arguments are addressed elsewhere in this 
book, and in Kenneth Gentry’s books The Beast of Revelation and Before 
Jerusalem Fell.  I will respond here primarily to the remainder of Kiste-
maker’s arguments.

On page 236, Kistemaker goes directly to the heart of his eschatol-
ogy when he makes a statement that sounds startling—even blasphe-
mous—when one first reads it.   He says that the “imminent” return of 
Jesus is a “repeated,” emphatic, and “solemn promise of Jesus. . . . But 
two millennia have passed since Jesus’ promise, and it has not yet been 
fulfilled” (cf. WSTTB, 246).

Does Kistemaker portray God as failing to fulfill His promise?  No 
(at least not knowingly).  Does he portray God as failing to fulfill His 
“predictions,” as per Dr. Pratt?  No.  Instead, Kistemaker mysticizes the 
eschatological time-statements of Scripture.  He removes the New Tes-
tament concept of eschatological imminence from the realm of Chris-
tians and puts it up in heaven in the secret mind or perspective of God 
(248)—as though God gave His promises to Himself instead of to be-
lievers.  This is the mechanism that Kistemaker and many other futur-
ists employ to keep futurism from making Jesus, the Apostles, and the 
writers of the New Testament liars.

In Kistemaker’s scheme of interpretation, when God said repeat-
edly, emphatically, and solemnly, and in multiple books and in vari-
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ous contexts, that Christ’s Parousia was “near” and “at hand” and was 
“about to” take place “soon,” before all of Christ’s “generation” would 
“taste of death,” these and other expressions of imminence meant 
merely that the Parousia would take place sometime. That is to say, in 
Kistemaker’s scheme, the divine and “solemn promise” of the “immi-
nent” return of Christ could theoretically remain unfulfilled even after 
a thousand googolplexes of aeons have come and gone.  We could lit-
erally be waiting for a zillion, gazillion years for the “promised” “im-
minent” return of Christ.

To put it another way, in Kistemaker’s view, every expression of es-
chatological imminence in the New Testament is utterly and absolutely 
meaningless.  If they were all replaced with the phrase “sometime before 
the twelfth of never,” they would, for all practical purposes, mean the ex-
act same thing that Kistemaker makes them mean—which is nothing.

Kistemaker attempts to support his doctrine of non-imminent im-
minence using the word kairos (“time”).  His argument is difficult to 
follow in terms of reason and Scripture.  It is as follows:

When the word kairos is used in eschatological contexts (e.g., “the 
time [kairos] is near”), “its extent is not measured chronologically in 
terms of years or centuries, but rather is given as an ideal. . . ” (238).  
Kairos in eschatological contexts is to be interpreted “figuratively,” “sym-
bolically,” and “in terms of principle” (238).  Also, says Kistemaker, the 
word kairos “consistently develops the motif of God-ordained phases 
relating to the end of time” (237).  According to Kistemaker, this use of 
kairos is to be applied to all eschatological statements of imminence—
even to eschatological time-statements that do not have the word kairos 
in their context.  Thus all eschatological expressions of imminence are 
not to be taken literally.  They are instead somehow “ideals” that “point 
to the end of time.”

We need not spend much time refuting Kistemaker’s perplexing 
argument as to the meaning of the word kairos, as it is void of exegeti-
cal, lexical, and logical support.  Even if we agree that kairos refers to 
a “special time” in symbolic/figurative terms of principle (237–239), 
how does that definition of kairos change the meaning of “shortly” in 
Revelation 1:1; 22:6?  How does it indicate that “near” and “soon” and 
“at hand” refer to a time that will take place at “the end of time”?  How 
does it change over a hundred expressions of eschatological imminence 
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scattered throughout the New Testament?1  The answer to all of these 
questions is:  It doesn’t.

The word kairos simply means “time”—either a point of time or 
a period of time.  That’s what the word means.  It’s not complicated.  
Kistemaker himself inadvertently admits that this is the definition of 
kairos:  “When John writes that the time for judgment has come, he 
is . . . referring to . . . the moment [point of time] that God has es-
tablished for judging the wicked” (244).  We need no mind-blowing 
profundities to translate the word kairos, or any of the eschatological 
terms of imminence in the New Testament.

As Kistemaker’s editor writes:

John writes a number of times in Revelation that his prophecy 
will be fulfilled very soon:  see 1:1, 3, 19; 2:16; 3:10–11; 22:6–7, 
10, 12, 20.  Nothing in these verses indicates that the coming 
of Christ referred to in 1:7 is to occur thousands of years later.  
Everything in them points to an impending “coming.”2   

In contrast to the clarity of Mathison in Postmillennialism, Kiste-
maker says on page 237 that Jesus’ promise that the time was “near” 
points to “the end of time and thus alert[s] the hearers and readers of 
Revelation to prepare themselves for the consummation.”  Aside from 
the fact that this statement is a non sequitur (A reference to the end 
of time alerts hearers in the first century to prepare themselves?), God 
gave no hint to His listeners and readers that the imminence in His re-
peated and solemn promises actually referred to “the end of time” thou-
sands or millions of years later.

This is a cruel “hope deferred” that Kistemaker teaches (Prov. 13:12).  
He unwittingly portrays God as deceiving generation after generation 
of believers into believing that the end of the world is “imminent” and 
tricking them into preparing for it.  Kistemaker has God using “bait and 
switch” to motivate His people.  He has God using “carrot and stick” to 

1. “Preterism 101”:  http://www.preteristcosmos.com/preterism101.html
2.  Mathison, Postmillennialism An Eschatology of Hope (Philipsburg, 

NJ: P&R Publishing, 1999), 144 (emphasis added).  Note the sureness and 
confidence of Mathison as he defends preterist time texts against futurist 
views.  Then notice the “constant state of flux” and uncertainty in Mathison in 
WSTTB as he debates preterists on the time texts.
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keep them an inch away from their reward for thousands or even mil-
lions of years. Kistemaker’s theory of eschatological “time” is not only 
arbitrary and illogical, it is hurtful to the body and it must be rejected.

On pages 242–245, Kistemaker uses another baffling argument to 
defend his “end of time” doctrine.  He says that because John used a 
“cyclical methodology” (i.e., a resumptive literary structure) to teach 
the doctrine of judgment throughout the book of Revelation, it there-
fore follows that the book of Revelation “points the reader to the end of 
time.”  How this follows though remains a complete mystery.

On pages 247–248, Kistemaker augments his confounding rea-
soning when he says the following:  David prophesied the coming of 
Christ in Psalms 22, 40, and 110; and Isaiah foretold His birth; and Mi-
cah predicted His birthplace; and Malachi closed the Old Testament 
canon with the announcement of His coming. “Yet more than four and 
a half centuries had to pass before Jesus began his ministry.”  Kistemaker 
concludes: “Thus, the concept of ‘soon’ must be understood not from 
a human point of view, but from God’s perspective” (248).  What does 
this mean?  Since none of the prophecies cited suggest Messianic im-
minence, it is impossible to follow the logic of Kistemaker’s argument.

In contrast to Kistemaker’s arguments, the biblical reality is clear 
and reasonable.  The terms “soon,” “near,” “at hand,” etc. say what they 
mean and they mean what they say, and nothing in their contexts tells 
us anything to the contrary.  The only thing that changes their meaning 
is the interpretive controlling a priori that Kistemaker and others have 
imposed on the Scriptures.  

Revelation 11

Kistemaker spends a substantial portion of his chapter interpreting Rev-
elation 11:2:

And leave out the court which is outside the temple, and do not 
measure it, for it has been given to the nations; and they will 
tread under foot the holy city for forty-two months.

Kistemaker says that according to this verse, the new covenant 
church on Earth (“the holy city”) is destined by God to be trampled un-
derfoot for the entire church age (“forty-two months”) while “Satan and 
his henchmen” “rule the world” and “have full sway on the face of this 
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earth” until the end of time (238, 249).
One does not need to be a “hyper-preterist” to see a problem here.  

Kistemaker’s interpretation of Revelation 11:2 is what happens when 
we mysticize the time statements of the New Testament so that the im-
minence that saturates it is not really “imminence” at all.  We take an 
obvious historic-prophetic reference to the trampling of Jerusalem that 
culminated in its destruction in AD 70 and turn it into a trans-historical 
“ideal” of defeat for the church (cf. Rev. 13:5–7) throughout the entirety 
of world history until the end of time.  Again we see Kistemaker’s doc-
trine being cruel news for the people of God.

Let us compare Revelation 11:2b with Luke 21:24 (which was ful-
filled in AD 70):

[A]nd they [“the nations”] will trample under foot the holy city 
for forty-two months. (Rev. 11:2b)

 . . . Jerusalem will be trampled under foot by the nations un-
til the times of the nations [“forty-two months”] be fulfilled.  
(Lk. 21:24)

In both of these verses, the nations trample Jerusalem for a peri-
od of time.  There is more than similarity of language here.  Jesus and 
John prophesied the same event —an event that was “near” and that 
took place in Christ’s “generation” (Lk. 21:32; Rev. 1:3; 22:10).  There-
fore, “forty-two months” does not signify 2,000+ years.  It signifies some 
months or years between AD 66 and 70, the years of the war that ended 
in the destruction of the city and the sanctuary.  That was the same 
period of time that the angel called “a time, times, and half a time” in 
Daniel 12:7 and which was consummated when the power of the Old 
Testament “holy people” was shattered in AD 70.

Kistemaker moves on to Revelation 11:8.  He says that “the great 
city” (“Babylon”) in that verse was “not the earthly city of Jerusalem,” 
even though the verse specifically states that “the great city” was “where 
also their Lord was crucified.” 

One of the reasons Kistemaker rejects earthly Jerusalem as being 
“the great city” is that, according to Kistemaker, “God’s enemies inhabit 
the great city, which cannot be one particular place, but ‘the worldwide 
structure of unbelief and defiance against God’” (226). But this argu-
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ment can be quickly dismissed, because there is no indication that all 
unbelievers lived in “the great city.”  When the city fell in chapter eigh-
teen, the kings of the earth who had committed adultery with her stood 
from afar and mourned over her (Rev. 18:9–10).  

The historical referent is clear enough in that the “great city” is 
“where also their Lord was crucified” (Rev. 11:8).  “It is Jerusalem that is 
guilty of the blood of the old covenant witnesses; she is, par excellence, 
the killer of prophets (Matt. 21:33–43; 23:34–38).  In fact, Jesus said, 
‘it cannot be that a prophet should perish outside of Jerusalem’ (Luke 
13:33).”3  Compare Revelation 18:24 with Matthew 23:35.

Kistemaker also argues that “the holy city” in Revelation 11:2 cannot 
be Old Testament Jerusalem because that city was no longer holy after 
the veil was ripped in two in about AD 30.  In this argument, Kiste-
maker is implying that the holy covenant that was established with ter-
rible and blazing fire, an earthquake, darkness, gloom, fear, trembling, 
whirlwind, and the staggering blast of a trumpet (Heb. 12:18–21) came 
to a final end in God’s sight with the tearing of the veil (which was later 
sewn back together).  And therefore earthly Jerusalem ceased to be holy 
at that time.

In contrast to this futurist myth, the author of Hebrews taught that 
the covenant that began with momentous signs was going to end with 
momentous signs in the near future:

And His voice shook the earth then [at Mount Sinai], but now 
He has promised, saying, “Yet once more I will shake not only 
the earth, but also the heaven.” And this expression, “Yet once 
more,” denotes the removing of those things which can be shaken, 
as of created things [the old covenant world], in order that those 
things which cannot be shaken [the kingdom of Christ] may re-
main. Therefore, since we receive a kingdom which cannot be 
shaken, let us show gratitude, by which we may offer to God an 
acceptable service with reverence and awe; for our God is a con-
suming fire. (Heb. 12:26–29)

The old covenant did not vanish when Christ died on the Cross 
(Heb. 8:13).  Therefore Jerusalem was still holy after Christ died because 

3. David Chilton, Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revela-
tion (Ft. Worth, TX:  Dominion Press, 1987), 281.
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it was still the covenant city of God, even though it was being “shaken” 
and was being nullified (2 Cor. 3:7, 11–12) through the age-changing 
power of the Cross.  It was still the holy city of God even though it had 
become “Babylon,” “Sodom,” and “Egypt” because of its sins.

To the holy-yet-hardened Jewish nation belonged “the adoption as 
sons and the glory and the covenants and the giving of the Law and the 
temple service and the promises” (Rom. 3:2; 9:4). Those blessings were 
all still intact even after the Jews murdered the Lord and persecuted 
His church (1 Thess. 2:15).  The unbelieving Jewish nation was still in 
the kingdom of God after the death and resurrection of Christ; but its 
days were numbered.  It was soon to be cast out of the kingdom in the 
Parousia of Christ in the consummation of the ages (Matt. 8:12; 13:41; 
Gal. 4:21–31).

The tearing of the veil was a sign of the coming judgment upon that 
generation and its temple and world.  The biblical record is clear that the 
old covenant law remained in force for the Jews, both believing and non-
believing, even after the Cross, until “heaven and earth” passed away in 
AD 70 (Heb. 8:13; 2 Cor. 3:7–18; Matt. 5:17–19; Acts 21:20–26; 24:17).

Finally, Kistemaker feels he has a valid objection in the fact that “the 
great city” was called “Egypt” (Rev. 11:8), while old covenant Jerusalem/
Israel was never described in Scripture as “Egypt” (226–227).  But as Da-
vid Chilton eloquently observed, this is to miss the forest for the trees:

Commentators are generally unable to find Bible references com-
paring Israel (or Jerusalem) to Egypt, but this is the old problem 
of not being able to see the forest for the trees.  For the proof 
is contained in the whole message of the New Testament.  Je-
sus is constantly regarded as the new Moses (Acts 3:20–23; Heb. 
3–4), the new Israel (Matt. 2:15), the new Temple (John 1:14; 
2:19–21), and in fact a living recapitulation / transcendence of 
the entire history of the Exodus (cf. 1 Cor. 10:1–4).4      

The Seven Letters

Kistemaker argues that the letters to the seven churches in the book of 
Revelation reveal that they were written after AD 70.  He first argues that 

4. Chilton, The Days of Vengeance, 281 (emphasis added).
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because the letters mention “an abandonment of first love, practices of 
the Nicolaitans, persecution, martyrdom, the teachings of Balaam, tolera-
tion of sexual immorality, the learning of Satan’s deep secrets, and being 
rich in worldly wealth,” this shows that the people in the seven churches 
were “second-generation Christians” who had not merely recently heard 
the gospel (232).

These are tired arguments that have been lazily repeated by late-
date advocates for many years.  The implication is that the above con-
ditions did not exist in those churches before AD 70.  Yet we know 
that apostasy (Heb. 6:4–6), persecution (Gal. 4:29), martyrdom (Rom. 
8:36), toleration of sexual immorality (1 Cor. 5:1–2), and unrighteously 
“wealthy” Christians (1 Cor. 4:8) all existed in the church before AD 70.  
There was also no shortage of heresies, as most of the New Testament 
epistles amply attest.

Kistemaker argues that “nothing in Acts or Paul’s epistles relates to 
the conditions prevalent in the church of Ephesus when John wrote the 
epistle that Jesus dictated.  Backsliding and degenerating faith had set 
in at Ephesus . . . ” (232).

Kistemaker makes it appear in this argument that John’s letter in the 
book of Revelation depicted a church at Ephesus that was characterized 
by backsliding and degenerating faith, while Paul’s epistles depicted a 
church at Ephesus characterized by endurance and faithfulness.

In reality, in the book of Revelation, Jesus praised the church in 
Ephesus for its many strong attributes, such as its “deeds,” its “toil and 
perseverance,” its intolerance of “evil men,” its exposing of false apostles, 
its perseverance and tireless endurance, and its hatred of the deeds of 
the “Nicolaitans” (Rev. 2:2–3, 6).  The Lord’s one rebuke of the church 
was that it had left its “first love” (Rev. 2:4–5).  There is nothing in the 
New Testament that indicates that the church at Ephesus was not in the 
condition that Jesus described in Revelation 2:4 by the late 60’s.

Kistemaker’s next argument: Paul opposed Judaizers who had infil-
trated the churches, but in the seven letters the enemies of the churches 
included the Nicolaitans, followers of Balaam, and followers of Jezebel.  
The atmosphere in the seven letters is different.  “Not the narrowness of 
Judaism, but the wild immorality and worldliness of heathenism is now 
striving to gain the upper hand; and the Christian has to overcome, not 
Judaism, but the world in its widest sense” (232–233).
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Kistemaker assumes that the Nicolaitans and the followers of 
“Balaam” and of “Jezebel” were non-Jewish heathens.  There is no rea-
son for this assumption.  The Jewishness of the enemies in at least three 
of the seven churches is apparent.  There were false “apostles” in Ephe-
sus (Rev. 2:2), and in Smyrna and in Philadelphia there were false “Jews,” 
i.e., unbelieving Jews who blasphemed the church by insinuating that 
believers were not the true Jews (Rev. 2:9; 3:9).  

Also, the whole church before AD 70 was overcoming not merely 
“the narrowness of Judaism,” but also “the world in its widest sense.” The 
gospel did go to the Pagan world, did it not? (Acts 17:16-31; 1 Cor. 1:18-
31; 1 Jn. 2:16-17; 4:4; 5:4-5)

Kistemaker’s next argument: “The church at Philadelphia was given 
a new name (Rev. 3:12), which is an oblique reference to changing the 
name of Philadelphia to Flavia in honor of the Emperor Vespasian, who 
ruled from 69 to 79 . . . ” (233).

Kistemaker apparently did not read the text carefully.  Jesus did not 
rename the church at Philadelphia.  What Jesus said was, “He who over-
comes, . . . I will write upon him the name of My God, and the name of 
the city of My God, the new Jerusalem, which comes down out of heaven 
from My God, and My new name” (Rev. 3:12).  This of course had noth-
ing whatsoever to do with the name of the city of Philadelphia.

Kistemaker’s next argument:  “The church at Sardis is described as 
having a reputation of being alive, but Jesus says they are dead (Rev. 3:1). 
Evidently, considerable time had elapsed for the Christians in Sardis to 
lose their reputation of being spiritually alive” (233).

Answer:  As Kistemaker unwittingly admits in his own argument, 
the church at Sardis had not lost its reputation for being alive.  Its repu-
tation was intact.  Jesus said that despite its reputation, it was actually 
dead.  So there was no need for any time to elapse, because the Chris-
tians in Sardis still had their reputation for being alive.

Kistemaker’s next argument: “ . . . [A]ccording to the seven letters to 
the churches in Asia, John was well acquainted with the spiritual status 
of each one of them. This seems hardly possible if John was there but 
briefly” (233–234).

Answer:  According to the seven letters to the churches in Asia, Jesus 
(not John) was well acquainted with the spiritual status of each one of them. 
As Kistemaker himself said, “John wrote the epistle that Jesus dictated” (232).
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Kistemaker’s last argument regarding the seven letters: “Polycarp 
informs us that when Paul composed his letter to the Philippians in 62, 
the knowledge of Christ had not yet come to Smyrna” (234). This would 
mean that the church at Smyrna would have been virtually brand new 
when the book of Revelation was written sometime in the 60’s.

Here is what Polycarp actually said:

But I have not found any such [sin] in you [the church at Philip-
pi], neither have heard thereof, among whom the blessed Paul 
labored, who were his letters [cf., 2 Cor. 3:2] in the beginning.  
For he boasteth of you [the church at Philippi] in all those 
churches which alone at that time knew God; for we [at Smyr-
na] knew Him not as yet. (Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians, 
11.3, Lightfoot translation)

All that can be inferred from Polycarp’s statement above is that the 
gospel reached Smyrna sometime after it reached Philippi.  The gospel 
reached Philippi in about AD 50 (Acts 16).  Then after that, Paul spread 
the word about the faith of the Philippians.  Then after that, the gos-
pel reached Smyrna.  So the church at Smyrna could theoretically have 
been founded as early as about AD 52.

Additionally, Smyrna was (and is) a coastal city that was about a 
two-day walk from Ephesus.  Paul brought the gospel to Ephesus in 
about AD 50.  It is simply not believable that no one had come to Smyr-
na with the gospel before the year 62.

Irenaeus and Hegesippus

On page 236, Kistemaker quotes F. J. A. Hort as saying, “If external evi-
dence alone could decide, there would be a clear preponderance for [a 
post-70 date of the book of Revelation].” However, as Kistemaker himself 
demonstrates, this is hardly a factual statement.  Two pages earlier, Kiste-
maker admits that the external evidence “is found in only a few docu-
ments” (234).  And as it turns out, even that statement is an exaggeration, 
because the only pieces of evidence that Kistemaker cites are one docu-
ment and two alleged fragments of a lost document.

The document that Kistemaker cites is Irenaeus’ Against Heresies, 
in which Irenaeus says:  
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. . . [I]f it were necessary that [the Antichrist’s] name should be 
distinctly revealed in this present time [c. 180], it would have 
been announced by him who beheld the apocalyptic vision.  For 
that was seen no very long time since, but almost in our genera-
tion, towards the end of Domitian’s reign [c. AD 96].5

As Kistemaker concedes, it is not altogether clear from the context 
if Irenaeus was saying that “the apocalyptic vision” was seen in about 
AD 96, or if Irenaeus was saying that John (“him who beheld the apoca-
lyptic vision”) was seen in about AD 96. Either interpretation is gram-
matically possible.

Kistemaker presents two arguments for interpreting Irenaeus as 
saying that “the apocalyptic vision” was seen in about AD 96.  His first 
argument is that “the quoted passage comes toward the end of a lengthy 
discussion of the Apocalypse, not of its author, and that suggests that 
John’s vision ‘was seen’” (235).  

This argument might have been significant if not for the fact that it 
is not factual.  Irenaeus’ argument comes toward the end of a lengthy 
discussion of the future judgment, the errors of the Gnostics, and the 
Antichrist/Beast.6  Irenaeus was not discussing the book of Revelation 
when he said “that was seen no very long time since, but almost in our 
day, towards the end of Domitian’s reign.”  He was specifically discuss-
ing the non-necessity of knowing the Antichrist’s name.

Kistemaker’s second argument is that if it was John who was seen 
toward the end of Domitian’s reign, then we would expect Irenaeus “to 
explain why John had not been seen until the latter years of Domitian” 
(235).  This argument seems to have been made with rhetorical effect in 
mind rather than reason.  If Irenaeus was speaking of John being “seen,” 
there is no reason to interpret Irenaeus as saying that John had been 
unseen or hidden before that time.  If he was speaking of John, then 
Irenaeus was simply reiterating what he said in 5.30.1, where he spoke 
of “those men who saw John face to face.”  There is no awkwardness in 
interpreting Irenaeus as saying that John, at least as a public figure, was 
last seen toward the end of Domitian’s reign.

Additionally, in that same section (5:30:1), Irenaeus makes reference 

5. Irenaeus, Against Heresies, 5.30.3
6. Ibid., 5.26–30.3
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to “all the most approved and ancient copies” of the book of Revelation: 

Such, then, being the state of the case, and this number [of the 
Beast] being found in all the most approved and ancient copies 
[of the book of Revelation], and those men who saw John face 
to face bearing their testimony to it . . . . 

Does it make sense that Irenaeus would refer to “ancient copies” of 
the book of Revelation, and then state that John saw the vision “no very 
long time since, but almost in our day”? Note that Irenaeus does not 
merely say that the book of Revelation itself was “ancient” in his day.  He 
says that the “copies” of the book of Revelation were ancient in his day.  
This implies that the copies were made before the end of Domitian’s 
reign, which Irenaeus says took place not long ago.  

Here is a paraphrase of what Irenaeus said:  

John lived many years after he wrote the Apocalypse. It wasn’t 
long ago that he was last seen alive —almost in our own genera-
tion.  John himself would have revealed the name of the Anti-
christ if it was necessary for us that it be revealed in our day.  

The only other piece of external evidence that Kistemaker cites for 
the late date are two alleged quotes from Hegesippus (c. AD 170) in 
Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History (c. AD 324). These two alleged quotes 
relate how Domitian (AD 81–96) exiled John to the Island of Patmos 
(3.18.1 and 3.20.10–11).  

Kistemaker did not mention that it is uncertain that the two sec-
tions from Eusebius he cited are truly quotes from Hegesippus.  Kiste-
maker’s source for his claim is Hugh Jackson Lawlor’s book Eusebiana: 
Essays on the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea.  
Lawlor admits that it is a “disputed question” whether or not the two 
sections from Eusebius are really fragments from Hegesippus.   Lawlor 
also admits that the two sections “have not been generally recognized 
as [Hegesippus’] by modern scholars” (Eusebiana, 96). 

Furthermore, Lawlor admits that another ancient fragment,7 this 
one quoting Papias (c. AD 100), contains the statement that John (with 

7. Codex Baroccianus 142, from the History of the Church by Philip of Side 
(c. 420)
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his brother James) was martyred by Jews (Ibid., 96)—which implies that 
the martyrdom of John, and therefore the writing of the book of Rev-
elation, took place before AD 70.  Lawlor adds, “And the testimony of 
Papias has great weight” (96).

In contrast to Kistemaker’s shaky evidence for the late date of the 
book of Revelation, his co-author Kenneth Gentry has demonstrated 
that there is instead a firm and clear preponderance for the early date.  
He cites many and diverse pieces of ancient documentary evidence. 
Among them is Clement of Alexandria (AD 150–215), who said the 
teaching of the apostles (including John) “ends with Nero” (AD 54–68).8  
I welcome the reader to read Gentry’s book Before Jerusalem Fell for an 
effective refutation of Kistemaker’s theories regarding the late date of 
the book of Revelation.

Honey, I Shrunk the Angels

Kistemaker argues that Jesus’ physical resurrection body is eternal and 
that it now literally “sits on God’s throne” (240).  Kistemaker attempts to 
prove this claim by using Revelation 1:13–16.  He points out that in this 
passage Jesus is described as wearing a robe that reaches down to his feet, 
and as having a golden sash around his chest, and a head with white hair, 
and blazing eyes, and feet as bronze, and a mouth, and a human voice, 
and a right hand, and a face as radiant as the sun (240, 252).

Kistemaker interprets the book of Revelation in a highly symbolic 
manner, even more symbolically than “hyper-preterists” interpret it at 
times.  Yet he is woodenly literal in the above passage.  But more to the 
point, he neglects to mention that the above passage also says that Jesus 
was holding “the angels of the seven churches” (the “seven stars”) in his 
(supposedly literal) hand (Rev. 1:16, 20).  Kistemaker does not explain 
why those seven angels were reduced in size so that they could fit in 
Jesus’ physical hand.  (Nor does Kistemaker tell us how many angels can 
fit on the head of a pin.)  

Kistemaker also does not mention that Jesus is depicted here as 
having a sharp two-edged sword coming out of His supposedly literal 
mouth (Rev. 2:16), and that in Revelation 19:11, He is depicted as riding 
on a horse in the sky, and that in Revelation 19:12 He has “many crowns” 
on His head, and that in Revelation 19:13 He is wearing a bloody robe. 

8. Clement of Alexandria, Miscellanies 7:17
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To make matters worse, note the contradiction between Kistemaker in 
WSTTB, and Kistemaker in his New Testament Commentary on Rev-
elation:

Kistemaker, WSTTB:  “Jesus’ appearance to John at Patmos was 
not spiritual, but physical, for John saw his head, face, mouth, 
eyes, hair, chest, right hand, and feet ([Rev.] 1:13–16) (252)

Kistemaker, New Testament Commentary:  “[Rev. 1:16] lists 
three physical features [of Jesus]: his right hand, his mouth, and 
his face. These features ought to be understood not literally but 
symbolically. . . ”9

Kistemaker’s commentary was first printed in 2001, and was most 
recently reprinted in 2007.  So we have Kistemaker saying that the de-
scription of Jesus in Revelation 1:16 was symbolic/spiritual in 2001, 
then saying it was physical/literal in 2004 (WSTTB), then back to say-
ing it was symbolic/spiritual in 2007.  As with Mathison, Kistemaker 
must temporarily change his preterist exegeses when he is attempting, 
in vain, to refute full preterism.

Kistemaker engages in more selective, wooden literalizing on page 
247, where he notes that “a third of mankind” was killed in Revelation 
9:18 and that “there was a great earthquake, such as there had not been 
since man came to be upon the earth” in Revelation 16:18.  Though 
Kistemaker spiritualizes all other such signs in the book of Revelation, 
he assumes that these were literal events and that they therefore could 
not have been fulfilled because history did not record them.

But can Kistemaker really find no symbolic significance in “a third” 
or in an “earthquake” in the book of Revelation?  Judgment in thirds, 
which is repeated throughout the book of Revelation, is taken from Eze-
kiel 5:1–2, 12, which, not coincidentally, speaks of the siege and destruc-
tion of Jerusalem under Nebuchadnezzar:

As for you, son of man, take a sharp sword; take and use it 
as a barber’s razor on your head and beard. Then take scales 

9. Simon J. Kistemaker, New Testament Commentary, Exposition of the 
Book of Revelation (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 2001; fourth print-
ing 2007), 97.
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for weighing and divide the hair. One third you shall burn in 
the fire at the center of the city, when the days of the siege are 
completed. Then you shall take one third and strike it with 
the sword all around the city, and one third you shall scatter 
to the wind; and I will unsheathe a sword behind them. . . .  
One third of you will die by plague or be consumed by famine 
among you, one third will fall by the sword around you, and 
one third I will scatter to every wind, and I will unsheathe a 
sword behind them.

The sign of the earthquake throughout the book of Revelation de-
notes the shaking and removal of the old covenant world.  The earth-
quake at Mount Sinai was a type of the greater and final “shaking” of 
heaven and earth that was going to take place in Christ’s generation 
(Matt. 24:29, 34; Mk. 13:25, 30; Lk. 21:26, 32).  This was not a literal 
shaking of the stars and planets.  It was the “shaking” of the historic, 
Adamic system of Sin and Death in God’s kingdom (Hebrews 12:25–28).

The Lord’s Day

Kistemaker argues that by the late first century, Christians had begun 
calling the first day of the week “the Lord’s day.”  Therefore, John’s refer-
ence to “the Lord’s day” in Revelation 1:10 is “probably a subtle pointer to 
a late date for the composition of Revelation” (247).

Actually, it is assumed that Christians began calling the first day 
of the week “the Lord’s day” by the late first century because it is 
assumed that Revelation 1:10 is the first reference to that day being 
called “the Lord’s day.”  Kistemaker’s argument is circular and based 
on itself.

The practice of later Christians calling the first day of the week “the 
Lord’s day” could have been the result of them misinterpreting Rev-
elation 1:10.  Or if John was truly calling the first day of the week “the 
Lord’s day” and this is the first instance of that usage, then that merely 
means that the usage began whenever the book of Revelation was writ-
ten, whether it was in AD 65 or 100.  Therefore, John’s usage of the 
phrase “the Lord’s day” indicates nothing whatsoever as to the date of 
the book of Revelation.

In 1 Corinthians 4:3, however, we read: “But to me it is a small thing 
that I am judged by you, or by man’s day.”  “Man’s day” is man’s judg-
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ment.  Paul went on to make an implicit contrast between “man’s day” 
and the Lord’s Day: 

Therefore do not go on passing judgment [“man’s day”] before the 
time, but wait until the Lord comes who will both bring to light 
the things hidden in the darkness and disclose the motives of 
men’s hearts [“the Lord’s day”]; and then each man’s praise will 
come to him from God. (1 Cor. 4:5)

The Lord’s Day was the time in which God brought to light the 
things hidden in the darkness and disclosed the motives of men’s 
hearts, when He brought final judgment upon the Old Testament 
world. “In the spirit,” on the Isle of Patmos, John was in that Day.

All the Tribes of the Earth

On page 253, Kistemaker argues that in the book of Revelation, the phrase 
“all the tribes of the earth” “generally points to the people (tribes) of all 
nations (5:9; 7:9; 11:9; 13:7; 14:6).”  And he concludes, “In harmony with 
these passages, a universal interpretation of 1:7 appears more likely than 
a nationalistic explanation (7:4–8).” 

Actually, the phrase “all the tribes of the earth [or land]” appears 
only once in the book of Revelation.  There is no “general” usage of the 
phrase in the book of Revelation, as Kistemaker alleges.  While the 
word “tribe/tribes” may be used in “universal” contexts elsewhere in 
Revelation, we know that the word is not used in a universal sense in 
1:7, because the “tribes” are qualified there as being “those who pierced 
Him.”  Additionally, the prophecy in Revelation 1:7 is a condensed ver-
sion of the prophecy in Zechariah 12:10–14, which defines the “tribes” 
as the families of Israel.

The Millennium and the Great Commission

Kistemaker argues that the binding of Satan in Revelation 20:3 depicts 
the universal success of the Great Commission.  He concludes that 
since this obviously has not yet been fulfilled, the millennium also is 
not yet fulfilled (250).  

Kistemaker’s objection here that the Great Commission has not 
been fulfilled is squarely at odds with Scripture, as the chart on page 
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105 has already demonstrated.
Since Paul was the Apostle to the Gentiles and he uses every Greek 

word used by Jesus to describe the Great Commission, but speaks of 
it as having already been fulfilled, his inspired testimony on this takes 
precedence over Kistemaker’s naked assertions.  The Great Commis-
sion is fulfilled.  Therefore, according to Kistemaker’s own argument, so 
is the millennium.

Conclusion

Kistemaker’s arguments are contradictory and confusing, yet revealing.  On 
pages 234–236, he admits that the external, church fathers evidence for the 
late date of Revelation “is found in only a few documents.” But then on page 
254, he claims that the external, church fathers evidence is “strong.”

On page 219, he says that the internal evidence for the late date of 
the book of Revelation is “neither incontestable nor improbable.” Then 
on page 254, he implies that the internal evidence is “compelling” (254).

But Kistemaker forsakes all equivocation when he tells us without 
qualification or contradiction that “the voice of tradition” is “compel-
ling” for the late date (234).

Thus Kistemaker puts himself in the same category as Gentry, Hill, 
and Wilson—basing his final faith on the only witness he finds abso-
lutely “compelling”:  Tradition.  Like other futurists, he is forced to find 
his resting place in tradition because he knows that the word of God 
provides insufficient evidence to prove his eschatological framework.

This chapter has been brief, but there is no need to spend more 
time on Kistemaker’s arguments and multiply words.  Kistemaker’s logi-
cal fallacies and his exegetical and theological liberties have been suf-
ficiently dispatched.

Kistemaker’s “non-imminent imminence” arguments might sound 
impressive and deep.  They might be appealing to those who like “time 
warp” episodes on Star Trek.  They might be creative and innovative, 
but they are not scriptural by any stretch. We reject Kistemaker’s “bait 
and switch,” “carrot and stick” eschatology of the “hope deferred.” We 
reject the notion that God has cruelly misled and disappointed His peo-
ple with a false sense of urgency and imminent expectation for nearly 
2,000 years and counting.  

When we clear away all of Kistemaker’s mind-boggling conundrums 
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of imminence stretching like a rubber band to the end of the space-time 
continuum, it comes down to a simple, biblical truth that any Christian 
can understand:  

The “imminent” return of Jesus is a “repeated,” emphatic, and “sol-
emn promise of Jesus” (236).  Therefore, Jesus returned in His genera-
tion, when He said He would—Kistemaker’s sophistries notwithstand-
ing.  Selah.
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The Reformed authors of this book invite the Reformation into the 
realm of eschatology.  As Calvin, Luther, and others searched the 

Scriptures concerning the creeds and practices of the Roman Catholic 
Church, thereby ushering in the Reformation, we likewise search the 
Scriptures and encourage the biblical Reformation to advance from so-
teriology and ecclesiology into eschatology.  Early church generations 
fought the battle over the Trinity and the nature of Jesus Christ.  The 
Reformation generations addressed the meanings of salvation, justifica-
tion, and grace.  In our time, the battle over the predictive utterances of 
Scripture is at hand.

The Arians fueled the battle of the first centuries of church history.  
The Papists fueled the battles of the Reformation era.  Our battle has 
been fueled by the wild speculation and sensationalism of the Dispen-
sational, “Left-Behindism” of the fundamentalist church in America.  In 
the previous situations, conflict arose not only between the Reformers 
and those who were in error, but also between the Reformers and third 
parties, who were allies except for the issue at hand.  Many bishops op-
posed the Nicene Creed, not because they were Arians, but for other, 
more political reasons.  Many Christians opposed the Reformation, not 
because they were Papists, but because they saw extreme danger in set-
ting aside over a thousand years of Church traditions and doctrines.  In 
our battle, fellow Reformed Christians have drawn their pens against 
us for various reasons even though we all oppose Dispensationalism.  
So we have produced this volume in response to the Reformed critics of 
Reformed Preterism.  

Six

A Creedal Objection to  
Wilson’s Creedalism

•

Edward J. Hassertt
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Wilson and Rome versus the Reformation

In this chapter I will address Douglas Wilson’s arguments against preter-
ism from creedal orthodoxy.  Wilson begins his chapter by lumping all 
preterists together into one group, even though there are as many dif-
ferent types of Christians who are preterists as there are types of Chris-
tians who are futurists.  While there are many preterists who do reject 
the creeds and church history and tradition, there are many more non-
preterists who do the same.

Wilson says that preterists are renegades who think our private inter-
pretation of Scripture trumps all church history and all church authority.  
His characterization however does not apply to the authors of this book.  
Unlike the cults to which Wilson tries to compare Reformed preterists, 
we are preterists precisely because of our respect for the authority and 
continuity of the church and its creeds.  We hold faithful to the scriptural 
and creedal history of the church, while also judging all things by the 
foundation of the Scriptures handed down to us by that tradition.  

Wilson admits that the eschatological confession of the church 
“had not been adequately studied” when the Nicene Creed was framed 
(272).  He also admits that it is “quite true” that even to the present day, 
the church “hasn’t thoroughly debated eschatology yet” (256).  Yet Wil-
son says that futurism is a “settled” truth (256).

Wilson’s fear and opposition to a church debate on eschatology in 
light of God’s word is clearly irrational.  It is comparable to the statist 
opposition to scriptural examinations of justification in the Reformation. 
The Reformers’ calls for debate concerning justification by faith were met 
with Papist scorn and fear, and ultimately with severe persecution.

Wilson refuses to entertain the idea that if it was proper for Calvin, 
as a matter of conscience, to challenge the long-standing creeds and au-
thorities, it could be, if only in principle, proper for preterists to do the 
same.  Though Wilson stands on the theological shoulders of those who 
have made such historic challenges, he stands against us with a closed 
Bible in one hand (offering no scriptural arguments for his creedalism), 
and the sword of the church militant in the other.  Thankfully for us, 
Calvin did not disport himself in the same way.

Wilson argues that preterists cannot oppose the eschatology con-
tained in the creeds by appealing to sola Scriptura because sola Scrip-
tura itself is a creed. Wilson’s argument is delightfully absurd.  Does 
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Wilson feel it was illegitimate to use Scripture against Trent?  That was 
using one creed (Sola Scriptura) against another creed that “the his-
toric church” embraced (the Tridentine creed).  If, as Wilson claims, it 
is improper to test the eschatological portion of the creeds by Scripture 
because it is using accepted creeds against each other, then it was im-
proper at the time for the Reformers to use Scripture against the creed 
produced by the historic church at the Council of Trent.  

Wilson’s poorly constructed logic brings down the Reformation like 
a house of cards.  This should come as no surprise though, since Wilson 
himself is a leader in a movement that is fervently working to overthrow 
the Reformation doctrine of Justification by Faith.  (I will discuss this 
more below.)

To supplement his creed-based objection, Wilson informs us that 
preterism “can be refuted simply on exegetical grounds, and that has 
been done elsewhere in this volume” (258).  Yet only those who were 
already convinced that preterism was wrong would find anything re-
sembling a unified exegetical refutation of preterism within WSTTB.  
Using a multitude of contradictory arguments, the authors had such 
a wide difference of opinion on eschatology as to make a “unified” re-
sponse impossible.

If the writers of WSTTB, along with the historic church, disagree 
on every element of eschatology except a few points (the future Second 
Coming, the future Resurrection of the Flesh, and the future Judgment 
of all men), how can there be any confidence in their overall eschatolog-
ical interpretation?  Is it possible there is so much disagreement because 
the whole futurist framework is wrong? If the writers of WSTTB, along 
with the historic church, are unable to agree on what the creeds mean 
in their eschatological statements, how can Wilson make a universal 
announcement that the creeds have settled eschatology for the church?

Furthermore, perhaps more than 95% of the historic church has re-
jected the partial preterism of Mathison, Gentry, and Wilson.  Is 95% 
of the church wrong with regard to eschatology in their eyes? If so, is 
it such a great logical leap that more than 95% of the church could be 
wrong about futurism? We know that eschatology was never the top-
ic of debate in any ecumenical council, but was passed along like the 
long-standing, but never truly examined, American Baptist tradition of 
passing a communion tray.  Yet we are to assume that the eschatologi-
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cal futurism of the historic church, with its myriads of contradictory 
camps, is “settled.”

Wilson acknowledges that the creeds are fallible, and he admits that 
“fallibility means that the capacity for error is there . . .” (264).   But then 
the question arises, which Wilson never addresses:  If the possibility for 
error is there, must it not then be legitimate to test the creeds to see if 
error actually is there or not?  If so, by what standard would we do that?  
By Scripture of course, had Wilson not removed that possibility from us.  

What Wilson leaves us with is a creed which may possibly contain 
error; but we cannot test it to see if it contains error, because according 
to Wilson, we cannot use one creed, sola Scriptura, against another.  This 
argument is like saying, the temperature in the oven might be wrong for 
what you wish to cook, but you are not allowed to test it with the ther-
mometer because that would be using one measuring device, the ther-
mometer, against another, the oven’s internal sensors.

Sounding more and more like a Roman Catholic and less and less 
like the Reformers who came before him, Wilson proclaims: “ . . . [B]efore 
we come to the word of God in Genesis 1:1 we come to the word of the 
church in the table of contents” (265).  Am I the only one who feels 
a wave of fear at this statement?  The church, not God, defines what 
God’s word is?  This is a truly Roman idea, and contrary to Calvin’s view 
of the self-attestation of Scripture.  Speaking of men who use Wilson’s 
argument that the church decides what books are to be included in its 
canon, Calvin says:

But such cavilers are completely refuted even by one word of the 
Apostle.  He testifies that the church is “built upon the founda-
tion of the apostles and prophets.”  If the doctrine of the proph-
ets and apostles be the foundation of the Church, it must have 
been certain, antecedently to the existence of the Church.  Nor 
is there any foundation for this cavil, that though the Church 
derives its origin from the Scriptures, yet it remains doubtful 
what writings are to be ascribed to the prophets and apostles, 
unless it be determined by the Church.  For if the Christian 
Church has been from the beginning founded on the writings 
of the prophets and the preaching of the apostles, wherever 
that doctrine is found, the approbation of it has certainly pre-
ceded the formation of the Church; since without it the Church 
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itself had never existed.  It is a very false notion, therefore, that 
the power of judging of the Scripture belongs to the Church, so 
as to make the certainty of it dependent on the Church’s will.  
Wherefore, when the Church receives it, and seals it with her 
suffrage, she does not authenticate a thing otherwise dubious or 
controvertible; but, knowing it to be the truth of her God, per-
forms a duty of piety, by treating it with immediate veneration.  
But, with regard to the question, “How shall we be persuaded 
of its divine origin, unless we have recourse to the decree of the 
Church?” this is just as if anyone should inquire, “How shall 
we learn to distinguish light from darkness, white from black, 
sweet from bitter?  For the Scripture exhibits as clear evidence 
of its truth, as white and black things do of their color, or sweet 
and bitter things of their taste. (John Calvin, Institutes of the 
Christian Religion, i, vii)

The Reformed community has long rejected the church-construct-
ed canon view that Wilson is trying to foist on his readers.  The church 
did not create the canon.  Believers recognized the books of God when 
they were written by divine inspiration in the last days, and believers 
conformed themselves to those writings.  As Greg Bahnsen said:

The canon is not the product of the Christian church. The 
church has no authority to control, create, or define the Word 
of God. Rather, the canon controls, creates and defines the 
church of Christ.1

The Scriptures proclaim their own divine source, inspiration, and 
infallibility, whether a human council or creed recognizes them or not.  
It is this fact which Wilson implicitly denies in order to proclaim that 
sola Scriptura is a creed just like every other.  His Romanism is shining 
through his own protestations. 

Wilson says that when the church confesses the truth that Jesus is 
Lord in one of her creeds, the confession has value and authority and “we 
are called to submit to the authority.”  Wilson then adds, “The ground 
of this authority lies in the fact that what they confessed was scriptural 

1. The Concept and Importance of Canonicity, by Dr. Greg Bahnsen, An-
tithesis I:5 (Sept./Oct., 1990) © Covenant Media Foundation
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and resonated with God’s revelation of himself in Scripture” (266).  Yet 
when it comes to eschatological doctrines which, according to Wilson’s 
own admission, have not been adequately studied or debated (256, 272), 
Wilson does not allow for the testing of those doctrines, making his 
claim of authority based on scriptural truth utterly vacuous.

Wilson continues:

When the church confesses erroneously (which different fac-
tions within the church have done many times), this is an abuse 
of authority not an absence of authority.  We agree that when 
such abuse occurs, an appeal past the church to the Word is 
necessary and good.  But the appeal will be based in part on the 
church’s previous creedal faithfulness—did she not teach us 
sola Scriptura?  Because such ecclesiastical abuse is possible we 
have to be careful before making dogmatic pronouncements. 
(266-267)

We are doing exactly as Wilson advises, and we are doing so “based 
in part on the church’s previous creedal faithfulness.”  If we did not be-
lieve in the authority of the creeds as historical witnesses of the church’s 
adherence to God’s word, we would see no need to test them by Scrip-
ture and would simply reject them outright.  Wilson says we must be 
careful when we question the historic church and her creeds; and we 
agree.  Ours is a healthy respect for the authority of the church and her 
creeds.  Because of our respect for creedal authority, we seek to ensure 
the fallible creeds are faithful to God’s infallible word.

Wilson quotes the Roman Catholic G. K. Chesterton who said that 
“there are some things too old to patronize” (267).  It is hard to imagine 
why this statement would be true, or how it advances Wilson’s argument. 
Was the Roman Catholic Church too old to patronize when Calvin spoke 
out? What is the magic year when something becomes too old to patron-
ize?  At what time are the church’s actions and doctrines no longer subject 
to the evaluation and testing of Scripture? Because Wilson, as a Reformed 
pastor, must agree that 1,500 years was not enough time, is it 1,700 years, 
2,000 years, or just the year before someone disagreeing with Wilson’s 
eschatology comes forward with a challenge from Scripture?  The truth is 
that any time God leads the church to assess its long-held traditions and 
creeds in light of Scripture, it is the right time to do so.
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After making Rome’s argument against the Reformed view of the 
attestation of Scripture, Wilson tries to paint preterists as the ones 
camping with Rome: “There is more substantive agreement between the 
hyper preterists and Rome than there is between classic Protestants and 
Rome” (279).   He says that the preterist position is “in effect that there 
can be no church authority without church infallibility” (279).  But this 
is neither true of Rome nor of us. 

Wilson posits that a higher view of respect for authority is shown by 
the woman who submits to her husband knowing him to be mistaken 
than by the woman who submits to a husband she thinks is infallible 
(279-280).  We absolutely agree.  We respect the church and her creedal 
authority, and much more than Wilson, as he says above, because we 
know the creeds to be mistaken in the area of eschatology.

Wilson concludes his argument by stating that “authority in spiri-
tual matters does not have to be infallible.  But it does need an ultimate 
touchstone, a place where all appeals can be made, and beyond which 
there is no appeal.  This is the place that the magisterial Reformers as-
signed to Scripture, and only to Scripture” (280).  Is it clear now, how 
contradictory Wilson’s argument is?  He writes from his right hand that 
Scripture is the touchstone by which truth is measured, and that the 
creeds are authoritative only as they agree with Scripture, and that we 
must “apply the test of scriptural consistency to any theological idea, 
whether or not it is embodied in the traditional creeds” (286) (emphasis 
Wilson’s).  But with his left hand he writes that it is illegitimate to use 
Scripture to challenge the eschatology of the creeds.

Wilson says that man-made activities, such as preaching sermons, 
composing confessions of faith, and examining ministerial candidates 
in terms of the creeds represent “the incarnation of scriptural author-
ity” (284). Thus, according to Wilson, preaching authority, confessional 
authority, examining authority, and creedal authority can all be wrong 
because they are all fallible authorities.  Therefore, according to Wil-
son’s own logic, the eschatology of the creeds can and must be tested 
with Scripture just like any godly church authority can and must be 
tested with Scripture.

If we can sum up Wilson’s argument it would probably be stated thus:

1) Using Scripture against the creeds is a contradictory use of 
one creed (sola Scriptura) against another.
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2) The creeds are fallible authorities, yet it is improper to exam-
ine them to see if they are in error—even in eschatology.

3) All doctrines must be measured by Scripture.  But no 
creedal statement can be corrected by Scripture, because 
we must assume all creedal statements to be scriptural and 
therefore “settled”—even the eschatological statements, 
which have never been thoroughly studied or debated.

4) Therefore, hyper-preterists are heretics.

It should be clear, even if the reader does not agree with preterism, 
that Wilson’s argument is empty.  Scripture must be the foundation, 
and that means that even though we do recognize the authority of the 
creeds, we subject them to the standards of Scripture as we do the com-
mands of our parents, spouses, government, and church.  Measuring 
creedal eschatology against Scripture no more shows a rejection of the 
authority of the creeds than measuring the truth of the command of a 
ruler against Scripture is a denial of the ruler’s authority.  

As a woman graciously submits herself to her husband, knowing 
him to be mistaken, so we continue in submission to the historic church 
and to her God-given gospel, while at the same time obeying God rather 
than the errors of the historic church when, in the perspicuous light of 
Scripture, she is manifestly in eschatological error.

The Beam in Wilson’s Eye

It should not go unmentioned that although Wilson accuses Reformed 
preterists of being renegades who are rejecting 2,000 years of church his-
tory, Wilson himself is involved with a group that has rewritten the doc-
trine of justification by faith, and has been labeled heretical and Romish 
by several Reformed denominations.2 Yet whereas the doctrine of justi-
fication by faith has been thoroughly studied, debated, and settled, the 
issue of eschatology has not.  

Wilson complains that preterists will offer a flood of responses to 
WSTTB, and that those responses will be “shrill,” “garrulous,” and “nar-

2. Simon Kistemaker in his chapter cites for support another teacher from 
the same heretical group, Norman Shepherd (251).  Shepherd’s doctrine of jus-
tification is known in Reformed circles as “The Norman Shepherd Heresy.”
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row.”  But how long is the list of works by those holding to the Federal 
Vision view now?  Are those works shrill, garrulous, and narrow?  It is 
well known that Wilson himself has been a “shrill and garrulous” voice 
as he spearheads the Federal Vision/Auburn Avenue/“New Perspective 
on Paul” version of justification by faith; argues concerning the biblical 
support for slavery; and restates the roles of women.

Wilson complains that preterists do not exercise humility and sub-
mission.  Yet unlike those who tried the Reformers, Wilson and his com-
rades lack the authority of even a single council when they judge preter-
ists.  Some of them have even moved from their denominations to avoid 
the authority of the very corporate body Wilson seeks to speak for and 
defend.  Wilson condemns preterists for their rebellion against author-
ity, yet Wilson supports his brothers in the Federal Vision controversy 
as they rebel against the court and authorities of their own presbyteries.

Whether or not Wilson’s views are unbiblical is inconsequential to 
this chapter; but his condemnation of preterists for their narrowness, 
shrillness, pride, and rebellion is curiously hypocritical based on his 
own recent history.

Conclusion

Wilson states that “the church has agreed that the world as we know it 
will end with the Second Coming and the resurrection of the dead.”   Wil-
son, like most futurists, is stuck in the utopianism/fatalism continuum.  
He looks for an event that has already occurred, like a beggar sitting on a 
bag full of money.   The blessings are there if he only looks.  Instead, the 
calculus of his futurist continuum perpetually postpones either defeat or 
victory and represents a mythos of completion as something elusive and 
distant that can be attained only by shedding this present physicality and 
replacing it with a different sort of substance.  Futurism is thus a kind of 
moderated Manichaeism.

The negative effects of futurism are far too vast to catalog in this 
chapter, or even in this book.  Wilson has no idea how many areas of 
faith and practice are transformed (and not for the better) when they 
are submitted to the dictates of the futurist idée fixe (255-256).  Suf-
fice it to say for now that justification by grace through faith is the only 
other doctrine which had so much effect on the kingdom by its absence.  
Preterism is what finally brings Justification by Faith into reality here 



House Divided168

and now.  Just as justification is essential to the salvation of souls for 
eternity, preterism is essential to the present outworking of that salva-
tion in the kingdom of God.  Preterism transforms our tentative, pas-
sive, partially realized faith into a confident, permanent, and fully real-
ized victory now for the kingdom of God.  

At length Wilson observes, “We are not talking about differences of 
opinion with regard to the timing of certain end-time events.  We are 
debating the nature of the universe and the place of man in it” (257).   
Amen, Doug.  Do we live in a universe where Christ failed to provide 
the victory he promised for the kingdom of God?  That is to say, do we 
live in a universe where the Apostles’ hope of Jesus’ Second Coming 
was so wrong that they thought it was imminent when it was literally 
thousands or millions of years in the future?  Or do we live in a universe 
where God means what he says and keeps his promises?  Yes, the nature 
of the universe is at stake indeed.
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Seven

The Resurrection of the Dead

•

David A. Green

Dr. Robert B. Strimple’s sixty-six page chapter in WSTTB can be 
summed up in thirteen basic arguments that defend the doctrine 

of a literal, physical resurrection of the dead.  In this chapter, I will re-
spond to Strimple’s thirteen arguments.  I will then offer a brief exposi-
tion of 1 Corinthians 15.

Strimple’s Thirteen Arguments1

Strimple Argument #1: Preterists teach that the resurrection is past.  
Therefore preterists are under the condemnation of the heretics Hy-
menaeus and Philetus, who said that “the resurrection is past already” (2 
Tim. 2:16-18) (WSTTB, 287, 312-315).2

Answer: If we read 2 Timothy 2:16-18 on the premise of futurism 
(belief in a literal, physical resurrection of the dead), we will reason that 
Hymenaeus and Philetus were not only wrong about the timing of the 
resurrection, as Paul said they were, but that they were more impor-
tantly wrong about the nature of the resurrection. We will reason that 
the faith-overthrowing aspect of their error must have been their denial 

1. Though I label these arguments as “Strimple” arguments, most of them 
are not, strictly speaking, Strimple’s arguments, but are the standard argu-
ments used by futurists to defend the doctrine of a “resurrection of the flesh.”

2. Strimple’s editor Mathison undercuts Strimple’s effort here (and the ef-
fort of most or all others who anathematize preterists) by casting a haze of 
uncertainty over 2 Timothy 2:17-18 and refusing to use the passage to anath-
ematize “hyper-preterists.”  Mathison forfeits all biblical authority to anath-
ematize “hyper-preterists” when he implies that “the resurrection” in 2 Timo-
thy 2:17-18 could possibly have been fulfilled in AD 70 (194-195).
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of a biological resurrection of the dead.  This would mean that the ma-
lignancy of their doctrine had to do with the nature of the resurrection, 
even though Paul condemned only their timing of the resurrection.

Futurism must, against the flow of thought in the text, smuggle its 
own assumption (a biological resurrection of the dead) into 2 Timothy 
2:16-18 in order to make it a preterist-anathematizing text.  This means 
that the only exegetical argument that is used for condemning preter-
ists as false brothers is based on the logical fallacy of question begging.

But if we read the passage on the premise of preterism (a non-biolog-
ical resurrection of the dead), we should reason that the error of Hyme-
neus and Philetus was that they were teaching that the resurrection had 
been fulfilled under the Law (1 Tim. 1:8; Titus 1:10; 3:9; Heb. 8:13).  They 
were teaching that “the hope of Israel” (Acts 23:6; 24:15, 21; 28:20) was 
already fulfilled in the AD 60’s and that there was therefore never to be a 
termination of the covenant of fleshly circumcision and animal sacrifices.

Their error implied that the kingdom was not going to be taken 
from the scribes and Pharisees, as Jesus said it would be.  It implied 
that the final destruction of the city and sanctuary would never happen.  
It implied that fleshly Israel had inherited the eschatological kingdom 
with the church and that the ministration of death and condemnation, 
with all of its reminders of sin, would continue forever.  It implied that 
believers, having already attained unto the resurrection (cf. Phil. 3:11–
12), would be forever under the yoke of the Law of Moses.

This is why the doctrine of a pre-70 resurrection was a radically an-
ti-gospel, anti-grace, faith-overturning blasphemy (1 Tim. 1:20; 2 Tim. 
2:18).  This is why Paul condemned the timing instead of the nature of 
the error, because insofar as the realization of the hope of Israel (the res-
urrection) was necessarily synchronous with the eternal disinheritance 
of the Christ-rejecters in Israel, timing was everything.

Perhaps we cannot know with certainty what date Hymenaeus and 
Philetus assigned to the resurrection.  Perhaps they taught that the Jew-
ish revolt against Rome in AD 66 was the fulfillment of the resurrection.  
Whatever the case, the resurrection error at Ephesus was a Judaizing 
heresy that served to put believers back under the slavery of the Law.

Before we go on to Strimple’s next argument, let us look briefly at 
Paul’s silence in regard to Hymeneus’ and Philetus’ concept of a non-bi-
ological resurrection of the dead.  If Paul was expecting a literal, biologi-
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cal resurrection, is it not odd that his only criticism of the gangrenous 
resurrection-error was in regard to its timing?  Could it be that Paul 
agreed with Hymeneus and Philetus in regard to the nature of the res-
urrection, and disagreed with them only in regard to the timing?  Paul’s 
words in 2 Thessalonians 2:2-8 give us the answer to this question.

In that scripture, Paul told believers how they could know, after the 
fact, that the Day of the Lord had taken place.  First, Paul said, “the 
apostasy” or “the falling away” would take place and “the man of sin” 
would be revealed (2 Thess. 2:3).  This “man of sin” would take his seat 
in the temple of God, thus displaying himself as being God (2 Thess. 
2:4).  Then he would be slain and brought to an end (2 Thess. 2:8).  By 
the unfolding of these events, believers would know that the Day of the 
Lord had come.3  The man of sin was, after all, to be destroyed on the 
Day of the Lord.

However, Paul had taught in his previous epistle to the Thessalo-
nians that on “the day of the Lord,” the dead in Christ would rise and be 
“caught up” together with the living (1 Thess. 4:15-5:2).  If Paul thought 
those events were going to involve the literal, biological metamorphosis 
and removal of the dead and of the church on Earth, then Paul would 
have known that there were, inescapably, only two possible ways that 
anyone could know that the day of the Lord had already come.

Either:

1. You suddenly found yourself in a new body made of “spiritual 
flesh” while hovering in the clouds during a meeting with the 
Lord in the air.

Or:

2. You suddenly discovered that the tombs of believers were 
empty and that the church no longer existed on planet Earth 
and you were left behind. 

But Paul did not use either of these arguments.  Paul instead told 
believers simply to look for the rise and destruction of the man of sin in 
order to know that the day of the Lord had come.  According to Paul, if 

3. The Zealots captured the temple in AD 68.  They abolished the priest-
hood and turned the temple of God into their own personal house of murder.  
They were destroyed in AD 70.
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believers perceived that the man of sin had been destroyed, then believ-
ers could know that the day of the Lord (and therefore the resurrection 
and the “catching away” of the church) had come to pass.  The resurrec-
tion of the dead and the “catching away” were not events that involved 
the molecular change or disappearance of corpses or the disappearance 
of the church from planet earth.4

Strimple Argument #2:  According to Romans 8 and 2 Peter 3, 
when the resurrection of the dead takes place, the heavens and the earth 
—the whole physical creation—will be physically transformed and 
physically renewed.  Therefore the resurrection of the dead will also be 
physical and will involve a physical transformation/renewal (321-326).

Answer:  When Paul and Peter wrote their epistles:

1. God was “ready to judge the living and the dead” (1 Pet. 4:5).  

2. It was “time for the judgment to begin” (1 Pet. 4:17).    

3. Believers were living in “the last days” (2 Tim. 3:1; 2 Pet. 3:3).

4. Believers were living in “the last times” (1 Pet. 1:20).

5. Believers were “hastening” the coming of the day of God, when 
the Morning Star would arise in their hearts (2 Pet. 1:19-20; 
3:3, 5, 11-12).

6. The glory and salvation of Israel was “about to be 
revealed”/“ready to be revealed” (Rom. 8:18; 1 Pet. 1:5; 5:1).  

7. The night was “almost gone” (Rom. 13:12).

8. The day of salvation was “at hand” (Rom. 13:12). 

9. God was “soon” to crush the ancient enemy, Satan, under the 
feet of the first-century church (Rom. 16:20), in fulfillment of 
Genesis 3:15.  

10. “The end of all things” was “at hand” (1 Pet. 4:7).

If we are to let the words of Scripture say what they say in their 
context, we must admit that the biblical time of eschatological crisis is 
now history.  The apostles Paul and Peter, through the inspiration of the 

4. See Michael Sullivan’s response to Mathison for an exposition of 1 
Thessalonians 4:14-17 and 2 Timothy 2:17-18.
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Holy Spirit, fully expected the heavens and the earth (the world) to burn 
and dissolve in their own generation (2 Pet. 3:7, 10-12).  Therefore, we 
are to rest in faith that this event, according to God’s faithful and sure 
prophetic word, was fulfilled in the apostolic generation.  

Futurist objections notwithstanding, it requires no stretch of the 
imagination to believe God’s word in this regard.  We know that when 
Peter spoke of the “heavens” and the “earth,” he did not mean the literal 
sky and the planet.  Peter believed that the heavens and the earth of 
Noah’s day were destroyed (2 Pet. 3:5-6).  Peter certainly did not think 
that the literal stars (“the heavens”) were destroyed in Noah’s flood.

When Peter spoke of the end of the world (“the end of all things”), he 
was speaking of the world-order in which he lived.  He was speaking of 
the pre-redemption world that was speedily coming to a consummation 
through the power of the recently slain Lamb of God.  Peter was not 
writing in scientific terms concerning hydrogen and oxygen melting.  
He was writing in the fervent, poetic language of the prophets concern-
ing the impending end of the old covenant age and the resulting libera-
tion of “the creature” / “all Israel” (all the saints, living and dead) from 
the slavery and futility of the spiritual corruption of Sin.

Peter’s prophecy in 2 Peter 3 was a reiteration of Isaiah 24.  In that 
chapter, Isaiah spoke of the time when the sun and the moon (the heav-
ens) would be confounded and ashamed (Isa. 24:23) and when the earth 
would be burned, broken down, dissolved, and would fade away (Isa. 
24:4, 6, 19-20).  Isaiah was speaking of the destruction of Jerusalem.  

“The heavens and the earth” referred to the pre-Messianic, dead-in-
Sin world of God’s people.  That old creation or cosmos was dissolved, 
and it vanished shortly after Peter wrote his epistles, in AD 70.  There is 
no biblical rationale for appending a “resurrection of the flesh at the end 
of human history” to the teachings of the apostles.

One final note:  The Bible says that after the Parousia, after the ful-
fillment of all prophecy, in the new heavens and the new earth, there will 
be cursed nations that will, year by year, refuse to worship God (Zech. 
14:16-19).  After the fulfillment of all prophecy, there will be those who 
attack God’s people, though ultimately to no avail (Isa. 54:15-17).  After 
the fulfillment of all prophecy, there will be people loving and practic-
ing lies outside the city of God in the new heavens and new earth (Rev. 
22:14-15).
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Strimple says that this biblical doctrine is “incredible” and that it 
does not “satisfy” him (323).  It is the task of futurists to believe and to 
be satisfied with what God’s word teaches concerning the eternal, Mes-
sianic world in which we live today.

Strimple Argument #3: Mainstream Jews in the time of Jesus be-
lieved in a physical resurrection of the dead.  Martha reflected that 
“standard Jewish hope” when she said that Lazarus would “rise again in 
the resurrection on the last day” (John 11:24) (295-296).

Answer:  Preterists are not the only ones who differ with the Jews 
in the time of Jesus.  Strimple also disagrees with them.  As far as we 
know, mainstream Jews at that time believed in the shadowy realm of 
Hades.  Strimple apparently rejects that doctrine.  It is also likely that 
the Jews in the time of Jesus erroneously believed that “the Christ” and 
“the Prophet” were two different people (John 1:25).  It is probable that 
Strimple rejects that mainstream Jewish doctrine as well. The Jews fur-
ther believed that the Messianic kingdom would be a literal, nationalis-
tic kingdom.  Strimple disagrees with that “standard Jewish hope.”

More importantly though, many or most of the Jews at that time 
believed the resurrection and judgment of the living and the dead were 
about to happen.  In fact, we know that most Christians in the time of 
Jesus believed that very same doctrine, because there is no doubt that 
the authors of the New Testament books believed it.  Yet Strimple and 
all other futurists categorically reject the doctrine that the resurrection 
and judgment were about to happen in the apostolic generation, despite 
the sure, prophetic, and authoritative word of Jesus and the Apostles:

The Son of Man is about to come in the glory of His Father with 
His angels; and will then recompense every man according to 
his deeds.  Truly I say to you, there are some of those who are 
standing here who shall not taste death until they see the Son 
of Man coming in His kingdom [to recompense every man ac-
cording to his deeds]. (Matt. 16:27-28)

He has fixed a day in which He is about to judge the world in 
righteousness. . . . (Acts 17:31)

There is about to be a resurrection of both the righteous and the 
wicked. (Acts 24:15)
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As he was discussing . . . the judgment about to come. . . .  
(Acts 24:25)

The God of peace will soon crush Satan under your feet.  
(Rom. 16:20)

Christ Jesus, who is about to judge the living and the dead. . . .  
(2 Tim. 4:1)

Him who is ready to judge the living and the dead. . . . 
(1 Pet. 4:5)

Evidently, Strimple feels that he is at liberty to reject the consensus 
of the Jews and even of the church and of the apostles themselves in the 
time of Jesus regarding the timing of the prophesied consummation.  Yet 
at the same time, Strimple believes that the consensus of Jews in the time 
of Jesus can serve as legitimate contributing evidence against preterism.  
Strimple is here using an unjust weight to judge preterism.

Regardless of the majority view of the Jews in Jesus’ day,5 if we assume 
that Martha did express a belief in a physical resurrection of the dead, we 
can only interpret Jesus’ response to her as a correction of that belief:  

I am the Resurrection and the Life; he who believes in Me shall 
live even if he dies, and everyone who lives and believes in Me 
shall never die. Do you believe this?” (John 11:25-26)

Biological reanimation is not the resurrection and the life.  Jesus 
is the Resurrection and the Life.  To “live” (i.e., to be resurrected) is to 
believe in Him.  We who put our trust in Christ’s sin-atoning blood in 
the new covenant world today are in “the Life,” and we shall “never die.”  
As we will discuss in more detail below, since the consummated death 
of the Adamic, old covenant “man” in AD 70, the universal church is 

5. According to Keith Mathison, the prevailing belief of the Jews in Jesus’ 
day was that “when Israel was restored in the age to come, those faithful Jews 
who had died would be raised to participate in it” (172).  Mathison believes 
that Israel was restored in the first century (169).  If we accept Mathison’s 
timeframe for the restoration of Israel, and if we must accept the “prevailing 
belief” of the first-century Jews, then we must conclude that the resurrection 
of the dead took place in the first century.
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now and forever the resurrected, living, and “spiritual body” of Christ.

Strimple Argument #4: In Acts 23:6, Paul aligned himself with the 
Pharisees regarding the resurrection of the dead.  This indicates that Paul 
believed with the Pharisees in a physical resurrection of the dead (296).

Answer: I am not aware of any evidence that the Pharises would 
have rejected a man from their party if he believed in a non-physical 
resurrection of the dead.  For all we know, a certain percentage of the 
Pharisees (including Saul/Paul) believed in a non-physical resurrection 
of the dead.

But even if there is evidence that belief in a non-physical resurrec-
tion of the dead disqualified a man from being a Pharisee, the issue in 
Acts 23:6-8 was not the nature of the resurrection of the dead.  It was 
the existence of the resurrection of the dead vs. the non-existence of the 
resurrection of the dead.  As we know, the Sadducees were denying that 
there was any afterlife, while Paul and the Pharisees agreed that there was 
an afterlife, and an imminent resurrection of the dead. Other issues con-
nected with the resurrection of the dead were not under consideration.

It has been argued by some that Paul would have had to have agreed 
with every major doctrine the Pharisees taught about the resurrection 
of the dead.  It is argued that if he didn’t, then it would have been decep-
tive for him to call himself a Pharisee in regard to the resurrection of 
the dead.  

But this argument proves too much.  Are those who make this ar-
gument prepared to say that Paul believed that the souls of dead saints 
hovered over “Luz bones”? Are they prepared to say that Paul believed 
in a whole host of Jewish resurrection-myths, including the myth that 
the dead will be raised wearing clothes, and the myth that those who 
died outside of Jerusalem would have to dig their way back to the city in 
order to be resurrected?

But beyond such myths, we know that Paul and the Pharisees could 
not have possibly agreed on every major point touching the resurrec-
tion of the dead.  Though the Pharisees agreed with Paul that the resur-
rection of the dead was a true doctrine and that it was about to hap-
pen, the Pharisees definitely did not believe that Christ Jesus Himself 
was “the Resurrection” (John 11:25); and they definitely did not believe 
that the resurrection “hope” of Israel was “Christ in you” (Acts 23:6; 
24:15; Col. 1:27).  As concerns the Christological nature of the resurrec-



The Resurrection of the Dead 177

tion, Paul and the Pharisees were worlds apart.  Yet Paul said he was a 
Pharisee concerning the resurrection of the dead, because Paul and the 
Pharisees, in contast to the Sadducees, believed in the existence of the 
resurrection of the dead.  With that point of agreement, Paul divided 
and conquered his enemies. 

Strimple Argument #5:  Daniel 12:1-3 says that “many of those who 
sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, some to 
shame and everlasting contempt.”  This is obviously referring to a physi-
cal resurrection of the dead.  Additionally, God tells us that this proph-
ecy is to be fulfilled in “the time of the end” (Dan. 12:4), which is the end 
of human history (295).

Answer: Daniel’s prediction of the resurrection of the dead begins 
with these words: “And at that time . . . ”  “That time” refers back to the 
end of chapter 11.  Philip Mauro in his book, The Seventy Weeks and 
the Great Tribulation, argues convincingly that Daniel 11 ends with a 
prophecy of Herod the Great.6

Herod, the first enemy of the incarnate Christ, died very shortly 
after Christ was born.  It was “at that time” that Christ (“Michael,” “the 
Chief Messenger”) stood up for the saints.  It was at that time that Christ 
came into the world for His people and took on the body of sacrifice 
that the Father had prepared for Him (Dan. 12:1; Heb. 10:5-7; Ps. 40:6; 
cf. Rev. 12:7).

It was the “stand” for the elect that Christ made in His Incarnation 
that led to the “war in heaven” (Matt. 11:12; Rev. 12:7), which in turn 
led to fleshly Israel being overtaken in the death-throes of the Great 
Tribulation (Dan. 12:1).  Jesus promised that that time of distress was 
going to take place within His own generation, and that it would be con-
summated in the destruction of the city and the sanctuary (Dan. 9:26; 
12:1; Matt. 24:1-2, 21, 34).  That event took place in August-September 
of AD 70.

According to the angel who spoke to Daniel, it was at that time that 
the power of the holy people would be shattered (Dan. 12:7), that the 
church would be delivered (Dan. 12:1), that the resurrection of the dead 
would take place, and that the righteous would inherit the kingdom 

6. Philip Mauro, The Seventy Weeks and the Great Tribulation (Swengel, 
PA: Reiner Publications [now Grace Abounding Ministries]), 135-162.
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(Dan. 12:2).  Jesus, in harmony with Daniel, promised that the kingdom 
would be taken from the wicked and given to the righteous in the life-
time of the chief priests and Pharisees (Mat. 21:43-45).  Therefore, “the 
time of the end” (not “the end of time,” as it is sometimes mistranslated) 
in Daniel 12:4, 9 was not the end of human history; it was the end of 
redemptive history in Christ’s generation.

It was in AD 70, therefore, that many who slept in “the earth’s dust” 
awoke.  To “sleep in dust” is a figure of speech.  The dead were not liter-
ally sleeping, nor were they literally in the dust.  They were “in dust” 
only insofar as, in their death, they had not ascended into God’s pres-
ence in Christ.  In terms of the righteousness and life of God, they were 
earth-bound.  From a literal standpoint, they were in Sheol/Hades (the 
abode of the Adamic dead), and it was from out of Sheol that they were 
raised to stand before the heavenly throne of God (Dan. 12:1-2).

Futurist James Jordan writes regarding Daniel 12:13:  

What Daniel is promised is that after his rest in Abraham’s bo-
som, he will stand up with all God’s saints and join Michael on 
a throne in heaven, as described in Revelation 20, an event that 
came after the Great Tribulation and in the year AD 70.7

Regarding the word “many” in Daniel 12:2:  The word is not used 
in contrast to “all” (as “the many” is used to limit the term “all men” in 
Rom. 5:12, 15, 18-19) or in contrast to “a few.”  The angel simply referred 
to a large number of people; to multitudes (NIV).  No inference can be 
made from the context as to whether “many” referred to all or to only 
a portion of the dead.  Only subsequent scriptures revealed that the 
“many” in Daniel 12:2 referred to the whole company of all the dead 
from Adam to the Last Day.

Strimple Argument #6: John 5:28-29 obviously teaches a physical 
resurrection of the dead in that it speaks of a time in which “all who are 
in the tombs will hear his voice and come out, those who have done good 
to the resurrection of life, and those who have done evil to the resurrec-
tion of judgment” (297).

7. James B. Jordan, The Handwriting on the Wall: A Commentary on the 
Book of Daniel (Powder Springs, GA: American Vision Inc., 2007), 628.  (Em-
phases added)
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Answer: In order to understand John 5:28 and 29, we must first look 
three verses above it, in John 5:25, where Jesus said that the hour “now is” 
when “the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and they that hear 
shall live.”  As most Reformed interpreters agree, Jesus in that verse was 
referring to the preaching of His death and resurrection.  The preaching 
of that message commenced at Pentecost.  “The dead” were physically 
living people who were spiritually dead in sin, and “the voice of the Son of 
God” was the gospel.  Having heard the gospel, those who were spiritually 
“dead” were spiritually resurrected.  They lived in that they received eter-
nal life through faith in the gospel (“the voice of the Son of God”).

Then, in verses 28 and 29, Jesus expanded His teaching on the resur-
rection to include those who were not only spiritually dead, but who were 
also physically dead.  He did not call them “dead” (as He had already called 
the living who were spiritually dead), but He referred to them through an-
other figure of speech as “all who are in the graves.”  They were not literally 
in their graves or tombs, of course, but were in Hades/Sheol.

What is often missed in this passage is that, like the physically 
living in verse 25, the physically dead in verse 28 were also going to 
live by means of hearing Christ’s “voice.”  As we know from verse 25, 
that “voice” is the gospel.  The physically dead therefore were going 
to hear the gospel (cf. 1 Pet. 4:6.) and were, as a result of hearing 
the gospel, going to be resurrected (regenerated, born from out of 
death and Hades).  This means that the physically dead were, like 
the physically living, spiritually dead.  And this inescapably means 
that both the physically living and the physically dead were going 
to be spiritually resurrected by means of the gospel-voice of the 
Son of God.  One resurrection in two main stages:  First, the last 
days saints; then, the Old Testament dead (“the rest of the dead” in 
Revelation 20:5). Note the parallels between John 4:21, 23 and John 
5:25, 28:

1. . . . [T]he hour cometh, and now is, when the true worshipers 
shall worship the Father in spirit and in truth. . . . (Jn. 4:23)

2. . . . [T]he hour cometh, when ye shall neither in this mountain, 
nor yet at Jerusalem, worship the Father. (Jn. 4:21)
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1. . . . [T]he hour is coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear 
the voice of the Son of God: and they that hear shall live. (Jn. 
5:25)

2. . . . [T]he hour is coming, in the which all that are in the graves 
shall hear His voice. . . . (Jn. 5:28)

These two sets of prophecies are parallel.  They speak of the same time-
frames, which were these:

Pentecost (AD 30)

1. The true worshipers would worship the Father in spirit and 
in truth.

1. The dead would hear the voice of the Son of God, and live.

Fall of Jerusalem (AD 70)

2. God’s worshipers would no longer worship Him in Jerusalem.

2. All who were in the graves would hear His voice.

After hearing the gospel, the dead were raised out of their Adamic graves 
(Hades) in the end of the age.  And those among them who believed the 
gospel received eternal life in the kingdom of God.  But those who hated 
the gospel (those who had done evil) were raised out of Hades only to 
stand before God and to enter into “eternal punishment” / “the second 
death” (Matt. 25:46; Jn. 5:28-29; Rev. 20:14).

Strimple Argument #7: The Greeks tended to believe in soul-im-
mortality and had a low view of the body.  This is why the Greek phi-
losophers in Athens mocked Paul, because he was teaching a physical 
resurrection of the dead as opposed to an immaterial concept of the 
afterlife like that of the Greeks (Acts 17:32) (300, 311).

Answer: “And when they heard of the resurrection of the dead, 
some mocked: and others said, ‘We will hear you again on this matter’” 
(Acts 17:32).

From the futurist perspective, it is plausible that the philosophers 
were rejecting the idea of a physical resurrection.  However, it is also 
plausible (even from the futurist perspective) that they were rejecting 
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the idea of personal existence of any kind after death, whether material 
or non-material.

Though many of the Greeks believed in soul-immortality, the Sto-
ics (Acts 17:18) did not believe in a personal existence of the soul after 
death, such as would allow for the dead to stand in judgment for their 
works (Acts 17:31).  And the Epicureans (Acts 17:18) tended to reject 
the very existence of the soul after death.

We cannot infer from the mockery of the philosophers at Athens 
what kind of resurrection of the dead Paul was teaching or what kind 
of resurrection of the dead they were rejecting.  We cannot infer from 
the passage whether the philosophers were rejecting the idea of a bio-
logical resurrection, or the idea of a non-biological resurrection, or the 
idea of a personal resurrection (whether it be biological or not), or the 
idea of any kind of resurrection whatsoever (whether personal, imper-
sonal, biological, or non-biological).  All we know is that “some” of the 
philosophers sneered when they heard Paul’s teaching concerning the 
resurrection of the dead (Acts 17:31-32).

Strimple Argument #8: Genesis 3:19 (and Rom. 5:10, 14) teach-
es that biological death was part of the curse.  Therefore, resurrection 
from biological death will be part of the reversal of the curse (317-318).

Answer:  We must all agree that physical death was at least involved 
in the curse.  Genesis 3:19 cannot be interpreted any other way:

In the sweat of your face shall you eat bread, till you return to 
the ground; for out of it were you taken: for dust you are, and 
unto dust shall you return. (Gen. 3:19)

Because Adam had sinned, he was doomed to labor in vain over 
a cursed earth of thorns and thistles all the days of his life, separated 
from the presence of God, until he returned to his place of origin and to 
the substance of his identity, which was “dust.”  Because he had sinned, 
Adam was dust.  That is, he was defined by dust because his life had 
come from the dust instead of from the tree of life.  

Because he was condemned and alienated from God (i.e., dead), 
Adam had no higher point of origin or higher identity than the earth.  He 
was earthy, not heavenly.  Therefore his ultimate destiny as an earth-
bound sinner alienated from God was to remain what he was and to 
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return to the dust from whence he came.  Adam could not rise up and 
enter again into the presence of God when he died (Jn. 3:13), because he 
was dead in the bondage and futility of Sin.

Though physical death was thus involved in the curse, Adam and 
Eve’s Death was not physical or biological death.  Their Death was the 
Death that they experienced in the day that they ate of the tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil.  God promised Adam and Eve that they 
would surely die in the day that they ate of the tree.  Therefore, we can 
rest assured that Adam and Eve surely died in that day (cf. Jms. 1:15), 
regardless of the difficulty that Genesis 2:17 presents for futurism, and 
regardless of the elaborate schemes that futurists devise in order to in-
sert physical death into the verse.

To say that Adam and Eve did not die or that they only began to die 
in the day that they ate of the tree is to force fit Genesis 2:17 into the 
futurist framework.  And this is what Strimple attempts to do (317).  Let 
us note the contrast between the clarity of Scripture and the labors of 
futurists to make Scripture fit futurism:

God: “ . . . in the day that you eat thereof you shall surely die.” 
(Emphasis added)

Strimple: “ . . . surely . . . the seeds of psycho-physical death were 
sown in [Adam’s] body and began to go to work.” (Emphasis added)

One might just as reasonably argue that in the day that they ate of 
the fruit, “the seeds of openness were sown in their eyes and began to 
go to work” (Gen. 3:5-7).  Futurist absurdities aside however, Genesis 
3:8 indicates that Adam and Eve’s Death was their Sin-consciousness, 
their condemnation before God, and alienation from Him.  Paul echoes 
this doctrine in Romans 7.  It was as a result of that Death that their 
existence became a futile drudgery/slavery (a “body of Death”) that led 
inexorably to a futile, sub-heavenly defeat (“dust”).  Solomon reiterated 
the curse centuries later in the book of Ecclesiastes where he cried out 
concerning the pointlessness of both physical life and physical death in 
the Sin-dead, Adamic world:

As he came forth of his mother’s womb, naked shall he return to 
go as he came, and shall take nothing of his labor, which he may 
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carry away in his hand.  And this also is a sore evil, that in all 
points as he came, so shall he go: and what profit hath he that 
hath labored for the wind? (Eccl. 5:15-16)

That was the dusty wilderness of futility in which the saints lived 
under the reign of Adamic Death (from Adam until Christ).  Despite 
the discouraging claim of consistent futurism, this is not the state of the 
universal body of the saints in Christ today.  In Christ, the saints have 
been born of (i.e., have originated from and are identified by) the Spirit 
(Gal. 4:26), not the dust.  They are no longer defined by Adam but are 
defined by the heavenly Man, the life-giving Spirit.  The saints in Christ 
today have a higher point of origin and a higher identity than the saints 
had in Adam.

Because God’s faithful ones are now reconciled to Him in one body 
in the new covenant world, neither their life nor their labors in Christ 
begin or end in “dust” or futility or defeat.  God’s covenant-creation 
(the world of His people) has been set free from the Adamic bondage 
of the futility that God imposed upon it in Genesis 3:17-19 (Rom. 8:20).  
The curse of Death and Hades has long been lifted through faith in the 
reigning Savior.  

And there shall be no more curse. . . .  And he said unto me, 
These sayings are faithful and true: and the Lord God of the 
holy prophets sent his angel to show unto his servants the things 
which must shortly be done. (Rev. 22:3a, 6)

Blessed are the dead which die in the Lord from now on [c. AD 
70]: Yea, says the Spirit, that they may rest from their labors; 
and their works do follow them. (Rev. 14:13)

Note that Revelation 14:13 implies that after men are rewarded accord-
ing to their works at the eschatological judgment, generations will continue 
to come and go and to be judged for their works:  “Blessed are the dead 
which die in the Lord from now on . . . and their works do follow them.”  
Ever since the destruction of Adamic Death in the Parousia in Christ’s gen-
eration, those who die in Christ are immediately rewarded for their works 
and are greatly “blessed.”  As the verse implies, and as Solomon said in 
Ecclesiastes 5:15-16, this was not the case for those who died previously.

The coming of Christ in the end of the age did not merely “reveal” 
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the condition of the saints in Sheol/Hades, as Strimple supposes (292-
293).  It altogether “changed” it.  In the Messianic/Christian (post AD 
70) world, our loved ones in Christ are not in Hades under the curse of 
Sin, Death, and corruption as were the saints before Christ (319).  They 
do not suffer the pre-Christ fate of Ecclesiastes 5:15-16.  Their righteous-
ness, life, and works are not Adamic, corruptible, and “ futile” (Rom. 
8:20).  Their service to God did not end in dust.  They did not labor for 
the wind.  Instead:  “ . . . from now on [since AD 70] . . . their works do 
follow them.”

Compare the wonderfully comforting, preterist doctrine of Reve-
lation 14:13 with Strimple’s dispiriting and hope-deferring claim that, 
“attempts to establish a contrast between the afterlife of Old Testa-
ment saints and that of New Testament saints are misguided” (293).  
Jesus said that the Old Testament saints had not ascended up to heav-
en (John 3:13).  Strimple does not seem to realize that if the resurrec-
tion of the dead did not take place when Christ and the apostles said 
it would, then our loved ones today have also not ascended to heaven 
and are no more blessed than were the unredeemed Jews who died 
before the advent of Christ.    

Strimple Argument #9: If we’re not going to be resurrected physi-
cally, then the physicality of the resurrection of Christ was redemp-
tively meaningless.  If the resurrection of the dead is non-physical, then 
Christ could have been raised non-physically only.  Then the physicality 
of His resurrection was merely a “brute fact” of history (330).

Answer:  We can see the fallacy of this argument if we apply Strim-
ple’s logic concerning the resurrection of Christ to the Cross of Christ:  
If we’re not physically “crucified with Christ” (Gal. 2:20), then the physi-
cality of the crucifixion of Christ was redemptively meaningless.  If the 
crucifixion of believers is non-physical, then Christ could have been 
crucified non-physically only.  Then the physicality of His crucifixion 
was merely a “brute fact” of history.

Like all futurists, Strimple knows that the physical work of Christ in 
His crucifixion was to be spiritually reproduced in His people (spiritual 
crucifixion with Christ); but then like all futurists, Strimple assumes 
that the physical work of Christ in his resurrection was to be physically-
literally reproduced in His people.  Part of the reason for this assump-
tion is that the resurrection of His people is future in Scripture and 



The Resurrection of the Dead 185

“bodily.”  But what is missed by futurists is that the crucifixion of His 
people is not altogether past in Scripture, and it is also bodily.  

“Our old man was crucified with Him, that our body of sin might 
[in the future] be annulled. . . . ”  (Rom. 6:6)

For Paul, the past and ongoing crucifixion of believers with Christ 
will be consummated in the future annulment/abolition/destruction of 
“the body of sin.”  No futurist contends that our bodies are now spiritu-
ally crucified with Christ and that our bodies will be literally crucified 
with Him in the end of world history.  In neither case (past crucifixion or 
future crucifixion) is bodily crucifixion with Christ literal, even though 
Christ was literally-physically crucified in His flesh-and-bone body.  

In the same way, from Paul’s perspective, the resurrection of Christ’s 
people with Him is past and future, and bodily.  And in neither case 
(past resurrection or future resurrection) is resurrection with Christ lit-
eral-biological, even though Christ was literally-physically resurrected 
in His flesh-and-bone body.  (I will discuss the meaning of “bodily” cru-
cifixion and resurrection with Christ below.)

Jesus was unique in the physicality of His resurrection (just as He 
was in the physicality of His crucifixion) because He was God’s one and 
only body of sacrifice for sin and justification.  In this sense there is dis-
continuity between Christ and believers.  But there is perfect, spiritual 
continuity.  Because we have been justified through Jesus’ physical, sac-
rificial body, we now—like Jesus—bodily die to sin and bodily rise to 
walk in newness of life while still in our physical bodies (Rom. 6:4).  

Now we do not die alienated from God as Jesus did for our sakes.  We 
do not die forsaken under God’s wrath as Jesus did for our sakes.  We do 
not die a futile death and go to Hades as Jesus did for our sakes.  Jesus 
suffered that penalty in order to save us from experiencing it.8  Because we 
put our faith in Him, we will never be the objects of God’s wrath.  Adamic 
Death and Hades will never separate us from God or from His City.  As 
Jesus and John taught, though our physical bodies die in the new cov-

8. This is not to say that Jesus suffered torments in Hades.  Jesus descended 
into Hades to preach the gospel to the dead saints (1 Pet. 3:19; 4:6) in anticipa-
tion of their imminent liberation (their resurrection into the kingdom).  In a 
manner of speaking, Jesus went to Hades/Sheol to distribute to His elect the 
“keys” out of their Hadean place of waiting (Rev. 1:18).
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enant world, we “never die” “from now on” because we have already (in 
our physical bodies) been given eternal life through His body of sacrifice.

Strimple Argument #10: Because preterists deny the physicality 
of the resurrection of the dead, preterists are teaching a new form of 
the old heresy of Gnosticism (313).  Preterism is therefore a physical-
body-disparaging doctrine.

Answer: Before answering this argument, we must first note that 
though preterists deny the physicality of the resurrection of the dead, 
preterists do not agree with the Gnostics on the meaning of “resurrec-
tion.”  Preterists do not believe that “resurrection” is a mystical attain-
ment that is realized through knowledge, secret or otherwise.  The Re-
formed preterist understanding of life in Christ is radically other than 
the Gnostic understanding.  

We believe that we are raised to life through one thing, and one 
thing only:  Faith in the historic (real, actual, physical) death and resur-
rection of God the Son, the Creator of Heaven and Earth.  The Gnostic 
denial of this core gospel truth is one of the central errors that made 
them heretics in the worst sense of the word.

As for the idea that preterism necessarily leads to the Gnostic view 
that the body is to be despised or that it is evil, this can be quickly dis-
missed with a look at Matthew 22:30.  It is in that verse that Jesus said 
that those who had physically died would, in the resurrection of the 
dead, “neither marry nor be given in marriage.”

The opponents of preterism accept this teaching of the Lord, but 
they do not realize that if the preterist interpretation (a non-physical 
resurrection) necessarily implies that the physical body must be de-
spised or viewed as evil, then Jesus’ teaching (no more marriage for 
those who participate in the resurrection of the dead) necessarily im-
plies that marriage, and by implication sex and reproduction, must also 
be despised or viewed as evil.  

If the preterist teaching that the physically dead saints were raised 
non-physically necessarily implies that the physical aspect of man is 
to be despised or that it is evil, then Jesus’ teaching that there is no 
marriage for the physically dead after they are raised must likewise 
necessarily imply that marriage, sexuality, and reproduction are to be 
despised or considered evil.  If one conclusion is necessarily true, the 
other is necessarily true.  If preterism is necessarily anti-body Gnosti-
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cism, then Jesus was, by the same logic, necessarily anti-marriage, an-
ti-sex, and anti-reproduction.  Therefore, the futurist claim that pret-
erism is necessarily Gnostic (physical-body-disparaging) is fallacious.

The truth is that marriage, sex, reproduction, and the physical body 
are all good and temporary (Job 14:12; Eccles. 9:6; 1 Cor. 6:13).  “Tem-
porary” does not equal “despised” or “evil.”  As with the temporality of 
marriage, sex, and reproduction, the temporality of the physical body 
in no way minimizes or negates the eternality of the Spirit-empowered 
works that are wrought by means of it.  A temporal “tabernacle” (2 Pet. 
1:13-15) in which and through which we obey and worship God “in spir-
it and in truth” is by no stretch of the imagination evil or to be despised.

Ironically, the reason that the physically dead saints who were raised 
in AD 70 did not get remarried and procreate again is because they were 
raised in a non-biological manner.  They were and are spirits, “like the 
angels” (Matt. 22:30; Heb. 1:7).  The Sadducees, like the futurists after 
them, did not understand this.

Before I conclude this answer, there is another, related charge of Strim-
ple against preterists that I should address here, and that is that preterists 
are naturalistic rationalists and skeptics.  This accusation comes as a sur-
prise because it is difficult to understand how one could simultaneously 
be a Gnostic and a naturalistic rationalist.  How can preterists believe in 
an over-spiritualized resurrection of the dead and at the same time be 
steeped in, as Strimple puts it, old-fashioned, blatantly naturalistic, “the 
universe is a closed system” rationalism? (307, 310, 328, 339)

As though these accusations were not contradictory enough, Strim-
ple admits elsewhere that preterists are devoted to the defense of the 
divine origin and the divine authority of the Scriptures: “ . . . [T]he moti-
vation behind their theology and their exegesis is apologetic” (289).  The 
question now is how can preterists be defenders of the divine origin and 
authority of Scripture and also be naturalistic rationalists and skeptics 
and Gnostics at the same time?

While it is true that we can find certain preterists who have argued 
that a physical resurrection of the dead is an impossibility because of the 
dispersal of molecules throughout the aeons, it is not correct to paint pret-
erists in general as people who argue in that manner.  I am sure that I speak 
for the vast majority of preterists of Reformed background when I say that 
God is able at any time to physically resurrect all people of all generations.
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Preterists do not reject a physical resurrection of the dead because 
we believe in a “closed universe,” or because we think that God lacks 
ability, or because we are skeptics or rationalists or naturalists, or be-
cause we have a Gnostic, matter-despising bent.  We reject a physical 
resurrection of the dead for one reason and one reason only:  Because 
we believe that the Word of God—the divine origin and authority of 
which we are championing—teaches a spiritual, non-physical (yet 
“bodily”) resurrection of the dead in the end of the old covenant age.

Our belief in the inerrancy and divine authority of the Bible, and in 
the deity of Christ, and in the goodness of God’s physical universe, and 
in regeneration by grace alone through faith alone in Christ alone does 
not prove that we are correct in our understanding of the resurrection 
of the dead, but it does prove that we are not “naturalistic Gnostics.”

Strimple Argument #11: We know that the resurrection of the 
dead will be physical because there is no such thing as a non-physical 
resurrection of a physically dead person (296-297, 299-300, 326).

Answer:  The short answer to this argument is that the Bible does 
not teach that there is no such thing as a non-physical resurrection of 
a physically dead person.  Regeneration is a non-physical resurrection, 
and nowhere does the Bible exclude the old covenant dead from that 
resurrection.  Jesus in fact referred to the resurrection of the dead as 
“the regeneration” or rebirth (Matt. 19:28), and the Scriptures elsewhere 
imply that the physically dead saints were “born” out of Death and Ha-
des. (Rom. 8:29; Col. 1:15, 18; Rev. 1:5; see answer to Strimple Argu-
ment #6 above.)

Now the long answer:  This answer is lengthy because Strimple’s ar-
gument above opens up a futurist “can of worms.”  I ask the reader to bear 
with me as I navigate through a tangled web of futurist reasoning.

Strimple agrees with preterists that “resurrection” (the word and 
the concept) can be used as imagery and metaphor, such as when Israel 
was promised a “resurrection” to its land in Ezekiel 37:1-4. But, says 
Strimple on page 326 (quoting Raymond E. Brown), when it comes to 
physically dead people, there is “no other kind of resurrection” than a 
physical resurrection.  On page 296, Strimple quotes Murray Harris as 
saying, “No one could be said to be resurrected while his corpse lay 
in a tomb.”  And on page 297, Strimple says that the use of the modi-
fier “bodily” in the term “bodily resurrection” is redundant, because a 
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physically dead person can only be raised physically/bodily.
Additionally, on pages 299 and 300, Strimple argues that the Greek 

word for “resurrection” (“anastasis,” literally, “standing up” or “stand-
ing again”), when used in reference to physically dead people, always 
meant to first-century Jews and Greeks alike, the resurrection of the 
physical aspect of man in contrast to the soul.  Strimple supports this 
claim by quoting Tertullian, who said that anastasis cannot refer to 
the soul because only the physical part of man can fall down, lie down, 
sleep, and “stand up.”

Now that we have established Strimple’s teaching on the anasta-
sis/resurrection of physically dead people in WSTTB let us confer with 
Strimple’s refutation of premillennialism in the book, Three Views on 
the Millennium and Beyond (TVMB).  In that book, Strimple actually 
teaches that anastasis (“standing up,” resurrection) in Revelation 20:4 
refers to a non-physical soul-resurrection of physically dead people.  
He defines the “resurrection” in that scripture as the ushering in of the 
disembodied (non-physical) “soul” of a believer upon biological death 
into the presence of Christ to reign with Him.  Strimple even goes so 
far in that book as to say that physical death for the believer today is “in 
truth a [non-bodily] resurrection into the very presence of the Savior 
in heaven” (Emphasis added) (TVMB, 125-127, 261-262, 276).  

If this were not confusing enough, on pages 319–320 and 337 
of WSTTB Strimple says (quoting John Murray and Murdoch Dahl) 
that dead believers today—even though they have been resurrected 
“into the very presence of the Savior in heaven”—are actually expe-
riencing punishment and “condemnation” under the curse of “sin,” 
“death,” and “corruption.”  He says that our departed loved ones are 
actually in a state of soul-and-body death (“psycho-physical death,” 
as Strimple calls it).  He says they are actually in a “dreadful” state 
(319).  Quoting Rudolf Bultmann, he teaches that they are even in 
a state of “horror,” and that Jesus Himself was in the same horrific 
state before He was raised from the dead (320).9

Finally, Strimple adds that our departed brothers and sisters who 
are with Christ today are non-human, i.e., non-man.  They are no longer 
of the same human nature as Christ, and will remain sub-humans until 

9. Yet, oddly enough, Strimple dismisses “tales of the shadowy world of 
Hades and of Christ’s ‘harrowing of hell’ after his death” (293).
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they are resurrected at the end of human history.  (More on this below)
So we see that when Strimple is refuting premillennialists, he por-

trays the Bible as teaching a present-day, non-physical resurrection of 
physically dead believers into the very presence of the Savior in heaven 
where they are reigning with Him.  But when Strimple is refuting pret-
erists, he portrays the Bible as teaching strictly and only a physical res-
urrection of physically dead saints, and he says that disembodied saints 
today are in a state of punishment where they are longing for the day 
when they will no longer be sin-cursed, condemned, sub-human, and in 
a dreadful state of horror.10

In 1993, in a paper he presented in Mt. Dora, Florida, Strimple sug-
gested that physically dead persons cannot experience a non-physical 
resurrection.  Then in 1999, in TVMB, Strimple taught that physically 
dead persons do experience a non-physical resurrection.  Then in 2004, 
in WSTTB, Strimple reverted to teaching that physically dead persons 
cannot experience a non-physical resurrection.  It seems that some of 
Strimple’s central theological convictions come and go roughly every 
six years, depending on who he is refuting.  

The incredible tension between Strimple’s positions here is not “par-
adox.”  It is not an expression of “already but not yet.”  Strimple’s views 
are none other than the consummate example of radical contradiction.  
Throughout his chapter Strimple makes much of the fact that preterists 
disagree with other preterists.  Yet as we have seen in this book, futur-
ists such as Keith Mathison and Robert Strimple not only disagree with 
other futurists, they disagree with their own faith-convictions.  

In view of the fact that some of the authors of WSTTB have made 
their own interpretations of Scripture a proverbial “nose of wax” that 
can be reshaped for the sake of expedience (304), we can begin to see 
why it is appropriate that their book was called a “reformed” response.  
Nevertheless, Strimple deems himself a worthy judge to call into ques-
tion the doctrinal “credibility” of preterists (300, 335-336).

To be fair, Strimple and Mathison are not the only ones guilty of wild 
self-contradiction.  The guilt belongs to the futurist camp as a whole.  At 

10.  It is noteworthy that Jesus did not say to the thief on the cross, “To-
day you will be with me in a paradise of condemnation,  sin, death, corrup-
tion, punishment, curse, dread, and sub-human horror” as the anti-preterist 
Strimple would have it.
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funeral services, departed believers are said to be in the highest Heaven 
beholding the face of the Lord.  But in seminary classrooms, departed 
believers are said to be in Hades waiting for the Last Day at the end of 
human history, when Hades will be cast into the Lake of Fire and believ-
ers will finally be able to behold the face of the Lord (Rev. 22:4).  

As far as we know, a human soul cannot be in two different places, 
or in two contradictory states of being, at the same time.  So where do 
the dead in Christ today reside?  Is it in Hades or in the highest Heaven?

Strimple is an amillennialist.  Although the anti-premillennial 
Strimple (who says that Revelation 20 teaches a spiritual resurrec-
tion of physically dead people) roundly contradicts the anti-preterist 
Strimple (who says that physically dead people cannot be spiritually 
resurrected), most of Strimple’s amillennialist brethren disagree with 
both Strimples.  They define “anastasis” in Revelation 20:4 as regenera-
tion; that is, not a soul-resurrection at physical death, but a here-and-
now spiritual birth through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit.

Paul agrees with amillennialists that Holy Spirit rebirth, received at 
the moment of faith in Christ’s sin-atoning blood, was “the first resur-
rection” with Christ:

. . . hath quickened us [made us alive] together with Christ.  
(Eph. 2:5)

. . . you are risen with him through the faith of the operation of 
God. . . . (Col. 2:12)

And you . . . hath he quickened [made alive] together with him, 
having forgiven you all trespasses. (Col. 2:13)

If ye then be risen with Christ . . . . (Col. 3:1)

But ye are come unto . . . the . . . church of the firstborn. . . . 
 (Heb. 12:22-23)

And because Holy Spirit regeneration was the first resurrection 
“with Christ” (Eph. 2:5; Rev. 20:4-6), it irresistibly follows that Christ 
was the beginning and “First Fruit” of that spiritual resurrection (334).

Strimple rightly concedes on page 334 of WSTTB that the resur-
rection of Christ was “the beginning” of the resurrection of the dead.  
Apparently though, according to Strimple, Christ’s resurrection was 
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“the beginning” of a harvest that was interrupted as soon as it began 
and which will not be restarted until thousands of years after its be-
ginning, even though the “first fruits” (beginning) invariably signals 
not merely the nearness but the commencement of the harvest.

Though Christ our Forerunner was eternally begotten of God and 
eternally God’s Son, He was the first to be “born” or “begotten” of God 
when He was raised from the dead and given all authority to reign as 
High Priest unto God (Acts 13:33; Heb. 5:5).  He was, for our sakes, 
“born” out of Adamic Death (the condemnation and alienation from 
God He endured on the Cross) and Hades into the Presence of the Fa-
ther.  For this reason, the Son is called:

The “firstborn” among many brethren (Rom. 8:29) 

The “firstborn” of every creature (Col. 1:15) 

The “firstborn” from the dead (Col. 1:18; Rev. 1:5)

Thus, the rebirth of the Hadean (Old Testament) saints in Christ 
with the body-of-Christ church in AD 70 was the regeneration of “all 
things,” i.e., of the universal body of the saints:

Your dead men shall live; together with my dead body shall they 
arise. Awake and sing, you that dwell in dust: for your dew is as 
the dew of herbs, and the earth shall give birth to the dead. (Isa. 
26:19)

. . . in the Regeneration when the Son of man shall sit in the 
throne of his glory, you also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel. (Matt. 19:28)

Before we move on to Strimple’s next argument, let us briefly ex-
amine Strimple’s teaching that a man without his physical body is no 
longer a man:

Strimple teaches the non-humanity of the dead on page 337 
(through a reference to Rudolf Bultmann and through a correction of 
Robert Gundry).  According to Strimple, one of the reasons that Paul 
defended the resurrection of the body is because a departed believer is 
actually a non-human until he or she is physically resurrected.  

R. C. Sproul Jr. makes the same mistake in his Foreword to 
WSTTB where he implies that his daughter will be an incomplete 
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“ethereal creature” between the time of her death and the time of 
Christ’s Second Coming —a span of time that according to Sproul 
Jr.’s view could theoretically last a million years or more.  It should go 
without saying that it is an unbiblical thing to believe that our loved 
ones in Christ will suffer “the ravages of . . . sin” (as R. C. Sproul Jr. 
puts it) potentially for aeons after the time of their death (ix).  But this 
is the sad, logical necessity of futurism.  If our departed loved ones al-
ready have perfect and complete sinless blessedness today before the 
face of God, then there is no scriptural justification for a yet-future 
resurrection of the dead.

In contrast to Rudolf Bultmann and Strimple, the Bible nowhere 
suggests, implies, or otherwise hints that those who die become non-
humans until they are resurrected. The resurrection of the dead is never 
characterized in Scripture as the restoration of former humans back to 
their lost humanity.  In 2 Corinthians 12:2, Paul spoke of a “man” who 
was possibly caught up out of his body.  Such an occurrence would not 
be possible if a man without his body is non-man.  Additionally, if we 
are to say that a departed saint is a sub-human because he is without his 
physical body, then we must also say that Jesus Himself was a sub-human 
for the three days and three nights that elapsed between His death and 
resurrection, because He did not have his physical body at that time.  
We could also say, by the same line of reasoning, that unborn babies and 
people with missing limbs are not 100% humans because they also are 
not “complete.”

Contrary to the ghastly horrors of logically consistent futurism, the 
departed spirit of the believer is fully human.  Whether living in the 
flesh or living in the heavens after physical death, the believer today is 
complete in Christ.  The departed believer in the new covenant world 
today is not a homeless, wraithlike phantom, like an exorcized demon.  
He is not a “shade” (295).  He is not a quivering, shapeless “mist” like 
some kind of escaped gas.  

In stark contrast to such wildly extra-scriptural, futurist notions, 
the Bible teaches us that the saints in heaven today are “like the angels” 
(Matt. 22:30; Mk. 12:25; Heb. 1:7; 12:22-23).  And they are not “naked,” 
but they are “clothed” with the everlasting righteousness of Christ, the 
new Man (Rev. 6:9-11; 14:13; 15:6; 19:8, 14).

Strimple Argument #12:  Job 19:25-27 says that Job himself, with 
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his own “eyes” and in his own “skin,” would “see God.”  This is an allu-
sion to a physical resurrection of the dead.  Job 14:13-17 confirms this 
interpretation.  In that passage it says that if Job’s vindication were to 
come after his death, God would hide him in the grave until the time set 
for Job’s “renewal,” and that God would then “long for the creature [His] 
hands have made” (294-295).

Answer:  

For I know that my Redeemer lives, and that He shall stand at 
the latter day upon the earth.  And though after my skin worms 
destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall I see God.  Whom I shall 
see for myself, and mine eyes shall behold, and not another; 
though my reins be consumed within me. (Job 19:25-27)

As Strimple admits, the phrase “from my flesh,” or “in my flesh,” in 
Job 19:26 can be translated “without my flesh” (i.e., outside of my flesh).  
Job could have been saying that he expected to be vindicated at a non-
fleshly resurrection (“without my flesh”) on the Last Day.  Some preter-
ists take this interpretation.

But even if we translate the phrase to read, “from my flesh” (i.e., 
from the vantage point of my flesh), this could be taken to mean that Job 
expected to see God within his own lifetime, while still in his flesh.  And, 
as a matter of fact, that is exactly what happened.

After Job’s time of tribulation and anguish, his Redeemer at last 
arose on the dust and answered Job out of the whirlwind (Job 38:1).  
After God’s “archers”/“troops” (i.e., Job’s accusers) surrounded and “de-
voured” Job, and after Job was filled up with the afflictions of his flesh, 
he was redeemed from his sufferings.  He was vindicated as “a perfect 
and upright man” and his enemies were judged (cf. Job 19:29 and 42:7-
9).  Thus Job, with his own eyes, and from his flesh, saw God:

I have heard of You by the hearing of the ear, but now my eye 
has seen You. (Job 42:5) 

Regarding Job 14:13-17:

O that You would hide me in Sheol, that You would keep me se-
cret, until Your wrath be past, that You would appoint me a set 
time, and remember me!  If a man dies, shall he live again?  All 
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the days of my appointed time [literally, “warfare”] will I wait, 
till my change come [or, “until my exchanging or replacement 
come”].  You shall call, and I will answer You.  You will have a 
desire to the work of Your hands. (Job 14:13-15)

If Job was prophesying concerning the resurrection of the dead in 
this passage, then we must say that Job was triumphing in the idea that 
his wretched and miserable condition (his “warfare”) would continue 
for hundreds or even thousands of additional years while in Sheol (Job 
14:14), and that only at the end of human history would God’s “wrath” 
(Job 14:13) against him pass, and that only then would Job be relieved 
from his warfare as a battle-wearied soldier is replaced by another 
(“changed”) (cf. Job 10:17; 14:14-15).

According to the logical implications of Strimple’s interpretation of 
the above scripture, Job remains hidden in Sheol to this very day and 
God remains angry with him to this very day.  At the same time, accord-
ing to the anti-premillennial Strimple, New Testament saints who have 
died are in the face-to-face presence of Christ Himself and are reigning 
with Him today.  Yet Strimple tells us that we cannot establish a contrast 
between the afterlife of Old Testament saints, such as Job, and that of 
New Testament saints (293).

Either God remained/remains angry with Job for hundreds or thou-
sands of years after Job’s death, or Job was not speaking of a vindication 
at the resurrection of the dead.  As the context leads us to believe, what 
Job desired was vindication instead of death.  Instead of resigning him-
self to dying, stricken of God, Job yearned by faith for vindication and 
redemption in his own lifetime.  He hoped that God would not crush 
him as an enemy, but would instead relent and restore him to Himself 
(Job 14:14b, 15).  As we know, Job’s hope was not deferred, as per futur-
ism (Prov. 13:12).  Instead, it was fulfilled, and Job was delivered and 
vindicated in his own lifetime.  “So the Lord blessed the latter end of Job 
more than his beginning” (Job 42:12).

Strimple Argument #13: Christ’s redeeming experience is the 
model and pattern of what lies ahead for us.  Romans 8:11 says that 
God “will also” (i.e., just as He did for Christ) “give life to your mortal 
bodies” (288, 294, 297, 326-330, 333-337).  Therefore, the word “soma” 
(body), when used in reference to the resurrection of the dead, means 
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“the physical, material aspect of our person.”
Answer:  Strimple is correct that the physical death, physical buri-

al, and physical resurrection of Christ was the “pattern,” “parallel” and 
“model” of the church’s body-burial, body-death, and body-resurrec-
tion with Him.  And Strimple is correct that Paul said in Romans 8:11 
that the same Spirit that raised Jesus from the dead “will also” give life 
to the “mortal bodies” of believers.  

Nevertheless, the eschatological church’s Spirit-empowered body-
burial, body-death, and body-resurrection with Christ were not physi-
cal/biological events.  The “redemptive experience” of the eschatological 
church was not a literal replay-in-process of what Christ experienced.  
What Christ experienced physically (literal death, literal burial, and lit-
eral resurrection), the eschatological church was experiencing spiritu-
ally throughout the eschaton:  Burial with Christ, death with Christ, 
and resurrection with Christ through the age-changing power of the in-
dwelling Holy Spirit (Rom. 6:4-6,8; 8:17; 2 Cor. 13:4; Gal. 2:20; 3:27; Eph. 
2:5,16; Col. 2:12-13,20; 3:1,3; 2 Tim. 2:11).

Most futurists accept the doctrine of a non-physical body-burial 
with Christ and a non-physical body-death with Christ through the 
Spirit.  And they should.  For as Paul said, “If Christ is in you, the body 
is dead because of sin” (Rom. 8:10).  The indwelling, Sin-killing Spirit 
of Christ brought about the death of the mortal body of Sin and Death 
while believers were still physically alive.

Preterists and futurists agree that Paul speaks of non-physical 
body-death in Rom. 8:10.  Yet when the doctrine of non-physical body-
resurrection is offered, Strimple claims that such a non-physical usage 
of the word “body” is “semantic sleight of hand” and a “contradiction in 
terms.”  He compares those who employ such a non-physical usage of 
the word “body” to Humpty Dumpty arbitrarily changing the definition 
of words (335-336).

Despite Strimple’s irrational ridicule, the Scriptures teach us that as 
Christ was crucified physically, put to death physically, buried physically, 
and resurrected from the dead physically, so were His people, through 
His indwelling Spirit, buried bodily (yet non-physically) with Him into 
His death; and while thus dying bodily (yet non-physically) with Him (to 
Sin), His people were concurrently being resurrected bodily (yet non-
physically) with Him through the same indwelling Spirit (Rom. 8:11) in 
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anticipation of the end of the old covenant age.
We know that the “body” was raised non-physically, because the 

“body” that was non-physically buried with Christ and non-physically 
put to death with Him was, as Paul’s logic demands, to be resurrected 
with Christ out of its non-physical burial and non-physical death (which 
was death to the Adamic world of Sin, Death, and the Law).  Therefore, 
the eschatological resurrection of “the body” was necessarily non-phys-
ical (not a biological resurrection).

In the second half of this chapter I will discuss the meaning of the 
word “body” in eschatological, resurrection-of-the-dead contexts.  For 
now though, I will close this section with a preliminary argument that 
bears directly on the historical basis for a resurrection unto biological 
incorruptibility.

On page 332 of WSTTB Strimple says that Christ’s individual, post-
resurrection body was physically “endowed with new qualities” so that 
it was physically imperishable, physically glorious, physically powerful, 
and physically heavenly.

How does Strimple know this?  
Strimple acknowledges that although Jesus, after His resurrec-

tion, passed through locked doors, and though God “caused Him to be 
seen,” and though Jesus suddenly “disappeared from their sight,” these 
occurrences do not prove that Jesus’ post-resurrection body had been 
changed.  As Strimple agrees, even before Jesus was raised from the 
dead, He walked on water, was transfigured, and “walked right through” 
a mob.  Even the apostles themselves had passed through locked doors 
and had vanished and reappeared (329).  

Since none of those events indicate that either Jesus or the apostles 
had physically imperishable bodies,11 how does Strimple know that Je-
sus had a physically imperishable body after His resurrection?  Strimple 
offers one piece of evidence, which is this:

Christ’s body would never die again.  Therefore it was a physically 

11.  Mathison in his chapter did not see what Strimple sees here.  As 
Mathison said:  “Jesus’ resurrection body was changed enough that he was not 
always recognized immediately. . . .  He was also able to travel unhindered by 
normal impediments. . . . ” Mathison did not realize that he was “proving” that 
before Jesus’ resurrection, both He and the apostles had physically imperish-
able bodies (193).
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“imperishable, glorious, powerful, heavenly” body.  
But this is hardly biblical proof.  Enoch and Elijah were physical-

ly taken up without seeing death.  According to Strimple’s evidence, 
Enoch and Elijah must have had biologically incorruptible bodies.  But 
if the hope of the promise is to receive a biologically incorruptible body, 
then Enoch and Elijah could not have received such a body, because 
Heb. 11:39 tells us that they “received not the promise.”  If then, in the 
futurist framework, Enoch and Elijah could not have put on physically 
incorruptible bodies when they were taken up without seeing physical 
death, why assume that Jesus became physically incorruptible when He 
was assumed into the divine glory-cloud?

The fact is there is no scriptural proof that Christ’s body became bio-
logically incorruptible.  That means that the four gospel narratives offer 
no historical foundation and no Scripture-proof for the doctrine of a res-
urrection of the dead unto biologically incorruptible bodies.  The concept 
has to be introduced into the gospel so that the gospel will better fit the 
futurist supposition of an eschatological “resurrection of the flesh.”  

Nevertheless, Strimple is so bold as to state, “ . . . [B]ut of course 
the New Testament . . . lays great stress on the wonderful discontinu-
ity between Christ’s body before his resurrection and his body after it” 
(332).  Strimple offers no hint as to where in the New Testament this 
“great stress” is found.  That is because the “great stress” is found only 
in the assumption of the futurist framework which has been imposed 
upon the gospel narratives.

An Exposition of First Corinthians Chapter Fifteen
The position I take in this exposition is often called “the collective body 
view” or “the corporate body view.”  It is as follows:  

Some at Corinth were denying that the pre-Christian saints12 would 
rise to inherit the kingdom at the Parousia.  Those who were in error 

12.  Those who hold to “the collective body view” of 1 Corinthians 15 be-
lieve that the root error at Corinth was a radical kind of “replacement theol-
ogy,” i.e., a disdain for Israel and a denial that historical Israel would take part 
with the church in the resurrection and in the kingdom of God.  While that 
interpretation of the error at Corinth may be entirely correct, I am not con-
vinced that it is provable that the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers had anti-
Israel or anti-Semitic sentiments (though their error was certainly implicitly 
antagonistic to God’s historic covenant nation).  For this reason, I confine my-
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at Corinth were not arguing with Paul about the reality of the resurrec-
tion.  They were arguing with Paul in regard to who would participate 
in the resurrection.  They believed that believers in Christ would be 
resurrected but that “the dead” would not.  Paul’s answer to their er-
ror was that “all”—not merely some of God’s people—would be raised.  
Through the Spirit-empowered dying (to Sin and to the Law) of the es-
chatological church on behalf of the dead (the Old Testament saints), 
the mortal “body” of Sin and Death (the Adamic/Mosaic saints and the 
eschatological church; the entire “world” of God’s people) would rise 
and be “changed”/“transformed” into the spiritual body of Christ in the 
kingdom of God.

Though this interpretation is commonly called “collective” or “cor-
porate,” these terms are inadequate.  Paul does not speak only or merely 
in collective terms of the resurrection body.  Not even in 1 Corinthians 
12 is “body” simply a reference to a collective or communal “body of 
believers.”  

The terms “body of Christ” and “body of believers” are not synony-
mous.  The church is not a “body” because it is a group of people who have 
organized and united around Christ.  Nor is it a body because it is a kind 
of “corporation.”  The church is the body of Christ because it is literally 
the dwelling and fullness of the individual Man, the Person, Christ Jesus 
(Gal. 4:19; Eph. 1:23; 4:13).  “This mystery is great. . . ” (Eph. 5:32).

As we shall soon see, Paul used the word “body,” in the relevant 
passages, not as a term of either physicality or collectivity, or even as a 
term of mere anthropological wholeness.  Paul used the word “body” as 
a term of theology, much as he used the terms “spirit,” “new man,” “the 
world about to come,” the “new creation,” the “kingdom of God,” and 
the heavenly “house/home.” All of these eschatological terms (and their 
opposites, “mortal body,” “flesh,” “old man,” etc.) are intimately related in 
their meanings, and are not easily defined with exactness.  

As I will explain in more detail below, “body” describes God’s peo-
ple, whether individually or as a whole, whether living or dead, in terms 
of their cosmic-covenantal self or identity, as they are constituted either 
in Sin and Death or in Christ.  Thus the view I am presenting in this 

self in this chapter to defining their error more generally as a denial that the 
dead from Adam until Christ would be raised.
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chapter may more accurately be called “the cosmic-covenantal body 
view.”

Necessary Inferences

In beginning this exposition, we must understand that reading 1 Corin-
thians 15 is comparable to listening to one side of one phone conversation 
out of a series of phone conversations.  Paul and the resurrection-of-the-
dead deniers have a long established context with long established word 
usages.  We on the other hand, as a third party, may have our own context 
and our own usages that we unwittingly apply to the conversation.

This is the problem we face in 1 Corinthians 15.  We hear Paul’s 
refutation of the resurrection error but we do not hear many details 
about what he is refuting.  All we know from explicit statements in the 
chapter is that some at Corinth denied “the resurrection of the dead” 
because they believed “the dead” had no “body” with which they could 
be rising (1 Cor. 15:35).  But what does this mean?  What did Paul and 
those who were in error at Corinth mean when they used those terms?

If we do not make correct inferences from Paul’s side of the “con-
versation,” we not only misunderstand the error he was refuting, we 
misunderstand the truth he was defending.  This has been the historic 
failure of the futurist interpretation of 1 Corinthians 15.  Futurists have 
resisted making necessary inferences in Paul’s arguments because those 
inferences do not fit the futurist paradigm.

It is widely believed that the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers de-
nied the very concept of the resurrection of dead people universally, 
and that they therefore denied the resurrection of Christ and of Chris-
tians.  The implications of Paul’s words, however, do not support this 
view.  As Paul argued, if the dead are not being raised, then:

1. “not even Christ has been raised” (1 Cor. 15:13-17)

2. the apostles are liars (1 Cor. 15:14-15)

3. “those also who have fallen asleep in Christ perished”  
(1 Cor. 15:18)

4. we are hoping in Christ “in this life only” (1 Cor. 15:19)

These four logical outcomes of the resurrection error were not doc-
trines that the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers were teaching.  These 
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conclusions were not designed to describe the error.  They were de-
signed to overthrow it, through reductio ad absurdum.  Paul was bring-
ing the resurrection error to absurd conclusions that were antithetical 
to the beliefs of the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers.  Paul was essen-
tially saying:

“We all believe in the resurrection of Christ (1 Cor. 15:13-17) 
and in the eschatological hope in Christ that all believers share 
(1 Cor. 15:19), both living and asleep (1 Cor. 15:18); but you do 
not realize that if there is no resurrection of the dead, as some 
of you are saying, then these gospel truths that we all hold so 
dear are nothing but falsehoods and delusions.”

We can infer from Paul’s “if . . . then” arguments that the resur-
rection-of-the-dead deniers did not espouse those inevitable results of 
their teaching.  Instead, they agreed with Paul that:

1. Christ had been raised from the dead.

2. The apostles were faithful and true witnesses of God.

3. Christians who had “fallen asleep” had not “perished” (i.e., 
had not died in their sins).

4. All Christians, both living and “asleep,” had a sure “hope” in 
Christ.  Their hope in Him was not a pitiable delusion.

Because the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers believed in the resur-
rection of Christ, and because they believed that sleeping Christians 
had therefore not died in their sins (“perished”) but were, along with the 
living, looking forward to the fulfillment of the Christological “hope,” 
we must infer that the “hope” to which the resurrection-of-the-dead de-
niers looked was that of the Christological resurrection of Christians, 
both living and “asleep” (Acts 23:6; 24:15; 26:6-7; 28:20; Eph. 4:4).  They 
did not believe merely in the continuation of existence after death; they 
looked forward to the fulfillment of the eschatological “hope” in Christ.

We can also reasonably surmise that since the resurrection-of-
the-dead deniers believed that the apostles were faithful witnesses and 
since they believed in the apostolic gospel of the historic resurrection 
of Christ (1 Cor. 15:13-17) and in the Christian resurrection-“hope,” it is 
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not unlikely that they also believed the apostolic testimony that Christ 
Himself had raised multiple people from the dead and that the apostles 
themselves had raised multiple people from the dead.

(We can add to this that since the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers 
were members of the church at Corinth, which was filled with the gifts 
of the Holy Spirit, including miracles, it is not far from the realm of 
possibility that resurrection-miracles were performed at the Corinthian 
church before the very eyes of the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers.)

So from verses 13-19, we must infer that even though those who 
were in error at Corinth denied the resurrection of “the dead,” they nev-
ertheless believed in the resurrected and resurrecting Christ, and in the 
resurrecting apostles, and in the miracle-working church at Corinth, 
and in the resurrection-“hope” of all Christians, living and asleep.

These inferences have been overlooked because under the assump-
tion of futurism, they make no sense.  How could someone deny the 
very concept and possibility of the resurrection of dead people and at 
the same time believe in the resurrected and resurrecting Christ, and in 
the resurrecting apostles, and in the Christological resurrection-“hope” 
of all Christians, living and asleep?  With futurism as our starting point, 
there is no answer to this question. There are only strained theories.

The problem for futurism thickens when we see other implications 
of Paul’s arguments in 1 Corinthians 15.  In verses 35-37 we read:

But someone will say, “How are the dead raised? And with what 
body do they come?”  You fool! That which you sow does not 
come to life unless it dies; and that which you sow, you do not 
sow the body which is to be, but a bare grain, perhaps of wheat 
or of something else. 

We know that Paul’s argument here was aimed at those who already 
believed in the eschatological resurrection of Christians.  We can infer 
then that he was not trying to convince them of the concept of resur-
rection.  We can also infer that body-sowing and body-rising (body-
resurrection) were “givens” in the seed analogy.  The only doctrines that 
Paul was defending and seeking to prove in his analogy were body-death 
(“You fool! That which you sow does not come to life unless it dies”) and 
body-change (“and that which you sow, you do not sow the body which is 
to be”).  Sowing and coming to life (resurrection) were givens.  Putting 
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the body to death and changing the body were not givens.
The resurrection-of-the-dead deniers believed in the sowing of the 

body and in the resurrection of the body but they denied that the body 
had to die and be changed.  They erroneously espoused the burial and 
resurrection of the same, unchanged, living body.  This makes no sense 
in the futurist framework, but we shall see below that it makes perfect 
sense in Paul’s preterist framework.

We see again that the resurrection body was a given, in verse 46:

But the spiritual [body] was not first, but the natural [body], 
then the spiritual [body].

No one at Corinth needed to be convinced of the coming “spiritual 
body . . . that shall be” (1 Cor. 15:37), or of the “hope” of the raising up 
of Christians, whether dead (“asleep”) or living (1 Cor. 15:19), or of the 
coming kingdom of God (1 Cor. 15:50).  They needed only to be con-
vinced that there was a “natural body” that came first, and that it had to 
be put to death and “changed” into the different “spiritual body.”

The Dead

Let us now look at one more inference we must make from Paul’s argu-
ments—an inference that will begin to allow us to undo the confusion of 
the futurist interpretation of 1 Corinthians 15.  Verse 35:

How are the dead raised?  And with what body do they come?

As this verse implies, the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers could 
not fathom the possibility of the resurrection of the dead.  They could 
not so much as conceive of “how” “the dead” could have a “body” with 
which they could be raised.  The very idea was beyond their capability 
to believe.13

As we have seen, those who were in error at Corinth believed in 
the historic resurrection of Christ and in the “sowing” of the “spiritual 
body” and the resurrection of the same “spiritual body.”  They looked 
forward to the fulfillment of the “hope” that all Christians, living and 

13. Charles Hill is therefore incorrect when he says: “It is not that the 
Corinthians could not comprehend what Paul was talking about; rather, one 
party in Corinth, comprehending all too well what Paul had in mind, did not 
find it to their liking and were opposing it.” (104)
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asleep, would be raised with the spiritual body in the kingdom of God.  
Yet at the same time, according to verse 35, we see that those who were 
in error at Corinth were unable to conceive of the feasibility of the bodi-
ly resurrection of the dead.  

How can this be?  In the futurist paradigm, this simply “does not 
compute,” and the exegetical dilemma is mind-bogglingly insoluble.  
The blinders of futurism have thus made it impossible for interpreters to 
make sense of all of 1 Corinthians 15.  The result has been that, through 
a time-honored exegetical haze, futurism has unwittingly transformed 
the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers into veritable madmen.

There is no doubt that the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers were ig-
norant and foolish regarding the resurrection of the dead, but it is not 
reasonable to portray them as thinking in insanely contradictory propo-
sitions, i.e., believing in the reality of resurrection and at the same time 
being unable to conceive of the very possibility of resurrection.  The res-
urrection-of-the-dead deniers had no rational reason to reject the believ-
ability, imaginability, thinkability, or feasibility of a biological resurrection 
of the flesh.  Therefore, what they denied—and what Paul was defend-
ing—was something else.

Those who were in error at Corinth were denying neither the exis-
tence of, nor the futurity of, nor the somatic (bodily) character of the 
resurrection.  They believed in the future body-resurrection of Chris-
tians.  Yet at the same time, they denied the resurrection of “the dead” 
because they could not conceive of the possibility of the dead having a 
body with which they could rise.  This means that the resurrection-of-
the-dead deniers were not denying the bodily resurrection of everyone, 
but were denying only the possibility that certain people other than 
Christians—“the dead”—were participating in the resurrection of the 
body.

“The dead” in 1 Corinthians 15 were, in contrast to dead Christians, 
Hadean saints (1 Cor. 15:55).  They were, as Paul says, those “out from 
among” whom Christ had been raised (1 Cor. 15:12, 20).  Christ did not 
rise “out from among” dead, Spirit-indwelt Christians.  “The dead” were 
the saints who had lived and died, not in Christ, but “in Adam” (1 Cor. 
15:22), before Christ.  They were those who were “asleep” (1 Cor. 15:20), 
in contrast to those who had “fallen asleep in Christ” (1 Cor. 15:18). 
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They were none other than the pre-Christian saints;14 which inescap-
ably means they were primarily and for the most part those who lived 
within the Abrahamic community of historic covenant Israel.15  

Buried Alive

Let us look again at 1 Corinthians 15:36:

 . . . That which thou sowest is not quickened, except it die.

As I mentioned above, Paul teaches in this verse that the body is first 
sown (planted, buried, or entombed), and then it dies in order that it can 
be raised a changed body.  If Paul was teaching a biological resurrection 
of the dead, then we must admit that he was saying that only physical 
bodies that have first been buried alive and have then been put to death 
underground can be raised to eternal physical life on Resurrection Day.

Futurism has thus created an absurdity and a contradiction in 
verse 36.  The absurdity is the teaching that only physical bodies that 
have been buried alive can be resurrected.  The contradiction is the 
idea that physical death is a prerequisite to being resurrected.  This 
contradicts verse 51, where Paul said that the physically living would 
be “made alive” (resurrected) and changed along with the physically 
dead (cf. verse 22).

14.  When we consider that 1 Corinthians was written a mere twenty-five 
years after the beginning of Christianity, and when we consider that the es-
chatological, first-fruits church was already partaking of the coming resurrec-
tion, and when we consider the eager expectation in that era of the imminent 
fulfillment of the end of the Adamic ages and of the resurrection the dead, we 
should expect that believers in that historical moment would refer to the vast 
multitudes that had lived and died before the advent of Christ as the “dead 
[ones].”  This is not to say that the term “the dead” in the New Testament was 
code for “the dead of the Old Testament in contrast to dead Christians.”  It is 
to say only that in that eschatological generation, if reference were made to the 
pre-Christian dead in contrast to the relatively few dead Christians (in about 
AD 55), the designation “the dead” or “dead ones” sufficed.

15.  There was therefore no need for Paul to say explicitly that the dead 
were primarily “historical Israel,” as Hill insists in his chapter (115).  If “the 
dead” were the righteous, pre-Christian dead, then they were (with relatively 
few exceptions) none other than the saints of the historic, Abrahamic cov-
enant community (i.e., Israel) along with the saints who lived before the prom-
ises given to Abraham. 
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No one believes that Paul was teaching that living physical bodies 
must be physically buried, and that the physically buried bodies must then 
physically die underground in order that the physically buried-and-dead 
bodies can then be physically resurrected and changed.  Although that 
is definitely what Paul’s words say in the futurist framework, no futurist 
accepts this meaning.  Instead, most interpreters apply themselves to Her-
culean efforts to making the verse make sense in the futurist framework.

Their time, however, would be better spent finding Paul’s meaning, 
letting him say what he says, rather than making his words conform to 
the futurist paradigm.  To find Paul’s meaning, we need only find where 
in Scripture Paul elaborated on the doctrine of a human “body” that had 
to be sown/planted/entombed and concurrently put to death, in order 
that it could be made alive and changed in the resurrection of the dead.  
This takes us to Romans 6-8, Colossians 2, and Philippians 3.

In these Scriptures, especially in Romans 6, Paul teaches that believ-
ers had been bodily “planted,” through Spirit-baptism, into death / into 
the death of Christ, in order that the body that had been planted/buried 
(the “body of Sin,” the “mortal body,” the “body of Death,” the “body of the 
sins of the flesh,” the “vile body”) would be abolished / put to death, and 
then be made alive and changed/conformed to the image of the Son of 
God in the kingdom of heaven.  Note the order: Burial then death.

This sequence in Romans 6 is exactly, step by step, what Paul teaches 
concerning the resurrection of the body in 1 Cor. 15:36-37 and its con-
text.  Romans 6-8 and 1 Corinthians 15 both speak of concurrent body-
burial and body-death, followed by consummated body-death, body-
resurrection, and body-change.  Futurist assumptions notwithstanding, 
there is no doubt that 1 Corinthians 15 and Romans 6-8 are speaking of 
the same burial, death, resurrection, and change—and therefore of the 
same body.

The Body

What then is “the body” that was being put to death in Romans 6-8 and 
1 Corinthians 15?  What is the meaning of the word “body” in these con-
texts?  Essentially, or basically, the “body” is the “self” or “person/per-
sonality” or “individual,” whether that of a singular saint or of the sin-
gular church universal (the body of Christ).  According to definition 1b 
of the word σωμα (body) in Arndt and Gingrich’s Greek-English Lexicon 
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of the New Testament, the word “body” in Paul’s writings is sometimes 
“almost synonymous with the whole personality . . . σώματα [bodies] = 
themselves.”16

Note how that “body” and “yourselves” are used interchangeably in 
Romans 6:12-13:

Therefore do not let sin reign in your mortal body that you 
should obey its lusts, and do not go on presenting your members 
[of your mortal body] to sin as instruments of unrighteousness; 
but present yourselves to God as those alive from the dead, and 
your members [of your mortal body] as instruments of righ-
teousness to God.

Compare also 1 Corinthians 6:15 and 12:27, where “you” and “your bod-
ies” are synonymous:

. . . your bodies are members of Christ . . . . (1 Cor. 6:15)

. . . you are Christ’s body, and individually members of it.  
(1 Cor. 12:27)

See also Ephesians 5:28, where a man’s body-union with his wife is equat-
ed with “himself”:

So husbands ought also to love their own wives as their own 
bodies. He who loves his own wife loves himself.

However, the word “body,” when it is used in reference to the es-
chatological resurrection, means more than merely the “self.”  Paul 
is not using the word as a common reference to “the whole person.”  
It does not refer to man’s anthropological wholeness (i.e., Material 
body+soul+spirit=the body).   Paul is using the word in a theological-
eschatological sense to describe God’s people as they are defined ei-
ther by the wholeness/fullness (body) of Adamic Sin and Death or the 

16.  Similarly in American law today the basic meaning of the word “body” 
is “a person.”  “A corporalis [bodily] injuria” is “a personal injury.”  We use the 
word “body” this way when we speak of “somebody,” “anybody,” “nobody,” or 
“everybody.”  This usage of the word used to be more common than it is today:  
“The foolish bodies say in their hearts: Tush, there is no God.” (Ps. 14:1, Cover-
dale translation, 1535)
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wholeness/fullness (body) of Christ.   The body is either the “person” 
united with Sin and Death, or the “person” united with Christ, whether 
individually or corporately.

We can begin to see this in Colossians 3:5 (KJV), where the body 
parts (members) of the Sin-body are not arms and legs or other physi-
cal limbs.  The members of the “earthly body” were death-producing 
“deeds,” such as “fornication, uncleanness, inordinate affection, evil con-
cupiscence, and covetousness . . . ” (cf. Rom. 8:13).  Thus John Calvin 
wrote in his commentary on Romans 6:6:  “The body of sin . . . does not 
mean flesh and bones, but the corrupted mass . . . of sin.”  Since a body 
is the sum of its parts, and since the parts of the Sin-body are sins/sin-
ful deeds, it follows that “the body of Sin” is not the physical aspect of 
man.  Instead, the whole of the sins/deeds of the body equals the body 
of Sin.  Or more accurately, the body of Sin was God’s people as they 
were identified with and defined by the Sin-reviving, Sin-increasing, 
Death-producing world of the Law.

When Paul said that believers were no longer walking according to 
“the flesh” (Rom. 8:1, 4, 9), he was saying that believers were putting to 
death the deeds of the “body” (Rom. 8:10-11, 13).  The parts/members of 
the body equaled the deeds of “the body,” which equaled the walk of “the 
flesh.”   “Flesh” and “body” in this context, therefore, describe man as he 
was defined by Sin, not man as he was defined by material body parts.

In Colossians 2:11, Paul said that God had buried believers with 
Christ, raised them up with Him, and had removed “the body of the 
flesh.”  “The body of the flesh” was not the physical body.  It was the 
Adamic man/self/person that had been dead in transgressions and in 
the spiritual uncircumcision of his “flesh” (Col. 2:13).  That “body” (or as 
Ridderbos puts it, that “sinful mode of existence”)17 had been “removed” 
in Christ and was soon to be changed into the glorious, resurrected 
“body” of Christ.

17.  Although Reformed theologian Herman Ridderbos was a futurist and 
expected a literal transformation of the physical bodies of believers, he nev-
ertheless understood that such Pauline terms as “the body of sin,” “the body of 
the flesh,” “the earthly members,” and “the body of this death” “are obviously 
not intended of the [material] body itself, but of the sinful mode of existence of 
man.”  Ridderbos, Paul: An Outline of His Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans, 1975), 229; Cf., Tom Holland, Contours of Pauline Theology: A Radical 
New Survey of the Influences on Paul’s Biblical Writings, Mentor, 2004.
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As a comparison of Colossians 2:11 and Colossians 3:9 reveals, “the 
body” of Sin is virtually synonymous with “the old man”:

. . . the putting off of the body of the sins of the flesh . . . . 
 (Col. 2:11)

. . . having put off the old man with his practices (Col. 3:9; cf. 
Eph. 4:22)

Compare also 1 Corinthians 15:42 with Ephesians 4:22:

[The body] is sown in corruption . . . . (1 Cor. 15:42)

. . . the old man being corrupted . . . . (Eph. 4:22)

Compare also the references to “man” and “body” in Romans 7:24:

Wretched man that I am! Who will set me free from this body 
of Death?

And in Romans 6:6:

Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, that the 
body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not 
serve sin. (Rom. 6:6)

And in 1 Corinthians 15:44, 45:

. . . There is a natural body [the old man], and there is a spiri-
tual body [the new Man].  And so it is written, the first [old] 
man [the natural body] Adam was made a living soul; the last 
Adam [the last Man, the spiritual body] a quickening spirit.

Since the natural body is nearly synonymous with the old man, we 
should expect that the spiritual body is nearly synonymous with “the 
new man,” the Lord Jesus Christ.  Compare 1 Corinthians 15:53-54 with 
Ephesians 4:24; Colossians 3:10 and Romans 13:14:

For this perishable [body] must put on the imperishable 
[body] . . . .  (1 Cor. 15:53-54)
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and put on the new man [the spiritual body], which in the 
likeness of God has been created in righteousness and holiness 
of the truth. (Eph. 4:24)

and have put on the new man [the spiritual body] who is being 
renewed to a true knowledge according to the image of the One 
who created him. (Col. 3:10)

But put on the Lord Jesus Christ [the new man, the spiritual 
body], and make no provision for the flesh in regard to its lusts. 
(Rom. 13:14)

As most futurists agree, “the old man” and “the new man” are not expres-
sions that describe man in terms of physicality.  “The old man” was man 
as he was in Adam, alienated from God and dead in Sin.  He was “the body 
of Sin.”  The new Man is man as he is reconciled to God in Christ, the life-
giving Spiritual Body.

The World-Body

Note that in Colossians 2:11-14, believers had been bodily buried and 
bodily raised with Christ, but it was the “handwriting in ordinances” that 
God had crucified.  In Romans 6:6, it was “the old man” that had been 
crucified.  In Galatians 5:24, it was “the flesh” that had been crucified.  
And in Galatians 6:14, it was “the world” that had been crucified.  

These verses together demonstrate the “cosmic” dimension of the 
Pauline, eschatological “body.”  The Spirit was not merely changing 
hearts and lives of individuals; He was changing the “world-body” of 
Adam/Moses (Israel as it was defined by the earthly temple-system of 
Law-Sin-Death) into the world-body of Christ.

Thus it is in 2 Corinthians 5 that the soon-to-be-destroyed “mortal 
. . . body” is equal to the “earthly [made-with-hands] house of the taber-
nacle” (2 Cor. 5:1, 4, 6, 10), i.e., the old covenant world.  The “house,” or 
world, of the man-made temple of God was “the mortal . . . body” that 
had been buried with Christ, and that was being put to death, and that 
was soon to be clothed with the heavenly/spiritual body of Christ.

Though all believers were individually “putting on Christ” in an-
ticipation of the Last Day (Rom. 13:11-14), believers were not doing 
this merely as a collective of individuals.  They were together, through 



The Resurrection of the Dead 211

the power of God, putting on (becoming clothed with) the Lord Jesus 
Christ who is Himself the Tabernacle/House/Body of God from out 
of heaven.  They were being changed into the cosmic New Man—the 
“body” of God Himself.  

Through the indwelling Holy Spirit,

1) the mortal body of Sin and Death (The Adamic-Mosaic world), 
2) the old man/humanity and,
3) the flesh 

had been sown/planted/buried and were being put to death through 
the eschatological work of the Holy Spirit, and were being raised 

1) the body of the triune God (“that God may be All in all”),
2) the new Man and 
3) spirit (that which is spiritual; that which is of the Spirit),  

i.e., the habitation of 

 1) the Father, 
 2) the Son and 
 3) the Holy Spirit

The consummated change took place when the world of the hand-
made city and sanctuary (the body of Sin and Death) was thrown down, 
and the heavenly/spiritual city and sanctuary (the body of Christ) were 
established “among men” in AD 70 (Heb. 9:8).

Through the indwelling of the Spirit, the church’s body of Sin and 
Death (its old, pre-Christ world-identity; the fleshly, Adamic “man” or 
self) was buried into the death of Christ.  It was put to death, having been 
buried with Him through the without-hands baptism of the Holy Spirit 
into the dead-to-sin body of Christ.  Believers had thus been “bodily” 
buried together into body-death, and their body-life was hid with the 
soon-to-be-revealed Savior of the Adamic world (Rom. 6:11, 13; Phil. 
3:10; Col. 3:3).

The two contrasting and co-existing eschatological body-states in 
Paul’s epistles (the concurrent dying and rising and changing of “the 
body” that had been buried) depended on neither physicality nor non-
physicality.18  They depended on the saints’ relationship to Sin or to 

18.  “[The spiritual body] is not in the least constituted what it is by its be-
ing physical.  It fulfills its essence by being utterly subject to Spirit, not by be-



House Divided212

Christ.  They depended on whether one was in Adam (under the do-
minion of Sin and Death) or in Christ (under grace and indwelt by the 
life-giving Spirit).

The elect before Christ were the body of Sin and Death in that they 
had been incorporated into Sin and Death in Adam.  They were wholly 
defined, constituted, organized, systematized, and comprehended in 
(i.e., indwelled by and “clothed with”) Adamic Sin and Death through 
the curse of the commandment of God.  They were both individually 
and collectively the embodiment (the body) of Sin and Death.

But in the new world in Christ, through faith in His shed blood, all 
of His saints in heaven (non-physical) and on earth (physical) are the 
cosmic embodiment, “fullness,” and habitation of the triune God.  The 
fulfillment of the resurrection of “the body” in AD 70 brought into be-
ing the universal communion of all the saints (old covenant and new 
covenant) in the one, spiritual body (Christ Himself ).  This is what the 
resurrection-of-the-dead deniers denied would take place.  They denied 
the death and resurrection with Christ of the natural body (the pre-
Christian world of God’s people) and its change/transformation into 
the universal (Christian and pre-Christian), spiritual body of Christ.

The Universality19 of the Resurrection (1 Cor. 15:20-28)

In denying the resurrection of the pre-Christian saints, or of old covenant 
Israel, the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers were denying not the fact of 
the resurrection, but the “all-ness” of the resurrection and the “all-ness” 
of Christ’s atoning work.  They denied that Christ had died for “all,” and 
therefore they denied that “all” would be raised.  Though they agreed 
with Paul that Christ had died for “our” (the eschatological church’s) sins 
(1 Cor. 15:3, 11), they denied that Christ had died for the sins of “the dead.”

Contrary to their doctrine, the resurrection of Christ was not the begin-

ing either material or immaterial.”  The Body, John A. T. Robinson (SCM Press 
Ltd., Bloomsbury Street London, 1966), 32.  Reformed theologians Ridderbos 
and Holland acknowledge that some of Robinson’s exegeses are flawed, but 
they endorse the substance of his insights on “the body.”  I cite Robinson here 
in the same spirit.

19.  When I use the terms “universal” and “universality,” I am not refer-
ring to any form of “Universalism.”  I am referring to the trans-historical as-
sembly of the saints of all generations, from Adam to AD 70, or from Adam to 
the present day.
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ning of the resurrection of the last days church only.  It was also the begin-
ning of the resurrection of the great cloud of saints (“the dead”/“them that 
slept”) who had come and gone before the advent of the last days church.  
Christ became the “First Fruits” of the eschatological church and of the 
Hadean saints “out from among” whom He had been raised (1 Cor. 15:55; 
Rev. 1:5).  His resurrection was the beginning of the resurrection of “all” the 
saints who were “in Adam” (1 Cor. 15:20), not merely of the eschatological 
church.  As all the saints, Christian and pre-Christian, had been condemned 
and alienated from God (i.e., had died) in Adam through Sin (Gen. 2:17; 
Rom. 7:9), so “all”20 were going to be raised up in “the Christ,” the second 
“Man” (or the second Humanity), the Savior of “the world” (1 Cor. 15:21-22).

Because Christians were “of Christ,” and because Christ was the First 
Fruit of the resurrection (1 Cor. 15:23), Christians were, in Him, “first fruits” 
of the resurrection (James 1:18; Rev. 14:4), so that Christ was “the First 
Fruits” of “the first fruits.”21  The resurrection of Christians “in His Parou-
sia,” therefore, was not to be the consummation of the life-giving reign of 
Christ (1 Cor. 15:22-24), as the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers supposed.  
The eschatological church’s resurrection in “Christ the First Fruits” was in-
stead the beginning of the end of the resurrection-harvest, and was to be 
followed by “the end,”22 or “consummation,” which was the resurrection of 
the dead, i.e., the death of Death (the abolition of the alienation of God’s 
people from Him)—when “all” the elect became the habitation of the life-

20.  “All” in 1 Cor. 15:22 corresponds to “the many” in Rom. 5:15-16 and 
19.  When Paul says that “all” died in Adam and that “all” would be made alive 
in Christ, he means that all of God’s people (the whole cosmos of Gods’ elect) 
died in Adam and would be made alive in Christ. 

21.  Strimple inexplicably denies this doctrine on pages 309 and 342 of 
WSTTB.

22.  In Three Views on the Millennium and Beyond, on page 62, Strimple 
teaches that “the end” in 1 Corinthians 15:24 is the same “end” that Jesus said 
would come after the gospel was “preached in the whole world” in Matthew 
24:14.  Thus Strimple holds that the resurrection of the dead takes place upon 
the completion of the preaching of the gospel “in the whole world.”   But this 
presents a problem for Strimple, because the gospel was “preached in the whole 
world” almost 2,000 years ago, in Christ’s generation, shortly before the fall 
of the earthly house (the old covenant world) in AD 70 (Rom. 16:25-26; Col. 
1:23; 2 Tim. 4:17).  If we are to accept Strimple’s sequence of events, we must 
conclude that the resurrection of the dead happened at the fall of the temple in 
AD 70, as Jesus and the apostles said it would.
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giving Spirit through the gospel (Jn. 5:25; 1 Cor. 15:24-28; Rev. 20:5-6).
Christ, through the Holy Spirit, was not reigning in the Spirit-in-

dwelt, eschatological church merely so that the church by itself would 
attain unto the resurrection and inherit the kingdom.  He was reign-
ing in the church so that the historic kingdom would, in Him, be “uni-
versalized” in and brought under the rule of “the God and Father” of 
“all” the saints (1 Cor. 15:24).  The Adamic saints were not going to be 
left unredeemed from the “rule,” “authority,” and “power” of Satan, Sin, 
Death, and Condemnation.  Rather, the Father was going to place all 
those kingdom-enemies under the feet of Christ, and Christ was going 
to “abolish,” or “annul,” them all.

He was already in process of abolishing the last and greatest king-
dom-enemy, Death itself, through the kingdom-transforming, king-
dom-universalizing work of the Cross and the indwelling Holy Spirit (1 
Cor. 15:26).  “All things” (or literally, “the All Things,” the cosmic body of 
Sin and Death) were going to be subjected to Christ, and changed (Phil. 
3:21) in the Father, by the power of the Father, and under the authority of 
the Father, so that all of the enemies would be done away; so that all of 
the Father’s elect (from Adam to AD 70) would be made alive in Christ; 
so that the universal church would become the habitation of the triune 
God, so that He would become “All Things in all” (1 Cor. 15:28).

If the Resurrection is not Universal (1 Cor. 15:12-19; 29-34)

The Son did not come to set up His own new religion that excluded the 
historic saints who had worshiped the Father in the Adamic ages.  To 
the contrary, the Son was sent by the Father and under the authority of 
the Father for the purpose of restoring “all” the elect to the Father, to 
“universalize” the Father’s dominion.  Unbeknownst to the resurrection-
of-the-dead deniers, if Christ had come to save only the eschatological 
church and to exclude the pre-Christian world, this would have left only 
two possibilities. Either: 

1. Christ would be the conqueror of the God of the pre-Chris-
tian world, and the Father would be put in subjection under 
the feet of the Son (1 Cor. 15:27).23

23.  This hyper-dispensational implication of the Corinthian resurrec-
tion-error (i.e., that Christ came to wage war against and to conquer the God 
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Or

2. Christ was not sent to accomplish the Father’s cosmos-saving 
work; therefore the Father had never raised Him from the 
dead, and the gospel was a lie, and Christianity was merely a 
man-made religion.

Of these two possibilities, Paul countered the first in passing (1 Cor. 
15:27), but rigorously pursued the implications of the second.  As we 
know, many at Corinth were living as though the second possibility was 
the truth.

As Paul reasoned:  If Christ did not come to accomplish the Father’s 
work of restoration (Isa. 55:11), to gather and unite “all” (Christian and 
pre-Christian) who were chosen in the Father from before the world 
began, then Christ was not of the Father.  Then neither the doctrine of 
the resurrection of Christ nor the resurrection-hope of the eschatologi-
cal church was true or valid.  Then Paul and the other apostolic preach-
ers were liars, and Christ did not die for the sins of the eschatological 
church, and the Father never raised Him from the dead (1 Cor. 15:3-4, 
11, 13-16).

Consequently, Christ was not reigning.  Therefore no one had been 
born of the Spirit that proceeded from the Father.  Then the gospel was 
vain, and the faith of believers was vain (1 Cor. 15:14, 17).  Then no one 
had been saved and empowered by the grace of God either to preach the 
gospel or to believe it (1 Cor. 15:1-2, 5-8, 10-11).

Christians were, then, still in their sins, and those who had fallen 
asleep in Christ had died in their sins (1 Cor. 15:17-18). Then the resur-
rection-hope that believers had in Christ was false (1 Cor. 15:19). Then 
those Christians who were undergoing baptism (Spirit-led suffering and 
death) on behalf of the dead (1 Cor. 15:29; Matt. 20:23; 23:34-35; Luke 
12:50; Heb. 11:40; Rev. 6:9-11) were in reality suffering for nothing more 
than a man-invented delusion.  They were not being led by the Spirit but 
were instead going to a hopeless, meaningless death.

Moreover then, the apostles were fighting with “beasts” (enemies of 
the gospel) and were standing in jeopardy every hour, dying daily, not to 
change the world of God’s people, but for absolutely nothing, because 

of Israel and His law) was the root error of the doctrine that would later be 
known as Gnosticism.
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their gospel sufferings were not being wrought through the cosmos-
resurrecting, cosmos-changing power of the indwelling eschatological 
Spirit, but through the power of mere man (1 Cor. 15:30-32).

If the gospel was a lie and there was no God-ordained, world-
changing need of dying daily through the Spirit, of suffering hardships, 
humiliations and dangers, then the apostles should logically have lived 
as the arrogant, carnal Corinthians themselves were living (I Cor. 4:8).  
They should have rejected their humiliating sufferings for the gospel 
and put off dying for some other day (“tomorrow”) (1 Cor. 15:32-34).

In the end, the whole church, following the apostles and the Cor-
inthians, would have forsaken the shame of the Cross of Christ and es-
caped the eschatological sufferings to which it had been called.  All be-
lievers would have lived in the status quo of the old world.  Though the 
resurrection-of-the-dead deniers did not know it, this was the practical, 
church-corrupting result of their dead-excluding error.  This is why it 
was urgent for them to “awake righteously” from out of their shameful 
and sinful ignorance of God.

Contrary to the resurrection error, believers were being called to 
“die” for (on behalf of ) “all” (the whole “creation”/“body” of God’s peo-
ple).  The church’s eschatological death and resurrection with Christ 
was for the purpose of bringing about the transformation of the pre-
Christ world of the saints (“all Israel”).  Though the resurrection-of-the-
dead deniers were unaware of it, their doctrine was implicitly opposed 
to the cosmic gospel-purpose of the Father.

The first-fruits church, through the indwelling Spirit of the reign-
ing Christ, was putting to death the Adamic world-body of Death itself 
(alienation from the Father) through the newly-revealed gospel of God.  
Through the Death-destroying, Life-giving, “man”-changing power of 
the gospel of the death and resurrection of Christ, the fleshly, Adamic 
“man” or “body” or “creation”—the whole world-system of the domin-
ion of Sin and Death—was being put to death and “abolished.” It was 
that body which would soon be raised up and “changed” (in AD 70) into 
the new, Christological, spiritual “body” in the kingdom of God (the 
new covenant world).
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The Seed Analogy (1 Cor. 15:35-50)

Paul’s illustrations from nature in verses 36-41 are problematic if they are 
interpreted as arguments that are aimed at someone who denies the very 
possibility of resurrection.  How does the fact that sheep differ from spar-
rows serve in any way to validate the doctrine of resurrection for some-
one who does not believe in the very concept of resurrection?  How does 
it serve to make the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead imaginable 
or feasible (345)?  It doesn’t.24

The difficulty with Paul’s words concerning the bodies/fleshes/glo-
ries of creation vanishes only when we let it sink into our minds that 
Paul was reasoning with people who already believed in the eschato-
logical, body-resurrection of Christians.  The resurrection-of-the-dead 
deniers would have already agreed that a seed rising up to become a 
plant illustrates the truth of  resurrection.  And that is why Paul used 
the analogy.  The fact of resurrection was common ground between Paul 
and the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers.  

Paul therefore made reference to the universal death and change of 
seeds,25 not to demonstrate the already-agreed-upon fact of resurrec-
tion, but to demonstrate the following four things that those who were 
in error at Corinth were denying:

24. If the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers already believed in the his-
toric, physical resurrection of Christ, as Strimple admits (309, 333), why would 
Paul have needed to convince them of the “feasibility,” “imaginability,” and 
“thinkability” of the very concept of physical resurrection, as Strimple says 
elsewhere (quoting Berkouwer) (341)?  How could it be that the resurrection-
of-the-dead deniers were unable to accept the feasibility of a concept (1 Cor. 
15:35) to which they already held as the gospel truth (1 Cor. 15:11)?

25. The necessary “death” of seeds, by the way, demonstrates that physi-
cal corruption and physical death existed before Adam sinned.  The earth, by 
God’s decree, brought forth seed-yielding plants on the third day of creation 
(Gen. 1:11-13), and Adam was placed in the Garden to dress and keep the plants 
(Gen. 2:15).  Therefore the cycle of literal seed-death and seed-resurrection/
change was already in process before Sin entered the world through the dis-
obedience of Adam.  In the same way, God’s decree to the animals and to man 
that both “be fruitful and multiply” implied the cycle of biological birth, bio-
logical reproduction, and biological death; and that cycle was instituted before 
Adam sinned (Gen. 1:22, 28).  Biological death did not enter the world through 
Sin.  It was already in the world.  It was alienation from God and slavery to Sin 
(Sin-consciousness, spiritual Death) that entered the world through Sin.
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1.  The necessity of the death of the pre-resurrection body  
(1 Cor. 15:36)

2. The differentness of the pre- and post-resurrection bodies  
(1 Cor. 15:37)

3. The necessity of the change of the pre-resurrection body  
(1 Cor. 15:38a)

4.  The universality of the pre-resurrection body and the post-
resurrection body (1 Cor. 15:38b)

After establishing these premises through the common-ground anal-
ogy of the “resurrection” of seeds, Paul went on to reference the whole 
of the material universe, because insofar as it is filled with innumerable, 
different bodies—just like the multitudes of different kinds of seeds and 
plants in verse 38b—it confirms the universality of the two different bodies 
(the existence of which Paul established in the seed analogy itself ).

The universal diversity of the Genesis creation served as an anal-
ogy of the cosmos-changing work of the gospel.  As the whole Genesis 
creation is filled with differing bodies (fleshes, glories), so the whole 
“creation” (the body) of God’s chosen ones in Adam, living and dead, 
“from the four winds, from one end of heaven to the other,” was going to 
put off the old “body” of Sin and Death (the Adamic, mortal, corrupt-
ible, dishonorable, weak, and natural “old man”), and was going to be 
“clothed” with the wholly other “body of Christ” (the immortal, incor-
ruptible, glorious, powerful, and spiritual new Man; the Christological 
“new creation”) (Matt. 24:31; 1 Cor. 15:42-44).

The resurrection-of-the-dead deniers thought that the eschatologi-
cal church was an altogether separate entity from the Adamic, old cov-
enant world.  They thought that the body of Christ essentially appeared 
out of nowhere, as it were, absolutely disconnected from the world that 
preceded it.  They thought the eschatological church was buried the 
spiritual body and that it was going to be raised the same spiritual body 
on the Last Day.  

The reality though was that the eschatological church was itself in 
the mortal, corruptible, dishonorable, weak, and natural “body” of the 
pre-Christ saints.  It was still bearing “the image of the earthy” (1 Cor. 
15:49), not in a biological sense, but in a cosmic-covenantal sense.  God’s 
old covenant ministration of Death and Condemnation still stood, and 
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God’s church was still an organic part of that world-order.  It was there-
fore still in the body of Sin and Death, and was putting that body to 
death through the Spirit.

The pre-Christian, Adamic saints existed in a state of “mortality” in 
that they did not yet have consummated eternal life, redemption, and 
face-to-face union with God (Rom. 8:23; 1 Cor. 13:12; 1 Jn. 2:25; Rev. 22:4).  
They were in a state of “corruptibility”26 in that they did not yet have the 
incorruptible, “eternal righteousness” of Christ (Dan. 9:24).  They were in 
a state of “dishonor” in that they were not yet clothed with the glory of 
the new covenant in Christ’s justifying blood (Rom. 4:24; 2 Cor. 3:7-18).  
They were in a state of “weakness” in that, as long as the condemning old 
covenant world remained standing, they had not yet inherited eternal life 
(cf. 1 Cor. 6:14; Heb. 7:6; 1 Jn. 2:25).  They were “natural” in that they had 
not yet been made the spiritual dwelling of the triune God (Jn. 14:23).

Before Christ, the saints bore the image of Adam, the disobedient 
one.  They were unable to attain to heavenly life (1 Cor. 15:45, 48-49).  
Their sins had grounded them in the mundane, the worldly, the carnal, 
the “corruptible.”  Their worship of God consisted in earthly types, shad-
ows, and copies of the heavenly.  Their fellowship with God was not face 
to face, but was through the agency of sinful, earthly mediators.  Their 
sacrifices were reminders of sin.  They were separated from the Father.  
They were under the reign of Sin and Death.

Through its body-burial and body-death with Christ, the church was 
putting to death that old, corruptible “world” or “body” or “creation” or 
“man” through the sin-killing Spirit on behalf of the dead.  In the con-
summation of the Spirit’s work in the church, the body of God’s people, 
living and dead (“all Israel”), was going to be redeemed, changed, and 
gathered together into the eternal, spiritual kingdom of Christ.

This is the “knowledge of God” of which the resurrection-of-the-
dead deniers were woefully ignorant.  Because they thought that the 
eschatological church, to the exclusion of “the dead,” was “the body [of 
Christ] that shall be,” they could not grasp “how” the saints of old could 
be resurrected with the church.  Here is an expanded paraphrase of 
their objection in verse 35:

26.  The terms “mortal” and “corruptible” do not describe the quality or 
duration of Adam’s physicality or the quality or duration of his soul.  They 
describe the quality and duration of his sub-divine righteousness and works.
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“We, the eschatological church, are the blood-bought body that 
has been sown (planted, buried) with Christ through the Holy 
Spirit in order that we might be raised with Him to inherit the 
kingdom of God.  The saints of old lived and died before Christ 
arrived.  They have not been sown (planted/buried) with Him, 
as we have.  There is no resurrection outside of Christ’s body, 
and we are His body.  Therefore, the dead have no part in the 
resurrection body.  How then are the dead being raised with us?  
If your doctrine is true Paul, then answer this question:  With 
what body are the dead being raised?”27

Paul’s answer (verses 36-37):

“The dead are being raised through the burial and death of the 
body of Sin, of which we are still a part (since the old covenant 
world has not yet vanished).  The dead, therefore, are being 
raised through our (the last-days, first-fruit church’s) dying to 
Sin (the burial and death of the Adamic ‘body’ with Christ) on 
their behalf, and they will therefore be ‘changed’ with us into the 
resurrected, spiritual body of Christ in the new covenant world.

“Look at your own experience for confirmation of this truth.  
When you yourselves are planting a seed (as God has planted 
us with Christ) you are not planting the tree that will be.  Like-
wise, God did not plant the ‘spiritual body’ of the age to come 
in order that the same ‘spiritual body’ will emerge.  That is not 
God’s purpose.  The Christological resurrection-body is not 
what has been sown/buried.  It is not we alone who shall be 
raised.  Rather, it is the Adamic ‘natural body’ that has been 
‘sown’ with Christ, through the Spirit in us, so that the ‘natural 
body’ (the dead together with the last-days-of-the-Adamic-ages 
church—the whole Adamic ‘man’) is now being raised up and 
‘changed’/‘transformed’  into the spiritual body of Christ.”

27.  Strimple favorably quotes Robert Gundry as saying, “Paul uses soma 
precisely because the physicality of the resurrection is central to his soteriolo-
gy.”  In reality, Paul used soma precisely because the resurrection-of-the-dead 
deniers used the word soma in their objection (1 Cor. 15:35).  The meaning of 
the word cannot be deduced from the fact that Paul repeated it.



The Resurrection of the Dead 221

The objection of the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers was not bio-
logical; it was theological.  Though they understood that the eschato-
logical church had been “buried” with Christ through the Sin-killing 
work of the Holy Spirit in order that the church would be raised up on 
the Last Day, they erroneously thought that the church had been buried 
so that the church alone would be raised up on the Last Day.  Thus Paul’s 
corrections in verse 44 (KJV):

. . . [T]here is a natural body, and there is a spiritual body.  

That is, there was not a spiritual body only, as the resurrection-of-
the-dead deniers supposed.

And in verse 46:

Howbeit that was not first which is spiritual, but that which is 
natural; and afterward that which is spiritual.  

The spiritual body did not appear out of nowhere, as the resurrec-
tion-of-the-dead deniers imagined.  Rather, the pre-existing “natural 
body” was being raised up and transformed into the “spiritual body.”

The reality that the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers did not appre-
hend was that the eschatological church was in a state of Adamic body-
union (solidarity, interdependence) with “the dead,” and it therefore 
stood in need of a universal body-change.  The church was not merely 
the new man and the spiritual body.  It was the dying old man; the dying 
body of Sin and Death.  

It was not the case that the Old Testament saints would be replaced 
by the body of Christ.  Instead, the body of Sin had to die through the 
baptism of the Holy Spirit, and be raised, and be changed by the same 
Spirit (Heb. 11:40).  The church could not be saved by itself.  The church 
was bearing the image of “the first man” and was in process of being 
transformed, on behalf of the dead and with the dead, into the image of 
“the Christ” (Rom. 8:29; 1 Cor. 15:45-49; 2 Cor. 3:18).

Without the death and universal change of “the body” through the 
power of the eschatological Spirit, not so much as one Christian could 
be made alive in the Father.  The resurrection in Christ was to be cos-
mos-wide, or not at all.  The whole world of God’s people had to be 
transformed. 
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The eschatological church thus stood in need of the consummated 
world-change from the “flesh-and-blood” world-body of “corruption” 
(sub-divine righteousness) to the “spiritual,” Christological body of in-
corruptible and eternal righteousness in the new covenant world (1 Cor. 
15:50).  If that change did not take place when the temple fell in AD 70, 
then Christ was never raised from the dead, the gospel was a lie, and all 
Christians were and are without hope.  Either the eschatological church 
and “the dead” were changed and God became All Things in “all,” or 
Christ was never raised, and the church remains in her sins, and the 
world-body of the hand-made temple of God maintains its standing be-
fore God today.

The Universal Change (1 Cor. 15:51-58)

The coming transformation of God’s covenant-universe (dead and liv-
ing, Jew and Gentile) through the gospel of the death and resurrection 
of the body of Christ was the “mystery” that had been kept secret since 
the world began.  It was the mystery that the resurrection-of-the-dead 
deniers failed to grasp.  “The dead” and the eschatological church were 
going to be made alive together in Christ and were going to be united in 
the Father.  “All things . . . in the heavens and things upon the earth” were 
going to be summed up in Christ (Rom. 11:15, 25-26; 16:15; 1 Cor. 2:7; 
Eph. 1:9-10; 3:6-10; Col. 1:26-27).

The world-change, or body-change, took place and the “mystery” 
was fulfilled before Paul’s generation passed away (1 Cor 15:51).  The 
sounding of the symbolic “last trumpet”28 took place when the worldly 
city and sanctuary fell in AD 70 (Rev. 10:7; 11:2, 8; cf. Heb. 9:8).  When 
that old “house” fell and the old Adamic “garment” was folded up and 
“changed,” the dead were raised and all the elect were “clothed” with 
the body of Christ in the new covenant world (Heb. 1:10–12).  “All” 
put off the old man (Adamic Sin) and “put on” the new Man (the righ-
teousness of Christ).  “All” God’s people were “clothed with” the tab-

28.  In Three Views on the Millennium and Beyond (112), Strimple says 
that since the Greek word “eskatos” (“last”) is used in the term “last trumpet,” 
it would “seem strange” if the “last” trumpet did not signal the end of Christ’s 
mediatorial reign and of the resurrection of the dead.  Yet in the same book, 
Strimple does not think it “strange” when he says that the “last” (“eskatos”) 
days have thus far lasted almost 2,000 years (TVMB, 64).
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ernacle/body of the triune God.
When the old garment was removed and the house of the old cov-

enant was thrown down, believers were not found “naked,” nor left “un-
clothed” or homeless for even the indiscernible “moment” of “the twin-
kling of an eye,” as would have been the case if there was no resurrection 
of the dead and consequently no world-change (Rev. 3:17-18; 16:15; 
17:16).  If there was no resurrection, then the fall of the city and the 
sanctuary would have been the death knell for Christians just as much 
as it was for unbelieving Jews.  Indeed, it would have been the death 
knell for humanity.  But because the dead were raised and the cosmos 
of God’s people was transformed in Christ, believers were clothed in 
AD 70 with the Christological, new covenant house from out of heaven 
(Col. 2:2; Heb. 1:12; 8:13; Rev. 16:15).

Death (condemnation and alienation from God) was deprived of its 
sting, which was Sin, when Sin was finally sealed up, covered over, and 
done away in the consummation of the Adamic/Mosaic ages through 
the power of Christ’s death and resurrection.  This happened when 
Christ appeared the second time in AD 70, having consummated His 
high-priestly work of atonement (Lev. 16).  This is when He swept away 
the old covenant world of Sin, Death, condemnation, and alienation and 
changed the universal church into the completed, anointed, Most Holy 
Place of God Himself (Rev. 21:2, 16; Heb. 3:6, 9:6-8).

Sin was deprived of its power, which was the Law of Moses, when 
through the power of the Cross, the Law came to its end in AD 70.  That 
is when the Law-covenant (the ministration of Death and Condemna-
tion) vanished29 (Heb. 8:13) and “all things” in earth and in heaven (“all” 

29.  Pratt (the author of chapter three of WSTTB) speaks for perhaps most 
futurists when he puzzles over the mention of “the law” in First Corinthians 
15:56:  “The emergence of the second theme regarding the law, however, seems 
to have no real antecedent in this letter.” (Holman New Testament Commen-
tary: I&II Corinthians, 272)  In the futurist paradigm, there is no real connec-
tion between the condemning power of the Law of Moses and the resurrection 
of Christians in the end of world history.  Paul though makes the connection 
because the resurrection of the dead was going to happen when the old cov-
enant (the Law) vanished in his generation.  The two events were simultaneous 
(cf. 1 Cor. 7:29, 31; 10:11; 15:51-52).  Cf., Law, Sin, and Death: An Edenic Triad? 
An Examination with Reference to I Corinthians 15:56, by Chris Alex Vlachos 
(Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, volume 47; June, 2004).
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the saints, living and dead) were reconciled to God (Col. 1:20).
When all these things were consummated, the corruptible and mor-

tal Adamic body “put on” the incorruptible and immortal body of Christ 
(1 Cor. 15:53).  The old, corruptible house (the old covenant world) fell.  
The new, eternal house (the New Jerusalem) came down from out of 
heaven.  The church and the Hadean saints were raised up and united in 
the one body of Christ, and were irrevocably and gloriously “changed” 
into the “perfect” tabernacle of God.

Thus, through the Spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ, God gave His 
church the eschatological, cosmos-transforming victory of faith over 
Sin, Death, and the Law.  Her gospel labors in Him bore world-trans-
forming fruit.  Reigning with the risen “Christ of God,” her world-
burying, world-destroying, world-resurrecting, and world-changing 
labors were consummated in the AD-70 realization of the hope of Is-
rael —in the universal gathering of “all” the saints, living and dead, in 
“the God and Father of all” (1 Cor. 15:57-58).  Thus was the beginning 
of the Christian age, “a dispensation more divine than many are dis-
posed to think.”30

Summary and Conclusion

The resurrection-of-the-dead deniers believed the following:

The eschatological church was the “spiritual body” of Christ 
that had been buried with Christ and which was being raised 
up the same spiritual body of Christ.  There was no “natural 
body” involved in the church’s resurrection with Christ.  There 
was no body-union between the church and the pre-Christian 
saints (“the dead”).  The dead were not going to be included in 
the resurrection and the kingdom.  God, through the indwell-
ing Spirit, had “sown,” or “buried,” the spiritual body of Christ 
(the church) so that the church by itself (to the exclusion of the 
dead) would be resurrected unchanged (still the same spiritual 
body of Christ that it was when it was buried with Christ) in the 
consummation.

30.  Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, book I, chapter II.
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If there was no resurrection of the Old Testament dead, these were 
the undesired results:

1. God did not raise Christ from the dead.

2. The eyewitnesses of the resurrected Christ were liars.

3. The preaching of the apostles was vain.

4. The faith of Christians was vain.

5. Christians were still in their sins.

6. Christians who had fallen asleep had died in their sins (per-
ished).

7. The persecuted apostles were to be pitied more than all men.

8. Christians who were being martyred for the dead were doing 
so for nothing.

9. Christians were battling the enemies of the gospel by merely 
human power.

10. Christians should have forsaken their sufferings and lived 
mundane lives.

11. Christians would not be able to inherit the kingdom of God.

12. Christians would remain under the curse of Sin, Death, and 
the Law.

13. Christians would remain clothed with corruption, mortality, 
dishonor, and weakness, and would remain natural.

Here is why those results necessarily followed from the denial of the 
resurrection of the Old Testament dead:

God raised Christ from the dead not so that the natural Adamic 
body (the people of God in their Adamic state of Sin and Death) would 
be replaced by the spiritual body of Christ (the church).  The Father 
raised the Son from the dead so that the Adamic body would be buried, 
put to death, resurrected, and transformed into the universal body of 
Christ.  The eschatological church was not in a separate body from the 
Adamic dead.  It was part of the natural, corruptible, dishonorable, and 
weak Adamic body, and was putting that body to death through the 
Spirit on behalf of the dead.
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Apart from the creation-wide “body-change” of “all” the elect from 
Adam to the Last Day in AD 70, there could be no resurrection-life for 
any Christian.  The church could not inherit the kingdom of God un-
less the whole universe of God’s people was resurrected and changed 
together.  This was the cosmic scope and purpose of the Cross of Christ.  
This is what those who were in error at Corinth did not understand.

Though futurists today do not realize it, they are, in principle, un-
knowing followers of the resurrection-of-the-dead deniers at Corinth.  
Futurists believe that the church (the body of Christ) has been spiritual-
ly resurrected and seated with Christ in the spiritual kingdom for 2,000 
years now, but that the pre-Christian (Old Testament) dead have not yet 
been resurrected into that kingdom.  Though many futurists inconsis-
tently believe that the Old Testament saints were released from Hades 
between Jesus’ death and resurrection (contradicting the timeframe of 
Rev. 20:14), they do not hold that those saints have been “resurrected” 
into the kingdom.  As anti-preterist Strimple teaches (in contrast to an-
ti-premillennial Strimple), physically dead people cannot experience a 
resurrection and remain physically dead.

Though futurists certainly do not deny the resurrection of the dead, 
they unwittingly teach a “short circuit” in the cosmic gospel-purpose of 
the Father when they teach that God gave the spiritual kingdom to the 
church on Earth, but has put off “resurrecting” the Old Testament dead 
into the kingdom until 2,000+ years later.

This “gap” between Christians and “the [Old Testament] dead” is 
not a biblical option.  As Paul argued, either the dead and the church 
would inherit the kingdom together, or no one could inherit the king-
dom at all.  Either all the elect, the church and the dead, were made alive 
(resurrected) together in Christ in the end of the old covenant age, or all 
the elect remained dead in Adam (cf. 1 Thess. 5:10).  In other words, ei-
ther all the saints were resurrected in AD 70, or none were resurrected, 
not even Christ.  There is no other possibility.

Therefore, as with the error at Corinth, the undesired implication 
of the doctrine of a yet-future resurrection of the dead is that Christ 
has not been raised and that our faith is vain and that we are still in our 
sins.  Futurism is not a damnable doctrine, just as the error at Corinth 
was not a damnable doctrine.  Nevertheless, futurism, with its parousia-
delay and resurrection-delay, shares implications with the Corinthian 
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error which, if followed through logically, ultimately serve to destroy 
the Faith.  If Paul were alive today, it is possible that he would say to 
futurists what he said to his Corinthian brethren, and for essentially the 
same reason:

. . . [S]ome have ignorance of God.  I speak this to your shame.  
(1 Cor. 15:34)
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Conclusion

•

Edward J. Hassertt

Something is seriously wrong with the church today.  Reformed church-
es are suffering from dwindling attendance and a significant lack of 
commitment in their congregations.  It seems the only churches that 
are drawing crowds are the anti-creedal, self help churches that tell 
people what they want to hear.  Many have cited varying reasons for 
the decline in creedal churches, including psychological and sociologi-
cal conditions.  The truth though is that the problem is, to a significant 
degree, eschatological.

When churches that should be proclaiming “the full counsel of 
God” continue in serious error, the end result is what we see today.  As 
the implications of futurism have worked themselves out through his-
tory, the ability of creedal churches to influence society has diminished.  
Being stuck in the futurist time warp, creedal churches have failed to 
exegetically recognize, and work out the implications of, Christ’s Sec-
ond Coming in AD 70, and have thus failed to advance the kingdom of 
God in accordance with fulfilled biblical principles.

Futurism is in essence a mythology. This mythology allows control 
through fear and ignorance.  Many churches speak of Christ as though 
He’s a cosmic boogey man who could appear at any second of any day.  
Many believers have lived in fear of thinking a sinful thought at the mo-
ment when Christ returns.  Others have lived in mortal fear of being left 
behind in a “rapture” that never happens.  Others have lived their lives 
hoping and longing vainly for an “imminent” return that never happens.

When the believer is kept in ignorance through the myth of futur-
ism, he becomes a religious consumer, buying up every “end times” 
book, every “code” book, and eating them up as gospel.  Or he becomes 
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a religious paraplegic, becoming paralyzed by what he sees as the use-
lessness of any effort.  This is the “why polish brass on a sinking ship” 
syndrome.  

He further becomes unable to apply the Bible’s fulfilled principles of 
life because futurism has left him in the shadowy “yes and no” twilight 
zone of “already but not yet.” Is the believer fully justified in Christ? 
Well, yes and no, according to consistent futurism (Rom. 4:24).  Futur-
ism implicitly robs us of the presence of Christ and the fulfillment of 
His promises, forcing us to wait for the millennium or for the end of 
world history before we can truly be the sons of God (Rom. 8:23) and 
successfully build His Kingdom. Showing Christians that their soterio-
logical hope is fulfilled in Christ in the here and now, and that they are 
not standing in need of mythical, future, redemptive events, and show-
ing them what fulfilled eschatology means for them—their family, their 
community, and society—will go a long way toward recovering and ex-
panding the influence of the Christian faith on the culture.  

The dilemma is difficult for many to see.  In order to save creedal 
Christianity and maintain it as the bulwark against error, one of the 
things we must do is revise the creeds so that they more accurately ad-
here to the teaching of Scripture.  Unfortunately, most of the reaction-
aries who attack preterism from the position of the creeds do so to up-
hold an authority structure and tradition which they merely assume to 
be biblical, and therefore refuse to allow for even the possibility that the 
creeds may be unfaithful to the word of God in regard to eschatology.

Upon this premise, at least some of the authors of WSTTB paint all 
preterists as being anti-creedal and as seeking to dismantle the author-
ity of the church.  Ken Gentry is one of those authors.  David Green’s 
response to Gentry was a coherent answer to such claims, and estab-
lished a foundation for moving forward with preterism while respecting 
the creeds and submitting them to Scripture.  As David pointed out, it 
is our respect for the creeds and for the authority of the church which 
led to this dialog in the first place.  If all preterists were the renegades 
the authors of WSTTB paint them as being, they would not bother re-
sponding to the Reformed community or any other Christian commu-
nity.  Far from being steeped in disdain for God’s historic church, we are 
consumed with zeal for God’s house and for the purity of its confession.

Of course when we say that preterists are not anti-creedal and that 
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they do not oppose the authority of the church, we are not speaking for 
literally all preterists.  The preterist camp is wide and it contains those 
who espouse what many other preterists consider radically unbiblical 
things.  But that is not exclusive to the preterist community.  There are 
many futurists who reject the creeds, perhaps many more by percent-
age; and there are futurists who reject church authority.  If such posi-
tions determine that preterism is untrue, then they also determine that 
futurism is untrue.

In chapter two, David addressed a key issue.  Does preterism consti-
tute another gospel?  Or would the truth of preterism make futurism a 
false gospel?   At least one of the writers of WSTTB tries to paint preter-
ists into this either/or corner.  As has been the case many times through-
out history, leaders in the church have converted non-damnable heresy, 
or even truth, into damnable heresy.  Doing so allows them to declare 
that they need not deal with a challenge from Scripture, since those 
who are using Scripture against them are not even in the Christian fold.  
Some of the authors of WSTTB argue from this premise.  They need not 
prove their arguments from Scripture, because they assume, based on 
the creeds, that they are Christians and are scripturally sound, and that 
we are neither.  It is the ultimate question-begging enterprise.

As David observed in his response to Charles Hill, the argument 
that the early church missed the Second Coming and resurrection of 
the dead in AD 70 is a misstatement.  We see throughout church history 
examples of the church exegetically mis-categorizing things or events, 
such as when it placed the sacraments as an element of soteriology.  It 
does not mean the church missed the sacraments; it means the church 
missed the scriptural framework under which the sacraments applied 
to us.  The early church did not miss the Second Coming in AD 70.  It 
missed its scriptural framework by mis-categorizing it as an element 
outside of eschatology.

David made a great argument for the historic and current existence 
of those who are preterist in truth and in spirit but who have futurist 
exegeses hanging on to their preterist presuppositions.  He also dem-
onstrated that severe judgments which some believe must be laid at the 
feet of the early church if preterism is true are ill conceived.  

The inclusion of Pratt’s flirtation with Openness Theology brings 
vivid emphasis to the fact that the Reformed community was unable to 
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produce a cohesive response to preterism.  It is strange to have someone 
from the Reformed community echo the arguments of the Openness 
Theology movement.  Of course Pratt declares he is not doing so, but 
the actual arguments are almost direct quotes from Openness teachers.

Many people, even the voices of the Crystal Cathedral, declare 
themselves to be Reformed.  This does not make their theology Re-
formed.  Pratt falls square in that category when it comes to his treat-
ment of divine predictions.  His entire argument against preterism is, 
inescapably, a denial of the sovereignty of God.  Pratt actually argues 
that, in almost all cases, we can have no confidence that what God pre-
dicts will happen, will actually happen.  Again, there is no comprehen-
sible reason, other than pure desperation, to include such a chapter in a 
Reformed response to preterism.    

Because futurism is a mythology, the framework of belief that it 
needs to survive requires very little in the way of sound exegesis or the-
ology to support it.  Thus for the authors of WSTTB, sacrificing sound 
theology in order to make an argument against preterism is acceptable.  
We would beg to differ with this methodology and assert that a sound, 
scriptural, coherent, and complete theological system would not require 
defenses by positions which logically destroy the core principles of that 
system.  Reformed theology could be dismantled if Pratt’s arguments 
were true.  His response to preterism is more of a threat to Reformed 
orthodoxy than anything posed by preterism.

Michael Sullivan produced an excellent and exegetically intense 
response to the arguments Mathison makes regarding the time texts 
of Scripture.   Using the analogy of Scripture throughout his chapter, 
Michael makes it clear that a preterist interpretation of the New Tes-
tament time texts restores their continuity with the rest of Scripture’s 
prophetic statements.  This biblical approach stands in stark contrast 
to the “eschatological schizophrenia” of futurism.

In responding to Kistemaker, Michael demonstrated how anti-pret-
erists must mysticize or otherwise twist the time statements of Scrip-
ture in order to dismiss the claims of preterists.  We must continue to 
ask ourselves the question, “What is more likely?  That the simple and 
unequivocal time statements that saturate the New Testament do not 
mean what they would have meant to any first-century believer who saw 
and heard those words?  Or that the first-century church misunderstood 
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the hard-to-understand “sign language” of prophetic Scripture and ap-
pended an extra-biblical futurology onto its preterist soteriology?

The simple fact is, either Christ and the writers of Scripture were 
all wrong and Christ never returned, or futurists are wrong and Christ 
returned.  When we look at the long history of errors and overturned 
dogmas in the historic, post-apostolic church, it should be obvious 
which we should believe.  Scripture, as God’s infallible word, could not 
be wrong in what it says, and it is clear in its statements on the timing of 
eschatological events.  Why should we follow Kistemaker and the other 
authors of WSTTB and believe it was impossible for the early church to 
miss the fulfillment of Scripture?

In a strange twist, a man who uses Scripture against the historic 
church’s understanding of justification uses the creeds as a club to beat 
up, of all things, those who are using Scripture against the historic 
church’s understanding of eschatology.  Wilson objects to using Scrip-
ture to test the creeds in a non-essential doctrine of prophetic inter-
pretation, while the movement he helped spearhead is using Scripture 
to redefine essentials of the faith!  Inclusion of Wilson in a Reformed, 
scriptural response to preterism substantially weakens the credibility of 
the project.

One of the more difficult to understand or at least more exegetically 
intensive doctrines in Scripture is the resurrection of the dead.   A re-
sponse to the critics of preterism would be incomplete without a clear, 
scriptural explanation of this key doctrine.  This is what David provided 
in his chapter.  Futurists have failed for thousands of years to adequately 
explain the resurrection of the dead and have left more questions than 
answers in the wake of their expositions.  As David demonstrates, 1 
Corinthians 15 makes sense only when it is interpreted as speaking of 
the resurrection of the cosmic-covenantal “body”/“bodies” (Ridderbos’s 
“mode of being”) of God’s elect in AD 70.

We need to realize that futurism is inconsistent and incompatible 
with the Reformed faith. For centuries this error has handicapped the 
Reformed community, and only by embracing preterism can the Re-
formed community’s full potential in the Kingdom of God be reached. 
The contradictions and lack of insight demonstrated by Reformed fu-
turists show that they are desperate to find and use any weapon they 
can discover to attack preterism.  They do not seem to mind if their 
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various methods contradict each other.  They are not even concerned 
whether or not their own views remain consistent with the creeds they 
hold up as their grail of knowledge.  We see in current anti-preterist 
thought the move to create novel theologies and even redefine the at-
tributes of God all in an attempt to defeat preterism.  It seems more 
like a battle of egos than sound theological debate.  Many Reformed 
futurists seem more concerned with chalking up attacks they can levy 
on preterism, than upholding the Reformed faith.  When theology be-
comes more about winning a battle than proclaiming a truth it is no 
wonder we see all the inconsistencies and contradictions catalogued in 
this volume.  Reformed critics of preterism do not worry about consis-
tency with scripture or even with their own personal positions.  All one 
need worry about is painting preterism in a negative light.  

Even the authors of WSTTB cannot agree on what different escha-
tological texts actually mean.  They each hold a separate number of 
scriptures to be fulfilled in the past.  If even the confessional Reformed 
authors cannot construct a consistent position of their own views, it 
should at least create doubt in their ability to accurately criticize pret-
erism.  There is clear inconsistency in their views.  Many partial pret-
erists including Gentry, Pratt, Mathison, and Kistemaker teach that 
we are now in the “age to come,” which is directly in violation of the 
Nicene Creed.  Yet these writers still have the unmitigated audacity to 
condemn preterists for deviating from the ecumenical creeds, and call 
us heretics for doing so.  

New critics of preterism have arisen who fall into the same incon-
sistency.  Their attempts to undo preterism have forced them to invent 
strange new doctrines, and thus to fall into their own violation of the 
creeds.  New views of God, new views of eschatology, and novel theo-
logical formations seem to be en vogue for critics of preterism, yet their 
harassment and unrelenting criticism fall on preterists for departing 
from the faith.

As David Green observed in his response to Gentry, while these 
eschatological, creedal heretics condemn us for our eschatological, 
creedal heresy, they actually embrace other eschatological, creedal 
heretics as brothers in Christ.  Premillennialists teach that Christ will 
return to set up His earthly kingdom.  They bluntly contradict the ec-
umenical creeds, which all teach that Christ will return to raise the 
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dead and judge all men.  Yet these authors, while condemning us, deem 
premillennialists to be Christians.  Meanwhile, Pratt condemns us for 
eschatological heresy while he teaches that God’s divine predictions 
regularly failed; and Wilson condemns us for disagreeing with the his-
toric church while he himself overthrows the Reformation doctrine of 
justification; and Hill and Gentry condemn us for believing a “new” es-
chatology while they believe in a “new” (pre-1500’s) doctrine concern-
ing justification. The depth of hypocrisy that is inherent in WSTTB is 
astonishing, to say the least.

In the end, WSTTB fails to refute preterism because it fails to ap-
proach preterism from a consistent, coherent, scriptural foundation.  
The extreme variance in the positions of the authors shows how dis-
jointed and splintered the futurist theology of the Reformed church is.  
Far from being a threat to the Reformed church, preterists are living 
according to the Reformation principle of Semper Reformanda as they 
establish the scriptural framework for uniting the divided house of Re-
formed eschatology.

The imminent and future coming of Christ in the New Testament 
took place at the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple in AD 70 
(postmillennial partial preterism).  There is only one future coming of 
Christ in the New Testament (amillennialism).  Preterists embrace both 
sides of the house of Reformed eschatology.  This is why we are sound-
ing the “trumpet,” scripturally calling for the gathering and uniting of 
our divided house.

As a Reformed believer, dear reader, you know that there is no middle 
ground between Arminianism and Calvinism.  You may have tried at one 
time to say that you were neither a Calvinist nor an Arminian.  Or you may 
have acknowledged that the Bible teaches Calvinism, but you rejected the 
teaching because you were troubled by its implications.  Or you may have 
even been a closet Calvinist for years.  Though the road was perhaps dif-
ficult, you eventually embraced the doctrines of grace, and now you know 
there is no compromise position between the two doctrines.

Many Reformed believers today are having the same experience 
with the doctrine of preterism.  They are learning that it is also a hard 
pill to swallow and that it is nevertheless the doctrine of Scripture.  They 
are learning that it represents “the whole counsel of God” in the area of 
eschatology.  After we are confronted with biblical preterism, we may 
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try to straddle the fence, but there is truly no middle ground.  Just as 
R.C. Sproul (Sr.) would consider a four-point Calvinist to be in reality a 
“confused Arminian,” more and more futurists, on their way to biblical 
preterism, are beginning to see that partial preterism is just “confused 
futurism.”  There is no biblical basis for “partial preterism” even as there 
is no biblical basis for “partial Calvinism.”  This is why partial preterism 
invariably leads to full preterism.  This is why Keith Mathison and Ken 
Gentry have both come closer to “hyper-preterism” since they wrote 
WSTTB.  Mathison now believes that the prophecy of the sheep and 
the goats in Matthew 25 was fulfilled in AD 70 and Gentry now believes 
that the resurrection in Daniel 12:2-3 was fulfilled in AD 70.  This is why 
partial preterist theologian David Chilton became a full preterist before 
he passed away, even though he knew he would be creedally anathema-
tized by partial preterists such as his publisher Gary North.

 Though we consider futurists who condemn us to be our brothers 
in Christ, we must acknowledge that they have been confronted with 
the truth, and rejected it, and declared us to be accursed.  They would 
have done well to heed the wisdom of Gamaliel:  “And now I say to you, 
keep away from these men and let them alone; for if this plan or this 
work is of men, it will come to nothing; but if it is of God, you cannot 
overthrow it—lest you even be found to fight against God” (Acts 5:38-39).  
But instead, they are persecuting us and suppressing the truth, though 
ultimately to no avail.

The biblical record from cover to cover teaches us that taking a 
stand against traditions and authorities which nullify Scripture is not 
easy.  When leaders take their stand against the teachings of Scripture 
for the sake of tradition, that is when God raises up “the things which 
are not” (1 Cor. 1:28)—fishermen, shepherds, janitors, waiters, drivers, 
etc.,— to stand in the gap.  The rise of Reformed preterists within the 
history of the church can be likened to the conflict between David the 
shepherd and Saul the king, and between Luther and the One, Holy, 
Roman Catholic Church—small and humble beginnings, with powerful 
and profound results to be looked for in the future.  

Preterists have been forced into the wilderness and caves by those 
who have felt threatened by our stand for the Word of God; and God 
continues to add to the number of men and women who are shunned 
by creedal futurists.  These believers have been driven out by Saul-ish 
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spear throwers, but they find their purpose in defending the truth at all 
costs.  And as a result, they become God’s valiant warriors.  

It took only a handful of committed Christians with a passion for 
God’s word to turn the Jewish and Roman world completely upside 
down with the gospel. God is not calling closet Calvinists or closet pret-
erists, but faithful men to boldly proclaim His truth to His flock.  Be 
assured that persecution and tears will come, but if you faithfully pro-
claim and trust in God’s Word, He will keep your tears in His bottle and 
turn back your enemies, and in one way or another, He will vindicate 
you and the truth together in Him (Jer. 1; Josh. 1; Ps. 56). 





239

It has been four years.  To date, we have not heard of any plans of any 
of the authors of When Shall These Things Be? to offer any kind of re-

sponse to any of the chapters in House Divided.  There has barely been 
any acknowledgement that House Divided even exists.  (We sent each 
author a copy.)  

As of the publishing of this Second Edition, the only “responses” 
that have been offered came from a handful of internet critics who 
wrote more or less in defense of the authors of When Shall These 
Things Be.  We will briefly address the most notable of those internet 
responses here.

Infinity
The first argument that came from the internet critics was, interesting-
ly enough, an argument about infinity.  According to the argument, the 
kingdom of God’s elect cannot numerically increase forever in time and 
space, because that would mean there would be an infinitely increasing 
number of events and of saints, which God could never fully know, be-
cause God cannot possibly fully know a series that numerically increases 
into infinity.  Therefore, since God is unable to create a kingdom that lasts 
forever in time, it follows that the time-space continuum must come to 
an end, that the elect must one day stop being born, and that the kingdom 
must eventually end up existing in a state of “timelessness” wherein there 
are no series or sequences.  Full preterism must therefore be wrong.

Our response:  

The idea that God cannot “fully know” something if it lasts forever in 
time, because that would be too much for God to grasp, reduces Yahweh 
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to the level of Zeus and Superman.  Whereas Zeus and Superman could 
not create or fully know a series that increases into an unending future, 
there is no biblical reason to think that Yahweh is limited in that way.  

The internet critics who said that Yahweh can neither create nor 
grasp a series that infinitely increases in time and space, also said that 
Yahweh transcends time and space and is not bound by time and space. 
For some reason though, it did not occur to the internet critics that 
if Yahweh “transcends time and space” and is not bound by time and 
space (i.e., if He is above and beyond time and space), then He can cer-
tainly create and fully know a never-ending time-space universe and an 
ever-increasing kingdom.  As Augustine put it:

. . . The infinity of number . . . is . . . not incomprehensible [to 
God]. . . All infinity is in some ineffable way made finite to God. 
. . .  All infinity . . . is comprehensible by His knowledge. . . .  God 
. . . comprehends all incomprehensibles with so incomprehen-
sible a comprehension, that though He willed always to make 
His later works novel and unlike what went before them, He 
[would ] produce them [with] foresight, [and] conceive them . 
. . by His eternal foreknowledge. (Augustine, The City of God, 
Book XII, Chapter 18, “Against Those Who Assert that Things 
that are Infinite Cannot Be Comprehended by the Knowledge 
of God”)

And as R.C. Sproul (Sr.) put it:

God can understand infinity, not because he operates on the 
basis of some kind of heavenly logic system, but because he 
himself is infinite.  He has an infinite perspective. (R. C. Sproul, 
Chosen by God, page 47)

And as Isaiah (God) put it:

And He doth call His name . . . Father of Eternity. . . .  (Isa. 9:6, 
YLT)

“Eternity” was defined by the internet critics as the “timeless state” 
into which the Earth will enter after the end of world history.  If “I AM” 
is the “Father” of the eternal/timeless state, and can therefore “fully 
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know” it, then it is certainly not difficult or impossible for Him to create 
and fully know a state that is “below” the “eternal state,” i.e., a never-
ending time-space continuum.

One of the early attempts of the internet critics to explain how ev-
erlasting life can happen if God can’t grasp an ever-increasing series of 
events was the “continuous loop” argument:  We will not have an end-
less series of thoughts or actions in eternity, but will instead repeat the 
same finite number of actions and thoughts.   So infinity will not happen 
in eternity.  

This cyclical view of eternity is more akin to Hinduism than Re-
formed Christianity.  But that was their argument.  The problem with 
it, of course, is that the 67th time you repeat an action would still be 
categorically different from the 1,067th time you repeat it.  The count 
of repetitions themselves would be an infinite series.  Or in argument 
form:

1)  If we continue to repeat the same event over and over in eter-
nity there will be a 67th time we repeat it, a 1,067th time we 
repeat it, and a n+1 time we repeat it.

2) n+1 represents an infinitely increasing series.

3) Therefore even if the same events are repeated in eternity, 
there is still an infinite series of repetitions.

The final attempt to rescue their infinity argument was to claim that 
we become part of the “One” and do not have experiences or thoughts 
in eternity that can be counted.  The weakness of this response should 
be apparent.  It reduces the Christian promise of eternal life to a Bud-
dhist promise of being “one with the universe.”

It may seem shocking that the primary attempt to refute preter-
ism was to reduce God’s abilities and change eternity into an eventless, 
thoughtless state of existence.  The fact that the anti-preterists reduced 
God to a Zeus-like deity shows the desperation of their attempts to 
refute what they know in their hearts to be the teaching of Scripture.  
But what may be even more shocking is that Ken Gentry has actually 
expressed his agreement with the “infinity” argument proposed by the 
internet critics.  In fact, Ken Gentry, Keith Mathison, and Gary DeMar 
have all generally endorsed the, at times transparently wrong and dan-
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gerously erroneous, arguments of the internet critics.

“Is Come in the Flesh”
First John 4:3 says that Jesus “is come in the flesh.”  The Greek verb tense 
there is perfect active, and it indicates a “past action with a present re-
sult.”  Therefore Jesus came in the flesh (past action) and is still in the flesh 
(present result).

Our response:

It is true that the perfect tense of “come” in 1 John 4:3 (literally “having 
come”) can be seen as supporting the view that Jesus is still in His flesh.  
However, this is not the grammatically necessary reading.  The perfect 
tense in that verse could just as easily, or perhaps more easily, be used to 
support the view that Jesus is still here on Earth.  “Having come” (past ac-
tion), He is still here (present result).

While the perfect active tense indicates that there is a present result 
of the past action, the identification of the “present result” can only be 
determined by the context.  John could have written, using the same 
tense:

“Whoever denies Jesus Christ having died on the Cross is a liar.”

What would the perfect active tense (“having died”) indicate?  Would 
it indicate that Christ is still “on the Cross”?  That He is still dead?  Of 
course not.  It would indicate that there is an enduring, “present result” 
of the “past action” of Christ’s death on the Cross.  Depending on the 
context, that “present result” could be any number of things including 
the Christian Age itself.

The context of 1 John 4:2 (and 2 Jn. 1:7) tells us what the “present 
result” of Christ’s past coming “in flesh” is:

God dwells in us (1 Jn. 4:4, 12-13; 15-16)

We are of God (1 Jn. 4:4, 6).

We love one another (1 Jn. 4:7, 21; 2 Jn. 1:5).

We know God (1 Jn. 4:6-7).

We have been born of God (1 Jn. 4:7).

We live through God’s Son (1 Jn. 4:9).
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Our sins are forgiven (1 Jn. 4:10).

God’s love has been perfected in us (1 Jn. 4:12).

We dwell in God (1 Jn. 4:13, 15-16).

God has given us His Spirit (1 Jn. 4:13).

We know and believe the love that God has toward us (1 Jn. 4:16).

We are as He is (1 Jn. 4:17).

We love God, and our love is made perfect (1 Jn. 4:17-18)

We know the truth (2 Jn. 1:1).

The truth dwells in us and shall be with us forever (2 Jn. 1:2).

We walk in truth (2 Jn. 1:4).

We walk after His commandments (2 Jn. 1:6).

We abide in the doctrine of Christ (2 Jn. 1:9).

We have both the Father and the Son (2 Jn. 1:9).

As the Apostle Peter put it, Christ was “put to death in flesh” [past action] 
“that He might bring us to God” [present result] (1 Peter 3:18).

Various interpretations of 1 John 4:2 have been offered by futurist 
scholars.  Not all of them believe that the antichrists were Gnostics who 
were denying that Jesus was a material being.  According to 1 John 2:2, 
the antichrists were denying that Jesus is the Christ (the promised Mes-
siah).  It would seem that 1 John 4:2 would be a reiteration of that denial.  
It may be that their denial of “Jesus Christ having come in flesh” was a 
denial that He was from God.  His coming in flesh implies His pre-flesh 
existence and divine Sonship.

Death is an Illusion
As we know, Dr. Strimple in When Shall These Things Be?, argued that 
our departed loved ones in Christ today are sub-humans until the end of 
world history, because they are without their bodies.  However, if this is 
true then it must also be true that Christ Himself was not fully human for 
three days and nights between His death and resurrection, because He 
was without His body during that time.

Aware of this problem, the internet critics implicitly acknowledged 
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Strimple’s unwitting error and posited instead the idea that our dead 
loved ones today are actually fully human, because physical death is an 
illusion.  That is, it is phenomenological.  According to this view, even 
though it “appears” to us that the body and the spirit are separated at 
physical death, they actually are not separated at all.  They are indis-
solubly united in view of the fact of the future, physical resurrection of 
the body.  (Granted, it is difficult to follow the logic of that last sentence, 
but that is the view.)  When the Resurrection of the Flesh happens, body 
and spirit will not be “reunited.”  Instead, it will be “manifested” that 
they were never really separated at all.

Our response:

There is, of course, not the slightest hint of this “Death is an Illusion” doc-
trine in the Bible.  We can find it in Gnosticism, Hinduism, and Christian 
Science, but nowhere in Scripture.

Also, this doctrine may be even worse than Strimple’s doctrine 
(which implied that Jesus was non-human for three days), in that it im-
plies that Jesus’ own death was an illusion, that it was the separation of 
His body and His spirit in “appearance” only.  This is the ancient heresy 
of Docetism.

It comes down to this:  If we are going to argue that a man is non-
human in the sight of God without his physicality, then we either have 
to say that Christ was non-human for three days and nights (because He 
was without His body), or we have to say that the separation of His body 
and spirit on the Cross was in “appearance” only (Docetism).  Since nei-
ther of these views can be accepted, it follows that the endurance of 
man’s humanity before God is not contingent on his physicality.

The Afterward Ages
Acts 2:17 says “in the last days,” but the verse it quotes (Joel 2:28) simply 
says “afterward.”  This means that in the Hebrew, the word “last” in “the 
last days” means “afterward” or “latter” as opposed to the former.  Thus 
the church age is the “afterward” days/ages, which are the “latter” ages 
that followed the previous “former” ages of the Old Testament.
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Our response:  

That argument is not only a leap in logic; it is an exercise in equivocation.  
Even if “the last days” actually meant “the afterward days,” that would not 
mean that “the afterward days” would continue for aeons; it would mean 
only that “the afterward days” took place “after” something else.

However, in the Greek, the word “last” (eschatos) in the term “the 
last days” (Acts 2:17; 2 Tim. 3:1; Jms. 5:3; 2 Peter 3:3) means “last,” as in 
“final.”  It does not mean “afterward.”  We cannot contradict the Greek 
in Acts 2:17 with the Hebrew in Joel 2:28.  Joel says, “And it shall come 
to pass afterward.”  That does not mean that “the last days” in Acts 2:17 
means “the afterward ages.”  It means “the last days” took place “after” 
Joel’s time.

The “last” (eschatos) days were the final days of the pres-Messianic 
ages, just as the “last” (eschatos) trumpet was the final trumpet of the 
pres-Messianic ages (not “the afterward trumpet”); and the “last” (es-
chatos) enemy was the final enemy of the pres-Messianic ages (not “the 
afterward enemy”); and the “last” (eschatos) day was the final day of the 
pres-Messianic ages (not “the afterward day”).

The writers of the New Testament knew nothing of the notion that 
“the last days,” in which they were living, were actually “the afterward 
aeons.”  Certainly, the following “translation” makes no sense:

“Your gold and silver is cankered; and the rust of them shall be a wit-
ness against you, and shall eat your flesh as it were fire. Ye have heaped 
treasure together for the afterward aeons” (James 5:3).

The Last Day
The Bible says that “all” believers will be raised “on the last day” (Jn. 
6:39).  If this happened in AD 70, then we must say that all believers 
who will ever be born were raised in AD 70, since “all” believers were 
raised back then.

Our response:  

Apart from the futurist framework itself, there is no necessity to interpret 
“all” in John 6:39 as literally all who will ever be born.  “All” saints partici-
pating in an event at a certain point in history does not preclude other 
saints coming into being and being born after that event.

Genesis 7:21-23 says that “all flesh” died in the Flood.  That doesn’t 
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mean that people living today died in the Flood.  “All flesh” referred to 
people who had lived up to that point in history.

Abraham Must Inherit the Land
God promised Abraham that both he and his descendants would inherit 
the land (Acts 7:5).  But Abraham never inherited the land.  Only his de-
scendants did.  Therefore, Abraham has to be resurrected in the flesh in 
our future so that he can inherit the land (i.e., all the land on the planet, 
according to Romans 4:13 and other scriptures).

Our response:

Believers are the one body of Christ, the Seed, and they are blessed with 
Abraham (Gal. 3:9, 16, 18, 28-29).  When God promised Abraham that all 
nations would be blessed in him, God was talking about the justification 
of the world through faith in the blood of Christ (Gal. 3:6-8, 14, 22, 26-
27, 28).  The promise is not real estate; it is the Spirit of God (Gal. 3:14).  
Abraham, with all the saints, received the fulfillment of that promise.

We err if we make real estate the consummation of the Abrahamic 
promise.  Abraham himself did not consider the land of Canaan or any 
other tract of real estate to be the ultimate goal of God’s promise.  Abra-
ham looked for, and saw from afar, the City that was made, built, and 
prepared by God Himself (Heb. 11:10, 13, 16).  Abraham looked for the 
country that would come down from out of heaven (Heb. 11:14-16; Rev. 
21:2).

This heavenly land is not and never will be literal real estate.  It is the 
heavenly Tabernacle of God (Rev. 21:3).  When Paul said that Abraham 
would inherit “the world” in Romans 4:13, he was not saying that Abra-
ham would be given the deed to all the land on planet Earth.  Paul was 
speaking of people, specifically, Jew and Gentile believers in all nations 
(Rom. 4:11-12, 16-17).

Abraham himself has indeed already inherited the land, along with 
his descendants.  He inherited the land in AD 70.  That is when the 
fleshly, unbelieving owners of the earthly real estate of shadow were 
cast out of the kingdom, and when Abraham and his true descendants 
inherited the heavenly Land of promise:

“[M]any shall come from the east and west, and shall sit down 
with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven.  
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But the children of the kingdom [the unbelieving Jews] shall be 
cast out into outer darkness [in AD 70]: there shall be weeping 
and gnashing of teeth” (Matt. 8:11-12; cf. Gal. 4:22-31).

Philippians 3:21
Philippians 3:21 says that Christ will conform our vile body to His glori-
ous body.  This does not fit a “collective body” interpretation.  The verse 
doesn’t merely say that Christ will change our body so that it becomes a 
new kind of body (an old collective body transformed into a better collec-
tive body); it says that He will conform our body to His already existing 
body.  So this verse must be talking about our physical, individual bodies 
being transformed so that they are conformed to (made like) Christ’s lit-
eral, individual, flesh and bone body.

Our response:  

We agree that the conforming of the “body” to Christ’s “body” in Philippi-
ans 3:21 cannot be merely a transformation of the Old Testament “collec-
tive body” into the New Testament “collective body.”  However, that does 
not mean that the verse must therefore be a reference to a transformation 
of the physical aspect of believers into the “glorified physical aspect” of 
Christ.  As mentioned earlier in this book, the “body” in resurrection-of-
the-dead contexts is not merely a “collective.” Let’s look at the immediate 
context of Philippians 3:21 (Phil. 3:2-21):

The unbelieving, old covenant Jews were the “concision” (mutila-
tion).  They put their confidence and trust in “the flesh.”  They were 
Christ’s “enemies.”  They were minding “earthly things.”  They claimed 
that they were the circumcision (the true people of God, the true Jews), 
but Paul said that believers are “the circumcision, which worship God 
in the spirit” (Phil. 3:2-3, 18-19).

The things of “the flesh” / “the earthly things” in Philippians 3:3, 
19 were the things of the old covenant world:  Physical circumcision, 
physical lineage, self-righteousness through law, and spiritual corrup-
tion (Phil. 3:2, 19; Rom. 5:20).  Paul forsook those fleshly/earthly things.  
In the resulting persecutions that he suffered at the hands of the Jews, 
he was sharing in the fellowship of the sufferings of Christ, and was be-
ing “made conformable unto His death” (Phil. 3:10).  

Suffering with Christ and death with Christ in Philippians 3:10 cor-
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respond to “the body of our humiliation” in verse 21.  “The body of our 
humiliation” was that which believers were putting to death through 
their dying with Christ.  The dying, “vile” body consisted of the “earth-
ly,” “fleshly” things of the Adamic/Mosaic world of Sin and Death (Col. 
2:20).  It was “the old man,” and his sinful deeds, which was being put to 
death through the indwelling Spirit of God (Rom. 6:6; 8:10, 13; Col. 3:5).

The earthly “body of our humiliation” in Philippians 3:19-21 also 
corresponds to the earthly, bodily “members” that believers were put-
ting to death (mortifying) in Colossians 3:5.  Those body parts/members 
were not arms and legs.  They were sins.  Sin and Death are what defined 
the “body” of God’s people in the law-world of Adam and Moses.

In the consummation of the eschatological work of the indwell-
ing Spirit in AD 70, Christ threw down the world of Law-Sin-Death, 
and thus annulled/destroyed the body of Sin and Death.  That is when 
He transformed the body of His people (their sinful, Adamic/Mosaic 
“mode of life”; the old man) and conformed it to “the body of His glo-
ry,” which is the heavenly tabernacle of divine Life and Righteousness 
that is received through faith in Christ’s blood (2 Cor. 5:1-8; Phil. 3:8-
9).  The glorious “spiritual body” of the Resurrection is Christ Himself, 
the new Man, into whose image God’s people, living and dead, were 
transformed, and with whom they are clothed, and by whom they are 
indwelt, world without end.

Believers in the time of Paul expected all of this to happen in their 
generation, in the last days of the old covenant world (Phil. 4:5); and 
they did not expect it to happen in a literal/physical sense.  This is why 
Paul thrice explained to the Philippians that he had not already attained 
to the resurrection of the dead (Phil. 3:12-13) –a fact that would have 
been self-evident if he and his readers were expecting a Resurrection of 
the Flesh (cf. 2 Thess. 2:2, YLT; 2 Tim. 2:18).



About the Authors

DAVID A. GREEN has written numerous articles for preterist periodicals 
and websites.  He served as Editor of Charles Meek’s book Christian 
Hope Through Fulfilled Prophecy (2013, Faith Facts Publishing), and as an 
adviser to John Evans in the preparation of his book The Four Kingdoms of 
Daniel (2004, Xulon Press). He is quoted at length in various preterist and 
anti-preterist websites and books, including When Shall These Things Be? 
A Reformed Response to Hyper-Preterism, edited by Keith Mathison; and 
Judgment and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on First Corinthians 
by Gary North.  David is the owner of the website, “The Preterist Cosmos,” 
and moderates a preterist discussion group at http://groups.yahoo.com/
group/PretCosmos. He has been a preterist for 25 years. David’s email 
address is jer2329@preteristcosmos.com.

Edward J. Hassertt has 18 years experience as a pastor.  He has a BA 
in Philosophy, an MA in Theology, and a Doctorate in Law.  He has been 
a preterist for 13 years.  Ed has two other books, Faith and Disability:  The 
Struggles and Triumphs of a Modern Job,  and Ruth: A Worldview Based 
on Love.  He is a lecturer for a preterist institute and continues to write on 
preterism and other topics in the Christian Faith.  Edward’s email address 
is reasonbyfaith@gmail.com. 

Michael J. Sullivan is a graduate of Calvary Chapel Bible College.  
He majored in theology at The Master’s College for two years.  Mike has 
written various articles for preterist periodicals and websites.  He is the 
owner of the preterist web site, “Tree of Life Ministries.”  He has been a 
preterist for 23 years.  Michael’s email address is healinglvs@aol.com.




