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PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION

Between nineteen-thirty three and nineteen-seventy five forty-two
years have passed-since this debate was held in Winchester, Kentucky,
and repeated in Chattanooga, Tennessee, the same year. This partici-
pant was then thirty-six years of age and on the date of this writing
he is approaching seventy-nine. In reference to the intervening years
the sentiment is felt that was expressed by J. W. McGarvey in the
introduction to his New Commentary On Acts Of Apostles, of the
interval between the first writing of his commentary in his thirties and
the writing of his new commentary in his sixties. He wrote: “During
the twenty-nine years that have intervened, I flatter myself that I have
become far better fitted to write a commentary on this precious book,
for I have not only experienced the mental growth which is common
to men of studious habits, but during twenty-seven of those years I
have annually given instruction on every verse of the book to the
senior class in the College of Bible.”

In similar vein the comment can be made of this first debate in
refutation of the materialistic theories of modern millennialism, held
in my thirties, the preparation for which was made “from scratch”
with little help and counsel. This debate was the B u n k e r  Hill battle
of the declared war against the divisive premillennial movement with-
in churches of Christ. It was the signal for attack which was rein-
forced by “the debate of the century” at Fort Worth, Texas, and
other important debates and publications. It was generally conceded
that these unmasking confutations stemmed the tide of premillennialism
within the churches of Christ and stopped the movement dead in its

tracks.

The following sketch of these important polemics was printed
by the publishers in the descriptive brochures: “The history of these
publications begins with the Neal-Wallace Discussion of 1933 i n
Winchester and Chattanooga and was the signal for numerous other
debates on the millennium. Next in order was the Fort Worth debate
with the internationally known Norris in 1934, who affirmed all
phases of the millennial scheme. In 1937 a similar debate was held
in the Coliseum at Oklahoma City with the radio’s late “Doctor
E. F. Webber” and still later Glen V. Tingley, pastor of the Birm-
ingham Tabernacle, championed the millennial cause and in 1 9 3 8

a debate was held in Birmingham. In 1944 the reputed “Shepherd

Of The Air,” the Presbyterian Doctor John Matthews affirmed the



claims of British Anglo-IsraelISM in several sessions of debate held
alternately in the Ambassador and Philharmonic auditoriums of
downtown Los Angeles. These discussions were pronounced victories
for the truth against all forms of millennial error and spelled dis-
aster for the respective advocates of these theories and their groups
in all these places. Through the years that have followed the author
has continued to devote much time and labor to the further study
of every phase of premillennialism, post-millennialism, and millen-
nialism, itself, any kind of millennialism. The revised and improved
God’s Prophetic Word is the result of extended preparation on the
millennial scheme of things and its related subjects. The Book Of
Revelation is the climax of his studies and the summit of his re-
search in this field.”

Outlining the Book Of Revelationn the brochure summarized with
the following epitome: “A complete refutation of the continuous
history theory by a presentation of solid internal evidence that the
Apocalypse was composed in the period before the destruction of
Jerusalem; that it is a symbolic description of the siege and desolation
of the city, the demolition of the Temple. The downfall of the
Jewish theocracy, the final abolition of Judaism, and the utter end
of the Jewish State. The author maintains the view that the Apo-
calypse was a communication in code to the churches upon the
threshold of the Neronic persecutions: that the symbolism envisioned
the crucial conflict with Jewish and Roman persecutors, resulting in
the triumphant victory of the church over Judaism and Heathenism;
that the imagery of the Patmos vision was fulfilled in the experiences
of the churches of that early era; and that the theories of future ful-
fillment are anachronisms--that is, errors in the order of time in

the assignment of the events of the book of Revelation to later periods
of history. This intensive and exhaustive work is arranged in four
parts, consisting in a complete general survey of the entire book,
followed with chapter by chapter exegesis and verse by verse com-
mentaries.”

In his foreword to his commentary--The Book Of Revelation--the

author writes : “There have been many other books on Revelation,
authored by estimable and reputable writers, within and without
our own brotherhood, assigning the events of the Apocalypse  to
the successive centuries and to the end of the world: and there have
been a few authors who have placed the contents of Revelation in



the Neroan or Domitian period, but who invariably deviated from
the premises in the exegesis of some of its passages in order to
bring some of its events into the distant future. In these deviations
and departures they slipped into conflicting and contradictory inter-
pretations. The author of the present volume believes that once the
chronology of the book of Revelation has been established as be-
longing to the period of persecution, beginning with Nero Caesar,
the harmony of its contents requires all parts and events of the
apocalypse to be explained accordingly and not to be mixed with
later history; and he has consistently pursued that premise throughout
this work. With this book, along with the Neal-Wallace Discussion
and God’s Prophetic Word, the author’s work in the field of prophetic
teaching has been done; and it is his firm conviction that altogether
it has accomplished the complete refutation of all forms and phases
and facets of modern millennialism.”

It is appropriate to mention that in the Neal-Wallace Discussion
no positive position was predicated and no hypothetical theorem
presented on the chronology of Revelation in assignment of dates
to its symbolism of past, present or future events. My task was to
negate the future millennial proposition affirmed by Neal and Boll
--to disprove the premillennial theory and expose the contradictory
consequences of the heresy of premillennialism, and in so doing to
deprive them of their sugar stick, the Revelation 20:4 passage, by
refuting the false claim that the apocalypse belongs to their party.
This was done. But it will be observed that throughout the dis-
cussion, in reference to the various views, my own inclination in this
early stage of study and discussion was toward the pre-destruction
of Jerusalem composition of the apocalypse and the subsequent period
of persecution. In after years this view was progressively confirmed
and the author believes it has been clearly and successfully expounded
in his later books, God’s Prophetic Word and the Book Of Revelation.

The premillennial issues of this 1933 debate remain relevant and
the arguments are as irrefutable now as then on the Pentecost ful-
fillment of the Old Testament prophecies anent the Establishment
Of The Kingdom and the Reign Of Christ on David’s Throne in
heaven now; the identity of the kingdom of Christ and the church
of Christ, equated in numerous New Testament Passages; the present
gospel age being the last days (Acts 2 :17), the times of refreshing
(Acts 3:19), the times of restitution (Acts 3:21), the times of the



Gentiles (Luke 21 :24), the fulness of the time (Galatians 4:4--all
equated in the New Testament with the gospel dispensation, which
is the final period and last dispensation of time, ending with the
second coming of Christ descending from heaven, the resurrected
and living saints ascending together “to meet him in the air: and so
shall we ever be with the Lord”--the word so being an adverb of
manner and ever being forever, the saved shall in this manner for-
ever be with the Lord. This apostolic declaration does not bring
Christ down to the earth and there is no scripture that teaches or
makes an implication from which we may draw an inference that
Jesus Christ shall ever set foot upon the earth or dwell upon this
mundane sphere again. For further refutation of all the tribulation
and rapture theories and the parousia and epiphany misconcepts of
millennialism the readers are again referred to the God’s Prophetic
Word and the Book Of Revelation exposures of these erroneous
theories of millennialism.

The future-kingdom theory of millennialism demands the entire
re-enactment of the whole historical pageantry of the heathen nations
and the Roman Empire, to fulfill again the prophecies in a recurrence
of the same historical events in which the prophecies were manifestly
fulfilled in history when these identical events occurred. To sustain
the future-kingdom theory the colossal image of Nebuchadnezzar’s
dream must be revivified and Daniel’s interpretation of it revitalized.

It is theorized that the successive four monarchies--the Babylonian,

the Medo-Persian, the Grecian, and the Roman--of the image were

fulfilled, that the image proper was destroyed when the little stone

carved out of the mountain without hands (the kingdom of God

and Christ) smote the image on its feet and crushed it. But the

theory avers that though the feet of the image were smitten and the

body of the image was crushed, its ten toes representing the tributaries

of the Roman Empire survived and are existent in dormant state,

and by the revivification of the toes of this imagery the emergence

of a final universal monarchy was envisioned as a prelude to the

return of Christ for the inauguration of the millennium. Other than

the total falsity of such crass speculation the ludicrous monstrosity is

comical: The body of the image was only six hundred years long in

the fulfillment, but its toes are now two thousand six hundred years

long! In that theoretical cartoon the toes of the colossal image could



be wrapped around its body four times and still leave enough length
to scratch the back of its neck with its toenails !

Worthy of mention in this prefatory memoranda is a case of
consequential history: About fifty years ago the premillennial move-
ment within the church was initiated by R. H. Boll, who had priorily
been the front page writer of the Gospel Advocate, in Nashville,
Tennessee, who because of his persistent speculative teaching had been
removed from the editorial staff of that historic Lipscomb-Sewell-Mc-
Quiddy landmark paper-among the oldest brotherhood gospel per-
iodicals promoting the principles of the mighty restoration movement.
True to its trustworthy title--The Gospel Advocate--it was truth-
guarding the gospel by the dismissal of premillennialist R. H. Boll
from its roster of writers. Transferring the base of his operations to
Louisville, Kentucky, Boll continued his heretical activities through
a paper and a school of his own. But incidentally his new base
was the home of the veteran defender of the faith--M. C. Kurfees-
who for a half century held firm the battle line of truth against all
deviations in doctrine and worship. Thus Louisville became the
battleground of premillennialism--the center and circumference of
that heretical party within the church. This ignoble defection was
soon denominated “The Boll Movement,” to which T. B. Larimore
attached the stigma of the Boll evil, a significant play on the effect
of the boll worm on the  cot ton bol l .  The appellative "Bollism"
was inevitably applied to the heresy, and its adherents were labelled
"Bollites,"” albeit the leader of that secession did not merit the
prestigious distinction.

Joined in the resolute stand of M. C. Kurfees against the men of
this factious movement was his businessman brother, J. F. Kurfees,
who was to him what Stonewall Jackson was to Robert E. Lee--
together they stood as a stone wall against the invasion of this
pernicious party, and with the strong support of the editorial staff of
Nashville’s influential Gospel Advocate the poison of premillennialism
was localized to virtually the precincts of Louisville, Kentucky.

This bedlam of speculative vagaries in Louisville triggered the
Winchester debate and the personalities associated with the issues

entered into the discussion. The honored names of the pioneers of
the church formed the phalanx that stood in closed ranks of opposition
to the invasions of this millennial movement in the churches. It is
vital history, considered to be so important that N. B. Hardeman,



president of the Freed-Hardeman College, and E. H. Ijams, presi-
dent of David Lipscomb College, and James F. Cox, president of
Abilene Christian College, joined in a written request to me to
pub l i sh  i n  my  magaz ine - -The Gospe l  Guardian (no relation to

the current  magazine posing that  format)--an account  of  the
incipience of the Boll Movement, to reveal its character and its course.
This was done, resulting in the disillusionment and enlightenment
of many innocent sympathizers--and because of the consequent sig-
nificance and historical importance a second addendum is suffixed
to this third edition of the Neal-Wallace Discussion, for the purpose
of keeping the record straight in the past, the present and the future
amidst unending perversion and misrepresentation of the many mat-
ters involved in the battle of premillennialism.

It will be observed by the readers of this appended history of
the Boll movement that the negative side of this discussion was
accused of a “vicious spirit”--but the pages of this debate will
answer that charge. The reader cannot fail to observe that the only
exhibition of the vicious spirit was by Neal himself and his Christian
Church crony who attempted without authority to moderate the debate
and control the negative by rules of his own, aided and abetted by
Boll and Jorgenson and their cohorts. After the sessions were shifted
from the Christian Church auditorium to the county court house the
apparent piety of Neal turned to asperity--in which spirit he was
coached by Boll and Jorgenson, one on the right hand and the other
on the left. Subsequent to the Winchester debate never was the
term vicious in its full meaning more evident than in the animadver-
sions of Boll against the valiant and venerable veterans of the faith
composing the Gospel Advocate staff in Nashville--M. C. Kurfees,
F. W. Smith, F. B. Srygley, J. C. McQuiddy and their associates,
who were excoriated with epithetical maledictions the use of which
was unworthy of men professing the godliness claimed for Boll, Jor-
genson and Neal.

The age-old charge of “creed-bound” has been the cry of all
factionists against the faithful men who have opposed their inno-

vations. The Christian Church promoters of the instrumental music
innovation are an example of charging brethren who protected the
congregations and the property for having “the creed in the deed,”
which in fact was but the lock on the smokehouse door to prevent
theft of the property purchased and paid for by loyal members of



the  church.  Thus  t rue  to  form Bol l  shouted Creedists!--at the
faithworthy men who guarded the congregations against the innova-
tors of the premillennial heresy, whose party chief and puppet
deputies were concerning “the faith of the gospel” none other than
heretics.

It is easy to see that the demeanor and behavior of the Neal-Boll-
Jorgenson premillennial combination went into reverse by apparent
attitude and conspicuous conduct after the sessions were transferred
to the county courthouse facilities. The seething spirit and the in-
trinsical temper of the managers of this movement and its factional
frame were made manifest. The record reveals the incident of the
principal of the party, R. H. Boll, leaping from his seat with
clenched fists toward me shouting indignant denials. With precise
composure he was asked if he would favor repeating the debate, he
stipulated Nashville, to which proposal we promptly consented, sub-
ject to his consent to repeat it in Louisville, his lair--to which pre-
requisite he replied: “We will see.” But when the Haldeman Avenue
church of M. C. Kurfees forty-five years ministry--conveyed to him
their approval and indorsement of the repeated discussion in Louis-
ville, Boll withdrew his considerations and declined. At this point
it is pertinent to add that in the second debate, in Chattanooga, Neal
declined to make his closing speech. Thusly were these debates the
Waterloo of premillennialism in the battle with Bollism.

The strictures of the much loved T. Q. Martin, than whom a
more magnificent preacher never graced the pulpit, known and re-
spected by the entire brotherhood east of the Mississippi river, north
and south, on “That Circular Letter from Louisville,” delivered a

death-dealing blow to “the vicious spirit” of Boll and his premillennial

stooges. It is incorporated in the appended material of this publica-

tion.

No battle for the cause of truth stays won. It is recurrent as

history repeats itself in the course of events. The present upsurge of

premillennialism alerts every lover of the truth again to repel its

sinister ingressions. For this reason there have been numerous and

continual inquiries concerning the Neal-Wallace Discussion, to ascer-

tain if it is obtainable anywhere. Because of this increasing interest,

after several years out of print, it is being reprinted verbatim, without

alteration or change of a syllable--the exact original debate. It is



this participant’s “heart’s desire and prayer to God“ for the truth to
prevail over all the destructive forces of error “to whom we gave
place by subjection, no, not for an hour; that the truth of the gospel
might continue with you.”

Foy E. Wallace, Jr.

Fort Worth, Texas
September, 197 5
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INTRODUCTION
.

There has been a growing desire upon the part of many
students of religious literature for a volume giving a compre-
hensive treatment of the issues involved in modern teaching
concerning the second coming of Christ, and the “thousand
years reign” which some connect with that event. This book
should meet the demand fully, in so far as the doctrines often
designated as Premillennialism are concerned. A few considera-
tions will make this apparent.

This book is a stenographic report of a discussion held in
Winchester, Ky., between Charles M. Neal and Foy E. Wallace,
Jr., from January 2 to January 6, 1933. It would be difficult to
find two men more representative of their positions on these
questions. Besides, it is the only oral debate on the subject in
print.

Five sessions of two hours each afforded these gentlemen
opportunity to cover fully the many interesting points of
doctrine involved. Add to this the fact that the disputants
were given a free hand in an addenda of four chapters to supple-
ment their arguments with materials used in a second discussion
of the same proposition at Chattanooga, Tenn., June 6-9, 1933,
and it will be seen that this volume practically contains the
best and fullest efforts of the disputants on this subject.

As to the events connected with the debate, such as the
change of the place of meeting, these matters will be developed
in the body of the book, as reported by the stenographer, and
referred to by the speakers, in a more interesting manner, per-
haps, than they could be set down here.

Presuming that the reader is interested in learning all he can
upon the subjects treated herein, we will without further words
invite him to step inside, with a prayer that he may find all that
he is seeking, and may be made stronger in the Lord.

THE PUBLISHERS.



NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION
ON

THE THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST

RULES OF THE DISCUSSION

D R . HUGH M C C L E L L A N, Pastor of the First Christian
Church, of Winchester, Ky., Chairman.

Meeting called to order by chairman.
Hymn led by Stanford Chambers, of Louisville, Ky.
Prayer by Thaddeus S. Hutson, of Parkersburg, W. Va.

CHAIRMAN MCCLELLAN :
We are gathered together here, friends, tonight, in a very

interesting meeting, and on a very interesting occasion, the
occasion of a religious discussion, or, as we in Kentucky have
always called them, debates. Now, the people of Kentucky
have not been privileged to hear a religious debate for a good
many years. They had, at one time, a great vogue, and were
quite an institution in the State, and we had many champions who
were great debaters. This debate differs from those debates back
there in  a  very pronounced way. In those debates, men of different
faiths, different creeds, different names, different denominations,
debated their fundamental differences. Tonight we very happily
have men who believe the same thing, are in the same com-
munion, and which beautiful fact eliminates all bitterness and
all rivalry and all sectarian feeling, so that we are very happily
circumstanced tonight in having not so much a debate as a
religious discussion, by two eminent Christian gentlemen who
are friends, and who are not seeking victory, but the truth.

Now, I know you do not want to hear me. Had you wanted
to hear me, there would have been more of you out last night,
so I am thoroughly satisfied that you have not come to hear me.
Now, I am going to read the rules of this discussion:

First, that the debate will be held in the auditorium of the
First Christian Church in Winchester, Kentucky.

Second, that the said debate will be from January 2 to 6, in-
clusive, 1933, with night sessions only, of approximately two
hours time limit, the disputants alternating with speeches of



NEAL.-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

thirty minutes in length, the affirmative to begin the debate and
the negative to close it.

Third, that a chairman shall be chosen to preside, preserve
order, and keep the time, said chairman to be a citizen of Win-
chester, Kentucky, and to be agreed upon by a committee
agreeable to both sides represented in the discussion.

Fourth, that there will be no moderators for the disputants,
but each shall be free under God to order his argument as he
may elect, with the exception that, it is agreed, no new matter
shall be introduced in the final speech of the negative.

Fifth, that the debate shall be reported as given, by a com-
petent stenographer, said stenographer to be paid by those en-
gaging such service.

Sixth, that an effort be made by the disputants to have the
debate published jointly, and that in the event that no agree-
ment can be made for joint publication, either or both sides
shall have the right to publish the said discussion. In no event
shall said discussion be published, except it embrace all of the
material offered in argument by the disputants, and in the order
in which the same was presented.

Seventh, that the expenses incident to place of discussion,
heat, light, janitor, and advertising shall be paid for jointly by
local parties engaging the same.

So much for the rules and announcement of the rules of the
discussion. Now, there are some rules for the audience. First,
give respectful attention for both speakers. Second, make no
demonstration either favorable or unfavorable. Third, inas-
much as each side has a representation, refrain from discussion
on the grounds. I think that would mean that there should
be no applause, no demonstration, either for or against. It is a
good idea right at the outset to cut out all applause.

Now, with respect to the chairman, I have three things to
do: first, to see that the speakers observe the rules; I have to
keep peace between these gentlemen, see that they behave them-
selves; second, that the audience is orderly, that you behave;
third, to keep the time. Now, I want to explain about this time-
keeping, in order that there be no trouble about it, which is
very important at the outset. I am going to insist upon each
speaker closing his remarks in thirty minutes; however, he will
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receive a rap two minutes before the thirty minutes expire. Now,
if, when the thirty minutes are up, he is in the middle of a sen-
tence, he ought to conclude it. Don’t leave us up in the air
without a verb or without a subject; close the sentence, but
do not go on with the argument.

In order that everything may work out well, it is quite im-
portant that he observe fairly strictly the thirty-minute limit.

Now, friends, the discussion is about to begin, as soon as I
introduce the gentlemen who are to debate for us. As you know,
the speaker on the affirmative is Brother Charles M. Neal, of
Winchester, Kentucky. Brother Neal, I wish you would stand
up so that these strangers will know you. This is Brother
Charles M. Neal, Pastor of the Main Street church of Christ,
Winchester, Kentucky.

The speaker on the negative is Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr.,
of Nashville, Tennessee, Editor of the Gospel Advocate, and noted
evangelist and preacher, and he is the one who has come to us
to take the negative part in this discussion. Brother Wallace,
I wish you would stand up. A great many of our people would
like to see you.

Now, I shall read the question and we shall proceed to the
discussion. The proposition is:

“The Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming of
Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there will
be an age or dispensation of one thousand years during which
Christ will reign on the earth.”

Brother Neal affirms.
Brother Wallace denies.
And we now call upon Brother Neal to open the discussion

in the affirmative.



NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

FIRST SESSION

NEAL’S FIRST SPEECH
(Monday, January 2, 1933)

Just a moment with bowed heads, please.
To God, our Father, “let the words of my mouth and the

meditation of my heart be acceptable in thy sight, 0 Jehovah,
my rock and my redeemer,” in the name of Jesus Christ, and by
the power of the Holy Spirit. Amen.

Mr. Chairman, Brother Wallace, Ladies and Gentlemen:

I count myself happy to stand before you at this time to
speak on Bible subjects, and especially to contend earnestly for
the faith which once for all was delivered unto the saints. We
are not here for just anything. We are not here to find out upon
how many things we agree, although that would be fine at any
time, unless something else was scheduled, as it is now. We are
not here to magnify our differences. That would not be a good
thing to do at any time. We are here for a specific thing, and
that specific thing has been set forth in the proposition, which
has been read to you. We are here to discuss that. Before we
enter into such discussion, I would like to thank the First Chris-
tian Church for extending to us the use of this auditorium for
this debate. I count myself happy also in the fact that we have
here a great number of ministers, my fellow workers from dif-
ferent parts of the country. I am glad also that we have, repre-
senting the negative, Brother Wallace, of the Gospel Advocate, a
prominent evangelist, known all over the country. I am sure
that he will be able to take care of his part. I hope to be able
to set forth the proposition from the word of the Lord, in the
affirmative.

Now, as to the authority in regard to this debate, I have here
in my hand a copy of The American Revised Version of the
Scriptures. It is a new book. There never has been, so far as
I know, a verse of scripture read from it. The reason why I am
choosing this book, in this way, is because I want you to know that
I have no special Bible of any kind. It is the same as the
millions of Bibles that have been scattered throughout all the
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world; and therefore what I shall read here, millions of people
will be able to read elsewhere, as the word of God.

We want to be very clear and definite, and specify in
the beginning the exact thing we are discussing, the exact
proposition; to clear the issue of matters that would not be of
importance regarding this particular subject. In order to do
that, I want you to see the proposition, and to define it item by
item.

I am going to show you that on the board here, with the
chart, because it is important that we get the proposition
clearly in our minds,

THE BIBLE CLEARLY TEACHES THAT --
AFTER THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST-- AND
BEFORE THE FINAL RESURRECTION AND JUDGMENT

THERE WILL BE
AN AGE OR MSPENSATION OF ONE THOUSAND YEARS
DURING WHICH CHRIST WILL REIGN ON THE EARTH
CHAS.M.NEAL -AFFIRMS FOY E.WALLACE JR.- DENIES
,

First, “The Bible clearly teaches”--by the “Bible” we mean
the sixty-six books, beginning with Genesis and ending with
Revelation--The Bible. By “clearly teaches” we mean that it
sets forth the matter plainly, without any complications; that
is, clearly set forth, not merely that we might gather it, but that
it is plainly taught on the pages of Inspiration. By “after
the second coming of Christ” we mean the return of the
Lord Jesus Christ from heaven in the closing of this dispensa-
tion, what is generally accepted, by that term. By the “final
resurrection and judgment” we mean that resurrection and
judgment after which there is no more. “There will be”
merely means that the things we are talking about are future.
“An age or dispensation of one thousand years”--by “age” or
“dispensation” we mean a period of time such as we refer to
when we speak of the Christian Dispensation, or the Gospel
Age, or the Jewish Dispensation, or the Mosaic Age, a period of
time in which God is revealing his will to mankind in a way
peculiar to that period. By “thousand years” we mean 999 plus
one--one thousand years. During which Christ will reign on
the earth”-- b y “Christ” we mean our Lord Jesus Christ. By
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“reign” we mean that he will exercise sovereign power, and by
“earth” we mean the place where that sovereign power is
exercised.

That is the proposition, and the terms are explained as
clearly as I know how to explain them.

Now, we want to go on just a little, in clearing the issue. I
am going to show you, by the use of another chart, the issue in-
volved from the proposition we have now heard read, and which
has been explained. We want to show you how we will be able
to simplify that a little more. It will help a great deal to keep
the issue clear.

I
AFFIRM

THE FACT OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

THE PLACE OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD
m-s

HE

I

THE RULER OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

DENIES THE REALM OF THE REIGN OF THAT PERIOD

This chart shows four things which I affirm, and I think
Brother Wallace denies. In case he does not, he can correct my
statement and I will stand corrected. I affirm the fact of the
thousand years period. I affirm the place of the thousand years
period; that is, the place in God’s plan and arrangement. I
affirm the ruler of the thousand years period. I affirm the realm
of the reign of that period. Four things. These four things are
set forth so clearly, that I hope it will help us, all the way through,
to keep this in mind.

I judge we have made this clear. Let us take up each one of
these items, one by one, in this present speech, and set forth the
word of God on each item. We are not using as proof in this dis-
cussion anything but the word of God--no books, papers,
clippings, notations of anything except the word of God. The
discussion will not concern persons, except those persons of in-
spiration who have given us the Bible.
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We are going to emphasize in this present lesson, as you see,
the four items just shown: First, the fact of the thousand years.
It is a fact, that the Bible teaches there is a thousand year
period. Now, look at the chart. I want you to see, as well as
hear, in this speech. Of course, you can read this in your Bible,
Revelation 20: 2 to 7, inclusive. Maybe you will not be able to
read this small print from where you are, but I will read it before
you and you will be able to follow me. I think, so far as I am able
to tell, there is not the dot of an i, or a comma, or a semicolon,
or any marking left out. It is just exactly as it is on the printed
page of the Revised Version. The fact of the thousand years :

“And he laid hold on the dragon, the old serpent, which is
the Devil and Satan, and bound him for a thousand years, and
cast him into the abyss, and shut it, and sealed it over him, that
he should deceive the nations no more, until the thousand years
should be finished: after this he must be loosed for a little time.

“And I saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment
was given unto them: and I saw the souls of them that had been
beheaded for the testimony of Jesus, and for the word of God,
and such as worshipped not the beast, neither his image, and
received not the mark upon their forehead and upon their hand;
and they lived, and reigned with Christ a thousand years. The
rest of the dead lived not until the thousand years should be
finished. This is the first resurrection. Blessed and holy is he
that hath part in the first resurrection: over these the second
death hath no power; but they shall be priests of God and of
Christ, and shall reign with him a thousand years.

“And when the thousand years are finished, Satan shall be
loosed out of his prison, . . ." (Rev. 20: 2-7.)
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And thus it goes on. You have here, in these six verses, the
period of a thousand years mentioned six times. You will not
be able, perhaps, from where you are, to read the smaller por-
tion, but there is one thing that I want you to see, and that is,
that there is a thousand years imbedded in a portion of God’s
sacred word, and you can see that from where you are. Now,
that is the fact of the thousand years. I offer nothing more than
that as to the fact of it. That is sufficient.

Now, the next step in regard to this matter, as we have noted
already on the former chart, is that we want to know the place,
the place where this occurs. The place in God’s plan--what
comes before, and what comes after. If the Bible gives us
that information, we ought to be able to find it, and I think
it does. I am proposing now to show you the place--what comes
before, and what comes after. Our proposition says, “The Bible
clearly teaches that after the second coming of Christ and be-
fore”--so it is after something and it is before something. Now,
that is what I mean by the place of the thousand years, the
place in God’s plan. We are referring to two very important
things, and the thousand years in relation to them. This ought
to be able to place that thousand years in your mind so that
when you go home you will be able to take your Bible and read
and say, “Yes, that is so.” Well, I propose to help you by
reading to you that very thing from this Book. Christening
this book for this special occasion by reading from the word of
God, Revelation 19. Since I have read chapter 20, from verses
2 to 7. from the chart, I am going to read now from chapter1 19--
that which immediately precedes chapter 20. I will begin at
verse 11. Pardon me, if I read a great deal, because I am de-
pending on the word of God to set this forth.

“And I saw the. heaven opened; and behold, a white horse,
and he that sat thereon called Faithful and True; and in right-
eousness he doth judge and make war. And his eyes are a flame
of fire, and upon his head are many diadems; and he hath a name
written which--no one knoweth but he himself. And he is
arrayed in a garment sprinkled with blood: and his name is
called The Word of God. And the armies which are in heaven
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followed him upon white horses, clothed in fine linen, white and
pure. And out of his mouth proceedeth a sharp sword, that
with it he should smite the nations: and he shall rule them with
a rod of iron: and he treadeth the winepress of the fierceness of
the wrath of God, the Almighty. And he hath on his garment
and on his thigh a name written, KING OF KINGS, AND
LORD OF LORDS.

“And I saw an angel standing in the sun; and he cried with a
loud voice, saying to all the birds that fly in mid heaven, Come
and be gathered together unto the great supper of God; that
ye may eat the flesh of kings, and the flesh of captains, and the
flesh of mighty men, and the flesh of horses and of them that sit
thereon, and the flesh of all men, both free and bond, and small
and great.

“And I saw the beast, and the kings of the earth, and their
armies, gathered together to make war against him that sat
upon the horse, and against his army. And the beast was taken,
and with him the false prophet that wrought the signs in his
sight, wherewith he deceived them that had received the mark
of the beast and them that worshipped his image: they two were
cast alive into the lake of fire that burneth with brimstone: and
the rest were killed with the sword of him that sat upon the
horse, even  the sword which came forth out of his mouth: and
all the birds were filled with their flesh.” (Rev. 19: 11-21.)

I propose to show you that in this section of scripture, Reve-
lation 19 : 11 to 2 1, which closes the chapter, we have a portrayal
of the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ; that this is his second
coming is evident for many reasons, which we will not be able
to set forth just at this time. We affirm, and you will be able to
read it for yourselves and study it, that here is a portrayal of the
second coming of the Lord Jesus Christ. This is true for many
reasons which we expect to set forth later.

We have, then, before chapter 20, of Revelation, the com-
ing of our Lord Jesus Christ set forth. Our proposition says
that "after the second coming of Christ and before the final
resurrection and judgment”--so we have read you that which
comes before the thousand years. We are going to read to you
now what comes after the thousand years, which is the final
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resurrection and judgment. Reading from Revelation 20: 11 to
15, which closes the chapter:

“And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat upon it,
from whose face the earth and the heaven fled away; and there
was found no place for them. And I saw the dead, the great
and the small, standing before the throne; and books were
opened: and another book was opened, which is the book of life:
and the dead were judged out of the things which were written
in the books, according to their works. And the sea gave up the
dead that were in it; and death and Hades gave up the dead that
were in them: and they were judged every man according to their
works. And death and Hades were cast into the lake of fire.
This is the second death, even the lake of fire. And if any was
not found written in the book of life, he was cast into the lake
of fire.” (Rev. 20: 11-15.)

Now, I have read to you a section of scripture, beginning
with chapter 19, and the 11 th verse, and closing with chapter 20,
and the last verse. I have read to you three sections. The first
section sets forth the fact of the thousand years. The second
section sets forth the coming of Christ which precedes it. The
third section sets forth the final resurrection and judgment
which follow the thousand years. It is in its natural order, and if
we want to know the meaning of a scripture, let us read the
context. We have, then, in a connected passage of scripture,
first, the second coming of Christ, next, a thousand year period
mentioned six times, and after that, we have the final resurrec-
tion and judgment. Now, I want you to see that, as well as to
hear it. We will go to another chart.
\

GOD’S WORD Ii GOD’S ORDER

y!ig--~~p~~~\

REV. 19:11-21 REV. 20:1-10 E REV. 20:11-15
,

It will help you to remember this, and the order in which it
occurs. We have affirmed in the proposition that “the Bible
clearly teaches that after the second coming of Christ”--here



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 17

on the chart is the word “after,” and here in Section I is the
second coming of Christ portrayed. After the second coming of
Christ, and before the final resurrection and judgment, there is
“an age or dispensation of a thousand years in duration”; that
is Scripture we have been reading to you. You find here in Rev-
elation 20: 1 to 10, Section I I, the thousand years period set
forth. That is after something. We would naturally go back
to the preceding chapter--Revelation 19: 11 to 21--and there
is set forth the second coming of Christ. Something comes after
this thousand years. In Revelation 20: 11 to 15, Section III,
is shown the final resurrection and judgment.

How do I know that it is the final resurrection and judgment?
 I read to you the opening paragraph of chapter 21.

“And I saw a new heaven and a new earth: for the first
heaven and the first earth are passed away; and the sea is no
more. And I saw the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down out
of heaven from God, made ready as a bride adorned for her hus-
band. And I heard a great voice out of the throne saying, Be-
hold, the tabernacle of God is with men, and he shall dwell
with them, and they shall be his peoples, and God himself shall
be with them, and be their God: and he shall wipe away every
tear from their eyes; and death shall be no more; neither shall
there be mourning, nor crying, nor pain, any more: the first
things are passed away.” (Rev. 21: l-4.)

Therefore, if there is no more death, there is no more judg-
ment. The final resurrection and judgment is set forth in that
section of scripture; and that, as the scripture shows us clearly,
follows the thousand years.

I am going to rest that part of the subject, for this time, as
setting forth the place of the thousand years.

Now, the ruler of the thousand years. I have affirmed that
Christ is the ruler during that period. I will call your attention
to that now, Revelation, chapter 20, and I will read from
verse 4.

“And I saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment
was given unto them: and I saw the souls of them that had
been beheaded for the testimony of Jesus, and for the word of
God, and such as worshipped not the beast, neither his image, and
received not the mark upon their forehead and upon their hand;

2
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and they lived, and reigned with Christ a thousand years.”
(Rev. 20: 4.)

Christ here is said to be reigning during that period--“and
they lived, and reigned with Christ a thousand years.” Christ
is reigning. The saints are reigning with him during that thou-
sand year period.

That, I think, will be sufficient to set forth the ruler of that
period.

I have just one more thing to set forth in this particular
speech, until I have gone through that list of four things which I
affirm. The fourth is the realm of the ruler of that time. The
realm of the reign of that period is the ear th I will read it from
the Scripture-s. I am going to call your attention to Revelation
again, chapter 11, and verse 15 :

“And the seventh angel sounded; and there followed great
voices in heaven, and they said, The kingdom of the world is
become the kingdom of our Lord, and of his Christ: and he shall
reign for ever and ever.”

Well, we have already learned from chapter 20 that he is to
reign. We have settled that. But here we are told that the
kingdom of this world is become the kingdom of our Lord, and
of his Christ. In the King James version, it says, “The kingdoms
of this world are become the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his
Christ.” Now, kingdom of this world, taking it as but one, or
kingdoms of this world, taking it in the plural--the kingdoms of
this world are upon the earth, and the Lord Jesus Christ is
reigning. “The kingdoms of this world are become the king-
doms of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

Therefore, when he reigns it must be upon the earth; the
realm of the reign is upon the earth.

I will go on from this particular passage into chapter 17 of
the book of Revelation, verse 14, where we have this:

“These shall war against the Lamb, and.the Lamb shall over-
come them, for he is Lord of lords, and King of kings; and they
also shall overcome that are with him, called and chosen and
faithful.”

Now, that I would take to mean what it says, “the called,
and chosen and faithful,” the redeemed from the earth. They
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are with him. That also fully accords with what is said in Reve-
lation, chapter 20, verse 4, that they reign with him the thou-
sand years. Here are the saints. Nobody else in the Scrip-
tures, so far as we know, is said to be "called and chosen and
faithful,” except redeemed people from the earth. They are
with him. We catch that same glimpse in chapter 19 of Revela-
tion again, and it says:

“And I saw the heaven opened; and behold, a white horse,
and he that sat thereon called Faithful and True; and in
righteousness he doth judge and make war.”

You may strip this passage of everything that you can strip
from it, and still we have none other than the Lord Jesus Christ.
Heaven is opened and there comes forth from heaven that
Majestic One, the Lord Jesus Christ, named again and again in
the passage, as such. He comes forth to the earth and deals
with the beast and the kingdoms of earth, on the earth, and
therefore, he is ruler of the kingdoms of the earth, as he is said
to be “King of kings and Lord of lords.”

I submit to you, then, my friends, that I have proven al-
ready, the fact of the thousand years, the place in God’s plan
where it will occur, after the second coming of Christ, and before
the final resurrection and judgment, that Christ himself is the
ruler of that time, and that the earth is the realm of his reign.

I thank you.
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FIRST SESSION

WALLACE’S FIRST SPEECH
(Monday, January 2, 1933)

Brother Chairman, Brother Neal, Ladies and Gentlemen,
Brethren and Friends:

It is with a feeling of reverence that I am before you tonight.
I did not say, with a feeling of pleasure. That word could
hardly represent the feelings that stir within me as I stand before
this audience upon this occasion.

Our Brother Chairman said that Brother Neal and I are
members of the same communion. We both claim to be mem-
bers of the body of Christ, or church of Christ, yet we have
come before an audience of people, in Winchester, representing
different sides of this proposition. It gives me no pleasure at all
to bring before the world that kind of an open split between
brethren. It is true that here in Winchester--the people know
it--these congregations meet in different places. I would like
to say, with all kindness and reverence, as I begin my part of
the discussion, that if Brother Neal and those who stand with
him had always preached only as I have been preaching, and
as those brethren that stand with me on these issues have
preached, there would have been no alienation.

He says that he is contending for the faith which was once for
all delivered unto the saints. I take it, therefore, that he con-
siders the proposition that he is affirming tonight as an abso-
solutely essential thing. No man can contend for the faith,
without contending for an essential thing; no man can contend
for a thing that is not an essential thing, and at the same time
contend for that faith which was once for all delivered unto the
saints. Therefore, Brother Neal has committed himself as con-
tending for an absolute essential--a thing that belongs to the
faith which was once for all delivered unto the saints. I am glad
that, in the first part of the discussion, he tells you that the things
he believes, preaches, and is affirming in this discussion are, in
his opinion, essential matters.

I agree with him to the extent that the things he introduces
to you in his first speech tonight, which he shall develop in the
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speeches that shall follow, involve things fundamental. If
carried to its logical end, his proposition will deny us, the Gen-
tiles, the right to share in the Gospel blessings of the present
dispensation and will make God false to his promises. This we
propose to prove in the course of this debate.

Therefore, we are not here discussing nonessentials. I would
not have come from Nashville to Winchester to discuss non-
essential things. That would put me in the ridiculous light of
traversing two states to engage in a discussion of a thing not
vital, or that does not involve a single thing that is essential to
salvation. Brother Neal’s proposition--the Bible clearly
teaches that after the second coming of Christ and before the
final resurrection and judgment, there will be an age or dispen-
sation of one thousand years during which Christ will reign on
the earth--if pursued to its logical conclusions, will nullify the
Great Commission as applicable to the Gentiles; and therefore,
destroy to us who are gathered here all hope of sharing in the
promises given in that Commission.

Now, that is my commitment upon the nature of the ques-
tion which we are discussing. I have no further time for pre-
liminaries, except to say to my Brother Chairman that I shall
live up to the standard of a gentleman and a Christian in con-
ducting my part of the discussion. That does not mean that I
shall not press the issue. I shall press it. I shall press every
point involved in this proposition.

AN INADEQUATE PROOF TEXT

I now take issue with Brother Neal on his chart. He tells
us that he has his proposition stated word for word. He is
telling us that he can clearly prove it,--that he can read it right
out of the Book, “exactly what it says.” But chapter 20 of
Revelation, verses 1 to 7, the section referring to this thousand
years reign, does not mention the following things his proposition
obligates him to prove: (1) It does not mention the second
coming of Christ. (2) It does not mention a reign on the earth.
(3) It does not mention a bodily resurrection. (4) It does not
mention u s . (5) It does not mention Christ on earth nor the
nature of this reign. Yet, Brother Neal says it clearly proves
his proposition. He takes an obscure passage of scripture in a
book of symbols and says it clearly proves his proposition.



22 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

Christ spoke in parables, but. the parables of Christ were not
clear until they were explained. Where has chapter 20 of Reve-
lation been explained to Brother Neal?

Now, I want Brother Neal, when he comes back to the plat-
form, to turn to chapter 20 of Revelation, printed here on his chart,
and read in verses 1 to 7, where the second coming of Christ is
mentioned; read in it where the reign on the earth is mentioned;
read in it where a bodily resurrection is mentioned; and read
in it where we are mentioned--us. It says, "They lived and
reigned with Christ a thousand years.” It did not say us, but
“they.” We will find out later who “they” are. And it does
not even mention Christ himself, so far as his presence on earth
is concerned. It says, “They lived and reigned with Christ," but so
far as his reigning on earth is concerned, it does not mention it--
his reign as we know it and are in it. It mentions none of those
five things. Here are five objections that I file to his chart right
in the beginning.

The argument founded on Revelation 20: 1-7, therefore, is
wholly inadequate to support Brother Neal’s proposition. We
are asked to take his ipse dixit interpretation.

ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSITION

And now, I want to pause long enough to analyze this propo-
sition. I will follow these charts one by one, in due time, but I
want to analyze the proposition. Then, if I have time in this
speech, I will refer to the charts again. If not, I will return to
them in my next speech.

An analysis of the proposition runs on this order: (1) that
Christ will come to the earth again; (2) that he will reign on the
earth a thousand years; (3) that this millennial reign will be
after the second coming of Christ and before the final resurrec-
tion and judgment. He affirms that this millennial reign will be
after the second coming of Christ and before the final resurrection
and judgment.

You will notice on his chart, friends, that Brother Neal has
the final resurrection and judgment coming after the thousand
years reign. Paul said Christ will reign unt i l  the last enemy
is destroyed. The last enemy will not be destroyed till all
men are raised from the dead. The last enemy is death, and
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the last enemy will not be destroyed, therefore, till the resurrec-
tion. But the thousand years reign is over, on his chart, before
the resurrection. How, then, will Christ reign till the last enemy
is destroyed ? His chart contradicts his theory.

The proposition affirms that Christ will reign on the earth a
thousand years; that this millennium will be after the second
coming of Christ, and before the final resurrection and judgment.
Therefore, Brother Neal affirms (4) that there is more than one
future resurrection of the dead, and (5) that there is more
than one future judgment. That makes at least two future resur-
rections and more than one future judgment that Brother Neal
affirms in this proposition.

T HE T ASK OF THE A FFIRMATIVE

I want to emphasize the task Brother Neal has undertaken.
He has obligated himself to prove: (1) that there will be a future
earthly kingdom; (2) a future reign of Christ on earth; (3) another
reign, or kingdom, differing from the present rule and reign of
Christ. Brother Neal will agree with me that Christ is reigning
now and that we are in his kingdom. Now, his task is to show
that there will be a future kingdom, a future reign on the earth
that differs from the present reign, the present kingdom, the
present rule of Jesus Christ. In doing this, he must not be
dogmatic; he must not merely assert vague and indefinite con-
clusions. He must be clear on that, as it is the question he
agrees to prove. He certainly ought to be clear on the propo-
sition, so clear as to prove the nature of this kingdom. We must
know what kind of a kingdom it is, in order that we may dis-
tinguish between the present reign and rule of Christ, and the
future reign and rule of Christ. The nature of it must be dis-
tinguished in order that we may know that the things Brother
Neal has slated for the future have not already taken place, or
will not take place before all these events of his chart. (4) He
must prove that this kingdom of his theory will cover a period
of a thousand years between the two events of the second
coming of Christ and the final resurrection and judgment. His
proposition assumes more than one future resurrection and more
than one future judgment, and a thousand years reign on earth
between these two great future events,--the second coming of
Christ and the final resurrection and judgment.
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Now, I believe that Christ is coming again. I do not believe
that he is coming to reign on earth a thousand years. I believe
there will be a resurrection of the dead. I do not believe that
there will be two future resurrections. I believe that there will be
a final universal judgment. I do not believe there is more than
one future resurrection and judgment. Brother Neal will have to
prove two future resurrections of the dead, and he will have
to prove that there is more than one judgment. He will have
to prove that Christ will not only come to receive us, but that he
will come to this earth and inaugurate a rule, a reign, a kingdom
on this earth, differing from the kingdom he now has and over
which he is sovereign ruler. in which we are citizens. Now, that
is his task--part of it--not all of it, by any means. Finally he
must prove (5) that the Bible clearly teaches all this--not that it
merely alludes to it--not that it just infers it from remote and
far-fetched reasoning or vague conclusions.  Not that. No, not
merely indicates it, but that the Bible unmistakably and clearly
teaches it as it teaches faith, repentance, and baptism. That is
his task.

CLEAR TEACHING vs. DARK SAYINGS

Now, what is meant by “the Bible clearly teaches”? I turn
to John 16: 25 for comparison. Jesus says: “These things
have I spoken unto you in dark sayings: the hour cometh,
when I shall no more speak unto you in dark sayings, but
shall tell you plainly of the Father."  That is the Revised
version. The King James reads : “These things have I spoken
unto you in proverbs: but the time cometh, when I shall no more
speak unto you in proverbs, but I shall show you plainly of the
Father.”

There is a great difference in a thing being clothed in dark
sayings or proverbs, and being taught clearly. The parables of
Christ were dark sayings; they were not clear.

Brother Neal has chosen a passage from Revelation, a book
of symbols, to prove clearly his proposition. He has chosen a
passage of scripture which is much more symbolic than were the
parables of Christ. The Lord said that his parables were not
clear. But Brother Neal understands all the symbols of the
book of Revelation! He understands them. It is all perfectly
clear to him, although the parables of Christ were not clear to



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 25

the disciples. How can a thing be dark, and at the same time
be clear? Tell me, how can a thing be dark, and at the same
time be clear? The parables of Christ were not understood until
they were explained, and prophecy is not understood until it is
fulfilled.

I will give you an example. “Out of Egypt have I called
my son.” (Matt. 2 : 15.) Who understood that prophecy to be
connected with the flight of Joseph and Mary with the child
Jesus from Herod's wrath ? And, then, after that king had died,
that they should come up out of Egypt? Nobody thought of
the fulfillment of it, in the way it was fulfilled, until an inspired
man said, “that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the
Lord by the prophet.” It takes something of that sort to make
things clear. Now, we might have many fanciful ideas, specu-
lations, and opinions, but nothing is clearly taught, friends, that
is not after that order.

Another example: When Jesus Christ said to Nicodemus,
“Except a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of
Cod,” Nicodemus did not understand what Christ meant, for he
said: “How can a man be born when he is old? Can he enter the
second time into his mother’s womb, and be born? Jesus
answered, Verily, verily, I say unto thee, except a man be born
of water and of the spirit he cannot enter into the kingdom of
Cod.” Could we now understand this figurative passage
on the new birth any better than Nicodemus did, had it not
been fulfilled in and explained by other passages? The language
of Christ in Jno. 3: 3-5 had to be explained to Nicodemus, yet
the symbols contained in the book of Revelation are perfectly
clear to Brother Neal ! They are not all clear to me, I freely
admit. But I propose to show you that the symbols of Revela-
tion do not teach Brother Neal’s theories, for his interpretation
of them contradicts other plain teaching in the Bible. Has any
divine writer explained to Brother Neal the meaning of the
symbols he claims to interpret ?

He says he will read only from the Bible. But Brother Neal
himself wrote a book one time. If he had thought of that when
he wrote his book, the fanciful theories, speculations, and
opinions which it contains would never have seen the light of
type. If he was depending on the Bible, and the Bible only, as he
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says, why did he write this book ? (holding up the book). He calls
it, “Light in a Dark Place.” We have had the Bible for two
thousand years, but we had no “light” on it until he wrote
this book! Perhaps, the prophecy “the people that sat in dark-
ness saw a great light” referred to Brother Neal’s book!

Brother Neal says his book is to be chewed. Well, I shall
chew on it some during this debate. And the book is to be
digested, he says. I have doubts about the digesting of it. It
taste-s too much like sawdust to be very digestible.

THINGS LITERAL AND FIGURATIVE

Among the things Brother Neal has said in his book is this:
“Expect a literal fulfillment. This is God’s way of fulfilling proph-
ecy. Every prophecy which the Bible says has been fulfilled has
been fulfilled literally.” (Light in a Dark Place, page 6.)

It is a common saying with these brethren that the Bible
means exactly what it says. This is never true when things
are spoken in figurative language. Brother Neal says, “Ex-
pect a literal fulfillment. This is God’s way of fulfilling proph-
ecy. Every prophecy which the Bible says has been fulfilled
has been fulfilled literally.” Let us apply that statement to a
prophecy concerning John the Baptist :

“And he came into all the country about Jordan, preaching
the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins; As it is
written in the book of the words of Esaias the prophet, saying,
The voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of
the Lord, make his paths straight. Every valley shall be filled,
and every mountain and hill shall be brought low; and the
crooked shall be made straight, and the rough ways shall be
made smooth; And all flesh shall see the salvation of God.”
(Luke 3: 3-6.)

That prophecy is quoted from Isa. 40: 3-4 and applied to
John the Baptist. According to the statement in Brother
Neal’s book, John the Baptist would literally pull down the
hills and fill up the valleys; for according to him, “every
prophecy that the Bible says has been fulfilled has been ful-
filled literally.” John the Baptist was not a preacher at.
all. He was a road builder, operating a steam shovel, going
out to pull down the hills and to build up the valleys, con-
structing a literal highway!
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That alone shows the fallacy of his statement that every
prophecy is fulfilled literally. One verse upsets his dictum.

Figurative and symbolic language is found in abundance in
the Scriptures. Paul said, “Beware of the dogs.” (Phil. 3: 2.)
Is that literal? Was Paul afraid that the Christians to whom he
was writing were about to be dog bitten? Is that passage of
scripture to be taken literally?

Jesus called Herod a fox. Is that literal? Any primary class
knows better. Paul told the Ephesian elders to “take heed”
that wolves enter not in among them. (Acts 20: 28, 29.) Was
Paul sending these elders out on a wolf hunt? Was he warning
them of literal wolves that were likely to enter among those
Christians? The use of the word “wolves,” is that literal?

In the Old Testament, we find that the kings of Assyria and
Babylon were called lions, and the princes of Israel were called
whelps (Jer. 4: 7; 50: 17; Zeph. 3: 3). Are these literal?

It is not uncommon for prophecy to be delivered in figurative
language, and it must be fulfilled in the figurative sense, not the
literal, when spoken in figurative language. The prophets em-
ployed figurative language, but Brother Neal says it is all literal,
has to be!

Read this:
“The mountains and the hills shall break forth before you

into singing, and all the trees of the field shall clap their hands.”
Literally? Is that literal? You might as well make it so as to
make these symbols of the book of Revelation literal. There
must be some things figurative rather than all literal.

I would like to draw a line down the center of a blackboard
(if I had the board) and ask Brother Neal to line up on one side
the things that are literal, and on the other side the things that
are figurative in chapter 20 of Revelation--and thus submit his
theory to the test of consistency.

PRINCIPAL THEORIES CONCERNING THE BOOK OF
REVELATION

Every commentator on the book of Revelation becomes a
prophet. When he begins to explain, he also begins to prophesy.
Brother Neal thinks he is explaining the book of Revelation.
Instead of doing so, he is prophesying himself. Not satisfied
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with the commentator’s work, he prophesies, deals in mere con-
jectures, and speculates. It is impossible for him to prove his
guesses. When Adam Clarke, that illustrious commentator,
came to Revelation, in his great Bible commentary, he said:

“My readers will naturally expect that I should give a de-
cided preference to some of the opinions stated above or pro-
duce one of my own. I can do neither. Nor can I pretend to
explain it. I do not understand it, and in things which concern
so sublime and awful a subject, I dare not, as my predecessors,
indulge in conjectures.”

That is Adam Clarke, the great commentator. He says he
dare not guess. He continues: “I have read elaborate works
on the subject and each seemed right till another was examined.”

Regarding chapter 20 and the one thousand years reign
of Revelation he says:

“In what this binding of Satan consists, who can tell? How
many visions have been seen on this subject both in ancient and
modern times! This, and what is said in verses 3, 4, 5, no doubt
refers to a time in which the influence of Satan will be greatly
restrained, and the true church of God enjoy great prosperity,
which shall endure for a long time. But it is not likely that the
term, a thousand years, is to be taken literally here, and year
symbolically and figuratively in all the book beside . . . I am
satisfied that this period should not be taken literally. It may
signify that there shall be a long and undisturbed state of
Christianity; and so universally shall the gospel Spirit prevail
that it will appear as if Christ reigned upon earth which will in
effect be the case, because his spirit shall rule in the hearts of
men : and in this time the martyrs are represented as living again ;
their testimony being revived, and the truth for which they died,
and which was confirmed by their blood, being now everywhere
prevalent. As to the term, thousand years, it is a mystic num-
ber among the Jews.”

That came from the great Bible commentator--Adam
Clarke--a man far more learned in the symbols of the book of
Revelation than Brother Neal.

There has been quite a variety of theories advanced on the
thousand years reign of Rev. 20. Just to show you the diversity
of opinion existing among those who advance these theories, I
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call attention to the principal ones. Brother Neal claims that
his proposition is taught clearly in the Bible, but bases it on one
verse in a book of symbols, over which there has been the
greatest diversity of opinion, not only among our own minds and
intellects, but among scholars of every religious affiliation, who
have made a study of it. Yet he says it is clear, and plain.

We will name the different theories that have been advanced.
First: One school of theorists teaches that the book of Revela-

tion is a prophetic description of the destruction of Jerusalem,
and of the Jewish and Roman wars; that John was exiled under
Nero, and the book was written some time before the destruction
of Jerusalem, before A. D. 70, as indicated by the Syriac Version
of the Bible, which lends support to that theory. That is one
of the views taken. It has more historic foundation than Brother
Neal’s, because his has none, but that does have some.

Second: Another theory assumes that the book of Revelation
is a prediction of the persecution of Christians under the heathen
rulers of Rome, and the happy days of the church under Chris-
tian emperors from Constantine downward. The fall of pagan-
ism and the Christianization of the Roman Empire under
Constantine, set forth in symbols and figures. That is another
theory. It has historical background. Brother Neal’s has none.
He leaves you up in the air hanging on nothing, in a tangled cob-
web of theories that have nothing except his own private inter-
pretations to support them. He could not give us one single
guarantee that his theory is correct.

The theories mentioned at least have some historical back-
ground. His theory has none.

Third: Still another theory is that the book of Revelation
describes the tyranny of the Roman Pontiffs; the rise and fall of
the Roman Catholic Church; the ascendancy of the Pope to
political and ecclesiastical sovereignty; the dark ages and the
reformation of the sixteenth century; the details of the conflict
of the church first with Pagan Rome and later with Papal
Rome; the triumph of the church; the overthrow of papal
power and of the Roman Catholic Church ; followed by a
period in which all have the privilege of being righteous, in
contrast with the time when the Roman Catholic Church
took away such liberty, which was the 1260 year period ;



30 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

that the millennium began when man’s right to read and obey
the Bible was completely restored, and ends with the “little
time” mentioned in chapter 20 of Revelation, and in verse 3,
which introduces the final battle and Satan’s overthrow: all of
which is set forth in symbols and figures of speech. While that
is only another theory, it has a historical setting to make the
theory plausible.

(4) A fourth theory is suggested by Alexander Campbell. His
writings have been brought to light a great deal in the last few
years on mooted questions. In his Millennial Harbinger, he
set forth some views on Revelation 20. He advanced them
cautiously. He suggested that the book of Revelation was a
book of symbols and severely condemned those who would
feature opinions on it as vital doctrine. He condemned
the very thing for which Brother Neal is contending. Brother
Neal does not merely hold an opinion on the theories in-
volved in his proposition. He features his opinions as a part
of the “the faith once for all delivered to the saints.” Campbell
condemned the featuring of such opinions as cardinal doctrines;
but for the purpose of showing that whatever this thousand
years means, it must take place before the second coming of
Christ--not after--he wrote a series of twenty-five articles on
the second coming of Christ in the Millennial Harbinger of
1841. I read these articles before this debate. ‘In them he sug-
gested a theory of the millennium, but argued at length that the
second coming of Christ will be the end of all things, so far as
this earth is concerned; that there will be no thousand years
reign to follow; that whatever the thousand years reign of the
book of Revelation meant, or did not mean, it had to come before
the second coming of Christ and judgment; for the event of the
Lord’s return would mark the end of all things. I recommend
those twenty-five articles to Brother Neal if he has not read
them.

Here are some of the points Campbell mentions, in his series
against Brother Neal’s position that Christ will come back to
earth and reign literally a thousand years:

“These opinions were derived from several passages in scrip-
ture, which the millennarians, among the fathers, understood in
no other than a literal sense; but which the moderns, who hold
that opinion, consider as partly literal and partly metaphorical.”
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And summing up his Millennial Views he says:
“Respecting the real millennium, we may observe the follow-

ing things-l, that the Scriptures afford us ground to believe
that the church will arrive at a state of prosperity which it never
has yet enjoyed. 2. That this will continue at least a thousand
years, or a considerable space of time, in which the work of sal-
vation may be fully accomplished in the utmost extent and
glory of it. 3. This will be a state of great happiness and glory.
The Jews shall be converted, genuine Christianity diffused
throughout all nations, and Christ shall reign, by his spiritual
presence, in a glorious manner.” (Millennial Harbinger, Vol. 6,
pp. 95-98, 1856.)

His theory was that the church would arrive at a state
of prosperity which it has never yet known; that the church will
enjoy a period of prosperity which will continue at least a thou-
sand years; that this will be a state of great happiness and glory;
that the Jews will be converted during this period; genuine
Christianity diffused throughout all nations; and that Christ
shall reign by his spiritual presence--the spread of the gospel.
And he named his paper “The Millennial Harbinger,” because
when the great Restoration Movement was launched, with its
slogan to speak where the Bible speaks and be silent where the
Bible is silent, it appeared to be the overthrow of denomina-
tionalism. It seemed that all denominations were about to
abandon party creeds and party names and that all believers in
Christ would be united upon the Bible, and the Bible alone.
Thus it was not because he thought there would be a thousand
years reign after the second coming of Christ that his publication
was called The Millennial Harbinger. He thought there would
be a long period of time, a thousand years or more, of great
gospel blessings before the second coming of Christ. Alexander
Campbell was not, therefore, a premillennialist as some are
wont to claim.

Here are four theories which have been advanced concerning
the thousand years of chapter 20 of Revelation. How do you
know that Brother Neal is right and these are wrong? They have
historical background in connection with their interpretation of
these symbols. But his theory has nothing to support it--just
a future dream--yet he says his is clearly taught. He cannot
prove it by any passage of scripture.
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He has given you Revelation 20 : 2-7 for his proof.
“And he laid hold on the dragon, the old serpent, which is the

Devil and Satan, and bound him for a thousand years, and cast
him into the abyss, and shut it, and sealed it over him, that he
should deceive the nations no more, until the thousand years
should be finished: after this he must be loosed for a little time.
And I saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment was
given unto them: and I saw the souls of them that had been
beheaded for the testimony of Jesus and for the word of God,
and such as worshipped not the beast, neither his image, and re-
ceived not the mark upon their forehead and upon their hand;
and they lived, and reigned with Christ a thousand years. The
rest of the dead lived not until the thousand years should be
finished. This is the first resurrection. Blessed and holy is he
that hath part in the first resurrection: over these the second
death hath no power; but they shall be priests of God and of
Christ, and shall reign with him a thousand years. And when
the thousand years are finished, Satan shall be loosed out of his
prison.”

Now, I believe every word of this passage. Brother Neal
cannot read a verse in all the Bible, from Genesis to Revelation,
that I will not immediately subscribe to. I believe every word
in the book. He did not have to put that passage on a chart.
It is here in the Bible. It was here before he put it on the chart.
I believe it. But I do not believe the interpretation which he puts
on these symbols. The passage does not contain his proposition--
that after the second coming of Christ and before the final
resurrection and judgment there will be an age or dispensation
during which Christ will reign on earth. The text is lacking in
proof. The passage does not furnish sufficient data for the con-
struction of his earthly millennial theory.

I have read extracts from Brother Neal’s book, indicating
the inconsistency of his literal interpretation theory, and that
his charts contradict his theory; and have given you for com-
parison four historical views of the subject from Alexander
Campbell and others. Either of these four views is more
plausible than Brother Neal’s theory. They have historical
background. His has none at all--absolutely none. I have set
these views of the subject before you for your information, and
that you may see that Brother Neal’s theory of a future earthly
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kingdom is altogether unnecessary to a study and a belief and
an appreciation of the book of Revelation. If he feels compelled
to theorize, why not, at least, take a plausible theory that has
some support in the events of history? His theories are without
such support, and are all forced interpretations to fit his fancies
of the future.

SOME NECESSARY DISTINCTIONS

I now call your attention to some distinctions that should be
made in order to keep the issue clearly defined; otherwise, these
charts which Brother Neal has featured in his first speech will
only confuse the mind.

I shall insist, first, that my good brother shall state plainly
whether or not the kingdom referred to in his proposition and
on his charts is the only kingly rule of Christ.

Perhaps you think that is unnecessary, but it is germane to
the issues before you.

I want, second, that Brother Neal shall distinguish between
the present kingdom of Christ and that future kingdom, if the
one he is theorizing about is not the only kingly reign of Christ.
If it is not, let Brother Neal distinguish clearly between the
present reign and kingdom of Christ, and that future kingdom.
I want that difference clearly distinguished.

We shall demand of Brother Neal that he state, third,
whether the reign referred to in his proposition is the same as
that referred to in the Bible as David’s Throne.

An honest man will give all the information he can on all
the matters involved in his proposition, and defend all matters
which his proposition implies or includes. Brother Neal is an
honest man, I am sure. As an honest man, therefore, I am sure
he will not have any hesitancy in giving us full information.
For the sake of necessary distinction, for the sake of clarity,
let him tell us whether this kingdom of his proposition is the one
the Bible mentions as “David’s Throne,” and if Christ is sitting
on it now.

These are some questions that need some “light,” and when
Brother Neal launches out into the deep, we promise an inter-
esting discussion for you. I thank you.

3
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I use this chart again. One, two, three, four, five, six. Just
the same as it was. In the same place. Brother Wallace hasn’t
removed anything from the word of the Lord. The thousand
years is still there and in the same place, six times. He has given
us four different views on the book of Revelation; that means
this--that a great many people disagree about that portion of
the scripture. He might have chosen the Great Commission or
the Lord’s Supper or any other passage of scripture and given us
even more than four different views. He has not, however, taken
up this section of scripture here and shown us that the argument
is not true that we have set forth that here is the thousand years
represented in the word of God six times; that in the context,
which embraces chapter 19 of Revelation, is shown the second
coming of Christ. Why didn’t he take up this passage and
try to show that this is not the second coming of Christ? Why
did you not take up this passage, Brother Wallace, and show
that it is not the final resurrection and judgment, or why did you
not deal with this thousand years? He has told us, in his state-
ment about this, that there were five things that were not named
in that. There are hundreds of things that are not named in this
passage. You don’t expect to find all of it named in one passage.
Just try the Great Commission in the same way that he has tried
this passage here and see what you make out of that. Read in
Matthew the Great Commission: “Go ye therefore, and make
disciples of all the nations, baptizing them into the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to
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observe all things whatsoever I commanded you: and lo, I am
with you always, even unto the end of the world.” Matt. 28:
19, 20.

He doesn’t find in that statement of the Great Commission
any repentance. He doesn’t find all of the commission in that
passage. Why is it he rules out this passage because it does not
contain all there is in the Bible on the subjects he names? If
he were looking for the second coming of Christ, he would not
have to look very far to find it. Why should he say it is not
found here--that it is not presented in that passage? He could
have found it. It is in chapter 19. Just because all those things
are not mentioned in that one passage, the second coming of
Christ and all those things, doesn’t in any way mean that that
ends the argument. There is a thousand years and that there
is something before it and something after it. That something
before it is named in the Scripture, and that something after it
is named in the Scripture. Why does he not take up that pas-
sage and deal with it? That is scripture. The book of Revela-
tion is scripture. He may talk about symbols and all that, but
he should know that the Bible is its own interpreter. The
Bible explains the Bible. It is my conclusion from a close study
of the book of Revelation and other books that every symbol
God uses in his Book is explained somewhere else in the Book ;
that is true of the book of Revelation, as well as elsewhere.

He was talking to us something about “the present reign of
Christ,” and “the future reign of Christ.” I challenge him to find
any such phraseology in the Bible as “present reign of Christ”
and “future reign of Christ.” It isn’t there. Make a note of that,
Brother Wallace, and tell us, where it says, “present reign of
Christ,” and “future reign of Christ.” Find either phrase in the
Scripture. You will find where it says, “the reign of Christ.”
“Christ reigns,” and such expressions as that. There is no use
making a distinction where there is none in the word of God, in
regard to a “present” and a “future” reign of Christ. That is not
scriptural phraseology. The thought is not there. Christ
reigns.

Well, he has also told us that the book of Revelation was
highly symbolic, or some language to that effect; and that we
do not know, and that I could not prove to you that my con-
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clusions are correct. I am not trying to prove to you that these
conclusions are correct. I am giving you the word of God for
it. There is the thousand years. There is something before it
and there is something after it. There it stands as it is in the
Bible, and it will stand that way until it is changed, and none
of us have any power to change it. It will stand.

There is another feature that we have wanted to bring out
to you. It seems as though the book of Revelation is not counted
for very much because it abounds with symbols and figures of
speech. Brother Wallace has read from my book. I have never
taken the position anywhere, either publicly or privately, in
print or orally, that there were not symbols in the Bible, or
that there were not figures of speech in the Bible. I do say those
symbols, when they are explained by the word of the Lord, are
fulfilled literally. If the Lord says the old serpent and drag-
on is the devil and Satan, that explains the matter. If it
then says that the dragon is cast into the pit, that means the
devil, of course, because he has explained it. It is a literal trans-
action, although it is stated in symbol. We find none of those
passages which do not conform to that rule. Go back to chap-
ter 7 of Daniel ; here you have a prophecy stated in symbols,
but those symbols are explained; the four beasts are four
kingdoms, Dan. 7: 17. Those kingdoms were literally fulfilled
on the earth, one after the other, as we all know, and as I will
bring out at a later time. Here is literal fulfillment of symbolic
prophecy. Prophecy may be stated figuratively but fulfilled
literally. You have that in Daniel, chapter 7, beginning with
verse 4, and continuing to the close of the chapter.

We will leave that for the present time. The book of Reve-
lation does have symbols, but those symbols are explained in
either the immediate context or in some other portion of the
Bible. The book of Revelation is called a nonessential book. If
you would understand the book of Revelation, take any subject
found there--take the concordance and go back through the
Bible and trace that subject carefully and when you arrive at
the book of Revelation, you have the explanation of that sub-
ject intelligently finished. If you have studied it in the perspec-
tive, every symbol which God uses in the book of Revelation is
somewhere explained in the Bible. Well, the book of Revela-
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tion, as I was going to say, with all its symbols, is a very neces-
sary book, and we should study it, and there is a promised
blessing if we do study it. (Rev. 1: 3 .) I am going to call your
attention to the book of Revelation because of its importance to
every Bible student, and because some would cast reflections
upon it. Many feel that if a doctrine is taught in the book of
Revelation, we need not pay very much attention to it.

REVELATION REVEALS THE END OF THE STORY

@

GEN. 2:22 TREE OF LIFE STORY REV. 22:2 \
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GEN. 3:17 THE CURSE STORY REV. 22:3
GEN. 4:8 THE DEATH STORY REV. 21:4 H
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Now, look at the chart. Here is the book of Revelation upon
the one hand, and the book of Genesis on the other. The Bible
is a unit and when the Bible begins a story, it always completes
it. Usually we find the story ending in the book of Revela-
tion. In the book of Genesis the seed is sown--there the story
begins--and you may read all the way through your Bible and
you will not find the conclusion until you come to the book of
Revelation. I am giving you here a few items of that story.

Revelation reveals the end of the story. Now, in the
book of Genesis, in chapter 3 and verse 22, we have the “tree of
life story.” You may read through the entire Bible and you
will not come to an ending of that story, until you arrive at
chapter 22 and verse 2 of the book of Revelation. In the very
last chapter, we have the story of the tree of life ending. In
Genesis 3: 1, “the serpent story” begins; in this third chapter,
we have the story of the serpent in connection with the woman--
Satan and the woman--and that story is not ended till we come
to chapter 20 of Revelation, verses 2 and 3. We turn here to
chapter 3 of Genesis and verse 6, “the sin story” begins, and it
is a continued story until we have arrived at chapter 22 and
verse 15 of the book of Revelation, and sin is no more. In
chapter 3 of Genesis and verse 16, “the tear story” begins, and
it continues throughout the Bible until we come to Revelation
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21: 4, which is the ending of that tear story, where there will
be no more tears. And here we have in Genesis 3 : 17, “the
curse story.” The earth is cursed, but in Revelation 22: 3,
the story comes to an end, “And there shall be no curse any
more.” And again, Genesis 4: 8, we have the beginning of “the
death story,” but in Revelation 21: 4, “and death shall be no
more.”

There are people who cast reflections on the book of Rev-
elation and discourage its reading. They say it is symbolic
and figurative and use many high-sounding phrases like that.
People who believe they cannot understand it should read
chapter 1 and verse 3. The book of Revelation is the end of the
story-it is the last chapter in the book. Why would a man
throw away the last chapter of his book? Did you ever hear of a
man doing that? If a man would discourage the reading of
the book of Revelation, it would be like a man tearing out
and throwing away the last chapter of his book. A blessing
is pronounced upon those who will study it. I am now going
to read that verse to you, because it is like a key that is hung
up at the beginning of the book, and no other book is so intro-
duced, as is the book of Revelation:

“Blessed is he that readeth, and they that hear the words of
the prophecy, and keep the things that are written therein: for
the time is at hand.” (Rev. 1: 3.)

There is a blessing pronounced upon the reading and study
of that book, and we could not do away with its symbols and
signs. Any other book of the Bible has figures, and signs, and
symbols. We can deal with that by coming to one of the sym-
bolic passages of the Bible to get an idea of Revelation. Chap-
ter 4 of the book of John, and beginning about verse 10, I am
going to give you an example as to how to deal with a symbolical
or figurative passage of scripture. Beginning with verse 10:

“Jesus answered and said unto her, If thou knewest the gift
of God, and who it is that saith to thee, Give me to drink; thou
wouldest have asked of him, and he would have given thee
living water. The woman saith unto him, Sir, thou hast nothing
to draw with, and the well is deep: whence then hast thou that
living water? Art thou greater than our father Jacob, who gave
us the well, and drank thereof himself, and his sons, and his
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cattle? Jesus answered and said unto her, Every one that
drinketh of this water shall thirst again: but whosoever drinketh
of the water that I shall give him shall never thirst; but the
water that I shall give him shall become in him a well of water
springing up unto eternal life.” (John 4: 10-14.)

Now, here is water that is not ordinary water, because one
can drink of ordinary water and thirst again. The word “water,”
therefore, could not be used in a literal sense. It must, therefore,
have a symbolic or figurative significance. What is it? What
does the word “water” represent there? We do not know, but
we do know that it isn’t the ordinary water which the woman
came to carry away in her water bottle. God will explain the
matter. The Bible is its own interpreter, and we read on;
we do not find any explanation until we come to chapter 7,
verses 37 to 39:

“Now, on the last day, the great day of the feast, Jesus stood
and cried, saying, If any man thirst, let him come unto me and
drink. He that believeth on me, as the scripture hath said, from
within him shall flow rivers of living water. But this spake he
of the Spirit, which they that believed on him were to receive:
for the Spirit was not yet given; because Jesus was not yet
glorified.” (John 7: 37-39.)

Now, we have the explanation of that symbol. When Jesus
talks about water in the symbolic sense, he is talking about the
Spirit, and he explained it, himself. Now we can go back
to that passage in chapter 4 and make the application, not
because we have thought up a good explanation of it, but be-
cause we have found, in the word of God, God’s explanation of it.

If you will follow that same rule of letting the Bible explain
the Bible, you will not have so much trouble explaining the
book of Revelation, not any more perhaps, than you do with
many other portions of the Bible--if you give as much attention
to Revelation as to the other portions of the Bible.

Again, Brother Wallace has said in his speech tonight that
it wasn’t essential. Let me give you his exact words: “Not
a single essential,” he said, “Not a single essential” in this thing
we are proposing to discuss here. That means that there are
essentials and that there are nonessentials. And Brother Wallace
has ruled that in the discussion of this subject, there is not a
single essential--not a single thing essential to salvation, I judge
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he means. Well, what is essential to salvation? I will give you
an illustration. What is essential to life? Well, I read a news-
paper account--and maybe some of you have read the same--of
where a man and his wife were punished for keeping a little child
in a box in a basement, with very few clothes and just a little
food, for a number of years. The girl was taken out and they
were punished. I ask, what is essential to life? A box in a base-
ment, with just a little food, and few clothes? I would rather
ask it this way: What is essential to life and the enjoyment o f
life? I would say, all that God has made everywhere; every bit
of God’s creation that a man can gather unto himself and enjoy;
every bit of it that he can absorb is essential to his happiness
in-this life. Well, now, why not ask the same question in regard
to what is essential to salvation? Why reduce the things that
are necessary to salvation to a small group, and then say that
the rest of these things are not essential to salvation?

Let me give you an illustration of that on this chart; it will

IS A PART OF THE BIBLE "NON-ESSENTIAL" ?

WHAT MAN EP THIS
HAS THE RIGHT- DANGER LINE
TO THUS OUT OF YOUR
GOD’S W BIBLE LUKE 1:37

‘EVERY SCRIPTURE INSPIRED OF GOD IS PROFITABLE*... PAUL

help you, and probably will impress you with the fact that
when we divide God’s word into essentials and nonessentials, we
had better be at some other business. Here then, is shown a part
of the Bible as nonessential. If the teaching about the thousand
years is not essential to salvation, there are some things in the
Bible that are not essential to salvation; and this, Brother
Wallace says, is not essential, and is a nonessential. There are
those, then, that would divide the Bible into essentials and non-
essentials. Brother Wallace has placed at least one item down
here in the nonessential list that we are talking about. I suppose
the essential things would be repentance, and baptism, and
some of those primary things, the Lord’s Supper on the Lord’s
day. He would make essential those things that we have



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 41

gathered together and have in a way kept together, and
considered as essentials. Some other man will list another group
of things and class them as essentials. Some men would say
that baptism is nonessential. Brother Wallace would not allow
that. He puts that in the essentials, up here. I ask, then,
this question, what man has a right thus to divide God’s
word? What man has a right to do that? Brother Wallace has
no right to say that part of God’s word is essential, and part
nonessential. I want to tell you, emphatically, that every por-
tion of God’s word is essential. It says in this passage (2 Tim.
3: 16) that every scripture inspired of God is profitable-profit-
able for many things. In the book of Luke it says that no word
of God is void of power. There is no word in the Bible that is
nonessential. It is essential, in its place. It may not be fun-
damental. There is a difference between essential and funda-
mental, and there may be many things that are not fun-
damental, but there are no nonessentials in the Bible.

Now, let me give you an illustration. I once saw--and this
is an actual fact--the space of a city lot that was covered with
snow, and the weather was warm. All around, gardens were
growing and everything was beautiful, but this lot continued
to have snow all over it, even up into July. Now, that is not of
any great importance. I saw it, and it is a fact, and I can make
the statement as true, for it is true, but it would not amount to
anything--just a little item of interest--unless some man rises
up and says: “That is not so.” Then it becomes of vast im-
portance to me, not because of its actual importance, but be-
cause my word has been denied. My truth and veracity have
been questioned because I have made that statement.

I would say the same in regard to God’s word, that if any
portion of God’s word is said to be of no account and nonessen-
tial to salvation, it is then that we need to uphold it, for God’s
truths have been belittled and denied. At one time the observ-
ance of the Lord’s Supper on the first day of the week, and bap-
tism by immersion, and a number of those things were trampled
down and people were saying that they were of no importance,
and that the manner of performing baptism was of no import-
ance. Many people had settled down to that state of affairs.
Eventually Alexander Campbell and others of the pioneers rose
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up to object to all those things being taught as nonessential, and
there were great discussions. They are important, in their place,
but they were overemphasized by some of our preaching, because
others had belittled them and put them in the background as be-
ing of no importance. Just so with this dealing with the book of
Revelation, and with chapter 20 of this book of Revelation, and
the thousand years. It becomes of vast importance when men
rise up and say it is of no importance. It becomes of vast
interest when people say there is no truth in it. Why? Because
it is a part of God’s word and is just as profitable, in its place, as
any other portion of the Bible, and no one should rise up and
belittle that portion of the Bible. No one should discourage
the study of it, when God has spoken so encouragingly of the
study of it, in the very beginning of the book.

Now for the rest of the time, I want to call your atten-
tion to the fact that chapter 19 of Revelation, where we have
heaven opened and one coming out riding a white horse, pre-
sents the second coming of Christ. I am going to give this to
you briefly. Beginning with verse 11 and closing with verse 16,
there are no less than nine marks of identification, I will say
six just to be definite, an average of one for each verse, identi-
fying the rider of that white horse as the Lord Jesus Christ.
For instance, he is called “King of kings, and Lord of lords,”
and no one in the Bible is called King of kings but Nebuchad-
nezzar and the Lord Jesus Christ. I know that this is not
Nebuchadnezzar; therefore, it must be the Lord Jesus Christ.
And then again, he is called, “The Word of God,” and John, in
the first verse of his Gospel, says that Jesus was the Word of
God, that “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was
with God, and the Word was God. And the Word became flesh,
and dwelt among us (and we beheld his glory, glory as of the
only begotten from the Father), full of grace and truth.” (Jno.
1: 1, 14.) That is the Lord Jesus Christ.

Let me read those different passages, and take them up one
by one, in order to show how clearly it is shown that this white
horse rider is the Lord Jesus. The passage itself shows that he
comes from heaven, and comes to earth. Revelation 19, be-
ginning with verse 11:

“And I saw the heaven opened; and behold, a white horse,
and he that sat thereon called Faithful and True.”
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He is called in this same book, “the faithful and true wit-
ness.” (Rev. 3: 14.)

“And in righteousness he doth judge and make war.”
There is no other One that can judge and make war in

righteousness. We have a great deal of judgment and a great
deal of war, but no one except the Lord Jesus Christ can judge
and make war in righteousness.

“And his eyes are a flame of fire, and upon his head are many
diadems.”

He is thus described in the first chapter and in verse 14:

“And his eyes were as a flame of fire.”
What could be more fitting of Jesus Christ than that he

should wear those diadems?
“And he hath a name written which no one knoweth but

he himself. And he is arrayed in a garment sprinkled with
blood: and his name is called The Word of God.”

In Isaiah, you have that said of Jesus--Messiah--His Gar-
ment sprinkled with blood (Isa. 63: 3), another mark of iden-
tification.

“And the armies which are in heaven followed him upon white
horses, clothed in fine linen, white and pure. And out of his
mouth proceedeth a sharp sword, that with it he should smite
the nations: and he shall rule them with a rod of iron: and he
treadeth the winepress of the fierceness of the wrath of God, the
Almighty. And he hath on his garment and on his thigh a name
written, KING OF KINGS, AND LORD OF LORDS.”
(Rev. 19: 14-16.)

In chapter 17 of this same book of Revelation, you have this
same personage, of whom it is there said:

“These shall war against the Lamb, and the Lamb shall
overcome them, for he is Lord of lords, and King of kings; and
they also shall overcome that are with him, called and chosen
and faithful.” The King of kings is The Lamb, “The Lamb”
in Revelation always refers to Christ Jesus. (Rev. 5: l-10.)

It says the called and chosen and faithful are coming with
the Lord of lords, and King of kings.

“And out of his mouth proceedeth a sharp sword.”
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There is another mark of identification from the same book.
“That with it he should smite the nations: and he shall rule

them with a rod of iron.”
You will find that the Lord Jesus is given the nations for an

inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for a posses-
sion. He it is that is spoken of as breaking them with a rod of
iron. (Ps. 2: 9.)

Here is the coming of the Lord Jesus Christ from heaven to
earth. Let Brother Wallace take up this passage and show if he
can that this rider is not the Lord Jesus Christ. Let him show
that he does not come from heaven to earth. It cannot be done;
he will not try.

And one more statement in regard to that, in the two minutes
that are left. There it is shown that not only is this the Lord
Jesus Christ, but that it is his second coming; for otherwise, it
will not fit. At his first coming, he did not come to judge the
world. He said that if a man did not believe his word and did
not accept it, “I judge him not.” He says, “I came not to judge
the world, but to save the world.” (John 12: 47.) This could
not be during this present time, because he now is sitting on the
throne of Grace and is extending mercy and grace to even those
that curse and deny him. This could not be his first coming nor
the present time. It must be his second coming. The nature of
this coming, and the character of his work, sets it forth as the
second coming of the Lord Jesus Christ. This coming is shown
in the context to be before the thousand years.

The things Brother Wallace has asked me to deal with will
come up in the natural order. This is an unusual passage of
scripture we are dealing with, and I want him to deal with
it in his next speech; I want him to talk more about this order of
the text. I ask that he take up chapter 19 of Revelation and deal
with it. Let him go right along and give us an exposition of it,
and chapter 20, and on to the close, in the final resurrection and
judgment. Deal with it, Brother Wallace, in your next speech.

I thank you.
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FIRST SESSION

WALLACE’S SECOND SPEECH
(Monday, January 2, 1933)

Brother Chairman and Friends: In all kindness, I ask you, if
the proposition had not been read, could you have known by
listening to the speech that has just been delivered, what the
proposition is? I do not believe you could have known. Brother
Neal has been fighting a straw man. He did not deal with
the objections his opponent made against his proposition,
nor answer, the questions asked to get the issue defined. He
did not quote my statement concerning essentials. He mis-
quoted my statement. I did not say that these are not essential
matters. I said just the opposite. I said it involved essential
matters, not only essential, but fundamental; that when followed
to the logical end, the consequences are vitiating to the present
reign of Christ; that the theory would destroy the gospel plan
of salvation to all who are here tonight--being Gentiles.

Brother Neal spent half of his last speech on “things essential
and nonessential.” It is his own theory, in reality, which forces
that distinction. Nothing in the Bible is nonessential. Every
word of the Bible is essential for its purpose. But what is the
purpose of certain prophetic parts of the Bible? Prophecy is not
for the purpose of interpretation. It is for the purpose of fulfill-
ment. God uses prophecy and history to prove the divinity of
his Book. But not until prophecy has been fulfilled, can an unin-
spired man accurately apply it.

THE CHARTS EXAMINED

But now to the “proof” in his speech. Brother Neal talked
only ten minutes of his time on his proposition. After having
made all those assertions about chapter 19 of Revelation, he
winds it up in this way (pointing to his chart)--“Therefore
Christ will come to the earth and reign on the earth a thousand
years before the final resurrection and judgment.” Is that con-
clusion to be reached from all that he has said? There is not a
statement in all that chapter to warrant such a conclusion.

I shall reply to his charts in order.
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1. “The Fact, the Place, the Ruler, the Realm” Chart.
We do not deny the fact that a thousand years is mentioned,

or that the Ruler is Christ, but insist that the Place is in visions
and symbols of Revelation, and the Realm is the realm of the
souls of the martyrs of John’s vision. The chart asserts the
thing to be proved. It is proof, not charts, that Brother Neal’s
proposition needs. Indeed, if his affirmation had read “the
charts teach,” instead of “the Bible clearly teaches” he might
sustain it. But his proposition obligates him to furnish Bible
proof for his theory. So far he has only given us a lot of deco-
rated assertions.

2. “The End-of-the-Story” Chart.
Now, that is a pretty picture. Here we have a whole series

of panoramas--the tree of life story, the serpent story, the sin
story, the tear story, the curse story, the death story, from Gen-
esis to Revelation--therefore, Christ will come back to the earth
and reign a thousand years on the earth, after his second coming
and before the final resurrection and judgment! Such logic !
Brother Neal is a much better artist than he is a logician.

3. The Revelation 19-20 Chart--God’s Word in God’s
Order.” No. I.

Here Brother Neal orders me to deal with some of these
diagrams. I shall deal with them. He asked me to go to chapter
19 of Revelation, as indicated on this chart under, “Second
Coming of Christ,” and read where it mentions the personal
coming of Christ from heaven to earth. That was almost the
last word he said before he left the platform. But it is not in the
chapter. I challenge Brother Neal--and I hope he will accept the
challenge the first thing tomorrow night--to read one line in all
chapter 19 of Revelation that mentions the visible, personal
coming of Christ from heaven to earth, much less to reign a thou-
sand years.

John tells us what he saw in symbols, but he said absolutely
nothing about Christ coming from heaven to earth--not a word.
Brother Neal asked us to read the chapter. Let him take up his
time, and just read one verse in that chapter that supports his
proposition. We do not ask him to read the whole chapter--
just one verse in it that supports his contention. He merely
asserts that the symbols of Revelation 19 refer to the second
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coming of Christ. He says the rider of the white horse is Christ.
Grant it. Do these symbols prove the visible, personal coming
of Christ to the earth to reign a thousand years? That is the
point Brother Neal must prove.

The angels told the disciples that he would return “as he
went away.” Did he go away on a white horse, with an army
of white horses trailing after him? The description of Revela-
tion 19 does not harmonize with other scriptures that tell of the
manner of the Lord’s return.

On this point, let me read a bit of speculative wisdom from
Brother Neal’s book. He says these horses are literal. Hear
him: “Is the term ‘horse’ or ‘horses’ literal or figurative? We
reply that it is literal. By explanation we say, the term ‘horse’
in the Bible is not limited to the flesh and blood animal we
know and use. There are heavenly horses which heavenly
beings drive and ride.” (Light in a Dark Place, page 108.)
They are literal horses, not “flesh and blood” horses, but literal.

Again, he says: “The chain to be used will be the kind
needed. He who knows the kind of horses and chariots needed
for traffic between earth and heaven, and the kind of chains
needed for wicked angels, will know the kind for this occasion
also--leave that to him.” (Light in a Dark Place, page 22.) We do
not know what kind of horses, but “evidently” the Lord knows
the kind of horses needed for traffic from heaven to earth--they
are horses just the same. But if they are literal horses, why does
Brother Neal not know what kind? Does he not know what a
literal horse is? That is his literal interpretation--and yet he
says that the horse and the rider of chapter 19 of Revelation, and
certain other things, “must” refer to Christ.

Grant that they do refer to Christ, does it support his propo-
sition : “The Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming
of Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there
will be an age or dispensation of one thousand years during
which Christ will reign upon the earth”? The very thing
Brother Neal needs to prove is the thing the chapter does not
mention. The fact that chapter 20 “follows” chapter 19, proves
nothing. He cannot find his proposition in either chapter, or
both. I shall hold him to his proposition.

Commenting on Rev. 11: 15 in one place Brother Neal said:
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“The kingdoms of this world are become the kingdoms of our
Lord Jesus Christ.” That is not the way it reads. It says “the
kingdoms of our Lord and of his Christ.” This refers to the end
of time when Christ has surrendered his rule to God.

4. The "Nonessential" Chart.
Brother Neal asks, “Why reduce the Bible to only a few

essentials?” Who does that? He draws a chart to show the
“danger-line” and asks, “Why discourage the reading of Reve-
lation?” Nobody here does that. We do not reduce the Bible
to only a few essentials, and we do not discourage the reading
of the book of Revelation. We all believe the third verse of the
first chapter, which reads: “Blessed is he that readeth, and they
that hear the words of this prophecy, and keep those things
which are written therein: for the time is at hand.” We do not
object to reading the words of this prophecy, and keeping the
things that are written therein.. The thing to which we object
is Brother Neal’s adding to “the words of the prophecy of this
book.” The same book that exhorts us to read these things,
also warns us not to add to these things. Brother Neal is doing
it. The consequences of so doing are fearful. We exhort him
to quit it. Brother Neal attempts to interpret the whole Bible,
from Genesis to Revelation, by one verse in a book of symbols.
Why do that, Brother Neal? Why, Brother Neal, do you try
to interpret the whole Bible by one symbolic verse in a book of
symbols? His theory is clothed in apocalyptic vision and
wrapped in mystic folds, yet he says it is perfectly clear. That is
his claim. The issue turns on that.

The rule of interpretation is that an obscure passage must
be interpreted in the light of plain passages. Brother Neal tries
to interpret the whole Bible by one obscure passage.

He says something about one having just enough to eat, a
few clothes, and living in a box in the basement. That is the
distinction he makes between “essentials and nonessentials” ; in
other words, you might understand from Brother Neal’s illus-
tration that, if you do not believe his interpretations, it is like
living in a box in the basement, with only a few clothes, and
barely enough to eat. That is Brother Neal’s idea of his theory.
If you do not believe what he teaches on the book of Revelation,
then you had just about as well be living in a box in the base-
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ment! I believe that some of us who do not believe his specula-
tions are reasonably healthy.

5. The “Revelation 20: 2-7, Inclusive,” Chart.
We believe every word in the book of Revelation. He does

not have to put the passage on a chart to convince us that what
it says is true. But merely citing a passage is not proving a
proposition. He asked me to show where the thousand years
reign does not include certain things. It is his task to show that
it does include the five points of his affirmation.

He says that the thousand years reign is still in Revelation
20 and on his chart after my speech. Surely so. I am not trying
to take out of the book of Revelation a thing it says. I am
trying to keep Brother Neal from putting into that verse
something that it does not say. Revelation 20: l-7, “inclusive.”
does not mention the second coming of Christ; it does not men-
tion a reign on earth; it does not mention a bodily resurrection;
it does not mention “us”; it does not mention Christ on earth.
Therefore, it does not prove his proposition. Does Brother Neal
expect us to simply take his word for it? We want the proof, in
the form of a passage that “clearly” teaches his proposition.

OBJECTIONS ANSWERED

1. Brother Neal says that I am not using scriptural language
when I refer to the “present” reign of Christ. He says “Show
me where ‘present reign’ of Christ is found in the Bible.” It is
in the same verse, Brother Neal, that mentions the “final” resur-
rection on your chart and in your proposition. Where does the
Bible say anything about “final” resurrection? Do not talk
about my “present” till you show me your “final,” Brother
Neal.

2. Brother Neal says he knows what “water” in John 4: 10
means because it is explained in chapter 7--all right--let him
show where Revelation 20: l-7 has been explained and we will
know what it means.

3. His idea of literal fulfillment of prophecies seems to be
that the prophecy actually comes to pass. That is a new defini-
tion of literal. A prophecy actually comes to pass when it is
fulfilled figuratively. He says “all that is necessary to know is
to look up the meaning of symbolic words, and then the prophecy

4
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will be fulfilled literally.” What more could be said of literal
language? He makes no distinction at all between the literal
and the figurative, and interprets them both alike. “Literal”
means “according to the letter; not metaphorical." Then, if
the prophecy of Isa. 40: 3 was literally fulfilled, there are no
hills and valleys and rough roads in Palestine; for John the
Baptist leveled the hills, filled the valleys and graded the roads!
His definition of literal destroys the purpose of figurative lan-
guage. In fact, if his definition is right, there is no figurative
language; it is all literal ! Brother Neal is evidently evading the
issue.

4. I said that chapter 20 of the book of Revelation does not
mention the five things affirmed. Brother Neal says, “Why,
surely, it does not mention a hundred things.”

That is a quibble. Here is the point: Brother Neal stated
his proposition, then he offered Revelation 20: l-7 as his proof
text. I said his proof text does not mention either of the five
things in his proposition. He replies that the Great Commission
does not mention “a lot of things”! But, friends, if I were
affirming a certain thing and made the Great Commission my
proof text, I would have to show that the Great Commission
contained the things I sought to prove by it.

But he says, ‘Certainly, it does not mention a hundred
things.” True, but he must show that his proof text contains
the things he is trying to prove by it. If there are five things in
the proposition sought to be proven, and his proof text does not
mention a single one of the five things, he will have to get another
proof text. I am sure Brother Neal sees that. Surely he will not
try to cover up or evade the issue.

5. He wants me to “deal” with the book of Revelation. He
means that he wants me to do some speculating. Misery loves
company. Brother Neal speculates and if he could get me at it,
it would be a fine thing for him. But he will not succeed in that.
There are two congregations in Winchester composed of people
who claim to be members of the church of Christ. This division
in the church of Christ has been caused by these brethren who
preach these factious theories as cardinal doctrines, and their
effort to push them upon the people. Hence, there is consider-
ably more than mere theories involved in this debate.
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I am not here to expound a theory. I have none. But I shall
show where his contention virtually denies that Christ is
reigning now ; that it antagonizes the scriptures that speak
of this dispensation as the last days; that it makes God false
to his promises; that it alternates type and antitype. Ju-
daism and Christianity; that it brings Christ down from his
Throne of Majesty in heaven to the earth, his footstool; that it
denies the blessings of salvation to the Gentiles; that it nullifies
the Great Commission; that it is the same mistake the Jews
made when they expected a king like Caesar and an earthly
kingdom. That is some of the work ahead of us in this dis-
cussion.

I think, in a general way, this complements the speech
Brother Neal has made. I want now to talk about some things
pertaining to the present reign of Christ.

REVELATION 20 : l-7
(1) A Symbolic Proof Text.
Brother Neal says that the whole doctrine of the thousand

years reign is in one verse in this book of symbols. He insists
that his proposition is in one passage. So this one symbolic
passage is the pivot on which the whole theory turns. But the
evidence in this passage is too meagre, and its nature too
figurative and symbolic, therefore too indefinite, to furnish
proof for Brother Neal’s literal proposition.

He also says there is no part of the Bible that some other
part of the Bible does not explain. But he only assumes and
never proves his affirmations. I challenge his statement. If
there is a passage anywhere in the Bible, from Genesis to Revela-
tion, that supports his contention of the thousand years reign on
earth, let him produce it.

He compares that to denominational divisions on baptism,
and other things of that importance. Is it possible that Brother
Neal is contending that his thousand years reign proposition is as
clearly taught as baptism ? Is that what you mean, Brother
Neal ?

NEAL: Yes.

WALLACE: Do you mean that your theory of the thousand
years reign of Christ on earth is just as clearly taught in Reve-
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lation 20: l-7 as baptism for remission of sins is taught in Acts
2: 38?

NEAL: Yes.
WALLACE: “Repent, and be baptized every one of you in

the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall
receive the gift of the Holy Ghost.” (Acts 2: 38.)

Brother Neal’s proposition is:
“The Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming of

Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there will
be an age or dispensation of one thousand years during which
Christ will reign on the earth.” Where is the verse that says it?

He says that proposition is as clearly taught in Revelation
20 as baptism in the Great Commission, or in Acts 2: 38.
I repeat that his proof text does not mention the second coming
of Christ; does not mention the reign on earth; does not mention
a bodily resurrection; does not mention US; and does not mention
Christ on earth, nor the nature of this reign.

Brother Neal cannot find in this verse or any other verse in
the Bible where Christ will reign on earth a thousand years. Yet,
he says it is as clearly taught as baptism. The teaching in the
Bible on baptism is stated word for word. He will have to find
a verse that mentions his proposition word for word to sustain his
assertion--when he does that the debate will be over, for I do
not deny anything the Bible says “word for word.”

Brother Neal has a proposition by which he is trying to prove
five things, neither of which is mentioned in his proof text. When
he said that it is as clearly taught as baptism, I believe his own
brethren were ashamed of him.

If the things of the book of Revelation are applicable to us
as vital truth, a sure hope, would they be wrapped in mystic
folds and reserved for apocalyptic disclosure? If this proposi-
tion of the affirmative be true, is it not reasonable to expect him
to produce some verse of scripture that states it clearly in unam-
biguous language ? Instead of that he is assuming that the five
points of his proposition are in a verse that does not mention a
single one of them.

(2) The Items Not Mentioned.
For emphasis, I challenge Brother Neal to show us in his
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reference here on the Revelation 19-20 chart one clear statement
from which he deduces his five-point theory. I insist that they
are not mentioned. Let us itemize them once more:

1.  It does not mention the second coming of Christ.
2. It does not mention a reign on earth.
3. It does not mention a bodily resurrection.
4. It does not mention us--it says, "They lived and reigned

with Christ a thousand years.”
5. It does not mention Christ on earth.
Yet he says it proves clearly his proposition, and that it is

“exactly what the Bible says.”
I had hoped Brother Neal would give his attention to these

objections to his affirmation in his last speech. One clear state-
ment, which he has not given and cannot give, would be enough
to establish his proposition.

John saw “the souls” of them that were beheaded.
“They” lived and reigned a thousand years. “They’‘--the

souls of them that were beheaded--not a word about us--
“They lived and reigned.” Who? The martyrs--“The souls of
them that were beheaded.” Does that include Brother Neal ?
He will have to have his head cut off literally to get in this
millennium. His book says that every prophecy that has been
fulfilled has been fulfilled literally.

But he says “thousand years” is mentioned six times in this
one passage of scripture--Revelation 20. Yes, but it does not
once mention the things he needs in order to prove his proposi-
tion. If it is to be taken literally, what do we have? Satan is
literally bound, with literal chains, and thrown into a literal
pit, literally without a bottom; a literal angel, a literal throne, a
literal rod, literal martyrs with their heads literally cut off, and a
literal thousand years reign, on the literal earth. Will Brother
Neal accept his own literal interpretation?

I challenge Brother Neal to assume that the book of Reve-
lation is all literal. If he does not assume that it is all literal.
then I will ask him to put on one side of the line the literal things,
and on the other side, the figurative things, as indicated here
on the blackboard, and tell us why he makes some of them figura-
tive, and others literal. I will have him debating with himself
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and others of his group, on this question--Neal against Neal;
Neal against Boll ; and Neal against Chambers, before this de-
bate is over. Watch and see.

Yet, it is all clearly taught and essential to the Christian life!
And if you do not believe Brother Neal’s theory of it, you are
“living in a box in the basement, with just a little food and
clothing,” according to Brother Neal.

(3) A Martyr Scene.
John saw “the souls of the martyrs.” In verse 9, of chapter

6, the souls of these martyrs were under the altar--the souls of
these same martyrs were under the altar. They were persecuted
and their cause despised. Then in chapter 20, the souls are on
thrones--their cause had triumphed. Between chapter 6 and
chapter 20, no bodily resurrection is mentioned.

Let Brother Neal try his hand on this, since he is good at
speculating. Why could you not take it all as spiritual, inas-
much as a bodily resurrection is not mentioned there? In chap-
ter 6, where are the souls? Under the altar--their cause perse-
cuted and despised. But in chapter 20 they are on thrones--
their cause had been revived--they had triumphed. Between
the scenes, the Faithful and True had cast down their accusers.
Taking the souls from under the altar, and putting them on
thrones may be referred to as a resurrection.  Cannot a resur-
rection refer just as much to a c a u s e  as to an individual? I ask
Brother Neal if it is not just as possible for that to be true as it
is for it to refer to a bodily resurrection? He is trying to make a
bodily resurrection out of something that John called souls.
John said that the souls “lived’‘--did not “begin to live”--
They lived.

A soul does not require a resurrection in order to live--that
is, not a bodily resurrection. They lived and reigned. “Lived
and reigned” are both limited as to time. They lived and reigned
a thousand years. If this passage is to be interpreted literally,
what becomes of them when the thousand years is over?

According to Brother Neal’s theory at least six thousand
years, up to the present time, have been consumed preparing to
reign one thousand years. Would men work six years building a
house in which to live six months?

Note the 4th verse: “And I saw thrones, and they sat upon
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them, and judgment was given unto them: and I saw the souls of
them that were beheaded for the witness of Jesus, and for the
word of God, and which had not worshipped the beast, neither his
image, neither had received his mark upon their foreheads, or in
their hands; and they lived and reigned with Christ a thousand
years.”

They did not live literally in an earthly state; they were
souls--not bodies.

There is no evidence that it refers to us. Brother Neal cannot
get himself, or you, or me into that by his literal interpretations.

Note the 5th verse: “But the rest of the dead lived not again
until the thousand years were finished. This is the first resur-
rection.”

Is this not a figurative--a spiritual resurrection--rather than
a bodily resurrection? "This is the first resurrection”--why ex-
plain it to them ? Now, if that were a physical, literal resurrec-
tion, John should not have had to tell them it was a resurrection.
What John was describing as a resurrection was something un-
usual. If it is a literal affair, would they have had to be told
that it was a resurrection?

The word resurrection was being used in the usual way, but
applied to an unusual thing--something that he had to tell them
was, or would be, a resurrection. So John had to tell them “this
is the first resurrection.” That alone contains the proof, or in-
dication, that it is not a physical, literal affair.

Taking the “souls” from under the altar and putting them on
thrones would be a figurative resurrection. Can this not be the
first resurrection of John’s vision?

Note the 6th verse: “Blessed and holy is he that hath part in
the first resurrection: on such the second death hath no power,
but they shall be priests of God and of Christ, and shall reign
with him a thousand years.”

The souls of these martyrs were blessed and holy, though
they had been “beheaded for the testimony of Jesus and the
word of God,” because they would not worship the beast nor
receive his mark. They lived and reigned with Christ--saved
from the power of the second death. Since this is all the passage
says, does Brother Neal have the right to say more? Can he say
more without adding to the words of this prophecy?
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I am merely presenting suggestions to show that Brother
Neal cannot clearly prove anything by this chapter in the book
of Revelation--for no matter what theory he offers something
else could be its meaning.

SOME NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS

I now offer some negative arguments to show that, in view of
certain plain passages of scripture, there cannot be a dispensa-
tion of one thousand years on earth between the second coming
of Christ and the “final resurrection and judgment” of Brother
Neal’s theory.

Argument I: The resurrection of the righteous will be at
the last day.

Brother Neal’s theory contradicts the teaching of the Bible
regarding the resurrection at the last day. His theory provides
for a thousand years reign between the resurrection of the
righteous and the resurrection of the wicked. The theory is that
the righteous will be raised at the coming of Christ. Then a
thousand years reign will come--and at the end of that thousand
years, that other “little” period, then the final resurrection and
judgment--according to his charts.

Against that contention I submit the following scriptures:
John 6: 40--"And this is the will of him that sent me, that

every one which seeth the Son, and believeth on him, may have
everlasting life: and I will raise him up at the last day.”

John 6: 44--“No man can come to me, except the Father
which hath sent me draw him: and I will raise him up at the last
day.”

John 6: 54--"Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood,
hath eternal life; and I will raise him up at the last day.” This
triplet of scriptures tells us that those who have eternal life will
be raised at the last day. Get it, friends--those who are to have
eternal life will be raised at the last day.

John 12: 48--"He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my
words, hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have spoken,
the same shall judge him in the last day.” How does he get
three hundred sixty-five thousand days after the last one? That
is the question.

1. The resurrection of those who have eternal life will be
at the last day.
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2. The judgment of the wicked will be at the last day.
3. Therefore the resurrection of the righteous and the judg-

ment of the wicked will be at the same day.
Now, he separates the judgment of the wicked and the

resurrection of those who have eternal life, those who are saved ;
he separates them by a thousand years reign. But Jesus says,
in these three verses, that those who have eternal life will be
raised at the last day, and that the judgment of the wicked will
also be a t  the last day. That is the “final” resurrection and judg-
ment, and not as represented on these charts. That is the
occasion of the final judgment--when those who have eternal
life are raised from the dead. Therefore the resurrection
of the righteous and the judgment of the wicked will take place
at the same day. Brother Neal will have to get a thousand
years between two resurrections--three hundred sixty-five thou-
sand days after the last day--to prove his theory. Think about it.

Argument II : The resurrection of the righteous will be at the
last trump.

I Thess. 4: 16-17: “For the Lord himself shall descend from
heaven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with
the trump of God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first: Then
we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with
them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall we
ever be with the Lord.”

1 Cor. 15: 51-52: “Behold, I shew you a mystery; We shall
not all sleep, but we shall all be changed, In a moment, in the
twinkling of an eye, at the last trump: for the trumpet shall
sound, and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall
be changed.”

Those who are living when Christ comes will be changed, and
the dead will be raised. When is that? When the last trump
sounds--the last trump. Brother Neal has the resurrection
of the wicked a thousand years after the last trump. They
will not have any trump ! They will have to wake up without a
trump!

1 Corinthians 15: 5 l-52 tells us it will be the last trump
when “we” are changed. It will be the “final” resurrection
of the dead. And it will be the last trump. The last trump is the
last resurrection. “Trump” stands for “resurrection.” Brother
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Neal cannot prove by any manner of means that there are two
future resurrections, or that there will be a thousand years
reign between the resurrection of the righteous and the judg-
ment of the wicked.

I believe everything the book of Revelation says. I believe
John saw all that he said he saw. There was something concern-
ing a thousand years reign of the martyred souls with Christ.
But that it refers to an earthly period between the second coming
of Christ and the “final resurrection,” or that it refers to a future
kingdom on this earth--I am emphatically denying, and calling
upon Brother Neal for the proof. He has not proved it. He has
placed a lot of charts before you with verses of scripture and
pretty lettering, but these charts do not prove his proposition,
and the scriptures he cites do not mention the five prongs of the
proposition that he is obligated to prove.

Argument III:  The reign of Christ which began on Pentecost
is the only kingly rule of Christ and will continue to the end of
time.

To sustain his proposition, Brother Neal will have to prove
that there will be a future reign of Christ different and distinct
from the present reign of Christ. Is it a future reign of Christ
differing entirely from the present reign, that you are talking
about, Brother Neal? Is it the one concerning David’s Throne?
Now, Christ was the One whom David said would sit on his
(David’s) throne. Is he on it?

Brother Neal said that the Bible says nothing about a
“future” or “present” reign of Christ. I ask, why all of this on
his chart? I am sure he must admit that Christ is now reigning,
and he says that he will reign a thousand years after his second
coming and before the final resurrection and judgment. That is
the only reason that I used the words “present” and “future”
in speaking of his reign. Is this reign referred to in the proposi-
tion, present or future? Will you please tell me, Brother Neal?
He is talking about a future reign of Christ all the time, yet,
objects to the term “present’‘--where does the Bible say “future
reign” ?

If he says Christ is reigning now, and that the reign of his
proposition is a continuation of the same reign, I promise you
something interesting the moment he does that. I will show
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you that the one he is contending for is absolutely different from
the reign of Christ that we now have--so different that he can-
not identify them as one and the same reign.

Let me get this argument before you: Christ is sitting at
God’s right hand in heaven, and will sit continuously until the
last enemy is destroyed.

Heb. 1: 3, 13 : “Who being the brightness of his glory, and the
express image of his person, and upholding all things by the
word of his power, when he had by himself purged our sins, sat
down on the right hand of the Majesty on high . . . But
to which of the angels said he at any time, Sit on my right hand,
until I make thine enemies thy footstool?”

He has sat down at the right hand of God, and will sit at the
right hand of God, till his enemies are made his footstool.

Hebrews 10: 12, 13 : “But this man, after he had offered one
sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right hand of God ;
From henceforth expecting till his enemies be made his footstool.”
When Christ sat down at the right hand of God he expected to
rule “henceforth”--from the time he began sitting. If he is
not exercising that rule, he has been “sitting,” and is yet sitting
in disappointment.

This “sitting” was to be coextensive with his "reign."
1 Cor. 15: 25, 26: “For he must reign, till he hath put all

enemies under his feet. The last enemy that shall be destroyed
is death.”

This "sitting" and “reigning” began on the day of Pentecost
when Jesus was seated at God’s right hand on the throne of
David.

Acts 2: 29-36: “Men and brethren, let me freely speak unto
you of the patriarch David, that he is both dead and buried, and
his sepulchre is with us unto this day. Therefore being a prophet,
and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of
the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, he would raise up
Christ to sit on his throne; He seeing this before spake of the
resurrection of Christ, that his soul was not left in hell, neither
his flesh did see corruption. This Jesus hath God raised up,
whereof we all are witnesses. Therefore being by the right hand
of God exalted, and having received of the Father the promise of
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the Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this, which ye now see and
hear. For David is not ascended into the heavens: but he saith
himself, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand,
Until I make thy foes thy footstool. Therefore let all the house of
Israel know assuredly, that God hath made that same Jesus,
whom ye have crucified. both Lord and Christ.”

If I had a blackboard I would draw a diagram of this argu-
ment.

(1) Christ was raised to sit on God’s right hand in heaven.
(Acts 2 : 32-35.) Peter quotes the prophecy of David that
Christ would sit at God’s right hand. “For David is not
ascended into the heavens: but he saith himself, The Lord said
unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand.”

(2) He sat, and he will sit till the last enemy is destroyed.
(Heb. 1: 3, 13.) That is the sitting part of the argument.

(3) He will reign till the last enemy is destroyed. (Cor. 15:
26.) Hence, the sitting and the reigning are the same thing.
Christ began reigning when he began sitting. When Christ began
sitting, he began reigning. The sitting and the reigning are
simultaneous and coextensive. He will reign while he sits; and
when the sitting is over, the reigning is over.

He will sit till God makes his foes his footstool. He will
reign till God puts all enemies under his feet. The sitting and
the reigning are coextensive. The sitting began on Pentecost,
therefore the reigning began on Pentecost. Brother Neal cannot
get his thousand years theory into this reigning and sitting, to
save his soul.

I have now shown that the resurrection of those that have
eternal life will be at the last day and at the last trump; that the
judgment will also be at the last day; that Christ sits, and will
sit until he destroys the last enemy by the resurrection of the
dead; that Christ reigns and will reign until the last enemy,
death, is destroyed in the resurrection. There is no place for his
future reign theory.

I have further shown that the thousand years reign of Reve-
lation 20 is the vision that John saw concerning the souls in
heaven. Brother Neal cannot prove that it has anything to do
with him, or you, or me, or anybody upon this earth. Let him
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try it. That is the issue now, Ladies and Gentlemen, and when
he meets it, I promise some very interesting developments.

I am not overexercised in the introduction of these argu-
ments. I am only trying to clear the issue and to bring the
proposition to a head in the early stages of the debate. I hope
tomorrow night to get the issue well stated.

Brother Neal has five nights for the discussion of this propo-
sition. I say to you, that anything that it takes a man five nights
to prove is not in the Bible.

Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen.

CHAIRMAN MCCLELLAN: I would like to rule in this discus-
sion that no question be asked directly, calling for an answer of
your opponent, and if such a question is asked, that you will not
answer from the floor. You will answer from the platform.

BROTHER W ALLACE: Brother Chairman, I do not want to
appear to take issue with you. I a m  going to keep within the
rules of debate. I am willing to submit to that suggestion. But
we have a written contract that there are no moderators. Ac-
cording to the terms of the contract, “there will be no modera-
tors for the disputants, but each shall be free under God to order
his argument as he may elect.” You are not a moderator.
Therefore, you cannot “rule” on anything. I just request that
the terms of that understanding be carried out and that I be
left perfectly free to conduct my side of the argument as I
choose. That is down here in print. I just want an under-
standing. That is all.

M CCLELLAN: I think the congregation can see at a glance
the point in my ruling. If the discussion is conducted, in
any part of it, from the platform and the floor, there is room
for a good deal of discussion and possible misinterpretation. I t
may be that I will not have to call attention to it again.

W ALLACE: Brother Chairman, I just want to understand
this matter. I am not contending for the privilege of asking
him questions directly, to be answered from his seat. I am
rather agreeing with the Chairman that his suggestion is
proper. I am willing to yield to the suggestion, as a suggestion.
But we have four more nights of this and I want to understand
whether we are to have moderators or not.
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M CC LELLAN: Well, we will have a meeting in the study
and have an understanding about that after the congregation
is dismissed.

WALLACE: I want to know whether we are to have modera-
tors or just a chairman.

M CCLELLAN: Well, we will decide that in the study.
WALLACE: The question was raised before the audience--not

in the study. I am a stranger in your town. When Brother
Neal and I were negotiating terms for this debate, I sug-
gested that we have two moderators and a chairman moder-
ator. I selected my moderator and asked Brother Neal to
choose his, and then, the two would select a chairman modera-
tor. Brother Neal wrote back that he did not want moderators.
He only wanted a chairman, a timekeeper. I answered that it
pleased me well, for I would be a gentleman and conduct my
part of the discussion accordingly. Now, if the chairman is
going to turn into three moderators, I want to know it. I want
to understand the terms. I think the Brother Chairman is
overstepping his authority in his use of the word “ruling.” He
has no authority to rule. He only has authority to keep the
time and keep order in this debate. I want to definitely under-
stand the terms on which the discussion is to be conducted and
will just have to maintain my rights.

M CCLELLAN: My part in this discussion is to keep order
and keep the time. I think that answering from the plat-
form and from the floor is an opening wedge of disorder.
That is my ruling as chairman of the meeting. I may be wrong
on that. We three will discuss that in the study. However,
should a question be asked Brother Neal or anybody else from
the platform direct to you, I would say that you do not answer.
I suggest that you wait till you get on the platform. That is just
the suggestion for the sake of good order.

WALLACE: I accept it as a suggestion.
MCCLELLAN: For the sake of good order.
MCCLELLAN: Now, the next thing I have in mind: we have

here on this desk a very expensive and delicate instrument
which is intended for those in this congregation that are hard of
hearing. I would say that anybody that breaks this instrument
by pounding on the desk will give us a new one, if it is not al-
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ready “busted,” (as we say). I have grave doubts about it
now, but remember, gentlemen, remember this dictaphone.

Now, we are all in the midst of this fine discussion. We are
going to come back tomorrow night at seven o’clock and we will
try and keep good time and have a profitable and happy time
together.

And I might say that while I am presiding, I shall try to
preside. That is my duty and I hope that nobody here will try
and show me how to preside.

WALLACE: I am not going to show you how to preside,
but I am going to show you that you are not a moderator if
you insist on being one.

MCCLELLAN: Well, we will discuss that when we meet in
the study.

WALLACE: If it is a challenge of my rights, Brother McClellan,
I can debate with you as well as Brother Neal, or both of you
together. You are a chairman and not a moderator. If you are
going to insist on being a moderator, I can argue that question
with you or Brother Neal, or both of you.

M CCLELLAN: That is perfectly fair; however, I think
it will not be necessary for you to debate with me. I think that
you will have had enough by the time you have debated with
Brother Neal.

WALLACE: That is just another reason why, if Brother
McClellan is going to be both chairman and moderator, I want
the thing balanced and unbiased. He is chairman and not a
moderator. If he is determined to be chairman and three moder-
ators in one, I shall insist that we have the usual rules of debate
and choose moderators. Brother McClellan has revealed his
bias in favor of the affirmative speaker and has disqualified him-
self. Ladies and Gentlemen, I am placing that matter before
you as a fair proposition. I believe you can see it, whether the
chairman can or not.

MCCLELLAN: Well, I will invite the disputants to meet
me in the study and we will make arrangements. If we are
going to have moderators, it will relieve me a good deal, as
the whole thing of keeping order and preventing disorder seems
to be in my hands. I think the task will clearly be facilitated by
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carrying out the suggestion that I made. That is, that you re-
gard your questions as rhetorical and as not calling for a definite
reply from the floor. They are rhetorical questions which may
be answered later. The question is perfectly all right, in itself.
It is just the manner of quick answering back and forth that
might lead to disorder. That is the only point I have in it.

Now, let us stand, and we shall be dismissed in prayer by
Brother Boll, of Louisville.
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SECOND SESSION

Song, led by Max Ogden, of Winchester, Ky.
Prayer, by  J. Pettey Ezell, of Murfreesboro, Tenn.

NEAL’S FIRST SPEECH
(Tuesday, January 3, 1933)

Just a moment with bowed heads. Lord, grant thy servant
grace to be gracious and to speak the word of truth in love, in
Jesus’ name. Amen.

Mr. Chairman, Brother Wallace, Ladies and Gentlemen:
I am glad to stand again before you to speak the word of

truth, to contend earnestly for the faith which was once for all
delivered unto the saints. We are here for a specific reason, and
that reason is in the proposition that has been read to you. I
want you to see it again, get it in mind, because a great deal
depends upon a clear comprehension of what is being discussed.
For that reason, I am going to show it to you on the chart and
read it.
.

THE BIBLE CLEARLY TEACHES THAT --
AFTER THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST -- AND
BEFORE THE FINAL RESURRECTION AND JUDGMENT

THERE WILL BE
AN AGE OR DISPENSATION OF ONE THOUSAND YEARS
DURING WHICH CHRIST WILL REIGN ON THE EARTH
CHAS.M.NEAL -AFFIRMS FOY E.WALLACE JR.-DENIES

“The Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming of
Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there will
be an age or dispensation of one thousand years during which
Christ will reign on the earth.”

That is what I am affirming. Now, I want to divide that
up and review just briefly what we had last night, for the benefit
of the people who may be here for the first time. We are going
to pass over this matter briefly, but we want you to see some-
thing of that which has gone before, that we may continue our
affirmative argument in just a few minutes.

5
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I
AFFIRM

THE FACT OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

THE PLACE OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD
- - -

HE

t

THE RULER OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

DENIES THE REALM OF THE REIGN OF THAT PERIOD

In the proposition that was just read to you, I am affirming
four certain, definite things and Brother Wallace is denying
them. First, the fact  of the thousand years period. I am affirm-
ing the fact of it, and last night we read to you from the chart, a
section of scripture, Revelation, chapter 20, 2 to 7, inclusive, in
which that thousand years period was mentioned six times. I
am affirming that the thousand years is a fact of the Scripture.
I am affirming that it is true to the words of the Scripture, with-
out any change. I said, in announcing this last night, that if
Brother Wallace did not deny, he might correct this statement,
He did not. But I would stop just a little while with this. I
have here a stenographic report of Brother Wallace’s sermon
preached in Dallas, Texas, November 27 of last year. In that
he says, on page 5 of the manuscript, that he is not a pre-
millennialist. Now premillennialist, of course, means one who
believes that Christ will come before the thousand years. He
says, “I am not a postmillennialist," and he explains that to
mean one who believes that Christ will not come till after the
thousand years. He has avowed, then, that he is not a pre-
millennialist. He is not a postmillennialist. And last night,
he showed us that he was not a millennialist, for he said, in
making a statement about Christ sitting on the throne, that
the sitting began in chapter 2 of Acts, on the day of Pente-
cost, and that he continued to sit and sit and sit until the
resurrection was over, and he said there was no place for
the thousand years in that. Now, if there is no place, from
the beginning of this present dispensation until the resur-
rection is over, he has no place for this thousand years. I
do not wonder that he did not disavow my statement that he
denies the fact of the existence of such a period.
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We pass on. The place of the tnousand years, that is, the
place in Gods plan. I am affirming the proposition that the
thousand years is after the second coming of Christ and before the
final resurrection and judgment. He spoke about the final resur-
rection and judgment. The word “final”; we will consider that
after a little while.

I am affirming the ruler of the thousand years period. The
ruler is the Lord Jesus Christ, as we read to you from the
Book. He said last night that I was basing my arguments
on one verse of scripture as my text. Of course, the verses
of scripture which were read to you in the first section were
from 2 to 7, but the entire text that we were using last night
is from chapter 19 and verse 11 to chapter 21 and verse 4.
That makes 30 verses instead of one, and in that, we have Christ
mentioned as ruler, in which he said Christ’s name was not
found in my whole text.

Next, the realm of the reign for that period, and we have
shown that the realm of the reign IS this earth. We are going to
continue this by showing you our rurther argument of last night,
using chapters 19 and 20 of the book of Revelation--God’s
word in God’s order.

As we note here, we spoke of a thousand years period. That
thousand years period, we said, was after a certain thing and
that was the second coming of Christ. It is before the final resur-
rection and judgment.

Now, this is the section of scripture that we were considering,
Revelation 19 : 1 l-2 l-Section I. It sets forth the second coming
of Christ. It sets forth the coming o f  Christ from heaven to
earth, and the character of the time shows that it could not have
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been his first coming. The conclusion is that it must be his sec-
ond coming. It is his coming from heaven to earth. His coming
is before the thousand years. After that thousand years, as shown
in Section I I I, is the final resurrection and judgment. The word
“final” is not in the passage but this passage does show the final
resurrection and judgment--Revelation 20: 11-15.

I G O D ’ S  WORD IN GOD’S ORDER

I I COR. 15:20-23 I COR. 15:24-25 I COR. 15:26-28

We pass on now to the next chart which we use to continue
the affirmative argument--a chart dealing with 1 Corinthians
15. We will consider verses 20 to 28. Now, we are going to
read these verses, but before we read them, we want to call your
attention to certain facts which we are showing to you on the
board. First, that there is a reign of Christ mentioned in these
verses, and that this reign of Christ is a well defined reign. It
comes after a certain thing and it comes before a certain thing, as
disclosed in that scripture.

There was a great deal of objection last night, it seems, to
the fact that we were quoting from, and using, the book of Reve-
lation. The book of Revelation is said to be symbolic and
figurative, and that we were establishing our doctrine from that.
We are going on in the Scripture. This debate is to continue
five nights, you know, and we would not be expected to produce
all our arguments and evidences in one night’s time. We are
passing from the book of Revelation, claimed to be so highly
symbolic and figurative, to Corinthians. Of all books of the
Bible, perhaps First Corinthians would be the last to be charged
as being highly symbolic and figurative. It is as literal a passage
of scripture as any book in all the New Testament. The reign
of Christ is found in chapter 15, verses 24 to 25, which we are
going to read:

“Then cometh the end, when he shall deliver up the kingdom
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to God, even the Father; when he shall have abolished all rule
and all authority and power. For he must reign, till he hath
put all his enemies under his feet.”

When does the end come? When he delivers up the king-
dom. When he has put all his enemies under his feet, and when
are all his enemies brought down? When death is no more, all
his enemies are then under his feet.

Now, there is the reign of Christ:
“For he must reign, till he hath put all his enemies under

his feet.”
Thus, we have Christ reigning. He is reigning over his

enemies, and he is reigning amidst these enemies. These enemies
are on the earth, for certainly the devil is on the earth, and
death is on the earth, and Christ is reigning, and the last enemy
is death, and he must be reigning on the earth, over the earth,
and in things pertaining to the earth.

That is the reign of Christ. Now, that reign comes after
something. What does it come after? It comes after the second
coming of Christ. We have been seeing that this is not a
different chart, but it has a different scripture. The chart is
exactly the same as last night, but different scriptures applied.
If we should wipe the book of Revelation off the chart entirely,
as we have on this one, and put on the book of First Corinthians ;
wipe out these particular passages in Revelation and put First
Corinthians’ passages there, then we have exactly the same set-
up which we had last night. We are proposing to do that now.

What is it that comes before the reign of Christ, as shown
in Section II? I will read to you:

“But now hath Christ been raised from the dead, the first-
fruits of them that are asleep. For since by man came death, by
man came also the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all
die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive. But each in his
own order: Christ the firstfruits; then they that are Christ’s, at
his coming.” (1 Cor. 15 : 20-23--Section I .)

There is the coming of Christ, the last word, “they that are
Christ’s, at his coming; then cometh the end.” When? When
he shall have abolished all rule and all authority and power. For
he must reign, till he hath put all his enemies under his feet.
The last enemy that shall be abolished is death.
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The next thing in order.
“Then cometh the end.” And he tells us when. “When he

shall have abolished all rule and all authority and power. For
he must reign, till he hath put all his enemies under his feet.
The last enemy that shall be abolished is death.” There is the
reign of Christ, in which he deals with all his enemies, and that
is after his second coming.

All right, there is something which follows that reign, as
shown in the next verses. This is not a disjointed section of
scripture. It is a portion of scripture in which each section fol-
lows the other in God’s own given order. That is the reason
why we are putting, “God’s word in God’s order,” on thechart,
while reading to you from the book. In verse 26 to the close of
28, Section III :

“The last enemy that shall be abolished is death. For, he
put all things in subjection under his feet. But when he saith,
All things are put in subjection, it is evident that he is excepted
who did subject all things unto him. And when all things have
been subjected unto him, then shall the Son also himself be
subjected to him that did subject all things unto him, that God
may be all in all.” (1 Cor. 15: 26-28.)

Thus we have the section. Now, I am going to propose this,
and then pass on immediately. Here is exactly the same order
that we have had in the book of Revelation, chapters 19 and 20.
The reign of Christ is spoken of in Revelation 20 :1-10. The
reign of Christ there is said to be a thousand years. The reign
of Christ here is said to be over the enemies, but we are not told
how long. That reign comes after the second coming of Christ.
“Christ the firstfruits; and then they that are Christ’s at his
coming.” The second coming, if you please. And “then cometh
the end.” And thus we have this statement.

After that comes the final resurrection, because death is
not destroyed until after that time. In Revelation, it said
the rest of the dead lived not until the thousand years should
be finished. Here we are shown that the last enemy that shall
be destroyed is death. At the closing of his reign, death is
the last enemy, therefore, the resurrection from it is the final
resurrection, the final resurrection and judgment, immediately
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following, for death is put out of the way, and that by means
of the resurrection. This is the final resurrection, because
there is no more resurrection after that time. Death, itself, is
destroyed.

Now, we have given you that passage for your consideration,
in chapter 15 of First Corinthians. We just want you to know
that this agrees exactly with the book of Revelation, and we
are going to let you see that, as well as hear it, and so we show
you another chart.

“At the mouth of two or three witnesses shall every word be
established.” We are putting John in the book of Revelation
and Paul in Corinthians together. It is not a different set-up, as
you notice; in Section II we have the thousand years reign of
Christ. And here “the reign of Christ.” John says it is to be with
the saints. Paul says it is to be over his enemies. That comes
after something, and John says it is after the second coming of
Christ, as it is shown in chapter 19 of Revelation. With Paul, it
is after the second coming of Christ, shown in verses 22, 23 of
chapter 15 of First Corinthians. Something comes after this
period; the final resurrection and judgment comes after the thou-
sand years period, as shown in Revelation 20: 11 to 15 and as
shown here in verses 26 to 28. Now, here are two witnesses and
they are not at disagreement. I will grant, for argument’s sake,
that you throw away entirely the book of Revelation, as some
seem to wish to do, and still we have the same thing proven by
that very simple statement in chapter 15 of First Corinthians.
This passage is evidently not highly symbolic and figurative.
The proof has been given at the mouth of two witnesses.

But that is not all. “At the mouth of two or three witnesses
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shall every word be established.” We are going on. We don’t
have to stop at two or three witnesses. We are calling four.

Before going further, I would just like to add this: I was
asked last night, or it was said last night, that I would have
to show that there were two future resurrections and two future
judgments. Now, just for a little while--and it doesn’t take
very long--I am going to show that very thing, and pass on
very quickly.

Now, we have a new set-up entirely. We have “the thou-
sand years reign of Christ”- -“The reign of Christ” and we are
adding two more witnesses. Before that reign, comes the resur-
rection. In one place it is called “the first resurrection.” Here
it is said, “Christ the firstfruits.” That was Christ and those
who were raised with him, evidently, 1900 years ago. ‘Christ
the firstfruits; then they that are Christ’s, at his coming.” After
that reign--there is a resurrection as shown in Revelation 20:
11-l 5. I suspect everyone in this house would grant that it is
the final resurrection, and, of course, if there is one preceding
it, there must be a final one. This is the final one. The Apostle
Paul, in this verse, not only finds one before it, but he finds
two: “Christ the firstfruits,” 1900 years ago; “then they that
are Christ’s at his coming,” each in his own band, each in his
own order, each in his own regiment. Here is one regiment
1900 years ago, and here is another when Christ comes again.
When that will be, I do not know.

Then cometh the end. The end of what? What is he talking
about? The resurrection of all the dead. (Verse 22):

“For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made
alive. But each in his own order: Christ the firstfruits; then
they that are Christ’s, at his coming. Then cometh the
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end, when he shall deliver up the kingdom to God, even the
Father; when he shall have abolished all rule and all authority
and power. For he must reign, till he hath put all his enemies
under his feet. The last enemy that shall be abolished is death.”
(1 Cor. 15: 22-26.)

There is the final resurrection taught in that verse. I would
like to call attention to one more verse of scripture showing
another judgment . That is 2 Corinthians, chapter 5, verse 10:

“For we must all be made manifest before the judgment-seat
of Christ; that each one may receive the things done in the body,
according to what he hath done, whether it be good or bad.”

Now, that is in regard to “they that are Christ’s: The
only other people are the wicked people, they that are not going
to receive any blessings for the good things done in the body.
The righteous people that are raised at this time enter into a
judgment--a judgment of their works. Those who are raised
after that also enter into a judgment, described in Revelation
20: 11-15.

Here are two resurrections, future from our present time;
and two judgments that are future will accompany those two
resurrections.

Now, we want to go on in search of another witness. “At
the mouth of two or three witnesses shall every word be estab-
lished,” and I am going now to the third witness. I will turn to
chapter 3 of the book of Acts, and beginning with verse 18
Peter testifies :

“But the things which God foreshowed by the mouth of all
the prophets, that his Christ should suffer, he thus fulfilled.
Repent ye therefore, and turn again, that your sins may be
blotted out, that so there may come seasons of refreshing from
the presence of the Lord; and that he may send the Christ who
hath been appointed for you, even Jesus : whom the heaven
must receive until the times of restoration of all things, whereof
God spake by the mouth of his holy prophets that have been
from of old.” (Acts 3: 18-21.)

I want to call your attention to the fact that here is a period
of time called “the times of restoration,” in the Authorized
Version, “the times of restitution.” Here is a period of time--
“the times of restoration.” Is that the restoration of all
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things? No, not of all things, but all things that have been
spoken of by the mouth of the prophets. The restoration of those
things that are spoken of in the prophets--that is quite an
interesting study to go back and find the things that were
promised; then come on and find that there will be a restoration
of all things promised. Yes, many things that have been
promised in the prophets. Prophets, from Samuel on, have
spoken of these days. That is quite an interesting study, is it
not? It must be interesting; it is interesting. But what happens
before this time?

“And that he may send the Christ who hath been appointed
for you, even Jesus: whom the heaven must receive until the
times of restoration of all things, whereof God spake by the
mouth of his holy prophets that have been from of old.”

The word “until” means, “as far as” or “up to.” “Until the
times of restoration.” That is before the times of restoration,
then. Is it not clear that He comes before the times of restora-
tion? And when Christ comes, the times of restoration come.

We are going on from that to another passage. “By the
mouth of two or three witnesses,” and to those three wit-
nesses, we add another, the Lord Jesus Christ. He is not the
last witness, but the last one I am going to call on at present.
We turn now to Luke 20: 34-36.

“And Jesus said unto them, The sons of this world marry,
and are given in marriage: but they that are accounted worthy
to attain to that world, and the resurrection from the dead,
neither marry, nor are given in marriage: for neither can they
die any more: for they are equal unto the angels ; and are sons
of God, being sons of the resurrection.” (Luke 20: 34-36.)

Jesus here uses the phrases, “this world” and “that world,”
and if you look in the margin of the Revised Version, you will
find the word “age”--” this age” and “that age.” Now, that
“this age” is our present age is manifest, and “that age” is the
one that follows this present one. There are many reasons why,
and I shall give them very briefly.

First, the age he is talking about, calling it “that age,” is the
age that is attained unto by them that are worthy; and next, it
is reached by a resurrection of some from the dead; next, those
that attain unto that age are sons of God; next, they cannot die
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any more, for they are equal unto the angels; next, they do not
marry. The scene is after the resurrection of some from the
dead.
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Here are four witnesses. I want you to study these four
on one chart. We have, “At the mouth of two or three wit-
nesses shall every word be established.” Last night, we were
talking to you from Revelation. Revelation was thought to be
symbolic and highly figurative and we could hardly rely upon
what it said, but we are passing that for the present time, just
listing here Revelation 20, and John, of course, is the writer of
it. We have the thousand years period, with the second coming
of Christ before it and the final resurrection and judgment after
it. Paul comes along and gives us the same order in the reign
of Christ: before that reign comes the second coming of Christ
and after that reign is the final destruction of death, and that
means the resurrection after which there is no more resurrection.
That is Paul’s testimony. Then Peter, the man with the keys,
comes along and tells us that there are “times of restoration”
coming. He tells us that before those times of restoration
Christ is coming; he tells us that it is a very prominent time in
the Bible; that all of the prophets have spoken of those days;
and then tells us that before this age Christ comes.  "Whom
the heaven must receive until the times of restoration of all
things, whereof God spake by the mouth of his holy prophets
that have been from of old.” Samuel, and all the rest of the
prophets, have spoken of these days. Before the days of resto-
ration, is the second coming of Christ. What comes after those
times? Peter does not say anything about that. He hasn’t
given testimony on that point.

Now, we have Jesus himself giving us this testimony. “This
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age” is, without a doubt, the present dispensation; “that age”
is the age that is coming that is spoken of in a number of places
in the Bible. Thus we have the two ages, and the chart is the
same. It is the same chart. It has not been changed.

The Bible reader would approach this subject from this
standpoint: he would begin down here and would run up through
the different passages quoted, and thus, we begin with Jesus in
Luke. We have there acknowledged another age that is coming.
We don’t know much about the time when it is coming, because
we have just run across that. We do know that in the Old
Testament much is said about a glorious age that is coming.
We strike the same note in chapter 20 of Luke. We go on to
Peter, in chapter 3 of Acts, and we find him speaking about
“times of restoration,” or restitution, in which he says that all
the prophets, from Samuel on down, told of these days. We
learn some new things there, and we go on then to Paul, in First
Corinthians, chapter 15. There we learn a good many more
things: That the reign of Christ is over his enemies, that it
is preceded by the second coming of Christ, and that it is
followed by the destruction of death--the final resurrection of
the dead. We go on and find the same thing is true according
to John’s testimony in the book of Revelation, chapter 20, and
here we are told that that period of time is one thousand years
long. We haven’t received so very much additional matter in
this passage, but we have found that period shown in the Old
Testament. Peter speaks about it; Paul speaks about it;
John speaks about it; and Jesus himself speaks about it.
They are all talking about the same period, and the ones
that have testified tell us what comes before, and what comes
after. The last two, here, have not testified as to what comes
after.

I thank you.
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SECOND SESSION

WALLACE’S FIRST SPEECH
(Tuesday, January 3, 1933)

Brother Chairman, Brother Neal, Ladies and Gentlemen:
Again I say, it is with a feeling of reverence that I come

before you. While we are in the midst of this vigorous discus-
sion, and while I am pressing some of these points, I would
not have any of you think that my attitude in pressing these
points is one of irreverence. I do not begin my speech with a
prayer, for this reason: Less than one minute before Brother
Neal comes to the platform a good prayer is led. We all en-
gage in it. I pray with you in that prayer. I say “Amen” to it.
When Brother Neal comes to the platform and prays again
within a minute after that prayer, does it not reflect on the
prayer that was offered by us all? I am not here, friends, to
pray by and for myself alone. I am here to pray with you. I do
not offer a private prayer in public. The brethren’s prayer was
my prayer. That is the reason I do not begin my speech with a
prayer. I tell you, that you may not think that it is a matter
of irreverence on my part.

THE PROPOSITION R EVIEWED

Before we come to these charts, and some of the argu-
ments that Brother Neal introduced, I want to reiterate the
analysis of our proposition. I shall notice, in so far as I am
able in this speech, every point Brother Neal introduced. I
will analyze briefly the points the affirmative is under obligation
to prove.

First, that there will be a future reign of Christ on the earth,
other than and differing from the present kingdom and reign,
which began on Pentecost. Now, that is his task, to prove, if
he can, another reign, differing from the one beginning o n
Pentecost; one that follows this kingdom and rule.

Second, to prove that this period will cover a thousand years,
between the event of the second coming of Christ and the event
of the final resurrection and judgment; that, after the coming
of Christ takes place, a thousand years reign will follow, at the
end of which is the final resurrection and judgment. Please
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keep in mind, friends, that he is to prove that this reign and
this kingdom is to come between the second coming of Christ
and what he calls the “final resurrection and judgment.”

Third, to prove that this future reign of Christ will be on
the earth, an earthly kingdom, an earthly throne, and with an
earthly capital or seat of government, and that Christ is to sit
upon it.

Fourth, to prove that the Bible clearly teaches--not in veiled
allusions, not vague conclusions, but plainly teaches it, like
baptism.

I asked Brother Neal the question last night, if the Bible
taught his proposition as clearly and plainly as baptism was
taught in Acts 2: 38, and he said, “Yes.” Acts 2: 38 says,
“Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus
Christ for the remission of sins.” Brother Neal will have to find
the exact statement of his proposition in the Bible to sustain
his claim.

He said that he was contending for this proposition as a part
of “the faith which was once for all delivered unto the saints.”
Therefore, he makes his dogma a cardinal doctrine, makes it as
important as baptism. He says it is essential to the Christian
life in the church of Jesus Christ; that it is a part of the faith
for which he must contend. Now that is the thing which has
caused two congregations at this place, and in some other places.
These churches are not divided over anything that I teach.
These churches are divided over these theories that Brother
Neal teaches, which he insists are just as important as faith,
repentance, baptism--a part of the faith for which he is bound
to contend, as he does baptism and the keeping of the Lord’s
Supper on the first day of the week ; and he is trying to thrust
them down our throats bodily. That is the reason there
is a split here and elsewhere. It is over what Brother Neal
teaches--not over what I teach, and others with whom I am
identified.

It therefore becomes a matter of faith. Brother Neal has
made it such. It is a part of the plan of salvation, just like bap-
tism, the observance of the Lord’s Supper on the first day of
the week, and things of that importance, according to Brother
Neal. I am just getting that issue before you.
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T HINGS F IGURATIVE AND T HINGS L I T E R A L

The statement by the affirmative that some do not believe
the book of Revelation is purely gratuitous. We believe what
it says. But we do not believe his theory of it. We insist that
his theory antagonizes the scriptures that affirm the present
reign of Christ and belittles the church.

No divine writer, no inspired man, has explained these sym-
bols in the book of Revelation to Brother Neal. Last night he
said that every symbol in the book of Revelation is explained
elsewhere in the Bible. You remember that? And then he told
you that the book of Revelation is the last book of the Bible,
and the last one to be written. Then how could its symbols be
explained elsewhere in the Bible? He has the symbol explained
before the symbol existed He cannot prove that the book of
Revelation was the last book written. The commentators all
tell us that the book of Revelation was written before some of
the other books. But if, as Brother Neal says, the book of Reve-
lation was written last, then how could its symbols be explained
elsewhere in the Bible?

He speaks much of figurative language and ridicules the idea
of symbolizing. He insists on the literal interpretation. I have
a diagram on the board to put his theory to the test.

ZSymbols  of Revelaztion
LITERAL

I
FIGURATIVE

J?WC/V  ? #W?
Now, Brother Neal, since you do not want me to symbolize

the book of Revelation, and you want to literalize it, will you
now write on one side of the line the things of chapters 19 and
20 of Revelation that are figurative? And on the other side the
things that are literal.? Will you say all of it is literal? The
dragon having seven heads and ten horns and his tail reaching
up to heaven--is that literal? Where does the Bible explain
that symbol? Just write down here what is literal and what is
figurative. His book says it is to be chewed, and digested. That
will help the digestion along. “And I saw an angel come down
from heaven, having the key of the bottomless pit and a great
chain in his hand.” Here we have a key. Anybody knows what
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a key is. Is it a literal key ? Hell is described as a pit. Is it a
literal pit? Literally without any bottom? Are all these things
to be construed as absolutely literal?

Listen to this, friends, from “Light in a Dark Place” (page
22), Brother Neal’s book: “The chain to be used will be the kind
needed. He who knows the kind of horses and chariots needed
for traffic between earth and heaven, and the kind of chains
needed for wicked angels, will know the kind for this occasion
also--leave that to him.” He says that God knows what kind
of a chain it is. God knows what kind of horses they are. They
do not have to be horses of flesh and blood. There are “heavenly
horses” which heavenly beings “drive and ride.” The Lord and
his saints are “heavenly” and use “heavenly horses.”

But if, as Brother Neal says, it is a literal chain, we al1 know
what kind of a chain, and what kind of horses. It would be a
literal chain and literal horses. But he says “Leave that to him.”
Yet he says it is literal ! Why not leave the whole thing to God
and quit theorizing?

PREMILLENNIALISTS AND POSTMILLENNALISTS--WHICH?

He objects to my statement that I am neither a premillennial-
ist, nor a postmillennialist. That is right. I am neither a pre-
millennialist, nor a postmillennialist. The premillennialist says
that the second coming of Christ precedes the millennium--that
Christ will reign one thousand years on earth after his second
coming. The postmillennialist says that the second coming of
Christ fol lows the millennium--that there will be a thousand
years period before his second coming. I do not affirm that. I am
neither a premillennialist nor a postmillennialist. I am not a
millennialist of any kind, in the sense he teaches it. I could not,
nor can Brother Neal, prove, to save his soul, that the “thousand
years” refers to us at all. Now, listen to it: “And they lived and
reigned with Christ a thousand years”--“They” is not “us.”

Brother Neal thinks I said the name of Christ was not men-
tioned in Revelation 20: l-7. I said Christ was not mentioned
in connection with an earthly reign. Here is what is not men-
tioned: (1) It does not mention the second coming of Christ. (2)
It does not mention a reign on earth. (3) It does not mention a
bodily resurrection. (4) It does not mention us. (5) It does not
mention Christ as being on earth. It says, “they lived and reigned
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with Christ a thousand years.” Who? The souls of the martyrs.
The souls of the martyrs lived and reigned with Christ. If that is
literal, then Brother Neal is not one of them, because his head
has not been cut off, and he is left out of his own millennium.
“I saw the souls of them that were beheaded for the witness
of Jesus, and for the word of God”--the souls of them that
were beheaded for the testimony of Jesus. Is that literal?
If it is, then that passage is talking about those who were ac-
tually martyrs for Christ. “And they lived and reigned with
Christ a thousand years.” If that is the future millennium of
Brother Neal’s proposition, he cannot ever hope to enjoy it
unless some tyrant cuts his head off because of his faith, before
he dies. I said, friends, that it does not mention Christ on earth.
It does not mention a reign on earth. It does not mention us, and
it does not mention anything that Brother Neal’s proposition
affirms. His proof text does not prove his proposition. His
evidence is too meagre to furnish the ground upon which to con-
struct an earthly millennium theory.

Jesus said to John: “For I testify unto every man that
heareth the words of the prophecy of this book, If any man shall
add unto these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that
are written in this book.” (Rev. 22: 18.)

There is a curse pronounced on the man who adds to the
words of the book of Revelation.

THE CHARTS REVIEWED

Brother Neal is playing a game of checkers with charts. His
proposition reads, “the Bible clearly teaches.” He cannot sub-
stitute charts for scripture. He makes beautiful charts, but
these charts do not prove his proposition. They are just a dis-
play of pretty lettering; a fitting comparison to his fanciful
theory. The Seventh-Day Adventists can make charts just as
attractive as his, and with them make their theories look fully
as plausible as his may appear. But they represent only the
viewpoint of the man who makes them, and can be adapted to
any system of error one may represent. His charts are by no
means a new method of perverting the word of God. Every
fake system of prophetic teaching known has been featured be-
fore the public in pictures and charts. They prove nothing.
And when their inconsistencies and contradictions are exposed,

6
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they look like nothing. Let us forget their fancy, and look for
the “facts” as we review them again.

First: The Fact, the Place, the Ruler, the Realm of the
Thousand Years Reign.

He puts me down as denying these things. I have not said
that I denied the facts.. I have not denied the fact that a thou-
sand years reign is mentioned in the Bible. I have not denied
the fact that a thousand years is mentioned six times in one
chapter. I am denying that which is not “the fact,” that
the thousand years pertains to us, "after the second coming of
Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment.” I am
denying that the place of it is on the earth; that Jesus Christ
will rule on this earth after his second coming. I am not denying
anything that the book of Revelation says. Brother Neal is un-
der obligation to show that the book of Revelation states his
proposition. His proposition is: “The Bible clearly teaches that
after the second coming of Christ and before the final resurrec-
tion and judgment, there will be an age or dispensation of one
thousand years during which Christ will reign on the earth.”
That is not a fact; his passage does not state it. It does not even
infer it. It does not remotely infer it. I am denying nothing the
book of Revelation says. I am denying, friends, what Brother
Neal’s proposition says. The passage is not his proposition.

Second: God’s Word in God’s Order--No. I--Rev. 19, 20.
The order of his chart is as follows: (1) The second coming of

Christ; (2) the thousand years reign; (3) the final resurrection
and judgment. Let me show you where Brother Neal contradicts
himself. He has gone on record tonight as saying that death will
not be destroyed till after the thousand years reign. But death
is the last enemy. It is the last enemy. Brother Neal has told
you this several times in his speeches that, Christ will reign till
the last enemy is destroyed. But he has his reign ending back here
on this chart before the resurrection. The thousand years is over.
But here on the chart, after the reign, is where the last enemy,
death, is destroyed. His chart contradicts his teaching. When
are death and the devil destroyed? In the resurrection. But
there is “a little season” here on the chart, after the thousand
years and before the final resurrection. Then Christ does not
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reign till the last enemy is destroyed. His chart denies his theory.
It is just a display of art !

He continues to assert that Rev. 19: 11-21 means the second
coming of Christ to earth. How do these people know it does? I
deny it. He prints the passage of scripture on his chart, and tells
us it means what is in these spaces on his chart. But why does
he not read it? The scene of the chapter is in heaven. The Faith-
ful and True is on a “white horse,” with an “army of white
horses” following him. It does not describe the visible and
personal coming of the Lord, when he “cometh with the clouds
and every eye shall see him.” It does not describe the manner in
which he went away, and, therefore, cannot describe the manner
in which he shall return, for he shall “so come in like manner as
ye have seen him go into heaven.” (Acts 1: 11.)

Brother Neal says the debate is to last five nights, and he
should not be expected to produce all of his argument in one or
two nights. Well, anything that it takes a man five nights to
prove is not in the Bible.

Third: God’s Word in God’s Order--No. I I--l Cor. 15 : 20-26.

He comes next with a chart on 1 Cor. 15, and tells us that he
has a passage that does not belong to the book of Revelation;
that it says the same thing; and here he assumes some more.
He assumes that the reign mentioned here is to begin after the
coming of Christ. 1 Corinthians 15 does not say that. 1 Corin-
thians 15 mentions the resurrection of Christ as first in the
order. Brother Neal stammered when he got to that. He said,
“Now, we have two resurrections mentioned here.” Then he
saw his own trap. He was about to make Christ’s own resur-
rection one of the two. He halted and said the resurrection
of Christ was the first part of the first resurrection.

Now, in 1 Cor. 15, Paul is discussing the resurrection of
the dead, and the delivering up of the kingdom, or reign of
Christ to God. Let us read the passage: “But now is Christ
risen from the dead and become the firstfruits of them that
slept. For since by man came death by man also came the
resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, even so in
Christ shall all be made alive. But every man in his own order:
Christ the firstfruits; afterward they that are Christ’s at his
coming. Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up
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the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall have put
down all rule and all authority and power. For he must reign,
till he hath put all enemies under his feet. The last enemy that
shall be destroyed is death.” Here is God’s order in this
passage :

1. The resurrection of Christ. (Verse 20.)
2. The coming of Christ. (Verse 23.)
3. The end and the kingdom delivered to God. (Verse 24.)
The reign of Christ in this passage is continuous, from the

resurrection of Christ in Verse 20, to the end in Verse 24. The
25th verse says,--“for he must reign”--it does not say then he
must reign. He must reign after his resurrection--from the time
that he “sat down at God’s right hand”--till the end. Therefore,
the reign of 1 Cor. 15: 25 is present. not future.

The expression, “for he must reign,” points back to the be-
ginning of his reign on Pentecost, and points forward to the end
of his reign at his coming, “when he shall have delivered up the
kingdom to God, even the Father.” The coming of Christ is not
Inauguration Day--it is Abdication Day. He delivers up the
kingdom to God.

For the passage to fit Brother Neal’s theory it should read:
“Then cometh the thousand years reign.” But unfortunately for
him and his theory the passage reads: "Then cometh the end."
There is no one thousand years reign in the order of mention at
all.

Brother Neal’s chart is not God’s word, in God’s order, at
all. It is his own order and arrangement of things. It is a mis-
use and a perversion of the word of God.

Z Reign of Christ

I have drawn you a parallel on the reign of 1 Cor. 15 to
show you that Brother Neal’s chart is “not God’s word in God’s
order” and does not prove his proposition.



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 85

Let us study the diagram and the scripture references in
order :

Acts 2: 32-35 : “This Jesus did God raise up, whereof we all
are witnesses. Being therefore by the right hand of God exalted,
and having received of the Father the promise of the Holy
Spirit, he hath poured forth this, which ye see and hear. For
David ascended not into the heavens: but he saith himself, The
Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, Till I make
thine enemies the footstool of thy feet.”

Peter here declares that Christ began sitting when he as-
cended into the heavens, and that he will sit till his enemies are
put down.

Take the next passage:
Hebrews 1: 13 : “But to which of the angels said he at any

time, Sit on my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy
footstool?” In this passage Paul says he “sat,” and that he
will “sit” till his enemies are put down.

Now read the next:
1 Cor. 15 ; 25 : “For he must reign, till he hath put all enemies

under his feet. The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death.”
So the parallel verses use the words “sit,” “sat,” and “reign,”

While he sirs, he reigns; and he will both sit and reign till the end.
The facts itemized are as follows: (1) The reigning began

when the sitting began. (2) The reigning will continue as long
as the sitting continues. (3) The reigning ends when the sitting
ends. But sitting began on Pentecost. (Acts 2: 32-35.) The
reigning, therefore, began on Pentecost. The sitting ends at his
coming, therefore, the reigning ends at his coming. Hence, the
reign of Christ is continuous from Pentecost till the end. There
is no room in 1 Cor. 15 for Brother Neal’s millennium.

Brother Neal’s theory has Christ on “the Father’s throne”
now-not his own throne. He contends that Christ will not
occupy his own throne until he comes back to earth. Hear what
he says: “From the ascension till he comes again, Christ occupies
‘the Father’s throne’ . . . Not only do the scriptures show
where he now sits, and that he does not now occupy his throne,
but they most specifically tell us when he takes his throne and
when he reigns.” (Light in a Dark Place, page 106.)
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I call attention to a line of scriptures which disprove his
distinction between the “Father’s throne” and “His throne.”

1. Peter said that Christ was enthroned on Pentecost.
Acts 2: 32-35: “This Jesus did God raise up, whereof we

all are witnesses. Being therefore by the right hand of God ex-
alted, and having received of the Father the promise of the Holy
Spirit, he hath poured forth this, which ye see and hear. For
David ascended not into the heavens: but he saith himself, the
Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, Till I
make thine enemies the footstool of thy feet.”

2. David said He Would Rule While Sitting.
Ps. 110: l-4: “The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou at

my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy footstool. The
Lord shall send the rod of thy strength out of Zion: rule thou in
the midst of thine enemies. Thy people shall be willing in the
day of thy power, in the beauties of holiness from the womb of
the morning: thou hast the dew of thy youth. The Lord hath
sworn, and will not repent, Thou art a priest for ever after the
order of Melchizedek.”

3. Zechariah said He Would Sit, Rule, While a Priest on His
Throne.

Zech. 6: 13 : “Even he shall build the temple of the Lord; and
he shall bear the glory, and shall sit and rule upon his throne;
and he shall be a priest upon his throne; and the counsel of peace
shall be between them both.”

4. Paul said He is Priest Now.
Heb. 4: 14: “Seeing then that we have a great high priest,

that is passed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of Cod, let us hold
fast our profession.”

These scriptures set forth the following facts: (1) That
Christ would sit o n  his throne. (2) That he would rule on his
throne. (5) That he,would be a priest on his throne.

Enumerating the items in logical order, we have the following
line of argument:

1. He would sit on His throne. (Zech. 6: 13.)
2. He is sitting now. (Acts 2: 32-35.)
3. Therefore, he is on His throne now.
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Again :
1. He would be priest on His throne. (Zech. 6: 13.)
2. He is a priest now. (Heb. 4: 14.)
3. Therefore, he is on His throne now.

Once more:
1. He would rule on His throne while sitting. (Zech. 6:13.)
2. He is sitting on His throne now. (Acts 2: 32-35.)
3. Therefore, He is ruling on His throne now.

But hear Paul further concerning his kingly and priestly
throne, in the two Hebrew passages:

Heb. 4: 14: “Seeing then that we have a great high priest,
that is passed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold
fast our profession.”

The next:
Heb. 8: l-4: “Now of the things which we have spoken this

is the sum: We have such an high priest, who is set on the right
hand of the throne of the majesty in the heavens; A minister of
the sanctuary, and of the true tabernacle, which the Lord
pitched, and not man. For every high priest is ordained to offer
gifts and sacrifices: wherefore it is of necessity that this man
have somewhat also to offer. For if he were on earth, he should
not be a priest, seeing that there are priests that offer gifts
according to the law.”

Christ is priest in heaven and he would not be a priest at
all if he were on earth.

But Zech. 6: 13 says that he “shall sit and rule upon his
throne; and he shall be a priest upon his throne.”

Then we have the following argument:
1. He is a priest on his throne. (Zech. 6: 13.)
2. He is a priest in heaven. (Heb. 4: 14.)
3. Therefore his throne is in heaven.

Again :
1. He would be priest on his throne. (Zech. 6: 13.)
2. But he cannot be priest on earth. (Heb. 8: 4.)
3. Therefore, his throne cannot be on earth.

This completely upsets Brother Neal’s distinction between
“the Father’s throne” and “his throne,” and ruins his theory,
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If Christ were to come back to earth for that fanciful thou-
sand years reign of Brother Neal’s proposition, he could not be
priest. Hence, his throne cannot be of an earthly nature.

Brother Neal ought to take the “Reign of Christ” section in
the middle of his chart between the “Second Coming” and the
“Final Resurrection,” out of the formation and put it back at
Pentecost when Christ began to sit, and when Christ began to
reign, which reign will be continuous till the end. He ought to
put the second coming of Christ at the end of his chart (pointing
to the chart) because the second coming of Christ takes place
at the same time “the final resurrection and judgment” (as he
calls it) takes place. His system of charts is nothing but a
piece of handiwork. They are not Scriptural.

Fourth: The Times of Restitution.
The next thing he presented was his chart on the times of

restitution.
Acts 3: 20, 21: “And he shall send Jesus Christ, which before

was preached unto you: Whom the heaven must receive until
the times of restitution of all things, which God hath spoken
by the mouth of all his holy prophets since the world began.”
Brother Neal thinks “the times of the restitution of all things”
will begin with a millennium when Christ comes. But this
passage does not say that the heavens must retain Christ until
all things begin to be restored. It says the “times” (plural) of the
restoration of “all things” (plural). Hence, all things must be
restored before Jesus comes. When are all things restored? Let
Brother Neal tell us. In his own book he says that “all things"--
the redemptive work of Christ--will not be completed till the
last enemy is destroyed. He tells us that Satan is the archenemy
and that death is the last enemy, and that the work will not be
completed until the last enemy is destroyed.

Here is his statement: “The devil is subdued and death is
destroyed after the thousand years reign of Christ and the
saints. (Light in Dark Places, page 27.) Again: “He and the
saints have reigned ‘the thousand years’ and in it completed
the great work” (page 30). As usual his book contradicts his
chart.

According to Brother Neal himself the heavens must retain
Christ entirely through the millennium and during “the times of
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restoration of all things,” for “the work is not completed” till
the final resurrection and judgment. We have his own book for
that. Here it is, friends, in his own book. “Oh that mine ad-
versary had written a book.”

Brother Neal contradicts his own theory in his own book.
He has the heavens retaining Christ until the restoration of all
things. And he says the work is not completed--get it, friends
--the work is not completed until “death and the devil are
abolished.”

All things are not restored until the final resurrection, ac-
cording to his book. But his millennium ends before the final
resurrection, hence before “the times” of the restoration of "all
things." But the heavens must retain Christ until “times of
restoration of all things.” Hence, Christ cannot come till the
final resurrection, according to Brother Neal’s book; so he has
him coming on his chart one thousand years too soon!

We are living in “the times of the restoration” now. The
passage does not say that Christ will come when the times of
restoration begin. It says just the opposite. He will stay in
heaven till all things are restored. The second coming of Christ
marks the end, not the beginning, of “the times of restitution.”

Now, you brethren can see that. Brother Neal can see it
and Brother Boll can see it.

Yes, the “times of restoration” are in process now, and will be
over when “all things” have been completed in the “redemptive
work” at the coming of Christ.

Fifth: This Age and That Age.
Brother Neal assumes that the expression “that age,” in

contrast with “this age,” refers to the millennium. He hangs
up a chart with a few little assertions on it, and of course by
playing checkers with charts he could prove that Beelzebub is
Christ. He has a way of asserting things he is supposed to prove.

Read his text:
Luke 20: 34-36: “And Jesus answering said unto them, The

children of this world marry, and are given in marriage: But
they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and
the resurrection from the dead, neither marry, nor are given in
marriage : Neither can they die any more : for they are equal unto
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the angels; and are the children of God, being the children of the
resurrection.”

What is Christ talking about? He says, “they which shall be
accounted worthy to obtain that world”--what world? And the
resurrection from the dead--what resurrection? “Neither marry
nor are given in marriage.” Does that refer to us in a mil-
lennium? Now, he says, "This age and that age are not the
same age"--therefore, after the second coming of Christ and
before the final resurrection and judgment, there will be a thou-
sand years reign of Christ on earth! How does he know that
“that age” refers to the thousand years reign? It does not say so.
Not a word about it. How does he know that “that age” does
not refer to the final state, heaven itself, where they neither
marry nor are given in marriage? Brother Neal, will there be
marriage during the thousand years reign of Christ which you
teach? Will the people live on earth? Will they have fleshly
bodies? Will they marry? Will they die? or will it be an earthly
state robbed of all earthliness? Over whom will he reign in this
millennium? What kind of people will they be? I want you to
answer some of these questions, Brother Neal.

Friends, if we take Brother Neal’s assertion that “that age”
refers to the thousand years reign, he has proved his proposition!

A COUNTER PROPOSITION

The Bible does not teach two resurrections with a thousand
years between.

Note the following passages:
(1) In John 6: 39, 40, 44, 54, and John 11: 24, we have a series

of scriptures stating that those that shall have eternal life will
be raised at the last day. But John 12: 48 tells us that those who
reject Christ and receive not his words will be judged at the last
day.

1. Those who have eternal life will be raised at the last day.
2. Those that reject the words of Christ will be judged at the

last day.
3. Therefore, the resurrection of the righteous and the resur-

rection of the wicked will come at the same time. Brother Neal
has a thousand years between those two events, thereby contra-
dicting the scriptures.
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(2) In 1 Cor. 15: 5 1, 52, Paul says that the dead will be raised
and the living changed at the last trump. In 1 Thess. 4: 16, he
tells us that “the Lord himself shall descend from heaven with
a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with the trump of
God: and the dead in Christ shall rise first.”

This passage shows that the dead in Christ will be raised
first--before the living in Christ are translated--and they shall
be caught up together “to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall
we ever be with the Lord”--translated, caught up, changed.
That will be at the last trump, Paul says in 1 Cor. 15: 5 1, 52.

The resurrection of the dead in Christ will be at the last trump.
If the wicked are raised after the thousand years, they will not
have any trump. No alarm clock! They will just have to wake
up accidentally! The last trump means the last resurrection. The
last trump is when Christ comes, when the dead in Christ are
caught up to meet him in the air, when the righteous are trans-
lated, according to Paul in 1 Cor. 15: 51, 52, and 1 Thess. 4: 16.

(3) In John 5 : 28, 29, Jesus says: “Marvel not at this: for the
hour is coming, in the which all that are in the graves shall hear
his voice, And shall come forth; they that have done good, unto
the resurrection of life; and they that have done evil, unto the
resurrection of damnation.”

"All" that are in their tombs includes:

1. They that have done good.
2. They that have done evil.
They will come forth at the same hour--not one thousand

years apart. And it will be when they hear his voice. It, there-
fore, harmonizes with 1 Thess. 4: 16 when he shall “descend
with a shout,"” and 1 Cor. 15 : 51 “at the last trump.”

In this connection let me answer Brother Neal’s argument
that 2 Cor. 5 : 10 is the judgment of the righteous only: “For
we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ; that
every one may receive the things done in his body, according to
that he hath done, whether it be good or bad.” Brother Neal says
this is the judgment of the righteous only. But here in this book,
he says “Christians are exempt from the judgment.” (Page 97.)
And now he says 2 Cor. 5: 10 is the judgment of Christians.
Which time is he right?
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Upon the same basis that Brother Neal exempts the faithful
from judgment, we might affirm that the unbelieving are already
judged. Jesus said: “He that believeth not is condemned al-
ready, because he hath not believed in the name of the only
begotten Son of God.” (John 3 : 18.) If we take these passages
as literally exempting these classes, who then would be judged?

There is perfect harmony between 2 Cor. 5 : 10 and John 5 :
29. Will the righteous be exempt from this resurrection? Will
not the evil be exempted upon the same basis? These passages
plainly teach there will be two classes raised and judged. All
shall appear--They that have done good--They that have done
evil--that every one, or each one may receive the things done in
his body. Does this leave anybody out?

The thousand years reign cannot take place as shown on the
charts, these scriptures being true. It now stands out that
Brother Neal is placing an interpretation on Rev. 20 that con-
tradicts the word of God throughout. Therefore, his interpre-
tation of the passage is wrong. The passage is right, but when
Brother Neal puts an interpretation on these symbolic verses
that contradicts other plain teaching of the word of God, his
interpretation is bound to be wrong.

Thank you, friends.
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SECOND SESSION

NEAL’S SECOND SPEECH
(Tuesday, January 3. 1933)

I am glad to be before you again. It was stated in the last
speech that I said the book of Revelation was the last book in
the Bible to be written. I have no knowledge of saying that.
If I did, I wish to take it back, because I do not know, but it is
the last one in order, and so far as I know, that is what I said.
That was my intention, at least.

Notice the line down the center of the blackboard. He asked
me to write on one side of the line all that is literal and on
the other side all that is symbolic in the book of Revelation.
I do not know why he asks that for the book of Revelation.
Why not ask it for the whole Bible? The whole Bible and all
languages abound in figures and in symbols. Yes, the whole
Bible is that way. Why not write the whole Bible, the symbols
on one side and the literal on the other? It would be just as
reasonable. There isn't anything to that.

Now, again, it is said that Christ’s throne could not be
on the earth. I just want to give a passing notice to that,
at the present time. These are the exact words as I took them
down, “throne cannot be on the earth.” A passage in my
Bible reads this way:

“But when the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all
the angels with him, then shall he sit on the throne of his glory.”
(Matt. 25: 31.)

I judge that is on earth. If it is not, let’s have an explanation
of it.

Again, it is said that in regard to the times of restor-
ation, in Acts 3, that I have Christ remaining there; that Christ
does remain in heaven until all things have been restored.
It does not say that in this passage. Let me read that to you
again, the exact reading is:

“Repent ye therefore, and turn again, that your sins may
be blotted out, that so there may come seasons of refreshing
from the presence of the Lord ; and that he may send the Christ
who hath been appointed for you, even Jesus: whom the heaven
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must receive until the times of restoration of all things, whereof
God spake by the mouth of his holy prophets that have been
from of old.” (Acts 3 : 19-2 1.)

“Until” means “up to” or “as far as,” up to and as far as the
times of restoration, and when that time comes, he will come:
and when he comes, the times of restoration come; and he con-
tinues here until all things that are spoken in the prophets have
been restored.

Brother Wallace said last night the name of Christ is not in
Rev. 20: 1-7. He assures us since that it was not his intention
to make such a statement. The correct statement should be
“It does not even mention Christ as on earth.” We are glad to
grant this correction and pass on.

Also, it was said that I could not find the second coming of
Christ in Rev. 19. Now, in Rev. 19: 11, we find this reading:
“And I saw the heaven opened.” That is up yonder some-
where. And it is said, the heavens must receive him until the
times of restitution of all things. When he comes back again
he certainly will come from heaven. “And I saw the heaven
opened,” and then there comes riding out from heaven a
personage, and in six verses, we have six identifying marks
that it is the Lord Jesus, himself. The last verses of that chap-
ter, I will read you:

“And the beast was taken, and with him the false prophet
that wrought the signs in his sight, wherewith he deceived them
that had received the mark of the beast and them that wor-
shipped his image: they two were cast alive into the lake of fire
that bumeth with brimstone: and the rest were killed with the
sword of him that sat upon the horse, even the sword which
came forth out of his mouth: and all the birds were filled with
their flesh.” (Rev. 19: 20, 21.)

Evidently they were upon this earth, the beast and the false
prophet. I suppose also that they who were killed with the
sword of him that sat upon the horse were upon this earth.

Thus we have Christ on the earth. Heaven is opened, Christ
comes out and is on the earth.

Now, as to the second coming of Christ, the term “second
coming of Christ,” is not in the Bible. “He shall appear a
second time,” as the Revised Version has it. Perhaps, the King
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James does say he shall appear the second time. Here is a
passage that shows a coming of the Lord Jesus. He has been
here once, and the character that it portrays of him here is not
that of his first coming. I just leave it to you as to whether it
is his second. Perhaps, I had better mention that the character
of the times, the character of his work when he comes: “in
righteousness he doth judge and make war,” would not allow
it to be his first coming. In a number of other places in the
scripture, that is the character of his work at his second coming.
“In righteousness he doth judge and make war,” when he comes
again, and I will leave that matter, at least at the present time,
with that. The second coming of Christ is mentioned in Rev. 19,
and then immediately the devil is bound and it is said that Christ
will reign.

I might take the time here to say that practically all these
things that Brother Wallace is bringing up, would have come up
in my arguments. The Scripture is a unit and if a man deals
with a subject, any subject of the Bible, thoroughly and
truthfully, all of the passages must be used that pertain to that
subject. When we are talking on the reign of Christ for a thou-
sand years, all the passages that pertain to it directly, of course,
must be considered. It was said that what it takes five nights
to prove cannot be found in the Bible. I can as truthfully say
that what it takes a man five nights to disprove is in the Bible,
and so it is just as much one way as the other. There isn’t any
proof in that, however, and we now pass on. But I will promise
you that Rev. 20 will not escape our attention in our further
explanations.

We have been charged a number of times with speculation,
because we use the symbols in the book of Revelation. It is said
that the book of Revelation, being written toward the last, if
not the last, could not be explained in the rest of the Bible, be-
cause it was the last book in the Bible; well, now, let’s see if the
Bible interprets symbols. I think I will say this also: God does
not change his symbols, and when he uses a symbol for any par-
ticular thing, he is uniform throughout the Bible in using that
symbol for that thing. The symbols that are mentioned in the
book of Revelation are used in other portions of the Bible--
and explained there, or else explained in the context where they
occur. I don’t know that I know how to explain all of them, but
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I believe that all of them are somewhere found explained in the
Bible. If you come to the book of Revelation with your mind
saturated with the rest of the Bible, most of the symbols in it
will find a scriptural explanation. We explained last night that
a symbolic prophecy--a prophecy expressed in symbols--is ful-
filled literally.

As an illustration: In Dan. 7: 17, we find “These great beasts
which are four kings.” “Beast” is a symbol, and it is stated--
and plainly stated--that this symbol stands for a kingdom.
When that symbol is explained, the prophecy is clear, and when
fulfilled, is fulfilled literally.

Take the passage in Rev. 12 where we find Satan spoken of
as the dragon:

“And the great dragon was cast down, the old serpent, he
that is called the Devil and Satan, the deceiver of the whole
world; he was cast down to the earth, and his angels were cast
down with him.” (Rev. 12: 9.)

In verse 12, the symbolism is dropped, and he is called the
devil, and was literally cast out of heaven into the earth. The
earth and the heaven are literal, and therefore a prophecy stated
in symbols is fulfilled literally. Very easy, when we go at it in
the Bible way.

Now, I would call attention in regard to the subject that
has been brought up a number of times, that is that the teach-
ing of prophecy and of the thousand years reign and things
of like nature causes division. What doesn’t cause division from
the Bible? The fact that there are two hundred denomina-
tions in the United States shows that there is and has been much
division among Christian people, or professing Christians, of
this country. There is division in the world and in the church.
Christendom is divided into hundreds of warring factions. Then
why should he charge it upon one doctrine only? How many
divisions are there in regard to the Lord’s Supper? How many
divisions are there in regard to almost any item that you would
name? If preaching the Bible causes division, then what are we
to do? Are we to cease preaching the Bible in order to have
peace? Some may do that and cry, “Peace! Peace! When there
is no peace.” If preaching the Bible causes division, we still
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are within Bible limits, for I call attention to the words of our
Lord Jesus Christ in regard to that very point:

"I came to cast fire upon the earth; and what do I desire, if
it is already kindled? But I have a baptism to be baptized
with; and how am I straitened till it be accomplished! Think
ye that I am come to give peace in the earth? I tell you, Nay;
but rather division: for there shall be from henceforth five in
one house divided, three against two, and two against three.
They shall be divided, father against son, and son against
father; mother against daughter, and daughter against her
mother ; mother in law against her daughter in law, and daughter
in law against her mother in law.” (Luke 12: 49-53.)

Jesus said, “Think not that I came to send peace.” As long
as the Lord Jesus is in heaven, and as long as people are left
down here, there is going to be trouble in the world. The nations
are going to continue their war until the Lord shall come back
again, and the Church is going to continue in its turmoil, it
seems. These 1900 years have not decreased its division. The
Lord Jesus said while he was here that such would be true, and
we see it is true. Why charge that this particular thing of
teaching the prophecies causes division, when all the rest of the
Bible, or any other doctrines, may be just as prolific in that? In
fact, it doesn’t take very much to cause division when there is a
certain temperament among the people. Anything can cause
division, and we should charge division against other things as
well as this.

Then, it has been referred to a time or two, and I think
I should take notice of it, that there are two groups of peo-
ple worshiping here in Winchester. Now, I would just like
to say this in regard to the two groups that are worshiping
here: They are my friends. I visit with them at their request.
Brother Lowery is not able to be here; he is eighty-one years
old, and is sick besides. I visit with him at his request and
we read and pray together and have good fellowship, and with
the other brethren that meet at the Fairfax church. They are
my friends, and I am not going to purposely say one thing in the
world that will hurt their feelings. I am going to try to speak
the word of the Lord as plainly as I can, and in love. I have no
ill feeling toward them in any way in the world, and I hope that

7
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they will not have toward me, by anything that is said during
this discussion. And now I leave that subject with those few
remarks.

If it should cause division, and if we should here be di-
vided over that very thing, it is not proof or disproof in the
matter that we have been talking about, in regard to the thou-
sand years reign of Christ on the earth. We are not here to dis-
cuss persons. We are not here to discuss the general differences
that may exist in the country. I would not like to call my friends
and people of various relations into this congregation with the
idea that they were coming to hear a scriptural topic discussed,
and then treat them with a lot of skeletons drawn out of the
closet. All people have skeletons, more or less. Here are my
friends. I live here. They are all my friends, and I am not
going to purposely say anything to hurt any one’s feelings.
I hope that the people who come here will understand that; that
it is not a matter between people and people, and it is not a
matter local in its nature. It is a matter of general interest. It
is not a matter that pertains to the church of Christ only, but
all churches have in their fellowship people that believe pro and
con in regard to this subject. Then why should all these things
regarding division be dragged in, and paraded from time to
time?

If he were successful in proving that I contradict myself, what
would that have to do with the matter? Many good men have
disagreed with themselves. Years ago, as I remember the story
of David Lipscomb, some one wrote in and said: “You have
contradicted yourself. How is it that you answer this question
this way, and ten years ago you answered it that way, directly
opposite to your present view on the subject? How is it that
you are so inconsistent?” In reply to that, he said: “I am not
trying to be consistent with myself; I am trying to be consistent
with the word of God.” This is true over any long period of
time, taking men who have publicly expressed their views and
beliefs on any particular subject, such as Alexander Campbell,
and others. In such way you can array any man against him-
self--any man that has progressed in his study of the subject
in question. He says, “Oh, that mine adversary had written a
book,” and he would set down what I had written twenty-five
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years ago, and he would advance it as contradicting my present
views. Then, certainly, you could array him against himself,
and show that it is not all good, and he ought not to have taught
that. He says he will have me disagreeing with myself, Neal
vs. Neal, and disagreeing with Brother Boll and with Brother
Chambers, and Boll against Neal, Boll against Chambers, and
so on. What would that have to do with it? It would just
show that there was disagreement. That does not disprove the
proposition.

The Lord Jesus said in regard to this matter:
“Blessed are ye, when men shall hate you, and when they

shall separate you from their company, and reproach you, and
cast out your name as evil, for the Son of man’s sake. Rejoice in
that day, and leap for joy: for behold, your reward is great in
heaven; for in the same manner did their fathers unto the
prophets.” (Luke 6: 22, 23.)

Now, I would say this: That if a man speaks the truth, and
speaks the truth in love, or if he speaks what he believes to be
the truth, in Christian love, and should be mistaken--that is no
more than what we are heir to. The Bible is always right. I
may not be right, but the Bible is always right, and I am not
asking you to take Neal’s book. That contains only suggestions
to encourage study, and is not offered as authority. The Bible
is the only authority, and that is the reason why I am not using
other books. I was told last night, or it was said last night in
enumerating those four different views on the book of Revela-
tion, that they had historical background, and that what I was
teaching had no historical background. Well, I would just like
to make mention of that here in an item that I have--I think I
have it here with me--in regard to that matter of the historical
background. I am not pressing this as proof. The Bible is
abundant proof and I do not need to go outside of it, but since
the question has been brought up, I wish to read an item and
leave a copy here for Brother Wallace to keep for his own, and
answer it if he will:

The Bible furnishes abundant proof. However, the early
church history should be accounted worthy of serious considera-
tion. With that in mind, we make the following statement,
followed by a reasonable request of the negative:
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“Church history, from whatever source, is unanimously in
accord with Encyclopedia Britannica in saying that until ‘the
middle of the second century’ ‘faith in the nearness of Christ’s
second advent and the establishment of his reign of glory on
earth, was undoubtedly a strong point in the primitive Christian
church’ and that this reign on earth should have ‘a fixed dura-
tion according to the most prevalent opinion, a duration of one
thousand years.’ "

In view of this general and sweeping statement, will the
negative furnish any credible church history to the contrary?

I am reading this early in the discussion so that, if possible,
he may find some credible church history that does deny that.
For a hundred years, or more than a hundred years, after the
death of the apostles, this doctrine was taught in the churches
without objection from any source. I can produce such authors
as James H. Snowden, a book which the Gospel Advocate.
Brother Wallace’s company, sells, that substantiates that state-
ment. Now, I am going to the chart.

I am going back to 1 Cor. 15 again for a little while. I want
you to notice the chart. It is an exact quotation from 1 Cor. 15.
I am giving you an illustration from Mark 4: 28, which is
also an exact quotation, showing the use of the word “then” as
used in this passage.

“The earth beareth fruit of herself; first the blade, then the
ear, then the full grain in the ear.”

I am calling your attention to the fact that there is a
period of time between when the blade springs up out of the
ground and the time when the ear, or the shoot, comes on. Take
a stalk of corn as an illustration. The blade appears just above
the ground and then eventually, perhaps in three months, the
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shoot, and then after another period of time, the full corn in the
ear, when it is ready to be gathered. We have, “first the
blade, then the ear, then the full corn in the ear.” An exact
quotation. Now, we have exactly the same arrangement in 1
Cor. 1 5: “Christ the firstfruits; then they that are Christ’s at
his coming. Then cometh the end.” Christ the firstfruits--
Christ came forth out of the tomb and it was said in Matthew
27: 51-53:

“And behold, the veil of the temple was rent in two from
the top to the bottom; and the earth did quake; and the rocks
were rent; and the tombs were opened; and many bodies of the
saints that had fallen asleep were raised; and coming forth out
of the tombs after his resurrection they entered into the holy
city and appeared unto many.” (Matt. 27: 5 l-53.)

Now, there is a number of passages in which Christ is repre-
sented as grain. “Except a grain of wheat fall into the earth
and die, it abideth by itself alone; but if it die, it beareth much
fruit.” (Jno. 12: 24.)

Christ went down as a grain of wheat. He came up as the
firstfruits. Then we have what the word “firstfruits” means. It
refers to Christ as he came forth from the tomb on the morrow
after the Sabbath. Paul gives that as an illustration of the
resurrection. The harvest had three periods: the first harvest
when they gathered the first ripe heads of the grain and made a
sheaf out of them, then the full grown harvest, “then cometh
the end.” There was a group of people that came out 1900
years ago--“Christ the firstfruits.” This was part of the first
resurrection. There is a part of the harvest that comes later--
“Then they that are Christ’s at his coming.” They are also a
part of the first resurrection, “Christ the firstfruits; then they
that are Christ’s at his coming.” Between the firstfruits, and they
that are Christ’s at his coming, has already been 1900 years. The
first, “then,” covers that period of time.

Now, we go on from that. “Christ the firstfruits; then they
that are Christ’s at his coming; then cometh the end.” If the
first “then” covers 1900 years, it would not be difficult for the
second “then” to cover 1,000 years, and thus we have the end of
the resurrection coming over there at the end of the thousand
years. Death was destroyed. The rest of the dead were not
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raised till the thousand years had been finished, and this is the
first resurrection, mentioning the martyrs and others that
reigned.

There has been a good deal said in regard to those souls
being raised. In Brother Wallace’s sermon preached at Dallas,
Texas, of which I have a stenographic report, we find this
matter of Rev. 20 spoken of quite freely, and it is made to
teach “the resurrection of a cause.” It was said last night that
this doctrine left me reaching out here some place with nothing
to lay hold of. I don’t read anywhere in the Bible about resur-
rection of causes. If such is true, I suppose a great many
different causes will be resurrected by and by. During the last
few years, it seems that the prohibition cause was a lost cause,
and I suppose it will be restored at that time-that there will
be a resurrection of the cause of prohibition at that time, when
these dead causes are resurrected and set upon thrones. There
is a fantastic arrangement about that. Brother Wallace has
taken the position that prophecy was written for fulfillment, not
for interpretation, yet here we find him attempting an interpre-
tation of this passage of scripture. The souls were said to be
under the altar; the souls under the altar in chapter 6 are trying
to get out, and in chapter 20, it is said they are seated on thrones,
and evidently that was a resurrection of causes.

Brother Wallace has some frills to put on that, and we
will wait till he turns back to Ezek. 37, and let him go on and
trace up this resurrection of causes with all those frills, and then
we will deal with the whole matter all at once. That will be a
very good thing to do, get these dead causes raised up again,
with all their frills on, and if he will do that, I promise you that
we will deal as effectively and fairly as we can with it.
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SECOND SESSION

WALLACE’S SECOND SPEECH
(Tuesday, January 3, 1933)

Brother Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen, Brethren and
Friends:

Brother Neal says that if a man writes a thing twenty-five
years ago and changes his mind later, it is just evidence that he
maybe is coming out of error. And it may be evidence that he is
getting into trouble.  But Brother Neal did not write this book
twenty-five years ago. It is of recent date. If he wishes to re-
pudiate his book let him say so. But until he does we will read
it to him.

Concerning that sermon preached at Dallas, he says he has
a stenographic report of it. I am glad he has. I am sure it will
help to lead him out of error if he will read it. I do not know
the stenographer. It was not my arrangement. I know nothing
of his ability. But I did not say that Rev. 20 does represent the
resurrection of a cause, or causes. I merely asked, “Could it
not be a figurative resurrection ? Could it not represent the re-
viving of a righteous cause? Could it not be a contrast between
a reign, or an era, of wickedness and a reign, or an era, of right-
eousness?“ I said in that sermon, and it is there in that report
if it was correctly taken, that I have no theory, but those brethren
who teach that their theory is plainly and clearly taught in the
Bible will have to prove that nothing in the nature of a figurative
resurrection is possible.

The souls were under the altar in chapter 6 of Revelation,
and the same souls were on the thrones in chapter 20. Brother
Neal says that a symbol interprets itself and the Bible explains
itself. Well, now, that being so, I said at Dallas, and I am asking
Brother Neal now, “Can the revival of a righteous cause be
pictured under the symbol of a resurrection?”

Yes, if the prohibition cause had been dead, but should be
revived, that would be a figurative resurrection--the resurrec-
tion of a cause. I have not said that Revelation 20 is the resur-
rection of a cause, for I am not advancing a theory. If the
stenographer did not put a question mark behind that statement
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in that report, then a period was put where a question mark
ought to be. I am not responsible for the blunder. I am merely
comparing that theory with some of his to show that before he
can prove that his theory is clearly taught, he will have to prove
that it cannot refer to a spiritual resurrection. I am merely
asking questions of these brethren. If their theory is so clearly
taught, they should be able to give us more “light” in these
dark places.

NEAL vs. NEAL

I want to now give you some bits of speculation from Brother
Neal’s book,--Neal vs. Neal--a sample of the contradictions in
his book.

In the first part of the book, he says:
1. “Expect a literal fulfillment. This is God’s way of ful-

filling prophecy. Every prophecy which the Bible says has
been fulfilled has been fulfilled literally.“--(Page 6.) I have it
underscored here. Now, get it. After he says: “Every prophecy
which the Bible says has been fulfilled, has been fulfilled
literally,” on Pages 10 and 11, he says:

“The seed of the woman is the Son of God. Four thousand
weary years have receded into eternity. The promise is nearer
fruition and the fight takes on more definite form. The Serpent
sought to kill the Seed.” . . . “the devil is chained and
imprisoned in the abyss. Christ and the saints reign for a
thousand years.” . . . “The bruised heel has been healed
and the bruised head is down to rise no more.”

That is not literal, and yet he says: “Every prophecy is
fulfilled literally.” Then, on page 10, he made a spiritual appli-
cation of the word “Seed.” That is contradiction No. 1.

2. On page 22 : “The chain to be used will be the kind needed.
He, who knows the kind of horses and chariots needed for traffic
between earth and heaven and the kind of chains needed for
wicked angels, will know the kind for this occasion also--leave
that to him.”

That is referring to Rev. 20, when Satan is bound with that
chain. He says, “God knows the kind of chains needed for
wicked angels.” If it is a literal chain, he knows. He does not
have to leave it to God! Every time these gentlemen find some-
thing that they cannot harmonize with their theories, they say



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST

“Leave it to God--God will take care of that.” Well, God will
take care of all of it. But you cannot unload inconsistencies on
God and expect God to get you out of your difficulties. That
is contradiction No. 2.

3. On page 10, he says, “Christ and the saints reign for a
thousand years.” On page 12, he says they reign for ever and
ever, and then, on page 27, “The rest of the dead form a third
‘order’ and are raised after the reign of Christ, during which
reign all enemies are subdued. That the third ‘order’ is
some time after the second order is quite evident.”

Tell me how the saints can reign a thousand years, then
reign forever, then, have an after the reign? How can there be
anything after the reign of Christ if that lasts forever? How can
they reign forever if the reign is limited to a thousand years?
And how can the reign be limited to 1000 years if he continues
to reign as stated in your book ? How you contradict yourself!
That is contradiction No. 3.

4. Now, again, on the resurrection of the dead: “Raised
after the reign of Christ, during which reign all enemies are sub-
dued.” And again, “The archenemy of Christ is the devil.”
Page 27. Now, get this statement: “The devil is subdued and
death is destroyed after the thousand years reign of Christ and
the saints.” Brother Neal is saying all that. He says the rest
of the dead are raised after the reign of Christ, but “during
which reign all enemies are subdued,” yet he says “the devil is
the archenemy,” and “the devil and death are not destroyed
till  after the reign." Then tell me how they can be subdued
during the reign of Christ? That is contradiction No. 4.

He now says he wants to take some of this back. He ought
to take it all back. He ought to take his book off the market. I
would not want my “adversary” to have a book like that.

5. “The archenemy of Christ is the devil. . . . The
devil and death are destroyed during the reign of Christ.” And,
next, he says: “The devil is subdued and death is destroyed
after the thousand years reign of Christ and the saints.” Page
27. How could it be both? That is contradiction No. 5.

Like all false teachers, he is inconsistent. And when I show
the man his inconsistency, I show that his theory is badly out
of joint.
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6. “Christ reigns during the subjugation of His enemies.”
Page 30. “He and the saints have reigned the thousand years,
and in it completed the great work.” Page 30. But, “The devil
is subdued and death is destroyed after the thousand years.”
Page 27.

Now, he says, during the reign of Christ and the saints,
all enemies are destroyed. Then he says that Christ and the
saints have reigned the thousand years, and in it completed the
great work. Then he says the devil is subdued and death is de-
stroyed after the thousand years reign. How can the work be
completed during the thousand years reign, if the devil and death
are not subdued and destroyed till after the thousand years
reign? That is contradiction No. 6.

7. Once more: “During his reign all enemies are abolished.
The devil is next to the last--death is the last.” Page 29. On
page 27, he says, “the rest of the dead are raised after the
reign of Christ, during which reign all enemies are subdued.”
Friends, can you visualize it? During his reign all enemies are
abolished, but the rest of the dead are raised after the reign.
What happens after the rest of the dead (the wicked dead) are
raised? He says death, the last enemy, is abolished--after the
reign. Then how can it be abolished during the reign if it is not
abolished till after the reign? Contradiction No. 7:

And there are about twenty-seven in it. I have not time
to read them all to you.

SOME SPECULATIVE WISDOM

Now, just a few bits of speculation. I mean to unsparingly
expose the contradictions of a man who has been teaching as
cardinal doctrine these theories which have been causing so much
division in the church, not only here, but elsewhere, and about
things over which he contradicts himself every time he turns
around. He says it is a part of “contending for the faith once for
all delivered unto the saints,” and necessary to the Christian life.

I want Brother Boll to hear it, and I want the whole delega-
tion of brethren from Louisville to hear it. They have told us
there is “no just ground for division.” They have written
in their books, and they have proclaimed from the housetops,
that we ought not to oppose them, because these things “are not a
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ground for division.” Yet Brother Neal justifies division
tonight on the ground that there is division in the world over
everything else! I want to get these books before you just to
show you the character of their theories.

Brother Neal says this is a book to be chewed. Well, take a
chew of this:

First: “The term, ‘horse, in the Bible is not limited to the
flesh and blood animal we know and use. There are heavenly
horses which heavenly beings drive and ride. The Lord and his
saints are heavenly and use heavenly horses.” Yet he says
every prophecy is fulfilled literally! In order to get a literal
horse, he gets away from flesh and blood horses and speculates
about heavenly beings riding heavenly horses! But it is all
literal !

Second: “Individual members are married to Christ, but the
church is not.” Page 63. All the parts are married to Christ,
but the whole is not! Get it! Every individual in the United
States, native born, is a citizen of the United States, but the
people of the United States are not citizens? Can you get it?

Now, get it again. “The church now belongs to Christ and
can properly wear his name,” but “the glorious wedding day is
yet future.” Do you get that? The church now belongs t o  Christ,
but just the individuals are married to him. The church is not
married to him, but may properly wear his name. Wear his
name before it is married to him--“The glorious wedding
day is yet future” ! That is in this book. Chew on it!

Romans 7: 4 tells us: “Wherefore, my brethren, ye also are
become dead to the law by the body of Christ; that ye should
be married to another, even to him who is raised from the dead,
that we should bring forth fruit unto God.” Bearing fruit out
of wedlock, according to Brother Neal ! Married individually,
but not wedded to him. Individuals married to Christ, but
the glorious wedding day is yet future! Just a common law
wife. Think of it, friends, that is a part of this theory that he is
maintaining, for which he has nothing but his own assertions
and useless interpretations.

He says : “the Bible explains itself. When figurative terms
are used, in the context or somewhere else, the Lord explains
the terms, he says we are not left to ‘guess.’ ‘Guesses’ have well-
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nigh displaced the word of the Lord.” By that statement, you
would think my brother of the affirmative never guesses! “The
chain to be used will be the kind needed. God knows the kind
of chains needed. God knows what kind of chains they will
be--leave it to God.” So to keep from guessing, he just leaves
it to God! He does not know what kind of chain it is. The
chain has to be literal but he cannot tell what kind of a literal
chain it is! But it has to be literal. Still he does not want to
guess, so he just leaves it to God.

Third: Get this--A sermon announcement of Brother Neal’s:
“Rome Discussed at Church Meet. Mussolini and Italian

Powers Are Used in Sermon on Prophecy, Thursday. A large
crowd attended the Main Street Church of Christ service on
Thursday evening to hear a most interesting sermon on ‘Musso-
lini and Rome.’ A brief survey of the great world powers, shown
in the Bible and confirmed by history, was presented. Here
history and prophecy were appealed to, and it was shown that
Rome is due to be restored some time in the future.

“It was shown by clippings that Mussolini is attempting to
do the very thing which the Bible says will be done. What his
success will be remains to be seen. The subject for Friday night
will be ‘The Restoration of Israel.“’

Yet Brother Neal says, “Guesses have well-nigh displaced
the word of the Lord.”

That is a clipping from the daily paper, and it is a sermon
preached by Brother Neal in Winchester, and such preaching
as this is causing the division here.

Brother Neal says he has fellowship with these two groups;
that he will visit in the homes of all the brethren. He will, per-
haps, visit the homes of people of any or all denominations. Is
that fellowship? What preacher would not do that? If these
groups are not divided, why is it that we have one church right
around this corner and the other church just around the next
comer? Does that look like fellowship? The two buildings are
not two blocks apart. Yet he is telling us there is fellowship. And
Brother Neal’s theories are the reason for it. If he cared any-
thing at all about the prayer of Christ for unity, he would lay
down these theories. “Neither pray I for these alone, but for
them also which shall believe on me through their word; That
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they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee,
that they also may be one in us; that the world may believe that
thou hast sent me.” (John 17: 20, 21.)

Rome Discussed at Church Meet! Mussolini and Italian
Powers Are Used in Sermon on Prophecy ! Mussolini and Rome !
What has old pagan Rome with all her cruelty and idolatry to
do with the question under discussion? Why, he knows that
if old pagan Rome is not restored in the future he cannot hope
for the fulfillment of Old Testament prophecies in favor of his
theories. He says these prophecies have not been fulfilled but
will be fulfilled in the future. Therefore, he would bring old
pagan Rome back into existence. Rome will be restored, he
says--but he never guesses !

These are some bits of speculative wisdom from “Light in a
Dark Place” that I wanted this audience to get.

A FFIRMATIVE A RGUMENTS A N S W E R E D

I am now ready for some of the things Brother. Neal men-
tioned in his last speech.

1. A Spiritual Resurrection.
Brother Neal insists that I have been speculating myself

because I suggested that Revelation 20 could be the resurrection
of a cause. He wants me to explain that idea of the resurrection
of a cause. We will let Brother R. H. Boll explain it to him. In
his book, “The Kingdom of God,” page 28, commenting on
Rom. 11: 15, Brother Boll says :

“Manifestly it is the nation of Israel which descended from
Jacob through his twelve sons, of whom the apostle is speaking.
He carefully denies that they have fallen into final ruin. He
declares that through their “trespass” salvation has come to the
Gentiles--and even that privilege is granted to the Gentiles in
order that disobedient Israel might be stirred to jealousy. In
the future national salvation of Israel he foresees a glorious day
for all the whole wide world resulting. It will be as a  veritable
resurrection out of death of the ages to all the world.”

Now, what kind of a resurrection is that? Spiritual, ac-
cording to Brother Boll himself--when the Jews will be restored.
The Jews will be restored as a  nation, he says, and that will be
as a veritable resurrection. Then, that is a spiritual resurrection
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by Brother Boll’s own admissions. If that, then, can be spiri-
tual--if Brother Boll can picture in that what he calls a resur-
rection in a spiritual, figurative sense--why is it that the resur-
rection mentioned in Revelation 20 may not also be spiritual
or figurative?

Thus we see that these brethren do not agree with them-
selves. Brother Neal says, “Our differences merely prove that
we do not agree.” And it proves something else--it proves that
Brother Neal’s proposition is not clearly taught in the Bible. If
it is so clearly taught, why can Brother Boll and Brother Neal
not agree on it? Why the differences in their own ranks if it is
as clearly taught as Acts 2: 38 ? Do you brethren agree on Acts
2: 38? Well, if you agree on Acts 2: 38 why, then, can you not
agree on something else that is taught just as clearly?

2. Things Literal and Figurative.
I asked Brother Neal to write on each side of the line down

the middle of the blackboard how much is literal and how much
is figurative of the book of Revelation. He replied: “Why the
book of Revelation? Why not have me write what is literal and
what is figurative in the whole Bible?” Well, if that is his only
reason for not doing it, I will remove the reason. We will just
draw a line down the middle of the board and ask Brother Neal
to line up on one side what is literal and on the other side what
is figurative anywhere in the Bible he chooses, and give us his
reason why he makes one literal and the other figurative.

He wants to know why I ask such a question? I will tell
you. He says that every prophecy that has ever been fulfilled
was fulfilled literally. He is putting a literal construction on
Rev. 20. I do not believe he can support that construction.
Therefore, I have asked him to tell us what part of that chapter
is literal and what part of it is figurative. It is a fair question.
It demands his answer. But he will not answer it, for he knows
that when he does I will hold his feet to the fire till they blister.

3. The Judgment Throne.
1 said Christ’s throne could not be on the earth. He read

Matt. 25 : 3 1. Brother Neal was not fair on that point. He knew
I was speaking of Christ as king and priest on earth. He went
to a verse of scripture that describes the judgment and Christ
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sitting, not on his kingly throne, but at the judgment, not as a
king to reign on his throne, but to judge.

Read it:

“When the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the
holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of his
glory: And before him shall be gathered all nations: and he shall
separate them one from another, as a shepherd divideth his
sheep from the goats: And he shall set the sheep on his right
hand, but the goats on the left. Then shall the King say unto
them on his right hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit
the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world:
For I was an hungred, and ye gave me meat: I was thirsty, and
ye gave me drink: I was a stranger, and ye took me in: Naked,
and ye clothed me: I was sick, and ye visited me: I was in
prison, and ye came unto me. Then shall the righteous answer
him, saying, Lord, when saw we thee an hungred, and fed
thee? or thirsty, and gave thee drink? When saw we thee a
stranger, and took thee in.? or naked, and clothed thee? Or
when saw we thee sick, or in prison, and came unto thee? And
the King shall answer and say unto them, Verily I say unto you,
Inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least of these my
brethren, ye have done it unto me. Then shall he say also unto
them on the left hand, Depart from me, ye cursed, into ever-
lasting fire, prepared for the devil and his angels.”

It represents the seat of judgment when all nations shall
be gathered before Christ for final separation--the judgment.

Here Brother Neal has unwittingly committed himself to
the fact that the judgment and the coming of Christ are simul-
taneous. His theory is that there will be a thousand years be-
tween the second coming of Christ and the judgment. But this
proof text says: “When the Son of man shall come in his glory,
and all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne
of his glory: And before him shall be gathered all nations.” All
right, then all nations will be gathered before him when he comes.
Brother Neal says the thousand years reign will come between
these events. But the text says he judges the nations when he
comes--“and he shall separate them one from another, as a
shepherd divideth his sheep from the goats; And he shall set the
sheep on his right hand, but the goats on the left. Then shall
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the King say unto them on his right hand, Come, ye blessed of
my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the
foundation of the world.” But to those on the left, he shall say,
“Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for
the devil and his angels.” That is the “final” judgment--not a
thousand years “after the second coming of Christ,” but "when
the Son of man shall come.”

4. The Times of Restoration.
He insists that Acts 3 : 19 teaches that the heavens will retain

Christ until the times of restoration of all things, but not during
the times, just until the times. Friends, that verse does not say
the heavens will retain Christ until the “time” of the restoration
of all things, but it says, “times” (plural) of “all things"--
(plural.) The heavens must retain Christ until the times of
restoration of all things. When are all things restored? Does it
say, “When all things begin to be restored”? That is not what it
says. The heavens must retain him till the times of the res-
toration of all things--all things are not restored till the end.
Then if Christ comes a thousand years before the end, he comes
a thousand years before the time for some things to be restored.
But that verse says that the heavens must retain him until the
times of the restoration of all things. We are living in the times
spoken of “by all the prophets.” It began with the suffering of
Christ in verse 18, and ends with his coming as indicated in
verse 21. Brother Neal has the times of restitution beginning
where the passage says it ends. The restoration work is going
on now, and Christ will stay in heaven till all things spoken
of by the prophets have been restored. Then he comes, and
then is the end. Acts 3: 19-21 does not help him. It is directly
against him. Every proof text he offers is against him.

5. The Second Coming and Rev. 19.
He still says Rev. 19 mentions the second coming of Christ.

I still deny it. He says it does. I say it does not. He read part
of the chapter to you. But he did not read where the second
coming of Christ was mentioned. He depends wholly on his
interpretation of symbols, and we cannot know that his in-
terpretations are right. He read about a horse, and he read
about “the Faithful and True,” with eyes “as a flame of fire,”
and “out of his mouth goeth a sharp sword.” And he supposes
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that beast was on the earth. He said, “I judge.” If it mentions
the second coming of Christ, why do you have to suppose it? If
I had time, I would read every !ine in chapter 19 of Revelation,
because the second coming of Christ is not mentioned in that
chapter. Brother Neal read a few symbolic statements and
interprets these symbols to mean certain things on earth.
We care nothing for his supposition. The second coming of
Christ is not mentioned in Rev. 19. Read it yourselves, friends,
and do not accept his suppositions.

He said the word “second” in connection with the coming of
Christ is not mentioned in the Bible, and when he remembered
Heb. 9: 27, he took it back. If he will be just as honest on every
fallacious argument he has offered, we will be through with the
debate soon. Brother Neal ought to take a lot of things back.
When I said that it ought not to take a man five nights to prove
anything that is in the Bible, he said that I could not disprove
his proposition in five nights; therefore, it must be in the Bible.
No, I can disprove it in fifteen minutes, and the reason I have
to stay here five nights is because he stays. And I can thus prove
anything the Bible teaches that is vital to you and me. In the
correspondence, he insisted on five nights, and five it is. So, I
am here, pointing out his inconsistencies.

6. The Parable of the Seed. Mark 4: 26-29.
“And he said, So is the kingdom of God, as if a man should

cast seed into the ground; And should sleep, and rise night
and day, and the seed should spring and grow up, he knoweth
not how. For the earth bringeth forth fruit of herself; first the
blade, then the ear, after that the full corn in the ear. But
when the fruit is brought forth, immediately he putteth in the
sickle, because the harvest is come.”

We find there a parable of the gospel of Christ. Jesus said
that the kingdom of God was like a man that cast seed upon the
earth:  "And should sleep, and rise night and day, and the seed
should spring and grow up, he knoweth not how. For the earth
bringeth forth fruit of herself; first the blade, then the ear, after
that the full corn in the ear. But when the fruit is brought
forth, immediately he putteth in the sickle, because the harvest
is come.” Brother Neal draws a fine chart on that parable and
tries to stretch it out over a thousand years. Christ said nothing

8
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of the thousand years. The parable contains no intimation of
such. Christ compared the preaching of the gospel of the king-
dom to a farmer sowing seed. When the seed of the gospel is
sown, it ripens into fruit by seasons. It must first be heard;
then it must necessarily germinate--it must be believed; then it
must be obeyed. So, the kingdom of Christ, or the gospel of the
kingdom, is like casting seed upon the earth.

Brother Neal takes a perversion of the parable and makes a
chart showing a period of time here, there another, and over here
another (pointing to spaces on the chart), and says that it repre-
sents different ages. There is not a line of the parable that
supports it. He assumes that the period of time required for the
seed to germinate is one age; that the period of time between the
appearance of the blade and the stalk is another age; that the
period between the appearance of the blade or stalk and the ear
on the stalk represents still another age, and that the period of
time required for the grain to develop and mature is yet another
age. Too many ages!

The text does not say it. It represents the seed of the king-
dom being sown, heard, believed and obeyed, represented by
the growth of corn seed into the cornstalk. Brother Neal has
the parable perverted into ages and dispensations. He can see
the thousand years reign of Christ on earth in one word ! The
passages does not mention either “the second coming of Christ”
or a "thousand years.” Blinded by theories! Blinded by
theories !

ADVANCE NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS

I want now to give the rest of my time to our counter-argu-
ments that are found in the word of God, which make it impossi-
ble for Brother Neal’s theory to be right.

First argument: The Bible does not teach two future resur-
rections, separated by a thousand years.

I called attention to the fact that those who have eternal
life will be raised at the last day: that the wicked will be judged
at the last day; therefore, the resurrection of the righteous and
the judgment of the wicked will be at the same time, not a thou-
sand years between.

I called attention to the fact that the last trump will be
sounded, when the dead in Christ are raised. It is the trump, in
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1 Thess. 4: 16, and it is the last trump, in 1 Cor. 15: 51. In one,
it says the dead in Christ shall be raised and the living in Christ
shall be caught up. In the other, it says the dead shall be raised
and the living shall be changed. So, it is the same trump in the
two passages. It is called the last trump, and the last trump is
when the righteous dead are raised.. If that is the last trump, and
there is going to be a resurrection of the wicked a thousand years
later, they will not have any trump. They will have to wake up
without a trump.

John 5: 28, 29--"Marvel not at this: for the hour is coming,
in the which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, And
shall come forth; they that have done good, unto the resurrection
of life; and they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of
damnation”--the same hour. If Brother Neal says that is a
dispensational hour, then he has the hour as long as the day.
And if it is a dispensational hour, then it has to be a resurrection
dispensation, the resurrection will have to be continuous through
the dispensation.

“The day of salvation” (2 Cor. 6: 2) is the dispensation of
salvation: salvation is continuous through the “day” or dispen-
sation. So if the hour is a dispensational hour, the resurrection
will be continuous through that dispensation. Too much resur-
rection!

But if dispensational, it would, in fact, not be the same hour
at all. The righteous would be raised before the millennial
hour begins, and the wicked would be raised after the millennial
hour ends, some at the beginning and some at the end. That
would be a part of three “hours.” Too many hours!

No that could not be true. The dead in Christ are raised
before the beginning of the millennial hour, and the wicked are
raised after the thousand years is finished, according to that
theory. But, according to John 5: 29, the dead in Christ and the
wicked dead are raised at the same time. There is no thousand
years period between. The good will come forth unto the resur-
rection of life, and the wicked will come forth unto the resurrec-
tion of damnation. That is the wording of the text, and that is
the teaching of it.

Second argument: The Bible Teaches that the Resurrection
of the Righteous and the Wicked Will Be Simultaneous.
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Rev. 1: 7: “Behold, he cometh with clouds; and every eye
shall see him, and they also which pierced him: and all kindreds
of the earth shall wail because of him. Even so. Amen.”

This is when Christ comes with clouds. They that pierced him
shall see him. But they are among the wicked. How will they see
him, if they are not raised when he comes? They will see him.
Therefore, the wicked dead will be raised when he comes with the
clouds.

2 Thess. 1: 5-10: “Which is a manifest token of the righteous
judgment of God, that ye may be counted worthy of the king-
dom of God, for which ye also suffer: Seeing it is a righteous
thing with God to recompense tribulation to them that trouble
you; And to you who are troubled rest with us, when the Lord
Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, In
flaming fire taking vengeance on them that know not God, and
that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ: Who shall be
punished with everlasting destruction from the presence of the
Lord, and from the glory of his power; When he shall come to be
glorified in his saints, and to be admired in all them that believe
(because our testimony among you was believed) in that day.”

He will “take vengeance” on them that know not God and
that obey not the gospel, and will “recompense affliction” to
them. When? When he is revealed from heaven with his mighty
angels, at the same time when he shall come to be glorified in his
saints.

Paul says, in verse 6: “If so be that it is a righteous thing
with God to recompense affliction to them that afflict you.”
Those persecutors, that afflicted the Christians, will have afflic-
tion recompensed to them. When? When Christ comes to be
glorified in his saints. Nero afflicted Paul; then, at his coming,
Christ will recompense “affliction” to Nero, and he will recom-
pense “rest” to Paul. Therefore, at the coming of Christ, Paul
and Nero will both be in the resurrection. Nero will have
to be there to be afflicted.

Yes, the righteous and wicked will come forth at the same
time. The Bible teaches that the second coming of Christ
and the judgment of the wicked will be at the same time.

Third argument: The Bible Teaches that the Present Reign
of Christ Began on Pentecost and Will Continue Till the End.
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Acts 2 : 32-35 : “This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we
all are witnesses. Therefore being by the right hand of God
exalted, and having received of the Father the promise of the
Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this, which ye now see and hear.
For David is not ascended into the heavens: but he saith him-
self, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand,
Until I make thy foes thy footstool.”

1 Cor. 15: 25, 26: “For he must reign, till he hath put all
enemies under his feet. The last enemy that shall be destroyed
is death. For he hath put all things under his feet. But when he
saith all things are put under him, it is manifest that he is ex-
cepted, which did put all things under him. And when all things
shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be
subject unto him that put all things under him, that God may
be all in all.”

Brother Neal will not even refer to this argument. Note the
points :

1. Christ began sitting on Pentecost.

2. He sat down at the right hand of God after he ascended.

3. He rules while he sits.

4. He is, therefore, sitting, ruling, reigning now, and will
continue so to do until his second coming.

“For he must reign, till he hath put all hisenemiesunder his
feet. The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death.”

He will reign till he comes--not when he comes. The text
says “For he must reign"--not “then he must reign.” He must
reign from the time he sat down at God’s right hand. This
sitting, ruling, and reigning are going on at the same time. He
began reigning when he began sitting. When he quits sitting, he
will quit reigning. He reigns while he sits, and sits till he comes.
That reign, beginning from Pentecost, will be continuous until the
end. It will not begin with that thousand years period drawn
on these charts. 1 Corinthians 15: 26 teaches that the second
coming of Christ will be abdication day, not inauguration day. It
will be the time when the kingdom shall be delivered up to God,
the Father, not the time when it will begin.

I thank you. May the Lord bless you while you sleep, and
bring you back tomorrow evening.
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T HIRD S E S S I O N

(Wednesday, January 4, 1933)

Song, led by Willis H. Allen, of Horse Cave, Ky.
Prayer, by J. Scott Greer, of Livingston, Tenn.
CHAIRMAN MCCLELLAN: The Board of Officers of the First

Christian Church, of Winchester, Kentucky, have a suggestion
to make that, I think, is helpful in the further progress of the
debate. As this is a brief and germane suggestion from these
brethren who have so graciously given to us this auditorium for
our debate, we will have that, and I believe Mr. Pendleton, a
lawyer of our city, will make the statement on behalf of the
Board of this Church.

MR. PENDLETON : Ladies and Gentlemen and Participants in
This Debate: The officers of the Church, in extending the
courtesy to these gentlemen to discuss in this house, that is
devoted to the worship of God and his Scriptures, feel that it is
not out of place to ask that certain things be observed in the
discussion of his word. What has been requested are these, as
follows :

1. Personalities should be strictly and entirely avoided.
2. All references to anything either participant has said or

written prior to this debate should be avoided.
3. Church or denominational differences or divisions should

be excluded from the discussion.
4. The effect or claimed effect of either participant’s view or

position upon religious divisions should not be discussed.
5. The participants should confine their discussion to what

the Scriptures teach with reference to the subject under dis-
cussion.

We believe that these requests are reasonable and strictly in
accordance with the views of those who have come here to hear
a discussion of the Word of Cod in his holy place, and we trust
that these suggestions may meet with the approval of the par-
ticipants in this debate.

Thank you.
CHAIRMAN MCCLELLAN:   I don’t think there is any need for
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discussion, for these are just suggestions, and for the disputants.
We shall now have the first speech on the affirmative of this
question, which I shall read again to you: The Bible clearly
teaches that after the second coming of Christ and before the
final resurrection and judgment, there will be an age or dispen-
sation of one thousand years during which Christ will reign on
the earth. I will now call on Brother Charles M. Neal to make
his opening speech in the affirmative.



120 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE- -

THIRD SESSION

NEAL’S FIRST SPEECH
(Wednesday, January 4, 1933)

Just a moment with bowed heads, please. Holy Father,
grant unto thy servant suitable words to set forth thy word
plainly. In the power of the Holy Spirit, and in the name of
Jesus Christ. Amen.

Mr. Chairman, Brother Wallace, Ladies and Gentlemen:

We have just heard the proposition read, but it will not
be out of order for me to show it to you again.

THE BIBLE CLEARLY TEACHES THAT --
AFTER THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST -- AND
BEFORE THE FINAL RESURRECTION AND JUDGMENT

THERE WILL BE
AN AGE OR DISPENSATION OF ONE THOUSAND YEARS
DURING WHICH CHRIST WILL REIGN ON THE EARTH
CHAS.M.NEAL -AFFIRMS FOY E.WALLACE JR. -DENIES

The Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming of
Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there will
be an age or dispensation of one thousand years, during which
Christ will reign upon the earth. Now, we are going to break
that up and show four things we are affirming. That is, this
proposition is broken up into these four different items, which
we affirm:

I
AFFIRM

THE FACT OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

THE PLACE OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD
w-v

HE

t

THE RULER OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

DENIES THE REALM OF THE REIGN OF THAT PERIOD

1. The fact of the thousand years period.
2. The place of the thousand years period.
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3. The ruler of the thousand years period

4. The realm of the thousand years period.

This chart shows the four things I am affirming. I affirm that
there is a thousand years period; that it is mentioned in
the Bible six times, and that since it is mentioned, it will
come to pass in God’s program. I am affirming that the Bible
teaches the place in God’s program where it will come to pass.
That it is after the second coming of Christ and before the final
resurrection and judgment. I am affirming that the ruler of
that period will be none other than the Lord Jesus Christ, and
the realm where the rule and reign will be is the earth.

I will go on to the next chart. This is just a brief review. I
am doing this for the sake of people who are here for the first
time. We showed in charts from night to night what we are
summing up here.

IN ICOR.15

IN ACTS 3

This chart shows the place of the thousand years. The place
of the thousand years, as shown in Revelation, is after the second
coming of Christ, in Revelation 20: 1-10--Section II.  The
second coming of Christ in Rev. 19: 11-21--Section I. The
final resurrection and judgment in Rev. 20: 1 1-15--Section III.

Now, that is sometimes thrown overboard by some in their
thinking and teaching, because there are symbols in it. Just as
well, of course, throw overboard the fourth chapter of John, as
it has symbols, or any other chapter in the Bible--because the
Bible has symbols all the way through it--as to throw this away
because it has symbols. Then we come to a very literal passage
of scripture, 1 Cor. 15, and there is shown a reign of Christ, and
that reign is shown in verses 24 and 25--Section I I. Before
that time, comes the second coming of Christ, in verse 23, “they
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that are Christ’s at his coming.“--Section I. The final resur-
rection at the close--verses 26-28--Section III.

Third, we have the Apostle Peter showing the times of
restoration, and that, before the times of restoration come, the
Lord Jesus comes from heaven, “whom the heavens must re-
ceive until the times of restitution of all things spoken of by the
holy prophets since the world began.” Fourth, Jesus speaks of
“this age” and of “that age.” “This age“ is evidently the
present age in which we live. “That age,” the one that follows.

Now, that makes four witnesses, testifying as to the place of
the reign. We have, so far in this debate, shown a number of
these things quite clearly. We are going to reiterate just a few
moments. The place has been shown. We have spent a great
deal of time with the location of the place in God’s program,
where it occurs--after something and before something.

The fact of it has been declared in the exact words of the
Scripture, no change or displacement of any kind. We have
shown that it is the Lord Jesus that is to reign, the Lord Jesus
from heaven, whom the heavens must receive until he shall be
given up to earth again. He is the Ruler of that period.

But now, the last item, of the four--the realm of the reign
of Christ. We have not taken so much time in showing that,
but tonight we are on that particular subject. We are going to
show you the realm of the reign, the place where the Lord Jesus
is to reign. We go to the next chart.

THE DELEGATED DOMINION OF THE EARTH

We have a chart here that looks a little confusing at first,
but we can soon set you at rest in regard to that. The title:
“The Delegated Dominion of the Earth.” It shows a line run-
ning through the center, a list of names one after the other, the
items above all the same, and the items below the same; each
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one of these sections, as you notice, is cut off from the other
one, following it in succession. We have at the left side of
the line, God--God the Father. God the Creator. On the
right side, we have God also. Now, we are going to run this
line through the center and note in each case that the principle
is the same, though the actors are different. We are going to
use our Bible and go step by step, and I want you to follow
carefully as I shall read.

I am going to read to you from several passages in the Bible,
and the first fact, since we have first the word God on the chart,
is this: all power belongs unto God. The first passage that
I read is Ps. 24: 1:

“The earth is Jehovah’s, and the fulness thereof: The world,
and they that dwell therein.”

Well, all right, we go to another passage showing that same
fact. In John 19: 9-10:

“And he entered into the Praetorium again, and saith unto
Jesus, Whence art thou? But Jesus gave him no answer. Pilate
therefore saith unto him, Speakest thou not unto me? knowest
thou not that I have power to release thee, and have power to
crucify thee? Jesus answered him, Thou wouldest have no
power against me, except it were given thee from above.”

Now, in Rom. 13: 1:
“Let every soul be in subjection to the higher powers: for

there is no power but of God; and the powers that be are or-
dained of God.”

All power belongs to God, but immediately upon that comes
another statement. I will read from Ps. 115: 16:

“The heavens are the heavens of Jehovah; But the earth
hath he given to the children of men.”

Thus, we have men in possession of the earth as a gift from
God. Next, I wish to show you that this earth, given to the
children of men, was given to them for the sake of having domin-
ion over it-in fact, that was what man was created for, and I am
going to begin now and show you the different commitments of
dominion to the children of men. God delegates dominion to
man. The first I read is from Gen. 1: 28. This is to Adam and
Eve:
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“And God blessed them: and God said unto them, Be
fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it;
and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of
the heavens, and over every living thing that moveth upon the
earth.” Thus we have man with the power from God dele-
gated to him. That commitment expired with the flood. Gen.
7: 23:

“And every living thing was destroyed that was upon the
face of the ground, both man, and cattle, and creeping things,
and birds of the heavens; and they were destroyed from the
earth: and Noah only was left, and they that were with him in
the ark.”

Thus ends the first of God’s commitments of power to man,
Adam. The mass of the people were judged in the flood. A
remnant was saved. Scene I closes.

The 9th chapter of Genesis begins a new series. This time
it is to Noah and his sons: “And God blessed Noah and his
sons, and said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply, and re-
plenish the earth. And the fear of you and the dread of you
shall be upon every beast of the earth, and upon every bird of
the heavens; with all wherewith the ground teemeth, and all the
fishes of the sea, into your hand are they delivered.” (Gen. 9:
1, 2.)

This is another commitment. How long does it run? The
11 th chapter of Genesis will tell us the conclusion of that general
commitment, ending like the other one, in a judgment:

“And Jehovah said, Behold, they are one people, and they
have all one language; and this is what they begin to do: and
now nothing will be withholden from them, which they purpose
to do. Come, let us go down, and there confound their language,
that they may not understand one another’s speech. So Je-
hovah scattered them abroad from thence upon the face of all
the earth: and they left off building the city. Therefore was
the name of it called Babel; because Jehovah did there con-
found the language of all the earth : and from thence did Jehovah
scatter them abroad upon the face of all the earth.” (Gen. 1 I :
6-9.)

Here, then, is the scattering of those people. But we may
expect, as in the former case, a remnant. The mass of them was
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judged. That scattering was the judgment placed upon them
because they would not obey God. There was a remnant that
was called out from among that scattered people, and the next
chapter shows that. (Gen. 12: l-3.) I need not read that, as it
is familiar to practically everyone. It is the call of Abraham.
But I carry with this a reference from Romans 4: 13, where
Abraham is called the heir of the world. We know how from
Abraham we have Isaac; and from Isaac we have Esau and
Jacob; and from Jacob, through whom the promise was given,
the twelve sons; and the twelve sons grow into the twelve tribes
of Israel. God is going to deal with the world now in a national
way, and we have Israel coming out of Egypt, at which time
he gives them the law.

In Ex. 19: 4-6, we read:
“Ye have seen what I did to the Egyptians, and how I bare

you on eagles’ wings, and brought you unto myself. Now there-
fore, if ye will obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant,
then ye shall be mine own possession from among all peoples:
for all the earth is mine: and ye shall be unto me a kingdom of
priests, and a holy nation. These are the words which thou
shalt speak unto the children of Israel.”

The third commitment is to Israel as a nation. What will
be the outcome of this? Had Israel been faithful, many things
might have come, but Israel, like the others, failed, and there
needs to be another committal. There will be. The great mass of
the people is judged and set aside, but a remnant will remain.
The doctrine of a remnant is an interesting thing to follow
through the Bible. Now, when it passes from Israel, we see the
judgment that brings about the setting aside of Israel as God’s
people, and the commitment of their power to another people.
I call your attention to Ezek. 21: 25-27:

“And thou, 0 deadly wounded wicked one, the prince of
Israel, whose day is come, in the time of the iniquity of the end;
thus saith the Lord Jehovah: Remove the mitre, and take off
the crown; this shall be no more the same; exalt that which is
low, and abase that which is high. I will overturn, overturn,
overturn it: this also shall be no more, until he come whose
right it is; and I will give it him.”

Remove the priestly turban and take off the crown. Israel
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is being dispossessed and set aside; another is to take her place.
Let us see, as Israel is set aside, to whom is given dominion? We
pass now to Daniel, the next book, and we find there a committal--
the fourth committal. Israel is carried away into captivity.
There is a remnant, however, that carries on. But the power of
rulership of the earth passes to another people for a certain
time. I find that in Dan. 2: 37, 38:

“Thou, 0 king, art king of kings, unto whom the God of
heaven hath given the kingdom, the power, and the strength,
and the glory; and wheresoever the children of men dwell, the
beasts of the field and the birds of the heavens hath he given
into thy hand, and hath made thee to rule over them all; thou
art the head of gold.”

That is as broad as it was to Adam; it is as broad as it was
to Noah and his sons. The power has been committed to the
Gentiles. Now, Nebuchadnezzar is the first that receives that
commitment, but that is for a special period, and we find the
ending of said period told about in Luke 21: 24:

“And they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be
led captive into all the nations: and Jerusalem shall be trodden
down of the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled."

There is an end coming. It has not come yet; the Gentiles
are still in power. Israel has not been in power since, except
under other people, from the time they were carried into cap-
tivity. A brief moment, perhaps, now and then, they seemed to
have regained their place, but the land has been in the hands
of others and is yet. But by and by, there is a time coming
when Israel will have her own land again, when the time of the
Gentiles has run out. Though he is going to make a full end of
all the nations wherein he has scattered Israel, yet he says he
will not make a full end of her. From here, I would go back to
Ezek. 21: 27:

“I will overturn, overturn, overturn it: this also shall be no
more, until he come whose right it is; and I will give it him.”

When it was taken from Israel, it was not taken from them
for always, but until He come whose right it is, and He will give
it unto Him. Who? No one would dispute but that it is our
Lord Jesus Christ. The Lord Jesus Christ came unto his own
(John 1: 10, 1 1), and his own received him not. They dogged his
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steps from place to place, and eventually before the Roman
ruler, they said: “We have no king but Caesar." (John 19: 15.)
They crucified him and sent him back to heaven with five
wounds upon his body, and he is sitting at the right hand of God,
but will come again. The dominion has passed from Israel to
the hands of the Gentiles. We are living in the times of the Gen-
tiles. How long that will be, we do not know, but when “he
comes whose right it is,” the Gentiles will cease their dominion
and he will take the reins. We are talking now--because we
live in the days of the Gentiles--we are talking of the things
that lie out yonder somewhere in the future. How far I do not
know, but I do know the fact of it, that he is coming again.
“When he comes whose right it is,” it shall be given unto him.
The testimony is given in Rev. 11: 15. This is the statement:

“And the seventh angel sounded; and there followed great
voices in heaven, and they said, The kingdom of the world is
become the kingdom of our Lord, and of his Christ; and he shall
reign for ever and ever.”

It is said in the Bible in regard to the saints, in the 20th
chapter of Revelation, that they reign with him for a thousand
years. Then it is said in the 22nd chapter, verse 5, speaking
still of his servants:

“And there shall be night no more; and they need no light
of lamp, neither light of sun; for the Lord God shall give them
light: and they shall reign for ever and ever.”

I can see how that both of those are true, although sometimes
such statements are spoken of as being in disagreement, and as
contradictions. John does not contradict himself here in these
chapters of Revelation, for certainly they may reign with him a
thousand years and then certain things be accomplished, and
continue to reign with him after such things are accomplished.
The identification is stated in these two chapters. Revelation
20 says they reign with him a thousand years, and in Rev. 5 : 13 :

“And every created thing which is in the heaven, and on
the earth, and under the earth, and on the sea, and all things
that are in them, heard I saying, Unto him that sitteth on the
throne, and unto the Lamb, be the blessing, and the honor, and
the glory, and the dominion, for ever and ever.”
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They reign with him forever and ever. You have the Bible
for that, in the 11 th chapter, and 15th verse:

“And the seventh angel sounded; and there followed great
voices in heaven, and they said, The kingdom of the world is
become the kingdom of our Lord, and of his Christ; and he shall
reign for ever and ever.”

The kingdoms of this world now belong to the Gentiles. They
are running the world at the present time. The dominion be-
longs to them. It was granted to them. But only for a time.
It is announced at the sounding of the seventh trumpet--that is,
at the second coming of Christ, the kingdom of the world shall
become the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ and he shall
reign forever and ever. In chapter 19, we find the accomplish-
ment of that very thing that is announced in chapter 11. Some
of the details fall between the 1lth and the 19th chapters. In
the 17th chapter, it is said: “These shall war against the Lamb,
and the Lamb shall overcome them, for he is Lord of lords and
King of kings; and they also shall overcome that are with him,
called and chosen and faithful.” (Rev. 17: 14.)

In Rev. 19: 1l-21, Christ is clearly set forth as coming from
heaven to earth and dispossessing those that had risen up against
him--that is, the beasts and the armies of the earth--and taking
the spoils from them. Continuing the picture, we have Christ
and those that are mentioned in this verse (Rev. 17: 14),
reigning with him, as shown in the first part of Rev. 20: 4: “I
saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment was given
unto them.” It is asked here, “Who are these people?"   Well,
if we want to know who they are--“And I saw thrones, and they
sat upon them”--you would naturally have to go back through
the chapters preceding this; and going back through the chap-
ters, you find someone from heaven on a white horse, with an
army following him. If you want to go on and identify that
company, it is easy to do. It is the Lord Jesus and his saints
with him from heaven. (Rev. 17: 14; 19: 14; 20: 4.) You
know, there are two lines of scripture that picture Christ coming
from heaven; one that pictures Christ coming with his saints,
and one in which Christ comes for his saints. Here it is pictured
that he comes with them; and there is a very definite passage of
scripture along that line, 1 Thess. 3 : 13. And, next, we find them
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reigning. The question would naturally arise concerning the
souls of the martyrs who had died for the Lord Jesus during the
reign of the beast.

“And I saw the souls of them that had been beheaded for
the testimony of Jesus, and for the word of God, and such as
worshipped not the beast, neither his image, and received not
the mark upon their forehead, and upon their hand; and they
lived, and reigned with Christ a thousand years.” Rev. 20: 4.

Here, then, is the reign of Christ, following his dispossessing
of the Gentiles. The power has passed from Adam to Noah, from
Noah to Israel, from Israel to the Gentiles, from the Gentiles
at Christ’s coming to the Lord Jesus Christ who reigns on the
earth.

I thank you.
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THIRD SESSION

WALLACE’S FIRST SPEECH

(Wednesday, January 4, 1933)

Brother Chairman, Brethren, and Friends:

I have a few preliminaries to dispose of before I begin my
work tonight. The first thing, I will refer to arrangements for
this debate and the contract which Brother Neal himself wrote.
It is Brother Neal’s challenge and it is Brother Neal’s contract.
I did not make the challenge, I did not write the contract. I
accepted the challenge. He wrote the contract.

THE CHALLENGE

The proposition for this debate came about in the following
way. I have the card here in my hand:

THIS PROPOSITION IS AFFIRMED-WHO WILL DENY
CHARLES M. NEAL, MINISTER-WINCHESTER, KENTUCKY

-- TRUTH IS MIGHTY -- AND WILL PREVAIL --

T D
H The Bible clearly teaches that--After the Second Coming  E
E of Christ--And before the final resurrection and judgment  F

--There will be an age, or dispensation, of one thousand   E
years in duration

T N

R CHARLES M. NEAL . . . . AFFIRMS
D

U
T D E N I E S  I
H T

-- WHO WILL SIGN -- ON -- THE DOTTED LINE --

Note--Any Christian Gentleman will be considered eligible as an opponent
on the above proposition. The Discussion may be either written or oral.
Any time or place will suit, where suitable arrangements can be made.
Write the above address.

After getting out that card (I do not know how many, but
plenty to send Brother Max Ogden a letter enclosing five),
Brother Neal wrote to Max Ogden as follows:
Mr. Max Ogden,

Winchester, Ky.
Dear Brother: In times past you have talked much about

wanting to debate on Prophetic subjects. I have decided to give
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those who oppose the teaching of the thousand years age or dis-
pensation an opportunity to debate the matter.

I am enclosing you a number of cards with a proposition
which is of first importance and must come first in any profitable
discussion along prophetic lines. I think you will be surprised,
on trying your friends of the ministry with this proposition, to
see how many excuses will be offered as to why they cannot dis-
cuss this proposition.

If in your efforts to secure a man to debate this subject you
should need more than the five cards I am sending--please ask
for more--for I have plenty.

Trusting you may be able to secure a man for this discussion
I am,

Sincerely,
CHAS. M. NEAL.

Now, that is the way Brother Neal started this debate. He
circulated this card as far as Dallas, Texas. He sent five of them
to Brother Ogden, and said: “If that is not enough--if you run
out of cards before you find some of your ‘friends of the ministry’
who will sign one--ask me for some more.”

Why, he thought there was not a preacher in the land who
would meet him on his proposition. That is the way Brother
Neal boasted. He did all of this agitating. I did not. Brother
Neal circulated this card; Brother Neal wrote this letter; and
now he is begging for sympathy, and hiding behind the skirts
of the Official Board of the First Christian Church. He started
it. He ought to take his medicine. It is child’s play to seek the
protection of the Chairman and the Official Board.

When Brother Max Ogden got Brother Neal’s cards, he
sent one card to me with the statement: “I am not sending
any cards to anybody else. I am holding the other four in re-
serve.” I signed the proposition with the codicil added: “During
which Christ will reign on the earth.” His proposition did not in-
clude the place where the reign would be, nor the relation of
Christ to it. I signed the amended proposition and sent it back.
Brother Neal signed it, and as Brother Ogden correctly said,
the other four cards were reserved for future use. That is the
way this debate came up, friends. I am just giving you the
facts in the case, since the Chairman of this meeting and the
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Official Board of the First Christian have come to the rescue of
Brother Neal. They evidently feel that he needs their protec-
tion and support. I shall see that this audience knows the facts.

T HE C O N T R A C T

After I had accepted the proposition, I wrote out some rules
of debate based on Hedge’s Rules of Argument, and proposed
that there should be moderators; that Brother Neal select one,
I would select one, and the two would select a third. Brother
Neal refused to have moderators. I yielded. I said to the breth-
ren: “Just let Brother Neal have it his own way,--moderators or
no moderators. I do not need any. I intend to be a gentleman.”

Now, I will read the contract. This is Brother Neal’s own
contract. He wrote it himself, and I signed it:

First, that the debate will be held in the auditorium of the
First Christian Church in Winchester, Kentucky.

Second, that the said debate will be from January 2nd to 6th,
inclusive, 1933, with night sessions only, of approximately two
hours time limit, the disputants alternating with speeches of
thirty minutes in length, the Affirmative to begin the debate
and the Negative to close it.

Third, that a chairman shall be chosen to preside, preserve
order, and keep the time, said chairman to be a citizen of
Winchester, Kentucky, and to be agreed upon by a committee
agreeable to both sides represented in the discussion.

Fourth, that there will be no moderators for the disputants,
but each shall be free under God to order his argument as he
may elect, with the exception that it is agreed that no new
matter shall be introduced in the final speech of the Negative.

Fifth, that the debate shall be reported as given, by a com-
petent stenographer, said stenographer to be paid by those
engaging such service.

Sixth, that an effort be made by the disputants to have the
debate published jointly, and that in the event that no agree-
ment can be made for joint publication, either or both sides shall
have the right to publish the said discussion. In no event shall
said discussion be published except it embrace all of the ma-
terial offered in argument by the disputants and in the order in
which the same was presented.
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Seventh, that the expense incident to place of discussion,
heat, light, janitor, and advertising shall be paid for jointly by
local parties engaging the same.

Now, after Brother Neal has circulated this card as far as
Texas, challenging the whole brotherhood to find a man who
would meet him, as though there were none to be found, and has
refused to be governed by Hedge’s Rules of Argument, and has
written his own rules, rejecting moderators and saying that
“Each disputant shall be free under God to conduct his part
of the discussion” ; ladies and gentlemen, how does he look to-
night trying to hide from his defeat behind the Official Board
of the Christian Church? What interest has the Board of
this church in the matter, other than their arrangements with
Brother Neal to furnish a place of meeting? Brother Neal made
his own arrangements. My brethren had nothing to do with the
arrangements at all.

I have not engaged in personalities, but everybody knows to
whom the document read by the attorney of this city is di-
rected. I am surprised that a man, supposedly as high up in the
legal profession as he, should not know that such a document is
unparliamentary in every detail, and does not conform in a
single item to the rules of discussion.

The Official Board of the First Christian Church is actually
suggesting that I cannot read from this platform what Brother
Neal has written himself. Who is behind that? Can you think
they care what I read from this platform? Can you not see
that it is Brother Neal who does not want me to read what
he has written? I shall read his book. I have a right to read
it. There is no rule of honor, there is no rule of debate, there
is no rule of ethics, there is no rule of law, there is no rule
of common sense that will keep me from reading the writings
of the man with whom I am debating, to show up the incon-
sistencies of his teaching.

Friends, I am sure you can see the turn of things in this
matter. I do not propose to be run over that way. I bring the
facts to you in a straightforward manner, friends. I claim to be
only a plain man--I am no “clergyman.” I have my own style.
I have nothing to conceal. I am not coming to you with any pre-
tense of piety, above that of any other Christian. Piety does not
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cover a multitude of inconsistencies.. If these brethren are trying
to impress you with their piety, why is it that they did not have
enough of that article to prevent the division that exists here
and elsewhere? Their piety fails when it comes to dividing
churches by the things they teach.

Pressing Brother Neal on his theories is no indication at all
that I have anything against him personally. I never met him
until I came here. I have nothing against Brother Neal. I
think he is a gentleman. I believe he is sincere. I doubt not
that he is a good man. But he is grossly inconsistent in that
which he teaches. He has forced his theories--has pushed and
pressed his theories to the division of churches, not only here,
but elsewhere. He even felt called upon to send his divisive
cards as far as Texas. And the division resulting over the
theories being taught by these brethren has extended as far as
from Louisville south to Nashville, and west to Dallas. Thus
these brethren are “sowing discord” all over the country. And
when they issued a wholesale challenge, the first card, which was
sent to me, was signed.

You can now see plainly what is the purpose of the document
that has been presented tonight. It is to protect Brother Neal.
But I shall not be deterred. I did not come here for a mutal
admiration contest. I did not come here for a war of roses. I
came here to prove that Brother Neal is wrong in his contention.
I am doing it.

How can I destroy his proposition without dealing in de-
structive work? If I were in the affirmative, I would be laying
down a foundation upon which I would expect to stand, and
the negative’s task would be to tear it up. When a man lays
concrete, it is smooth work, but, when a man goes to burst con-
crete, he uses a sledge hammer.

My business is to show that there is not a word of truth in
what his proposition says--that is what I am doing. That
is the reason he is seeking the protection of the Chairman,
who exposed his own bias in this debate the first night, when he
made the statement that Brother Neal would give me all that
I could do in this debate. He thus disqualified himself as an
impartial moderator. My contract, which Brother Neal him-
self wrote, says, “There shall be no moderators for the dis-
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putants, but each shall be free under God to order his part of the
discussion, etc.” I am ordering my part of the discussion and
will continue so to do--with a smile. And, if we need modera-
tors, let us select them and write up another contract.

T HEORIES V ERSUS U N I T Y

Brother Neal is taking five nights on this debate. He has
studied this millennium question, he says, twenty years. Any-
thing that it takes a man twenty years to learn and five nights
to prove is not in the New Testament.

Last night we were astonished, we were amazed, we were
grieved, when Brother Neal tried to justify by the Bible his
divisive course. He tells us that he is “contending for the faith
that was once for all delivered to the saints,” when he is teaching
these theories on the thousand years reign of Christ on earth;
that Christ is coming back to earth; that before or immediately
after his second coming, there will be the restoration of the Jews
to the land of Palestine; that their temple in Jerusalem will be
rebuilt; that the great commission will not be in effect; that
Christ will sit on the literal throne of David in Jerusalem; that
the tabernacle will be restored and the feast of tabernacles
kept; that all the old Jewish ceremonies will be observed, in-
cluding the observance of the Sabbath and the Passover; that
the second coming of Christ will not be the day of judgment,
but will be the beginning of a thousand years reign of Christ
and the saints here on earth.

It will just be a return to old Judaism, with the silly idea
that Christ and the saints, in glorified bodies, will reign over
fleshly subjects. This is digging up the ceremoniesof Judaism,
which Jesus Christ buried when he died upon the cross--what a
loathsome work that is! Then, the reconstitution of Israel with
Jerusalem for their capital ; that Christ will come down to earth--
leave the throne of his majesty at the right hand of God in
heaven, and come to the earth, his footstool, to sit on David’s
throne in Jerusalem, without even a new cushion in it; that
Palestine will be their land, and the Jews as a nation will be
restored; and Christ will reign with the saints on the earth for
one thousand years.

That is the kind of a theory Brother Neal says is clearly
taught in the Bible. That is “contending for the faith once for
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all delivered to the saints,” and that is the kind of a thing that
he is pushing to the division of churches, which division he tries
to justify by the statement of Christ, “I came not to send peace,
but a sword.”

Brother Neal ought to read Christ’s prayer for unity:
“Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also which shall

believe on me through their word; That they all may be one;
as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be
one in us; that the world may believe that thou hast sent me.
And the glory which thou gavest me I have given them; that
they may be one, even as we are one: I in them, and thou in me,
that they may be made perfect in one; and that the world may
know that thou hast sent me, and hast loved them, as thou hast
loved me.” (John 17: 20-23.)

Christ prayed for unity, and the statement, “Think not
that I came to send peace on earth: I came not to send peace,
but a sword,” of Matthew 10: 34, does not contradict his prayer.

Brother Neal uses this passage as evidence of his right ‘to
split the church! His proof text that it is scriptural to have
one church around the corner from another! He then gets the
Official Board of another church to tell me that I cannot refer to
any religious differences, nor show the effect his speculations
have on the church--that I cannot point out the causes of this
division. Shades of logic ! And a lawyer reading it, too. Think
about it, friends!

But it does not scare me a bit. I am here to do my work, and
I will do my work, if all the lawyers in this town and all the
official boards in the State of Kentucky should try to keep me
from doing it. Brother Neal is going to need them all if he
makes any showing in this debate. There is not anything that
I have said that ought not to be said--in justice and fairness,
these things ought to be said. If some think it too personal, I
will just say that I am here to fight this battle and to fight it with
all the forces that Brother Neal can muster to help him.
I am here to do it.

Brother Neal has sought to justify division in the church
over these theories. Our plea is: “Where the Bible speaks we
speak, and where the Bible is silent we are silent.” That is the
great plea of the “Restoration Movement”--to be satisfied
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with simply what the Bible says, and no more. We have made
a bid for unity upon that plea. We have called upon men from
the early days to lay down party creeds and party names and
to unite on the Bible and the Bible alone--to be one in faith,
one in name, one in creed. That mighty tidal wave of restora-
tion swept over the land. Denominationalism, friends, seemed
to be doomed. Alexander Campbell saw creeds being laid aside,
human names being laid aside. He thought it was the arrival of
a great era of prosperity, happiness, and unity for the church.
So he called his paper The Millennial Harbinger. And now these
brethren come along and divide that Restoration plea over
theories. Theories for which they have not a single plain state-
ment in holy writ. And they tell us who oppose their theories
that we are responsible for the division--that we are responsible
for it because we oppose it. If somebody wanted to force
sprinkling upon Brother Neal’s congregation, would he be re-
sponsible for the division that resulted, if he opposed it? If a
Catholic wanted to force them to burn incense, if Brother Neal
opposed it, would he be responsible for the division which re-
sulted? And if he wants to teach his theories about the Jews
going back to the land of Palestine, Christ coming to Jerusalem
to reign on the earth a thousand years over Israel, a return to
Judaism in the land of Palestine, the restoration of that land to
the Jews with Christ to reign over them on an earthly throne,
and some of us oppose such heresy, then we cause the division,
because we oppose it! If Brother Neal wants to deny that he
teaches that the temple will be rebuilt; that animal sacrifices
will be restored; that the Jewish Sabbath will be observed; and
all the ceremonies of Judaism will be reinstituted, I will read it
out of his book. I have the evidence and can do it.

A THEORY OF UNFULFILLED PROPHECY

Brother Neal says that his theories on this question have
historical background. I said, the first night of the debate, that
there had been some theories advanced in regard to Rev. 20 that
did at least have historical background.

I said, first, that some contended that Revelation is a
prophetic description of the destruction of the City of Jeru-
salem, and of the Roman and Jewish wars; that the book was
written some time before the destruction of Jerusalem, before
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A.D. 70, as given by the Syriac Version of the Bible, which sup-
ports that theory; and that, therefore, the book of Revelation
was a figurative description of those things that would take
place.

I pointed out, second, that others have held the opinion
that it referred to the fall of paganism; the persecution of Chris-
tians under the heathen rulers of Rome, and the happy days of
the church under Christian Emperors from Constantine down-
ward--the Christianization of the Roman Empire, set forth in
figures and symbols.

I mentioned, third, that others think that it refers to the
great conflict of the church with Papal Rome, and a contrast
between the time when the people could not read the Bible and
the time when all men would have the privilege of reading and of
obeying the word of God, beginning with the reformation when
the church emerged from the Dark Ages. I stated that these
theories all have some historical background, and do not con-
tradict the plan of salvation.

Now, Brother Neal says that his theory on this subject has
historical background. Brother Neal’s theory does not have
historical background, and does contradict the plan of salvation.
But he came before you last night and read from the Encyclo-
pedia Britannica that people in centuries past believed in a
millennium to come, and said: “Do you not see that it has his-
torical background?”

How can a theory that relates to unfulfilled prophecy have
historical background? The very idea of it! The reason I said
those other theories, which I have been reviewing for your in-
formation, had historical background, is that those theories
were based upon events that have really happened. But Brother
Neal has a theory that pertains to unfulfilled prophecy. He
talks about the things of his theory as “unfulfilled prophecy,”
and says that it has “historical” background. The inconsistency
of the man!

THE CHART ON ISRAEL'S RESTORATION

I now call your attention to this chart which he calls “The
Delegated Dominion of the Earth.” I am wondering, if there
should be anybody in the house who has not heard the proposi-
tion read, could he tell anything about the proposition by an ex-
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arnination of the chart displayed here? The proposition is: “The
Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming of Christ and
before the final resurrection and judgment, there will be an age
or dispensation of one thousand years during which Christ will
reign on the earth.” Now, this chart clearly proves that, says
Brother Neal. We have God here in the first space. Adam,
Noah, Israel, Gentiles, in a cobweb of spaces, and God at the
end. And that chart clearly proves that “after the second coming
of Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there
will be an age or dispensation of one thousand years during
which Christ will reign on the earth”!

The thing he is really attempting to do in that chart is to
prove that God’s promises to Israel concerning the land of
Canaan have not been fulfilled, and, therefore, Israel will one
day be restored to the land of Palestine. I can read just a verse
or two from the word of God, which upsets his whole chart,
with which he could not get through in a full speech. I suspect
that he will come back in his next speech and discuss it further,
so I ask that you read Joshua 23rd chapter, and 14th verse:

“And, behold, this day I am going the way of all the earth:
and ye know in all your hearts and in all your souls, that not
one thing hath failed of all the good things which the Lord your
God spake concerning you; all are come to pass unto you, and
not one thing hath failed thereof.”

Now, Joshua said that everything God had spoken concern-
ing Israel and their land was fulfilled. It had not failed in one
thing. When Israel inherited their land, God had fulfilled every
promise that he had made to Abraham concerning the land,
according to Joshua. Yet, Brother Neal is hanging his chart on
the promise in Exodus 6 : 2-4: “And God spake unto Moses, and
said unto him, I am Jehovah: and I appeared unto Abraham,
unto Isaac, and unto Jacob, as God Almighty: but by my name
Jehovah I was not known to them. And I have also established
my covenant with them, to give them the land of Canaan, the
land of their sojournings, wherein they sojourned.” He brings
this promise away over here to the end of his chart for its ful-
fillment in the millennium. But Joshua said, “not one thing
hath failed of all the good things which the Lord your God
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spake concerning you; all are come to pass unto you, not one
thing hath failed thereof.”

Brother Neal ought to be ashamed to take a thing that
Joshua said was fulfilled, and tell us it was not.

Brother Neal refers to Ezek. 21: 25-27, applying it to Israel’s
future restoration. Ezekiel said: “And thou, profane wicked
prince of Israel, whose day is come, when iniquity shall have an
end, Thus saith the Lord God; remove the diadem, and take off
the crown: this shall not be the same: exalt him that is low, and
abase him that is high. I will overturn, overturn, overturn, it:
and it shall be no more, until he come whose right it is; and I
will give it him.” This is a prophecy of the end of the kingdom of
Israel under Zedekiah. God did all that Ezekiel said. The
“princely turban,” as Brother Neal calls it, was removed from
Zedekiah. Israel’s kingdom was overturned. The One “whose
right it is” has come, Christ, the seed of David, who now has the
throne of David.

Concerning him Isaiah said: “For unto us a child is born,
unto us a son is given: and the government shall be upon his
shoulder: and his name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor,
The Mighty God, The Everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace.
Of the increase of his government and of peace there shall be no
end, upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, to order
it and to establish it with judgment and with justice from
henceforth even forever. The zeal of the Lord of hosts will per-
form this.”

The words of the angel to Mary in Luke 1: 3 l-33 point to the
fulfillment of these prophecies in the birth of Jesus. The angel
said: “And, behold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring
forth a son, and thou shalt call his name JESUS. He shall be
great and shall be called the Son of the Highest: and the Lord
God shall give him the throne of his father David: and he shall
reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there
shall be no end.”

These passages all point to the birth of Christ and find ful-
fillment in the establishment of his kingdom. Peter said on
Pentecost: “Therefore [David] being a prophet, and knowing
that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of
his loins, according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit
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on his throne; he seeing this before spake of the resurrection of
Christ . . . This Jesus hath God raised up whereof we are all
witnesses . . . Therefore let all the house of Israel know
assuredly, that God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye have
crucified, both Lord and Christ.”

Thus, the exaltation and kingship of Christ at God’s right
hand is the evident fulfillment of these scriptures. There is no
turn Brother Neal can take to make them refer to a future king-
dom of Israel on earth.

THE KINGDOM GIVEN TO ANOTHER NATION

What about the future state of the Jews? Is there a good
time coming for the Jews in the future? A great and glorious
time for the Jews in the future? We turn to Matthew 21: 42-
44.

“Jesus saith unto them, Did ye never read in the scriptures,
The stone which the builders rejected, the same is become the
head of the corner: this is the Lord’s doing, and it is marvellous
in our eyes? Therefore say I unto you, The kingdom of God
shall be taken from you, and given to a nation bringing forth
the fruits thereof. And whosoever shall fall on this stone shall
be broken: but on whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind him to
powder.”

This passage tells us that the kingdom would be taken from
the Jews and given to another nation who would bring forth the
fruits thereof, the Gentiles. The kingdom was taken from the
Jews and given to another nation, the Gentiles. Now, Brother
Neal wants to take it from the Gentiles, and give it back to the
Jews on this millennium proposition, but can he do that? The
verse shows that the stone (Christ) would fall on the nation that
rejected it and grind that nation to powder. Does that sound
like their restoration?

In 1 Peter 2: 6-10, there is a scriptural record of the transfer
of the kingdom.

“Wherefore also it is contained in the scripture, Behold, I
lay in Sion a chief corner stone, elect, precious: and he that
believeth on him shall not be confounded. Unto you therefore
which believe he is precious: but unto them which be diso-
bedient, the stone which the builders disallowed, the same is
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made the head of the corner, And a stone of stumbling, and a
rock of offence, even to them which stumble at the word, being
disobedient: whereunto also they were appointed. But ye arc
a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation, a
peculiar people; that ye should shew forth the praises of him
who hath called you out of darkness into his marvellous light:
Which in time past were not a people, but are now the people of
God: which had not obtained mercy, but now have obtained
mercy.”

Then, in Matt. 12: 45, the Lord Jesus Christ, himself, tells
us that the last state of the Jews will be worse than the first.
“Then goeth he, and taketh with himself seven other spirits
more wicked than himself, and they enter in and dwell there: and
the last state of that man is worse than the first. Even so shall
it be also unto this wicked generation [race].”

How can that be true, if there is a good time coming for the
Jews in their restoration to the land of Palestine?

Joshua said: " . . . not one thing hath failed of all the
good things which the Lord your God spake concerning you;
all are come to pass unto you, and not one thing hath failed
thereof.” Jesus said that the kingdom was taken away from
them. (Matt. 21: 43.) And the last state of the nation would
be worse than the first. (Matt. 12: 45.) But Brother Neal has
the last state better than they have ever been. He has the
Jews in the land of Palestine, with Jesus and the saints reigning
in Jerusalem; their reconstitution in their land and restoration of
their nation in favor with God, and the last state better than
ever before.

He referred to Rev. 11: 15 : “And the seventh angel sounded
and there were great voices in heaven, saying: The kingdoms of
this world are become the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his
Christ ; and he shall reign for ever and ever.” Brother Neal con-
fuses these passages, which refer to the end of time, with his mil-
lennial notions. According to his own theory, this could not be
the thousand years reign, for the kingdom in this passage has
been delivered to God, and “he [God] shall reign for ever and
ever.” The events described in this verse are too late for Brother
Neal’s millennium. The seventh trumpet has sounded, the end of
time has come, and “the kingdoms of the world are become the
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kingdoms of our Lord [God] and of his Christ.” The passage does
not refer to the reign of Christ on earth at all, but to the time
when all things have become God’s in the end, when “God is all
in all.”

T HE W ORD FO R E V E R

He said that after the thousand years are over, Christ will
continue to reign. He will reign till, and then keep on reigning!
Do you remember that, last night? When Brother Neal was on
the “times of restoration,” he made the word “until” mean
“ u p  to." The times of restoration--the heavens must re-
ceive (retain) Christ until the times of restoration. But on his
proposition that “Christ and the saints will reign” until--he says
that until means that they will just keep on reigning. They reign
until, and then just keep on reigning!

He makes a play on the word “forever.” The word “for-
ever,” when applied to time, includes all of the period of time to
which it refers, and no more. Hence, the word “forever” was
applied to the Sabbath, to burning incense, to the covenant of
circumcision, to burnt offerings, and to the Old Covenant as a
whole. A Seventh-Day Adventist can take these references and
make every argument on the word “forever” in favor of the
observance of the Sabbath day that Brother Neal can make for
his proposition.

The Greek word aionious from which the English word “for-
ever” is translated means all of the period to which it refers.
Jonah was in the whale’s belly forever, seventy-two hours--the
period of time assigned. If the whale had delivered Jonah pre-
maturely, it would not have been “for ever.”

The law was added because of transgression until Christ
should come. “Wherefore then serveth the law? It was added
because of transgressions, till the seed should come to whom the
promise was made; and it was ordained by angels in the hand of
a mediator.” (Gal. 3 : 19.) Yet the ceremonies of the law, such
as incense, circumcision, were “forever.” It included all the
period to which it referred. But when the word “forever” refers
to the other side of time, it is endless--everlasting God, ever-
lasting life, everlasting punishment and many other things of
that nature. But he thinks Israel must be restored to their land
again because it was promised to them forever. His millennial
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theory does not help that any for this would be only a thousand
years. Brother Neal needs to study the use of the word “for-
ever.” That is about the importance of the speech he made
on this word, trying to get the Jews back with Christ on a tem-
poral throne in the land of Palestine.

THE K INGDOM OF D A N. 2: 44
He next refers to King Nebuchadnezzar‘s dream and Daniel’s

interpretation. I will get in a little work on that, if I can, before
my time is called. I had to take up about half my time tonight
with preliminaries, regarding that attempt to force me to submit
to some arbitrary resolutions. If I do not answer every argu-
ment, Brother Neal should remember that it takes more time
to answer an argument than it does to make one. If I do not
answer all of them, it will be because I have not time to do it.
I am getting to them as fast as I can.

Nebuchadnezzar saw an image with a head of gold, breast
of silver, thighs of brass, legs of iron, and feet of iron mixed
with miry clay. Daniel told him that the image represented
four world powers. Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom, the Baby-
lonian kingdom, was the first--“thou art this head of gold.”
The three kingdoms that followed in succession--Medo-
Persian, Grecian, and Roman complete this image. Then,
Daniel said: “And in the days of these kings shall the God of
heaven set up a kingdom, which shall never be destroyed.”

The expression “in the days of these kings” refers to the
last in this line of kings--the Roman kings. It was in “the days
of these kings”--the Caesars--when John the Baptist appeared.
He said, “The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at
hand.” (Mark 1: 15.) That kingdom had to be established
between the time of Mark 1: 15 and A.D. 476--the time
that line of kings went out of existence. Brother Neal says
it will be established at the second coming of Christ. He places
it in the last space on his chart on the “Delegated Authority of
the Earth.” But, John the Baptist and Jesus said it was “at
hand.” Brother Neal says it did not come. The reason it did
not come was because the Jews played a prank on God and did
not accept the kingdom. But it will come the next time, pro-
vided the Jews do not play another prank on God and reject it
again !
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The kingdom of Christ began on the day of Pentecost, and
the reign of Christ is coextensive with it.

Brother Neal ignores every argument I have made. Have
you heard him try to answer one?

Summing up: Christ began to reign on the day of Pentecost.
He sat down at the right hand of God on high (Acts 2: 32-35,
Heb. 1: 13.) While he is sitting, he is ruling (Zech. 6: 13,
Psalms 110: 2), and will rule till he puts all his enemies under
his feet. “For he must reign, till he hath put all enemies under
his feet.” (1 Cor. 15: 25). It did not say “then will he reign”
but “for he must reign”--must reign after his resurrection till
the end. The reigning is coextensive with the sitting. While he
is sitting, he is reigning. Therefore, the reign of Christ is going
on now.

The 20th chapter of Revelation is a martyr scene: “And I
saw the souls of them that were beheaded for the witness of
Jesus, and for the word of God, and which had not worshipped
the beast, neither his image, neither had received his mark upon
their foreheads, or in their hands; and they lived and reigned
with Christ a thousand years.” Now, whatever that is and when-
ever it was, it pertains to the souls of the martyrs. Brother Neal
cannot prove that it refers to you and me.

Thank you.

10
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T HIRD SESSION

NEAL’S SECOND SPEECH
(Wednesday, January 4, 1933)

My respondent says I have not answered any of his argu-
ments . I am going to begin where he left off.

He says Christ began sitting on Pentecost. There is no
Bible for that. There isn’t any Bible under the sun that will
tell us that There is no phraseology like that, and there isn’t
any teaching to that effect. Christ was with his disciples forty
days, and he ascended. Pentecost was yet ten days off. H e
ascended and began sitting before Pentecost, when he ascended.
(Mark 16: 19.) There is a ten-day period between the time he
ascended and sat down and the day of Pentecost. Brother
Wallace will tell us about that.

One would think, from the discussion of the past fifteen or
twenty minutes, that I was affirming the restoration of Israel. I
am not. The proposition shows what I am affirming, but Brother
Wallace has been talking about the restoration of Israel. I
incidentally mentioned it, not as proof in any way. We are
not debating that question. It could be debated, but it isn’t
being debated from this proposition.

I did not say that the saints would reign the thousand
years, but I read the scripture in the 20th chapter of Revelation,
that they would reign with Christ a thousand years. I read the
scriptures in the 22nd chapter and 5th verse and called your
attention to where they would reign forever and ever. I am
not discussing the duration expressed by the words “forever
and ever,” but it does say that. I have no quarrel with the
Bible for saying it, but I can see, however long that might be,
that it could be true that they could reign with him a thousand
years and then much longer, and it would all be true.

Now, I am going on with this chart and then continue to
some other features.
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I said in the beginning of the discussion, in which I was using
this chart, that I was using the chart with the scriptures here
to set forth one particular thing, and that was the realm of the
reign. Brother Wallace said that you wouldn’t know what I
was discussing. The Bible clearly teaches that after the second
coming of Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment,
Christ will reign on the earth. I was discussing this one feature--
that Christ will reign on the earth. I want to continue with
this argument.

All power belongs to God.
He committed dominion to Adam, and again, he com-

mitted it to Noah, and again, to Israel, and again, to the
Gentiles, and that dominion passes from the Gentiles to Christ.
(Rev. 11: 15 ; 1 Cor. 15 : 28.) When his reign is over, he returns
it unto God, the Father, and from then on, it is God’s. First,
God is all, as on the left side of the chart, then it is said, in
1 Cor. 15: 28, that God is all and in all, as on the right side of
the chart.

The dominion has passed from God to Adam, Noah, Israel,
and the Gentiles, and then it falls into the hands of the Lord
Jesus Christ, and, last of all, returns to the Father again. At
that time he delivers up the kingdom to God. From that time,
we find a new term appearing, “the throne of God and of the
Lamb”; and thus I judge that if the throne is of God and the
Lamb, there is reigning going on, even after Christ has reigned
the thousand years; for there is still a throne occupied jointly
with the Father, shown us in the last scene in the Bible. Now,
we see these delegations of power throughout the Bible. The
last picture is given here. Christ has taken the power that was
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first delegated to Adam, and then to Noah, and then to Israel,
then to the Gentiles; that same dominion passes to the Lord
Jesus Christ. The dominion of the earth. (Rev. 11: 15.)

I assure you that I have shown this one point from the Bible.
I am not using this chart as a proof. There were a number
of passages of scripture that I read you, practically all through
my first thirty-minute period. The proof was given in scrip-
ture. I am merely drawing a picture of the proof that I was
setting forth. I was reading the proof from the word of God.
The picture is helping you to get that scripture into your mind.
That is one form of teaching that helps you get a clear con-
ception of the lesson which is being presented, just as a black-
board also might help.

I am not going to leave the matter here. I have shown you
the chart showing Christ reigning till all enemies are down. I am
going on with that same thought in some other charts. They
are not different ideas, but just other pictures of the same idea.

‘ IN THE DAYS OF THOSE KINGS’ . . . . . . . IN DANIEL

Here, we have “in the days of those kings” in Daniel. In the
2nd chapter we have a set of symbols: the gold, the silver, the
brass, the iron and clay; as the conclusion and last picture, a
division of ten, and then comes the reign of the Son and the
saints. In chapter 7, we have the lion, the bear, the leopard,
and a nameless beast, and ten again plus one, ten horns plus
another little horn. Then, last of all, the reign of the Son and
the saints.

Now, that picture is shown to you. That isn’t proof of any-
thing, not a bit of proof in that in the world, but I am going to
read you the proof in the Bible. Words are signs of ideas,
and here is a sign of what I am going to read to you from the
Bible. We have the general picture before your mind. Let
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me read, then, to you, from the word of God, in the second
chapter of Daniel. The king, you understand, has had a dream,
and that dream is being interpreted:

“Thou, 0 king, sawest, and, behold, a great image. This
image, which was mighty, and whose brightness was excellent,
stood before thee; and the aspect thereof was terrible. As for
this image, its head was of fine gold, its breast and its arms of
silver, its belly and its thighs of brass, its legs of iron, its feet
part of iron, and part of clay. Thou sawest till that a stone
was cut out without hands, which smote the image upon its
feet that were of iron and clay, and brake them in pieces. Then
was the iron, the clay, the brass, the silver, and the gold, broken
in pieces together, and became like the chaff of the summer
threshing-floors; and the wind carried them away, so that no
place was found for them: and the stone that smote the image
became a great mountain, and filled the whole earth.” (Dan.
2: 31-35.)

That is the story. In this great metallic image, it begins with
the head of gold in unity. Then, silver comes next. Silver is not
so precious as gold. Brass is not so precious as silver, and iron is
not so precious as brass. It is deteriorating as it goes on. Last
of all, it is of iron and clay. You see a great deterioration. Not
only does the image deteriorate as it goes along, but we find
that it is divided. There is unity at the start, and there is divi-
sion in the close, in the legs first, and then in the toes. But the
last scene of all, I will read to you now from the 44th and 45th
verses :

“And in the days of those kings shall the God of heaven set
up a kingdom which shall never be destroyed, nor shall the
sovereignty thereof be left to another people; but it shall break
in pieces and consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for-
ever. Forasmuch as thou sawest that a stone was cut out of the
mountain without hands, and that it brake in pieces the iron,
the brass, the clay, the silver, and the gold; the great God hath
made known to the king what shall come to pass hereafter:
and the dream is certain, and the interpretation thereof sure.”
(Dan. 2: 44-45.)

We have the picture beginning with the times of the Gen-
tiles, and running on, one kingdom after another. The first
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is the Babylonian Kingdom, then another kingdom, then
another kingdom, and ending in that of Rome. There will
be no dispute about that. And last of all is its tenfold divi-
sion. Then, in the final analysis comes the reign of the Son and
the saints, the great kingdom which the God of heaven shall set
up.

Note again as we read. I will turn now to the seventh chapter.
I wish to put these two together, because they run parallel. They
are in sections matching each other perfectly. Where we find
gold here, in the seventh chapter we find an animal, the lion. As
we have silver here, we have a bear. As we have brass, a leopard,
and where iron and iron and clay, we have a nameless beast.
Now, let me read to you from that seventh chapter this second
picture setting forth the same ideas. In the second chapter, we
have the picture of human government as a worldly man would
see it, appearing great and beautiful. In the seventh chapter, we
find the same thing, shown as the prophet would see it. That
is at least one difference between the two--the point of view.

In the seventh chapter, I will read from the 17th verse:
“These great beasts, which are four, are four kings, that shall

arise out of the earth. But the saints of the Most High shall
receive the kingdom, and possess the kingdom for ever, even
for ever and ever. Then I desired to know the truth concerning
the fourth beast, which was diverse from all of them, exceeding
terrible, whose teeth were of iron, and its nails of brass; which
devoured, brake in pieces, and stamped the residue with its
feet; and concerning the ten horns that were on its head, and
the other horn which came up, and before which three fell, even
that horn that had eyes, and a mouth that spake great things,
whose look was more stout than its fellows. I beheld, and the
same horn made war with the saints, and prevailed against
them; until the ancient of days came, and judgment was given
to the saints of the Most High, and the time came that the
saints possessed the kingdom.” (Dan. 7: 17-22.)

Going on, he says:
“Thus he said, The fourth beast shall be a fourth kingdom

upon earth, which shall be diverse from all the kingdoms,
and shall devour the whole earth, and shall tread it down, and
break it in pieces. And as for the ten horns, out of this kingdom
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shall ten kings arise: and another shall arise after them; and he
shall be diverse from the former, and he shall put down three
kings. And he shall speak words against the Most High, and
shall wear out the saints of the Most High; and he shall think
to change the times and the law; and they shall be given into
his hand until a time and times and half a time. But the judg-
ment shall be set, and they shall take away his dominion, to
consume and to destroy it unto the end. And the kingdom and
the dominion, and the greatness of the kingdoms under the
whole heaven, shall be given to the people of the saints of the
Most High: his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and all
dominions shall serve and obey him.” (Dan. 7: 23-27.)

Here we have the dominion that has been passing from one
to another, and from one to another, finally passing into the
hands of the Son, the Lord Jesus, and the saints with him.
That is the same picture as in Rev. 11: 15. That is the last
picture I am going to show you now, the reign of the Son and
the saints, in Daniel 7: 13-14:

“I saw in the night-visions, and, behold, there came with the
clouds of heaven one like unto a son of man, and he came even
to the ancient of days, and they brought him near before him.
And there was given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom,
that all the peoples, nations, and languages should serve him:
his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass
away, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.”
(Dan. 7: 13, 14.)

There is the reign of the Son, but now in the same chapter,
and the 18th verse:

“But the saints of the Most High shall receive the kingdom,
and possess the kingdom for ever, even for ever and ever.”

In the 22nd verse:
“Until the ancient of days came, and judgment was given to

the saints of the Most High, and the time came that the saints
possessed the kingdom.”

Again, in the 27th verse:
“And the kingdom and the dominion, and the greatness of

the kingdoms under the whole heaven, shall be given to the
people of the saints of the Most High: his kingdom is an ever-
fasting kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey him.”
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Here, then, I have certainly a right to put “Reign of the Son
and the saints.”

One more feature I want to call to your attention. There
is a judgment before the time this kingdom, or this series of
kingdoms, the kingdoms of this world, give way to the reign
of the Son and saints. We have a judgment period set in here.
Before the reign of the Son and the saints. (Dan. 7: 9-12.)

We have the human government that has dominion over
the whole world, a great world power, represented by the gold
or by the lion, and then another world power, represented by
the silver or by the bear, and then others, but the final issue of
these kingdoms is the reign of the Son and the saints.

Now, that is in the Bible. This chart doesn’t prove it, it
simply sets forth what is in the Bible, and the final issue of this
is that the dominion under the whole heaven passes to the Son
and the saints. That is in the Bible. Well, let’s go on just
a little bit further. This is not all I am going to call your atten-
tion to. I show you another chart which goes with this one.
Revelation is one, whether it is in the book of Daniel, or whether
it is in the book of Revelation, it all came from the Holy Spirit.
The plan is one, whether we read it from Daniel or Revelation
or whether we put the two together, one supplementing the
other.

COMPOSITE BEAST -

In Daniel, the picture ends with the nameless beast having
the ten horns plus the eleventh horn. The picture in Daniel
carries us up to the judgment of these powers (Dan. 7: 9-12),
to the coming of Christ with the clouds of heaven (Dan. 7:
13), to the reign of the Son and the saints (Dan. 7 : 14, 18,
22, 27).

In Revelation, we have a composite beast which incorporates
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in itself the qualities of all four of the beasts in Daniel. The
order of mention is reversed in Revelation from that in Daniel.
In Daniel the order is lion--bear--leopard--and nameless
beast. In Revelation the order is nameless beast-with the
quality of a leopard--the quality of a bear--the quality of the
lion. This reversal of order is doubtless due to the viewpoint
of the writers. Daniel looked forward to the four beasts, and
John looked back at them. The previous chart and this one
should be viewed together, just as Daniel and Revelation
should be studied together.

This nameless composite beast of Revelation has seven
heads and ten horns--the ten horns are ten kings. This identifies
the nameless beast of Revelation with the nameless beast of
Daniel. Among the ten horns in Daniel, there ariseth another
horn. Among the ten horns in Revelation, is another horn. The
ten toes of Dan. 2: 42, and the ten kings of Dan. 7: 24, and the
ten kings of Rev. 17 : 12 are at the farthest extremity of the sym-
bol of world power government, In each place the context
shows the succeeding government to be the reign of the Son
and the saints. The charts show this.

A confusing point, with many just here, is the fact that the
nameless beast of Daniel--Rome--seems to have passed away
with the downfall of Rome in A.D. 476. At no time since, has
there been a world power government. We believe the Scripture
abundantly enables us to believe there will be the revival of
world power government before the final judgment on world
government, and the taking of the reigns of the government of
the world by the returning Christ, as shown in Rev. 11: 15, at
the seventh trump. The beast, which did exist, passes into non-
existence for a period, and then exists again. (Rev. 17: 8-l 1.)

“In the days of these kings,” in Dan. 2: 44, may have a
spiritual application to the establishment of the church in the
days of the Roman kings, but it has no fulfillment at that time,
or throughout this present dispensation. Dan. 2: 44 finds a
free and full application and fulfillment to the setting up of
Christ’s kingdom over the kingdoms of this world, in the days
of the ten kings shown by the ten toes in Dan. 2: 42, and the
ten kings in Dan. 7: 24 and Rev. 17: 12. We have been telling
these things to you by charts and words, and by references.
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These charts are no proof, but the Bible is proof. We will now
read to you from the Bible the things we have been showing on
the charts.

“And he stood,” that is the dragon, “And he stood upon the
sand of the sea. And I saw a beast coming up out of the sea,
having ten horns and seven heads, and on his horns ten dia-
dems, and upon his heads names of blasphemy. And the beast
which I saw was like unto a leopard, and his feet were as the
feet of a bear, and his mouth as the mouth of a lion: and the
dragon gave him his power, and his throne, and great authority.”
(Rev. 13: l-2.)

Now, there is a beast that looks like the other ones. The
marks are so carefully matched, it seems, that it would seem
like it might be the same. This beast is like a lion. Here is one
then like a bear, and the other like a leopard, and next we have
the nameless beast. The beast, then--this nameless beast, a s
I have been reading to you, is further described in chapter 17
of this same book of Revelation, which I wish now to turn to
and read to get the full description:

“And I saw the woman drunken with the blood of the saints,
and with the blood of the martyrs of Jesus. And when I saw
her, I wondered with a great wonder. And the angel said unto
me, Wherefore didst thou wonder? I will tell thee the mystery
of the woman, and of the beast that carrieth her, which hath
the seven heads and the ten horns. The beast that thou sawest
was, and is not; and is about to come up out of the abyss, and
to go into perdition. (Rev. 17: 6-8.)

This identifies that beast with the one in chapter 13.
This beast existed, had existence, then it ceased to exist--to

have existence-and then it existed again, and its final issue is
into perdition.

Now, I have presented that which I have read you as the
proof. I have represented it on the board here. Here is the
nameless beast. It was, it existed, it ceased to exist, and then
existed again, and then its final issue is into perdition. And
what succeeds that? We have the reign of the Son and the
saints. “The beast that thou sawest was, and is not; and is
about to come up out of the abyss, and to go into perdition.
And they that dwell on the earth shall wonder, they whose name
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hath not been written in the book of life from the foundation
of the world, when they behold the beast, how that he was, and
is not, and shall come.” (Rev. 17: 8.) A great world empire
must exist before the transfer of dominion to the Son of God.

That is something to talk about, when you behold a beast
that was, that did exist, and then does not exist, and then
exists again. It says they wondered about it.

“Here is the mind that hath wisdom. The seven heads are
seven mountains, on which the woman sitteth: and they are
seven kings; the five are fallen, the one is, the other is not yet
come; and when he cometh he must continue a little while.
And the beast that was, and is not, is himself also an eighth, and
is of the seven; and he goeth into perdition.” (Rev. 17: 9-11.)

The final analysis of that is where the beast goeth into
perdition.

“And the ten horns that thou sawest are ten kings, who have
received no kingdom as yet; but they receive authority as kings,
with the beast, for one hour. These have one mind, and they
give their power and authority unto the beast. These shall
war against the Lamb, and the Lamb shall overcome them, for
he is Lord of lords, and King of kings ; and they also shall over-
come that are with him, called and chosen and faithful.” (Rev.
17: 12-14.)

Here they are with him. Back there it was the reign of
the Son and the saints, in Daniel 7. Here in Rev. 17, we have
again the reign of the Son and the saints. They that are with
him are “called and chosen and faithful,” and you cannot find,
anywhere else in the Bible, anyone reigning with Christ, except the
called and chosen and faithful. In Revelation we have the reign
of the Son and the saints. He says further:

“For God did put in their hearts to do his mind, and to
come to one mind, and to give their kingdom unto the beast,
until the words of God should be accomplished.” (Rev. 17 : 17.)

Now, if you want to see that picture further, turn to chapter
19, and we find this statement given you:

“And I saw an angel standing in the sun; and he cried with a
loud voice, saying to all the birds that fly in mid heaven, Come
and be gathered together unto the great supper of God; that
ye may eat the flesh of kings, and the flesh of captains, and the
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flesh of mighty men, and the flesh of horses and of them that
sit thereon, and the flesh of all men, both free and bond, and
small and great. And I saw the beast, and the kings of the
earth, and their armies, gathered together to make war against
him that sat upon the horse, and against his army. And the
beast was taken, and with him the false prophet that wrought
the signs in his sight, wherewith he deceived them that had re-
ceived the mark of the beast and them that worshipped his
image: they two were cast alive into the lake of fire that burneth
with brimstone: and the rest were killed with the sword of him
that sat upon the horse, even the sword which came forth out
of his mouth : and all the birds were filled with their flesh.” (Rev.
19: 17-21.)

There is the picture at the close of chapter 19. In chapter
20, we have the reign of the Son and the saints. I propose to
you that there is the proof, and here is the picture of the proof.
That given in Daniel ends with the reign of the Son and the
saints. Revelation 13 to 20 closes with the reign of the Son and
the saints. Now, in Daniel it ends in the ten horns; and in
Revelation, it ends in the ten horns. “In the days of these
kings [and the ten horns are ten kings]; shall the God of heaven
set up a kingdom that will never be destroyed.”

“In the days of these kings” does not refer to Babylonia,
Medo-Persia, Greece and Rome. Neither does it mean in “the
days of the Roman kings.” It does mean in the days of the
ten kings. Shown by the ten toes--the ten horns--the ten
kings. (Dan. 2: 42; 7: 24; Rev. 13: 1; 17: 12; 19: 19.) Here
we have, then, that which succeeds the ten horns, and it em-
braces all that dominion given unto the Son and the saints.
It embraces the realm that was ruled over by these earthly
empires. The Lord Jesus takes them and thus the kingdoms of
this world will become the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ,
and he shall reign forever and ever. I have given you the scrip-
ture for it. I thank you.
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THIRD SESSION

WALLACE’S SECOND SPEECH
(Wednesday, January 4, 1933)

Brother Chairman, Brethren, and Friends:
We have some interesting work now, with an opportunity to

preach a sermon on the establishment of the kingdom. But it
is strange to me that we are called upon to prove to a gospel
preacher, like Brother Neal, that the kingdom of Christ began
on the day of Pentecost.

I want first to ask some questions to see if we cannot focus
this issue. I want Brother Neal to take these questions when I
read them and I hope he will answer them. There is no law in
this country against asking questions, though the chairman
seems to be against it. We would really like to know his au-
thority to “rule” against asking questions in debate. Anyway,
I shall read these questions, and ask Brother Neal to answer
them.

1. Will the millennium be a new age, or a part of the present
age?

2. What will be the nature of the kingdom of that age?
3. Will it be a continuation of the present kingdom?
4. Where will the capital or seat of that kingdom be located? 
5. How will people enter the kingdom at that time?
6. What manner of persons will be in this kingdom?
7. Will they have fleshly or spiritual bodies?
8. Will the Great Commission of Matt. 28: 19, 20 be in

effect?
9. Will they be baptized, and worship as we in “the church

age” ?
10. Will the Lord’s Supper be in this kingdom?
11. Will people die during this age?
12. Will there be any sin?
13. Will the New Testament be the law?
14. Will Christ be seated on David’s literal throne in Jeru-

salem ?
15. Will the temple be rebuilt, and the ceremonies of the

law be restored?
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Now, these are fair, honest questions. An honest man is
willing to give all the information that he can on any matter his
proposition implies or includes. Now, Brother Neal is an honest
man. I believe he is. He is woefully deluded, but I attribute to
him honesty of heart and sincerity of purpose. Now, if Brother
Neal will just live up to his honesty by simply being what he is,
he will give us all the information he can on any matter that is
included or implied in his proposition. Because we are here to
study and to learn. I hope Brother Neal will answer those
questions for us in his speech tomorrow night. If he does not,
I am going to take them up myself.

Now, Brother Neal objects to my saying that Christ began
sitting on Pentecost, on the ground that it is not scriptural
phraseology. He then adds “I will tell you when he began
sitting. He began sitting when he ascended.” Is that scrip-
tural phraseology? That is like the “present kingdom” which he
said was not scriptural language. But the “final resurrection
and judgment” of his chart is! If Christ began sitting before the
day of Pentecost, he began reigning before the day of Pente-
cost. Brother Neal needs to be taught again “the rudiments of
the first principles” on when the kingdom of Christ began.

Let us look at the charts. Keep the proposition in mind:
“The Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming of
Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there
will be an age or dispensation of one thousand years during
which Christ will reign on the earth.” What is his proof?

G O D’S W ORD IN G O D’S O RDER C H A R T- - NO. II
I have asked Brother Neal this question. Paul says Christ

will reign “till” the last enemy has been destroyed, and that the
last enemy is “death.” But the devil is subdued and death is de-
stroyed after the thousand years reign of Christ and the saints,
according to this chart. The order of his chart is: (1) The
second coming of Christ before the one thousand years reign; (2)
The final resurrection and judgment after the thousand years
reign. How then is it that he reigns till all his enemies are de-
stroyed if death is not destroyed until after the reign is ended ?
Like all false teachers, he is inconsistent.
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The order of 1 Cor. 15 : 20-26 is as follows: 1. Christ, the first-
fruits; 2. They that are Christ’s at his coming; 3. Then, the  end- -
not the thousand years reign, as his chart displays it. So his
chart is not God’s order at all. It is an order and an arrange-
ment of his own, and he prints passages of scripture on it to
lend prestige to it, and give it an appearance of authority. I t
is a gross mishandling of the word of God.

THE COMPOSITE BEAST CHART

The lion has a mouth. The bear has two feet. The beast
is something like a leopard. There is another that has no name.
Another has ten horns plus one, and is the name of another
beast-therefore, “after the second coming of Christ and before
the final resurrection and judgment, there will be an age or dis-
pensation of one thousand years during which Christ will reign
upon the earth”! The proposition is perfectly clear, perfectly
clear !  I know all of you can see it clearly. Friends, this is
the kind of speculation that is disturbing churches in Tennessee
and Kentucky. And Brother Neal justifies division in the church
in this town over that kind of speculation. His perfervid brain
is running wild and he thinks, if we oppose his vain speculation,
we are responsible for the division.

Brother Neal admits that Rome is this beast. Because the
beast existed, ceased to exist, and existed again, he thinks old
Rome will come back into existence so the kingdom of Dan. 2:
44 can be established according to his theory. But the charac-
teristics of this beast were represented, first, in Old Rome, which
ended in 476 A.D. ; then, in the New Rome of the Latin Empire
at Constantinople, and later in Papal Rome, which assumed all
the aspects of old Pagan Rome. Brother Neal cannot prove,
therefore, that this “composite beast” has not been fulfilled in
the historical events of long ago. Yet, upon it he would con-
struct a visionary theory of a future earthly kingdom of Christ--
a world power in Jerusalem, with Christ on a carnal throne--
and claim that these symbols clearly teach his proposition!

THE FOUR KINGDOMS CHART

We go to the next chart--the four kingdoms of Daniel. We
will take this chart and turn it against him.
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“In the days of these kings shall the God of heaven set up a
kingdom, which shall never be destroyed: and the kingdom
shall not be left to other people, but it shall break in pieces and
consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for ever.” (Dan.
2: 44.)

The days of these kings began with the first one of these
kingdoms, and came right on down to the end of that line of
kings. Are the days of those kings past? If so, that kingdom has
been established. That line of kings started with Nebuchad-
nezzar, according to Daniel, and continued to A.D. 476. Rome,
the last of these four kingdoms, ended in A.D. 476. That was the
end of “those kings”- t h e end of this line of kings.

Brother Neal asks: In the days of “which one of these kings”
was this kingdom to be established? He seems to think that
all of these kings and kingdoms must be in existence at the
same time for this prophecy to be fulfilled. Can you imagine
that-four universal powers holding sway at the same time?
If this is not his idea, then what is the force of his question?

That kingdom had to be established between the first king-
dom and the last kingdom here on his chart, or that prophecy
was not fulfilled. But when did the last kingdom end? A.D.
476. Rome is gone. History says so. Any student of history
knows it. But we will let Brother R. H. Boll tell us it is so. Get
it. Here it is, on page 18 of Brother Boll’s book:

“The difficulty ought, however, to be faced. It consists in
the fact that Rome, the fourth world power, is gone. There are
not to be five world powers. The Kingdom of God comes with
destructive impact upon the fourth and supersedes it. No such
thing has happened, yet Rome is gone. Has God’s word failed?
That is not  to be thought of. God at least has his solution of
this difficulty.” (“Kingdom of God,“ page 18.)

That is only a part of that quotation. Brother Boll con-
tinues in an effort to get God out of the “difficulty” of an un-
fulfilled prophecy!

Rome is gone. Brother Boll says so. All right, the order
of these kingdoms, or these kings, is here on Brother Neal’s
chart. Here is the first one, Babylon. (Pointing to the chart.)
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Here is the next one, Medo-Persia. Here is the third, Mace-
donian, or Grecian, and the fourth is Rome. Then between the
first one and the last one, the kingdom of God had to be estab-
lished; otherwise, it would not be in “the days of these kings.”
According to Brother Boll himself, the kingdom of Dan. 2: 44
has been established, or the prophecy was not fulfilled. It
had to come in the days of those kings to fulfill this prophecy.
Now, did it come in the days of these kings? Shall I arbitrarily
say it did? Let Jesus Christ answer.

Mark 1: 15: “The time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is
at hand: repent ye and believe the gospel.” What kingdom is
it? The kingdom of God. The kingdom of Dan. 2: 44.

Then we have in Mark 1: 15 the fulfillment of Dan. 2: 44.
I wish to read from Brother Boll’s book again, on the

Kingdom of God. I do not blame these brethren for not wanting
these books read here, but we will read them anyway. Brother
Boll says:

“The kingdom announced by John (and afterward by the
Lord Jesus himself--Matt. 4: 17; Mark 1: 14, 15) could have
been none other than that of Old Testament prophecy, and
Jewish expecta t ion . . . if it be felt a difficulty that that
kingdom, though announced as ‘at hand,’ has never yet ap-
peared, we shall find an explanation unforced and natural, and
one which will cast no reflection on the truth and goodness of
God.” (Kingdom of God, page 34.)

You will observe that Brother Boll specializes on getting
God out of difficulties.

The time was fulfilled, but the prophecy was not--according
to Brother Boll. The time for it to be fulfilled was “In the days
of these kings.” Brother Boll admits that “these kings” meant
the Roman kings. He also admits that the time had come for the
fulfillment of this prophecy, when John made the announce-
ment that the kingdom was “at hand.” But he says God post-
poned it, because the Jews as a nation did not accept the preach-
ing of John and Jesus. Hear him: “Since the kingdom-promise
was national, the preparatory repentance must of course also
be national.” (Kingdom of God, page 35).

11
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Thus Brother Boll asserts, without proof, that the conversion
of Israel must be national, and because it was not so at that
time, God postponed the kingdom and substituted the church!
But Brother Neal spins a new theory, which is out of line with
the theory advanced by Brother Boll, and which contradicts
some of his own charts. In his last speech he made this asser-
tion : "  ‘In the days of these kings’ does not refer to Babylonia,
Medo-Persia, Greece, nor the Roman kings.” He said it means
“the ten kings represented by the ten toes,” which kings had
not then come into existence, according to his admissions. Then,
why did John and Jesus announce that the time was fulfilled?
If the days of those kings had not come, how could the time have
been fulfilled? Brother Boll’s theory that the fickleness of the
Jews caused God to postpone his kingdom is bad enough, but
Brother Neal’s is worse. He has John and Jesus preaching that
the time was fulfilled for the kingdom to come before the days
of those kings, in which it was to be established, had come. The
announcement was, therefore, premature--a false alarm; a
colossal mistake! Such is the end of this theory we are exposing.

We do not have to theorize, friends, on what is meant by “in
the days of these kings.” Daniel tells us where the kings of this
image begin, and Jesus tells us where they end. The image of
Nebuchadnezzar’s dream was as follows :

1. Its head of fine gold.

2. Its breast and a r m s  of silver.

3. Its belly and thighs of brass.

4. Its legs of iron and its feet and toes of iron and clay.

Now, it is admitted by all that this image represents four
successive monarchies, or four world powers--four kings and
their kingdoms. And it was “in the days of these kings” that
“the God of heaven” would “set up a kingdom.” Do we have
to guess? No. Daniel said to Nebuchadnezzar: “Thou art this
head of gold”--Nebuchadnezzar--thou art this head of gold. If
I could, without marring Brother Neal’s pretty chart, I would
just write the words, “this” and “these.” Now, “These” is
the plural, of which “this” is the singular. “This”--that is
where it started in that line of kings. “And in the days of
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these kings?"--before that line of kings ends, the kingdom would
be established. Beginning, then, with Nebuchadnezzar, the four
successive monarchies, as all historians, both sacred and profane,
agree, were Babylon, Medo-Persia, Grecian (or Macedonian),
and Roman. It was in the days of these kings--the Roman em-
perors--that John and Jesus announced “the time is fulfilled,
and the kingdom of God is at hand.” (Mark 1: 15.) Thus, in
the days of those kings, the God of heaven did set up a kingdom.

Babylon was gone; the Medo-Persian kingdom was gone;
the Macedonian kingdom was gone; the Roman kingdom, the
last of the four, was in existence. Then the time was fulfilled
and the kingdom of God was at hand. But two thousand years
have passed, and yet they tell us it has not come! Rome has
gone, and that fine of kings has gone, and now, in order t o  fulfill
the prophecy of this kingdom, they have hatched up a theory
that will bring old pagan Rome, with all her abominations, back
into existence. And Brother Neal pulls the legs and feet and
toes of this image over two thousand years of history since the
time was fulfilled, and would stretch them far enough to reach
till the second coming of Christ, in order to make it fit into his
patent theory.

He tells us “when prophecy is fulfilled it must be in the
same literal, natural manner. Expect a literal fulfillment. This
is God’s way of fulfilling prophecy. Every prophecy which
the Bible says has been fulfilled was fulfilled literally.” So
not only must old pagan Rome come back, but that line of
kings with all their paganism, so this prophecy may be fulfilled
in “a literal and natural manner.” God is going to stage a
historical pageant, and put them all on the stage at the same
time! All this manipulating of kings and kingdoms in order to
prove that a few verses in the 20th chapter of Revelation are
literal ! It is unbelievable that a group of our own brethren
could go to such extremes.

Friends, a theory that demands that kind of assertive proof
is wrong on the face of it. The time was fulfilled, but the king-
dom pertaining to that time was not! That is the ridiculous
end of this theory.
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SOME SCRIPTURES CO M P A R E D

I wish now to compare other passages with Dan. 2: 44.
(1.) Dan. 2: 44--Heb. 12: 22-28.
“And in the days of these kings shall the God of heavenset

up a kingdom, which shall never be destroyed: and the kingdom
shall not be left to other people, but it shall break in pieces and
consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for ever.“--Dan.
2:44.

“But ye are come unto mount Sion, and unto the city of the
living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable
company of angels, To the general assembly and church of the
firstborn, which are written in heaven . . . Wherefore we
receiving a kingdom which cannot be moved, let us have grace,
whereby we may serve God acceptably with reverence and
godly fear.“--Heb. 12 : 22-28.

What is the difference between a kingdom which shall stand
forever, and one that cannot be moved? Paul says we have the
one which cannot be moved. Brother Neal says this kingdom
that will stand forever is yet future. Paul says the king-
dom which cannot be moved has been received. When is it
received? When we come “unto the church of the firstborn"--
when we come into the church, we come into that kingdom which
cannot be moved. Well, if it cannot be moved, it cannot end.
So. the one we have cannot end to let this other one of Brother
Neal’s chart begin. That kingdom will stand forever and the
kingdom we have cannot be moved. If they are not one and the
same, then Brother Neal is confronted with the anomaly of
having two immovable and imperishable kingdoms in existence
at the same time-for the one cannot end to let the other begin.
Therefore, the kingdom of Dan. 2 : 44, which shall stand forever,
and the kingdom of Heb. 12: 28, which Paul said cannot be
moved, must be one and the same kingdom. Paul says we have
received it.

(2.) Isa. 2: 2--Dan. 2: 44-Heb. 12: 22-28.
Compare these passages :

“And it shall come to pass in the last days, that the moun-
tain of the Lord’s house shall be established in the top of the
mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills; and all nations
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shall flow unto it. And many people shall go and say, Come ye,
and let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, to the house of the
God of Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk
in his paths: for out of Zion shall go forth the law, and the word
of the Lord from Jerusalem.” (Isa. 2: 2.)

Daniel said God would set up a kingdom in the days of those
kings. Isaiah said it would be the mountain of the Lord’s house.
Paul says it is both: Ye are come unto the mount . . .
wherefore we are receiving the kingdom.--Heb. 12: 22-28.
What is the mountain referred to by Isaiah? It is mount Zion.
And what is that? It is the church of the firstborn--the king-
dom which cannot be moved. There is the fulfillment of Dan-
iel’s prophecy. I have not arbitrarily asserted it. Jesus and
John said, “The time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at
hand.” Paul said it had been received. But Brother Neal said
the kingdom did not come.

The issue is between Jesus and Brother Neal on the one
hand, and Brother Neal and Paul on the other.

(3.) Dan. 7: 13--Acts 1: 9.
Now, let us turn our attention to Dan. 7: 13. He quoted

that as though it favored his contention.
"I saw in the night visions, and, behold, one like the Son of

man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient
of days, and they brought him near before him. And there was
given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, that all people,
nations, and languages, should serve him: his dominion is an
everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away and his king-
dom that which shall not be destroyed.” (Dan. 7: 13-14.)

In that vision Daniel saw one like the Son of man, who
“came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient
of days.” He did not say coming from the Ancient of days,
but coming to the Ancient of days. Brother Neal has that
prophecy reversed ; he has Christ coming from God--the Ancient
of days. That prophecy said that Christ came to the Ancient
of days, to God the Father. Daniel sees Christ, the Son of
man, coming to the Ancient of days, coming to God--for what?
To receive a kingdom. Well, did he? Turn to Acts 1: 9-l 1.

*‘And when he had spoken these things, while they beheld,
he was taken up; and a cloud received him out of their sight.
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And while they looked stedfastly toward heaven as he went
up, behold, two men stood by them in white apparel; which also
said, Ye men of Galilee, why stand ye gazing up into heaven?
This same Jesus, which is taken up from you into heaven, shall
so come in like manner as ye have seen him go into heaven.”

Daniel said that the Son of man came to the Ancient of
days to receive dominion and a kingdom. He went to receive it,
but he did not receive it!

In Eph. 1: 20-23 Paul says that Jesus received the dominion
that Daniel said he went to receive, when he was made head of the
church. Hear him: “Which he wrought in Christ, when he raised
him from the dead, and set him at his own right hand in heavenly
places, far above all principality, and power, and might, and
dominion, and every name that is named, not only in this
world, but also in that which is to come: And hath put all
things under his feet, and gave him to be head over all things
to the church, which is his body, the fulness of him that filleth
all in all.”

Brother Neal has the church established before Pentecost.
He says Christ began sitting when he ascended. Get that, mem-
bers of the Main Street Church of Christ in Winchester? Your
preacher has now gone on record that the kingdom of Christ be-
gan “ten days” before the day of Pentecost. What becomes of
the preaching of the pioneers, and the debates that we have been
having all these years, about the establishment of the kingdom
on Pentecost? Brother Neal does not seem to know anything
about the establishment of the kingdom, what, when, where, or
how, or whether it be past, present, or future.

(4) Mark 9: l--Acts 1: 8--Acts 2: l-4.
I will now read Mark 9: 1--“And he said unto them, Verily

I say unto you, That there be some of them that stand here,
which shall not taste of death, till they have seen the kingdom of
God come with power.”

Now follow this series of passages : “The time is fulfilled, and
the kingdom of God is at hand: repent ye, and believe the
gospel.” (Mark 1: 15.) The kingdom had not come then, but
was at hand.

Later, Jesus told his disciples to pray “thy kingdom come.”
(Matt. 6: 9.) The kingdom had not come then. But he told
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them that some of them would still be living when the kingdom
should come. (Mark 9: 1.)

When Jesus died on the cross, Joseph of Arimathea, “who
also himself waited for the kingdom of God,” took the body of
Jesus “and wrapped it in linen, and laid it in a sepulchre that
was hewn in stone, wherein never man before was laid.” (Luke
23: 50.) This man waited for the kingdom. It had not come.

Then, after his resurrection, when Christ was with his dis-
ciples on the day of his ascension, we have this conversation
recorded :

“They therefore, when they were come together, asked him,
saying, Lord, dost thou at this time restore the kingdom to
Israel? And he said unto them, It is not for you to know times
or seasons, which the Father hath set within his own authority.
But ye shall receive power, when the Holy Spirit is come upon
you: and ye shall be my witnesses both in Jerusalem, and in all
Judea and Samaria, and unto the uttermost part of the earth.”
(Acts 1: 6-8.) It had not come at that time.

The kingdom had not come when John said it was “at hand.”
It had not come when Jesus told his disciples to pray “thy king-
dom come.” It had not come when Joseph of Arimathea
“waited for the kingdom.” And the disciples were still expect-
ing it when Jesus ascended into heaven. But he had told his dis-
ciples that some of them should not taste of death till they had
seen the kingdom of God come. Jesus said it would come be-
fore the death of some of them. Brother Neal says it has not
come yet. Then Methuselah was not in it for old age!

What kingdom was that? “There be some of them that
stand here, which shall not taste of death, till they have seen
the Kingdom of God come with power.” (Mark 9: 1.)

Now, when did the power come? That will settle the issue.
“But ye shall receive power, after that the Holy Ghost is come
upon you: and ye shall be witnesses unto me both in Jerusalem,
and in all Judea, and in Samaria, and unto the uttermost part
of the earth.” (Acts 1: 8.)

Now read:
“And when the day of Pentecost was fully come, they were

all with one accord in one place. And suddenly there came a
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sound from heaven as of a rushing mighty wind, and it filled all
the house where they were sitting. And there appeared unto
them cloven tongues like as of fire, and it sat upon each of them.
And they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to
speak with other tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.”
(Acts 2: l-4.)

We reach the conclusion of the argument in the following
syllogisms :

1. The power came when the Spirit came.
2. The Spirit came on the day of Pentecost.
3. Therefore, the power came on the day of Pentecost.

1. The kingdom should come with power.
2. The power came on the day of Pentecost.
3. Therefore, the kingdom came on the day of Pentecost.
Having thus shown that the kingdom prophesied by Daniel,

and announced by John and Jesus, began on Pentecost of the
second chapter of Acts, we are now ready to discuss the throne
on which Christ is sitting.

CHRIST ON His THRONE

Turn to Zech. 6: 13. Some seem to think that because I
quote the scriptures, I am not reading the Bible. I am reading,
but reading from memory. I prefer not to do it, but it takes
time to turn to each passage and read it out of the Bible. If you
find one passage that I do not read correctly, tell me about it
and I will turn to it and read it.

“Even he shall build the temple of the Lord; and he shall
bear the glory, and shall sit and rule upon his throne; and he
shall be a priest upon this throne: and the counsel of peace shall
be between them both.” (Zech. 6: 13.)

Brother Neal says Christ is now on the Father’s throne, that
he is not on his own throne. I am not misrepresenting Brother
Neal. I have the leaf turned down here in his book, the place
where he says it--that Christ is now on the Father's throne; and
that he will not be on his throne until he comes back to the
earth; and then he will sit on his throne.

But get this--Zech. 6: 13 says: He will be a priest on his



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 169

throne--not the Father’s; he will rule on his throne--not the
Father’s; he will sit on his throne--not the Father’s

Now hear Paul: “Now of the things which we have spoken
this is the sum: We have such an high priest, who is set on the
right hand of the throne of the Majesty in the heavens.”
(Heb. 8: 1.)

1. Christ is priest now.
2. But he would be priest on his throne.
3. Therefore, he is on his throne now--his throne--not the

Father’s,
Again: “Seeing then that we have a great high priest, that

is passed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast
our profession.” (Heb. 4: 14.)

1. He is priest on his throne.
2. But he is priest in heaven.
3. Therefore his throne is in heaven.
Read again :
“For if he were on earth, he should not be a priest, seeing

that there are priests that offer gifts according to the law.”
(Heb. 8: 4.)

If he were on earth he would not be a priest at all. Get it?
1. If he were on earth, he would not be a priest at all.
2. But he would be a priest on his throne.
3. Therefore, his throne cannot be on earth.
That settles it, friends. Zech. 6: 13 names three things Christ

would do on his throne. (1) He would sit on his throne. (2) He
would be a priest on his throne. (3) He would rule on his throne.

The argument in syllogism is as follows:
1. He would rule on his throne while priest.
2. He is priest on his throne now.
3. Therefore, he is ruling on his throne now.
That settles it again. Christ will never occupy his throne on

earth.
CHRIST ON DAVID’S THRONE

What else is “his throne” called? What is another name for
it? On Pentecost Peter quotes the prophecy concerning David’s
throne as follows:
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“Brethren, I may say unto you freely of the patriarch David,
that he both died and was buried, and his tomb is with us unto
this day. Being therefore a prophet, and knowing that God had
sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of his loins he would
set one upon his throne; he foreseeing this spake of the resur-
rection of the Christ, that neither was he left unto Hades, nor
did his flesh see corruption.” (Acts 2 : 29-3 1.)

Thus, Peter connects the prophecy concerning Christ being
seated on David’s throne with his resurrection and ascension
to heaven. Hear him further:

“Being therefore by the right hand of God exalted, and
having received of the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit, he
hath poured forth this, which ye see and hear. For David
ascended not into the heavens: but he saith himself, The Lord
said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, Till I make
thine enemies the footstool of thy feet. Let all the house of
Israel therefore know assuredly, that God hath made him both
Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom ye crucified.” (Acts 2: 33-36.)

If that does not prove that the reign of Christ began on
Pentecost when the sitting began, that the throne on which he
sits is David’s throne-nothing can be proved by the Bible at all.
The old throne of David, under the Old Testament, was a type.
The reign of Christ, at the right hand of God in heaven, is the
antitype. Whereas, David’s throne was once on earth, it is now
in heaven--transferred from earth to heaven, and transformed
from temporal to spiritual--a spiritual reign.

These brethren are looking for that old Judaistic, material-
istic, literalistic reign the Jews under the Old Testament were ex-
pecting. This thousand years reign which Brother Neal is
preaching to you is not one whit an improvement in its nature
over the old kingdom of the Jews. The mistake that he is making
today is the same mistake that the Jews made when Jesus came
the first time. They rejected Christ because his kingdom was not
a literal affair. They rejected Christ because his kingdom was
not like they expected it to be. They thought the Messiah would
restore David’s throne on this earth. And because Jesus did not
fulfill those prophecies like they expected them to be fulfilled,
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they rejected him. Brother Neal and his brethren are looking for
Jesus Christ to do the same thing which the Jews were expecting
him to do. They rejected him because he did not do it. When
Jesus comes the second time, should he not do then as they ex-
pect, I wonder if they would not do the same thing the Jews
did the first time. Would they not also reject him if it was not
according to their expectations?

Brother Neal is willing to divide churches of Christ over
these theories of a future earthly kingdom of Christ. Think
about Brother Neal, a preacher identified with a people who
claim to be Christians only, whose slogan is to speak where the
Bible speaks and be silent where the Bible is silent. Think
about it! Preaching unity to the world, appealing to the de-
nominations to lay down party creeds and party names and
stand united on the Bible--and then coming before the denomi-
national people of this town with this roll of charts, featuring
his divisive theories. What kind of a plea can he make to the
denominational world for unity upon the Bible? Shades of
those pioneers who launched the great restoration move-
ment ! And it is here in Winchester where the Hardings preached
that mighty restoration plea!

The Official Board of the First Christian Church does not
want me to expose him. There is a reason. I will do it anyway.
I will.

I know all of this is hard on Brother Neal. But I am not
trying to be hard on him. I am hard on this thing he is teaching.
I am not trying to embarrass him. I am trying to show these
brethren the consummate folly of their theories and they cannot
run to the “official board” to get immunity from exposure--not
as long as I am in the negative.

RECAPITULATION

First: The Bible does not teach two future bodily resurrec-
tions with a thousand years between.

Brother Neal constitutes the aggressor. But I am going to
offer arguments against his contention.

(1) John 6: 40: “And this is the will of him that sent me, that
every one which seeth the Son, and believeth on him, may have
everlasting life: and I will raise him up at the last day.”



172 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

(2) John 12: 48: “He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not
my words, hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have
spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day.”

Brother Neal says the righteous will be raised at the second
coming of Christ, and that the wicked will be raised one thou-
sand years later, after the millennium is over. Jesus says the
righteous will be raised at the last day. Therefore, the second
coming of Christ is the last day.

But John 12: 48 says the judgment of the wicked will be at
the last day. Therefore, the judgment of the wicked will be at
the second coming of Christ--not one thousand years after.

Second: The Bible teaches that the resurrection of the right-
eous and the wicked will be simultaneous.

(1) 1 Thess. 4: 16: “For the Lord himself shall descend from
heaven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with
the trump of God; and the dead in Christ shall rise first: Then
we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together
with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall
we ever be with the Lord.”

(2) 1 Cor. 15: 51: “Behold, I shew you a mystery; We shall
not all sleep, but we shall all be changed, in a moment, in the
twinkling of an eye, at the last trump: for the trumpet shall
sound, and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall
be changed.”

The righteous will be raised at the last trump when the dead
shall be raised and we shall be changed. That is at the second
coming of Christ.

The second coming of Christ is at the last trump. That means
the last resurrection. If there is going to be a resurrection a
thousand years after that, it will be a resurrection without a
trump. No alarm clock! They will have to wake up accident-
ally! The last trump is the last resurrection.

(3) John 5: 28, 29: “Marvel not at this: for the hour is
coming, in which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice,
and shall come forth; they that have done good, unto the resur-
rection of life; and they that have done evil, unto the resurrec-
tion of damnation.”

The good and the bad come forth at the same time. Brother
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Neal has them a thousand years apart. Jesus has them coming
forth the same hour, the good and the bad.

Third: The Bible teaches the judgment of both the righteous
and the wicked at the second coming of Christ.

(1) Matt. 25 : 3 1, 32 : “When the son of man shall come in his
glory and all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon
the throne of his glory; and before him shall be gathered all
nations; and he shall separate them one from another, as a
shepherd divideth his sheep from the goats: And he shall set
the sheep on his right hand, but the goats on the left.”

Thus the Bible teaches the judgment of both the good and
bad at the coming of Christ.

(2) 2 Cor. 5: 10: “For we must all appear before the judg-
ment seat of Christ; that every one may receive the things done
in his body, according to that he hath done, whether it be good
or bad.”

This would have to be the judgment of both the righteous
and the wicked, as Paul says “we’‘--including himself--must
“all’‘--including us--appear before the judgment seat. Brother
Neal says this passage does not include the judgment of the
evil, because the evil will receive no good, and the verse says
those that are judged will receive both good and evil. Then, by
the same reasoning, it is not the judgment “of they that are
Christ’s,” for they will receive no evil. Both good and bad
will be meted out “according to their deeds.”

It is true that Christ, in the third chapter of John, says, “He
that believeth on him is not judged [condemned]: but he that
believeth not is judged already because he hath not believed in
the name of the only begotten Son of God.” The evident mean-
ing of the word “judged” in this passage is “condemned.”

The judgment of 2 Cor. 5: 10 is either a universal judgment,
or it is no judgment at all. It includes or excludes both good and
bad, by the same reasoning.

This judgment will be at his coming. "Whosoever there-
fore shall be ashamed of me and of my words in this adulterous
and sinful generation, of him also shall the Son of man be
ashamed, when he cometh in the glory of his Father with the
holy angels.” (Mark 8: 38.)
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Friends, what the Bible says will take place when Christ
comes precludes the possibility of this millennial reign of Christ
in the land of Palestine. Such a theory, if true, would bring Jesus
Christ down from his throne in heaven to occupy an inferior
throne on the earth, his footstool. That would not be a promo-
tion. It would be a demotion, both of Christ and the redeemed
saints in glory.

Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen.
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FOURTH SESSION

(Thursday, January 5, 1933, at the Courthouse)

Chairman : THADDEUS HUTSON

Prayer by E. G. Creacy

NEAL’S FIRST SPEECH

Just a moment with bowed heads: Holy Father, grant thy
servant wisdom to deal truly with thy word, and a heart to deal
kindly with people. In the power of the Spirit, and in the name
of Jesus Christ. Amen.

Honorable Chairman, Brother Wallace, Ladies and Gentlemen:
It has already been said that we are in a new place, and all of
us know we are here. Maybe some do not know why, and I am
going to read you a paper giving the reason:

C OPY OF R ESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE B OARD OF O FFICERS

OF THE FIRST CHRISTIAN CHURCH, WINCHESTER, KENTUCKY

JANUARY 5 t h ,  1933
At a meeting of the Board of Officers of the First Christian

Church, Winchester, Kentucky, January 5, 1933, Brother
Pendleton offered the following motion:

That the use of the building of the First Christian Church
be withdrawn from the debaters conducting the present debate,
on the ground that the conditions which this Board requested
the participants to observe in the conduct of the rest of the
debate were not complied with. The following are the con-
ditions :

1. Personalities should be strictly and entirely avoided.
2. All references to anything either of the participants has

said or written prior to this debate should be avoided.
3. Church or doctrinal differences or divisions should be ex-

cluded from the discussion.
4. The effect or claimed effect of either participant’s views

upon religious division should not be discussed.
5. The participants should confine their discussion to what

the Scriptures teach with reference to the subject under dis-
cussion.
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And that a copy of these resolutions be delivered to each of
the participants this morning; the same being seconded by
Brother Richards, and being put to vote, was carried unan-
imously.

V. W. BUSH, Chairman.

That gives the reason. I have no comments to make, at
this present time, at least.

Naturally as a discussion of this subject goes on, people
become interested or disinterested. The interested ones want
to know more, and they want to know more than they may hear
now, and so they are asking questions about where they could
find help.

The best help that I can suggest is the Bible. I use just an
ordinary text Bible--that is, one without references, and use in
connection with it a complete concordance. I find that to be
the best for me, but a great many people want Bibles with
“helps” of some kind in them. I am glad to recommend Bibles
of that kind, with the explanation that probably not all the
helps will be true to the word of God, the helps being the works
of men. You will find a number of Bibles, general reference
Bibles, and various kinds of reference Bibles with notes to be
helpful, but do not depend too much upon the helps without
testing all of them by the word of God.

I have here the prospectus of a Bible that is a pretty good
Bible. If you are interested in prophetic subjects, you will find
a great deal of good help along the line that I have been pre-
senting here in this debate. This is called the “Marked Bible.”
The various subjects are marked in different colors. In regard
to the prophetic subjects, I find that there are all together
3 1,102 verses in the Bible, and that of that number 5,355 verses
are connected with the theme of prophetic subjects. That is
one-sixth of the Bible; so, the matter of prophecy becomes a very
important subject when you begin to study the Bible. I have
here under that prophetic subject some general headings.

For instance : “The Certain Triumph of God’s Kingdom.”
That will be a very interesting study, going along the same line
we have been preaching. “The Rejection and Scattering of Is-
rael” ; “Events that Presage Christ’s Coming” ; “Translation of
the Saved” ; “Israel Restored” ; “The Period of Great Tribula-
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tion” ; “Christ’s Sure Victory Over all Enemies”; “Hope of
Universal Peace Realized” ; “Descent of Christ and the Millen-
nial Reign of Christ” ; “The Resurrection of the Wicked” ; “The
Judgment” ; “The Never-ending Life”; “Sorrow and Suffering
Over”; and “Questions of Recognition of Friends in Heaven.”
These are some of the general topics you will find. This book is
sold by The Gospel Advocate Company, and Brother Wallace
will be glad to get it for you.

Here is a good commentary, if you want a commentary.
This commentary deals largely along the same line I have been
presenting in these lessons. Brother Wallace will get that for
you, too. “A Commentary, Critical and Explanatory, on the
Whole Bible, Jamieson, Fausset and Brown.” The Gospel Ad-
vocate Company sells it.

Another good book that is advertised and sold by The Gospel
Advocate Company is “Gospel Sermons,” by Dr. T. W. Brents,
which is printed, I think, by The Gospel Advocate Company. In
that, especially, you will find one chapter or section on the
millennium, that is very good. I want to read you a quotation
from it just to show you the trend of the teaching of that book:

Some writers boldly deny that there is any such thing taught
in the Bible as a thousand years’ reign with Christ by any class,
at any time, anywhere, in any way. With this class we propose
no argument. Our text says, as plainly as words can express any-
thing, that there shall be such a reign, and this ought to settle
it with those who believe the Bible, and we propose no argument
with those who do not believe it. All such labor is worse than
thrown away.

“Others admit that there will be a thousand years’ reign of
Christ, but they insist that it will be some sort of a figurative
affair, and they figure it a l l  away, until there is nothing left that
they can describe, or that we can see. We know not how to
reason with this class, for they give us nothing on which to
reason.

“Others think that it will consist in the breaking down of
denominationalism, and the universal acceptance of the pure
gospel of Christ, as taught by Mr. Campbell and his co-workers.
However desirable this may be, we see no prospect of it, nor

12
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can we find satisfactory evidence on which to base such a belief.
. . . All the world has never accepted the pure word of God,
and never will. He is dreaming who expects the millennium to
come about in this way.”

Let us hear Dr. Brents again. He says:
“And I saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment

was given unto them: and I saw the souls of them that had been
beheaded for the testimony of Jesus, and for the word of God,
and such as worshipped not the beast, neither his image, and
received not the mark upon their forehead, and upon their
hand; and they lived, and reigned with Christ a thousand years.
The rest of the dead lived not until the thousand years should
be finished. This is the first resurrection. Blessed and holy
is he that hath part in the first resurrection: over these the
second death hath no power, but they shall be priests of God
and of Christ, and shall reign with him a thousand years.

“This is the millennium. If this does not express a literal
reign with Christ for a literal thousand years, we know not what
assemblage of words would be capable of expressing that
thought.”

That is from a chapter in Dr. Brents’ book, and the chapter
is named, “The Millennium.” Brother Wallace will be glad
to sell you that book. His company sells it.

There is another Bible that is used and liked by many people,
the “Scofield Reference Bible.” This Bible is advertised, and
is said to be “used by the best Bible students.” Then follows a
description of a number of different bindings you may have,
then it says, “You can’t possibly miss it on a Scofield Bible.”
F. L. Rowe, Publisher, 422 Elm Street, Cincinnati, Ohio. If
you prefer, he will get any of these books for you--will be glad
to do so.

Brother Wallace has been speaking about my book, and
waving it in the air a great deal, and trying to show it is a
bundle of contradictions, and says that one reason why we were
restricted in the First Christian Church was because some one,
and especially myself, did not want to have this book read in this
debate. He charges me with hiding behind the skirts of the
Official Board of the First Christian Church. They have no
special interest in excluding these things, but somehow or other,
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I am back of the twenty-four men that made that decision, and
they are shielding me to keep this book from being read in this
debate.

Now, I don’t care for it being read, and the agreement signed
between Brother Wallace and myself says we are to be free under
God to order our discussion as we may elect, and I am going
to adhere to that. Brother Wallace has freedom to use any book
he wishes in this discussion, without any objection whatever
from me, and I don’t want him not to read this book. In fact,
it would be my conclusion that, if he had read it all the time, his
part of the discussion would be much better than it has been
up to the present time.

I would like to say something more about my book. This
book costs forty-four cents to get it to the reader, forty-four
cents for each copy, but it has been advertised so much and the
ban has been put on it so much, I think you would be interested
in reading it. We are not wanting to sell it at forty-four cents,
but we don’t like to just throw it broadcast, because it would find
its place in the waste can, in a good many cases. Tomorrow
night after the debate has been dismissed, we will have a num-
ber of these books here, and anyone that has ten cents can have
one if he wants it, just to try to find the contradictions that are
supposed to be found in it: We will have 100 or more here
tomorrow night. So much, then for speaking about these
primary things.

We would like to give you something good, first. As we go
on in these debates, naturally there are a number of things,
pleasant and unpleasant, that accumulate, a number of things
we would like to speak about, but naturally, time does not suffice
to bring all of the things in, that really would be proper and
necessary to be brought in. There are always subjects that are
directly connected with the subject in hand, and then there are
many brought up that are more or less indirectly connected. We
could not deal with all of them, because any Bible subject is
connected with the whole Bible, in some way or another;
in five nights we could not deal with any large portion of the
Bible. So, naturally we must just let some of those things
that are not so important pass by without any notice. Many
of the scriptures used by Brother Wallace are irrelevant, hence
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we pass without noticing them. We are going to deal with a
number of things that are pleasant, and some things that are
unpleasant, tonight, but first of all, I would just like to use a
little time in showing you the proposition we are discussing, and
some charts.

The proposition that we are discussing is this:

THE BIBLE CLEARLY TEACHES THAT --
AFTER THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST -- AND
BEFORE THE FINAL RESURRECTION AND JUDGMENT

THERE WILL BE
AN AGE OR DISPENSATION OF ONE THOUSAND YEARS
DURING WHICH CHRIST WILL REIGN ON THE EARTH
CHAS.M.NEAL -AFFIRMS FOY E.WALLACE JR.- DENIES

The Bible clearly teaches that after the second coming of
Christ and before the final resurrection and judgment, there will
be an age or dispensation of one thousand years during which
Christ will reign upon the earth.

That is the proposition and I will not go further with that,
except just to call your brief attention to it and then pass on. I
want to keep these things in your mind, because they are im-
portant, and we learn by repetition.

I
AFFIRM

THE FACT OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

THE PLACE OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD
_ _ _

HE

t

THE RULER OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

DENIES THE REALM OF THE REIGN OF THAT PERIOD

I am affirming the fact of the thousand years period. Brother
Wallace has told us that he believes everything that is in the
Bible. Now, he has told us a time or two that he believes that
this is in the Bible, but he has told you also, in his definition of
matters, that he finds no place for it between the time when
Christ sits on the throne in the second chapter of Acts--from the
day of Pentecost on--until the resurrection of the dead is past.
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If there is no place for it during that period of time, he has not
told us that there is any other place for it, and he has told us he
believes it is in the Bible. He has not denied that, but he
hasn’t found any place for it. If it isn’t in the place where I
have been showing it, it ought to be up to him to tell us where
it is, because he does believe there is such a period in the Bible.
But the Bible affirms it. These books he is disseminating
teach the same thing. He ought to do one of two things: he
ought to point out where that period is, or quit selling these
books. Where is the place of the thousand years; where is it?
Will he place that for us, or will he go on and leave it up in the
air some place, with no historical background, just hanging
loose, like he said I had done with some of these questions? The
purpose of this debate is to set that forth in a tangible way, so
you can get hold of it. I am trying to do that from night
to night. Brother Wallace doesn’t tell us anything about
where he thinks it is, or anything about it. The ruler of the
one thousand years reign is shown to be none other than the
Lord Jesus. The realm of the reign of the one thousand years
is this earth.

We have spent a good deal of time on the place and the ruler.
Last night we dealt somewhat with the realm of the reign, the
place where Christ will reign. A part of our proposition says
that it is on the earth. Now, our next chart will show us some-
thing about that. We are going to review some, and remember
we are trying to teach with the chart--and all the scriptures
this chart represents. We are not trying to teach all the propo-
sition, but one particular part of it, and that is that Christ will
reign on the earth.

.

Here is the chart and it is very simple. It just shows the
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delegated dominion of the earth. All power belongs to God,
but God has sought to delegate this power to man. He has
delegated the dominion of the earth to Adam. Adam failed.
He delegated it to Noah. Noah made a failure. He delegated
it again to Israel. Israel has been set aside in favor of the Gen-
tiles. The Gentiles are now in dominion of the earth. It is the
“times of the Gentiles.” Reading in my Bible, I find written
in it some very plain scriptures in regard to the time the do-
minion is taken from Israel and delegated to the Gentiles. Ezek.
21: 25-27. When the Gentiles’ time is finished, it will pass into
the hands of Christ (Rev. 11: 15); and when Christ reigns a
thousand years, it will pass back to God from whom it came
(1 Cor. 15: 28); and thus the cycle is completed: from God to
God. God first is all; last is not only all, but he is God in all;
the whole cycle is complete. See 1 Cor. 15: 28, where it says
“that God may be all in all.”

This is the dominion of “the earth.” It is not up yonder
in heaven somewhere, but it is on the earth, where Adam
lived and ruled, where Noah and Israel ruled, and where
the Gentiles are now ruling. That is where the kingdom
of God is, and where the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ is
when “The kingdom of the world is become the kingdom of our
Lord, and of his Christ; and he shall reign for ever and ever.”
(Rev. 11: 15.)

That is the story. It is but one item. It won’t do any good
for Brother Wallace to get up here and say: “This very clearly
proves it, doesn’t it?” We are not trying to prove the proposi-
tion by this chart, but by the scriptures that are quoted here.
When I referred to this chart last night, he made a little fun
about the matter. Why didn’t he take up these several scrip-
tures, read one after another, showing this delegation of power,
and tell us why it does not pass from the Gentiles to Christ at
the seventh trumpet; for the scriptures plainly say that when
the times of the Gentiles are fulfilled, the kingdom of this world
shall become the kingdom of our Lord Jesus. Why did he not
take them up and show what they do teach? I am in the
affirmative and it is the business of the negative to follow the
affirmative. Why doesn’t he examine these texts? If I have
misapplied these scriptures, why doesn’t Brother Wallace take



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 183

them up and show their correct application? That is his
business.

Let us not forget the proposition. The Bible teaches certain
things, and the church may divide about certain things, but
the question in hand now is: does the Bible teach this proposi-
tion or does it not? Is it a false proposition? We would like to
see Brother Wallace deal with these scriptures in his next speech.
He has been using these charts quite a good deal.

Now, let us go on with another chart for a little while.

‘IN THE DAYS OF THOSE KINGS” . . . . . . . IN DANIEL

Here is a succession of symbols and the world governments
are represented here by these symbols, each section representing
a kingdom, but at the last, you will notice that the government
is left in the hands of the Son and the saints. That is a Bible
picture. That is the last scene you will find, if you follow the
successive symbols, finally coming to the last, which is the reign
of the Son and the saints.

‘THE-TEN HORNS THAT THOU SAWEST ARE TEN KINGS’

Next the same thing is shown from the book of Revelation.
Look at the chart. In the place of having four beasts, we have a
composite beast; the ten divisions plus one are ten kingdoms
plus one. We have the ten horns or kingdoms on the seventh
head, and one horn, or kingdom, added to that--the beast and
ten kings. Then, in chapter 19, we see those kingdoms making
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war with the Son of God as he comes from heaven; and, in
chapter 20, we see the Son and the saints reigning. This is
the story--and this reigning is over the kingdom of this world.
(Rev. 11: 15.)

Now, I am going to conclude this part of it. That sets forth
the story right straight through, and it leaves the rulership of
the world in the hands of the Son, Jesus Christ, and with him
are associated the saints. Will Brother Wallace deal with this?

I would like to call your attention to a few things that are
a little unpleasant.

Brother Wallace has been charging that I am a divider of
churches; and he has said this in a number of ways, and at a
number of times, which I have copied down. Inasmuch as
Brother Wallace has charged that Charles M. Neal is a man
“who has caused division in the body of Christ,” I hereby call
upon him to specify and prove such charges, o r  retract the same
in the same public way in which they were made.

I have been preaching thirty-two years. I have preached
ten years in one place, five years in one, and seven years here,
making twenty-two years all together in located work. I have
preached monthly and semimonthly at other places. I will
make this statement to you: that no church, wherever I have
preached regularly in that way, has ever had any serious trouble
while I was with it--doctrinal or otherwise. No church has
ever divided, while I was with it, because of anything whatever;
and none of the churches, wherever I have preached, either
monthly or semimonthly, or in regular work, has ever divided.

Now, I want Brother Wallace to take care of this because it
is a serious charge. I am not guilty of this charge. It is a false
charge and I want him to take care of this in his next speech, if
he will.

“The church in Winchester, Kentucky, was planted in the
days of McGarvey and the Hardings, ‘watered’ by other faithful
men of God, and later divided by the preachers who are advo-
cating these future-kingdom theories.” Foy E. Wallace, Jr.,
Gospel Advocate, Oct. 20, 1932.

That is also a false charge, and the proof ought to be forth-
coming, or else it also ought to be retracted.

Now, here are the facts in regard to the church here. The
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church here did have a division, but those people who are
meeting at the Fairfax building signed a statement some years
ago, and this is the statement:

“We see now that the questions involved were not questions
of faith, but only questions of judgment and management.”

Signed by:
M. P. LOWERY JOHN HARDING
R. H. FARRIS JOHN A. SNOWDEN
W. C. CURRY and A. C. MCEWAN

M. P. Lowery and W. C. Curry are now meeting at the
Fairfax church house. So we have here the Fairfax church
against Brother Wallace, in regard to his statement that the
church divided over doctrinal questions. It was nor over
doctrinal matters. It was n o t  divided by speculative preachers,
but by questions of judgment and management.

Now, Brother Srygley held a meeting for this church a year
or two ago and in a report of that, he said:

"In later years trouble grew up among them and there was
a split, a number leaving the congregation who began to meet
in the courthouse. Soon these modern interpreters of prophecy
began to preach for those who met in the courthouse."

And then came the modern speculators, according to Brother
Srygley. Thus we have Brother Wallace against Brother Sryg-
ley. You ought to settle that, brethren. Brother Srygley is right in
this, and Brother Wallace is wrong. This church was not divid-
ed by speculators. I have this statement signed by four men:

“We, the undersigned, being members of said church during
the time of the trouble and division, do solemnly declare that
the above statement is not true to facts. At no time did the
question pertaining to prophetic interpretations and questions
concerning the future-kingdom reign of Christ on David’s
throne enter into the troubles which resulted in the division of
the church. No one acquainted with the facts concerning the
said division would be reckless enough to make such charge. We
therefore ask that such charge be retracted in the same public
way in which it was made.” Signed:

WALLACE HUKLE
A. C. McEWAN EldCer;r,9’ Main Street Church of
:*; h&CGLLrJ”  

. .



186 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

Here we have four good men against Brother Wallace, or
Brother Wallace against four good men, and we would like for
him to deal with this. I am going to leave him a copy here of
this that he may read for himself. Here is a copy of the state-
ment signed by the Fairfax brethren also, and here is a copy of
Brother Srygley’s statement also. There are the three copies
and I would like for you to deal with that in your next speech.
Tell us why you make such charges, publishing them in the
Gospel Advocate and scattering them all over the country.
Coming here, you make the same charges before the people of
this community, substantiating them by nothing whatever.
These things are denied by Brother Srygley and the elders of
the Main Street Church. That is a serious charge for you
to make, Brother Wallace, just to call me a divider of churches
and use a great many big words in regard to me that are not
complimentary at all, when there isn’t any fact to back your
charge. We would like for you to deal with that.

WALLACE: Are you ready for me to deal with it?
CHAIRMAN: You have two minutes left, Brother Neal.

NEAL: We have lots of time left yet. Lots of things can be
said in two minutes.

I want Brother Wallace to get the final picture, according
to these charts. The scripture quoted leaves the earth in
the hands of the Son and the saints.

This is next to the last night, and tomorrow night will be
the closing night and a lot of these things are not going to be
dealt with.

Brother Wallace gave me fourteen questions last night and
wanted me to answer those questions. I will just say that I
will, when he answers that statement I made in regard to the
church of the early fathers, saying no one, no accredited church
history, no church history of any kind, will give you a statement
that is contrary to this: that for one hundred years and more, as
stated by the Encyclopedia Britannica, the church of God, the
Christians of the early day, thought of nothing but the literal ful-
fillment of the thousand years period, and those things connected
with it that are in the line of Christ’s reign on the earth. These
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new-fangled theories of spiritual applications of the prophecies
came not sooner than 250 or 300 A.D. They were started at
that time. They are the inventions of men, and they do not
reach back to the days of the apostles by a lapse of 100 years
or more.

I thank you.
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FOURTH SESSION

WALLACE’S FIRST SPEECH
(Thursday, January 5, 1933)

Ladies and Gentlemen, Brother Chairman:
You can readily see the difference between Brother Neal’s

way of debating tonight and the other nights of this discussion.
I wonder why he has changed his manner? At the First Chris-
tian Church, he refused to say a word about anything that
was brought up. He stuck to his charts. Now, that he is out
of the First Christian Church, he has turned vicious. He has
said more personal things tonight than have been said in all
previous sessions of the debate put together. Yet they tell me
that I am hard in this debate. Brother Neal prayed for God to
help him deal kindly, but he has said many unkind things.
He has brought more personalities into the debate tonight than
have even been suggested at any other time.

This, coming from a group of brethren who feature so much
love and piety, and who seem to have thought this discussion
should be a battle of roses or a mutual admiration contest, is
somewhat inconsistent.

We shall not allow the debate to dwindle down to a low
wrangle, but I can prove that this division is over these theories
of the thousand years reign of Christ on earth, and will prove it.
I do not blame Brother Neal for wanting to leave his propo-
sition. He spent his thirty minutes tonight on matters foreign
to his proposition. He evidently wants to get away from the
three nights he has suffered under the consideration of his im-
possible proposition. Therefore, he did not deal with the issue
at all in his first thirty minutes tonight. He has one more half-
hour tonight in which to produce the passage that so clearly
teaches his theory. We have waited four nights. Can we expect
it now?

THE OFFICIAL BOARD’S RESOLUTION

The first thing for my attention is this resolution adopted
by the Board of Officers of the First Christian Church in Win-
chester. Brother Neal read the Resolution, and I will not re-
read it, but will make a full statement about it.
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I told the audience last night how Brother Neal mailed out
his cards all the way from Winchester to Dallas, in which he
challenged all the preachers in the country for a debate. He got
this card out by the dozens, at least, and perhaps by the hun-
dreds or more. And he told Brother Max Ogden if he ran out
of cards before he could get one of his “friends of the ministry”
to sign one, accepting the proposition, that he would furnish
him more cards.

The first card Brother Ogden used was signed. He saved
the rest of them for future use. We then proposed that the
debate be conducted under the usual rules of debate, with
moderators and under parliamentary debating rules, Hedge’s
Rules of Logic, or any of the customary rules of debate.
Brother Neal refused those rules and said he did not want
moderators. He drew up a contract of his own, that there
should be no moderators--none. He insisted that a chairman
would be selected out of the Winchester community. I agreed
and let Brother Neal select his chairman. We had nothing
to do with making the arrangements, except to agree to the
arrangements made by Brother Neal. He made the arrange-
ments with the First Christian Church himself. Nobody else
had anything to do with securing the place and selecting the
chairman. Brother Neal, the chairman, and that Official Board
agreed on the arrangements and the debate was set. He se-
lected the pastor of the First Christian Church for the chairman.
I said to the brethren at the time, “It is all right with me, but
I think Brother Neal had just about as well appoint himself as
chairman as to select the Pastor of the Christian Church, for
they are about like two peas in a pod.” Nevertheless, we
acquiesced, and that chairman was selected who has tried to
turn himself into “the whole cheese”--moderators, chairman,
and all.

The debate was drawing the line on division so plainly that
it applied with equal force to the Christian Church. Things
got so warm for the Christian Church that it could not stand
the pressure. They closed the doors. And I am in distinguished
company tonight with the Apostle Paul and the old pioneers of
the church who received similar treatment. Because they
preached the gospel in its purity and simplicity, stood for unity,
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and preached against division, doors were closed against them
all over this country. That is the reason the doors of the First
Christian Church are shut tonight.

Brother Neal was kind and good and loving and pious every
night in the Christian Church. Now he commences with a
wrangle. Why the difference?

Let us test out that little set of “resolutions” of the Official
Board. In substance they told me that I must say in this debate
what they wanted me to say, or we could not continue in their
house. That is what their resolutions meant. The resolutions
laid down rules and regulations that no intelligent debater could
ever accept.

This is how they ordered it:

No. 1: “Personalities should be strictly and entirely
avoided.”

But what are personalities? I could not refer to Brother
Neal himself, without the reference being personal. Personali-
ties are quite different from personal reflections. No rules of
debating have ever barred personalities in argument and counter
argument. I have not indulged in personal reflections. Brother
Neal is the first to introduce such as that into the debate
tonight.

No. 2: “All reference to anything either participant has said
or written prior to this debate should be avoided.”

I cannot refer to anything Brother Neal has written if I
debate in the Christian Church! But what do they care about
what Brother Neal has written, or what I say about what he
has written? Can you not see what purpose is behind that?
Can you not see that Brother Neal did not want me to expose
his book? What does that Official Board of the First Christian
Church care about Brother Neal’s book or what I say about his
book? Can you not see that he is the one who was trying to be
protected from those contradictions that I was constantly ex-
posing in his book ? He is the one who is behind that.

No. 3: “Church or denominational differences or divisions
should be excluded from the discussion.”

Well, how are we to debate about a difference without men-
tioning it? In other words, they tell me to quit debating. I am
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here debating with Brother Neal on church differences and yet
they say, “Church differences or divisions should be excluded
from the discussion”--shall not be mentioned! What is the
purpose of the debate if we are not to debate about division or
differences? Can you not see the silliness of that thing? It is re-
duced to an absurdity. And a lawyer in this town, a member of
the Official Board of the First Christian Church, wrote it. I
would not have him for my lawyer if I needed expert advice.

No. 4: “The effect or claimed effect of either participant’s
views or position upon religious divisions should not be dis-
cussed.”

I am not to give Brother Neal’s views on anything regarding
differences or divisions, which is the subject that I am debating
with him. And a lawyer wrote that! I wonder what kind of a
speech he makes to a jury in a case in court?

No. 5: “The participants should confine their discussion to
what the scriptures teach with reference to the subject under
discussion.”

Yes, but a scriptural discussion does not bar reading from
writers who have discussed the same subject, for the purposes of
comparison and comment. Brother Neal has himself done that
tonight. Why did he not do that in the First Christian Church?
He has been reading from other documents and books tonight.
He stated at the beginning of the debate that he depended en-
tirely on the Bible. But he does not want others to do that. He
wants them to read his book. He made a very good sales talk
tonight. He first wanted to sell you some Bibles. He said,
“Now, the best book that I can recommend to you is the Bible.
But if you want help, I will recommend something else.” He
will recommend the Bible to you unless you want help. T h e
Bible is the best book if you do not want help. But if you want
help get “Light in a Dark Place,” by Chas. M. Neal!

These resolutions are ridiculous, friends. You can see clearly
why the doors of the meetinghouse here in Winchester have been
closed, not against Brother Neal, but against me. I was ex-
posing Brother Neal, and it was getting a little too close to the
Christian Church on the question of division.

I want, therefore, to say publicly before the people of Win-
chester that when I get through with Brother Neal, if the
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Official Board of the First Christian Church will put up their
man, I will take him on, and will gladly do it. That is a propo-
sition that I place before the people of Winchester and the First
Christian Church.

Brother Neal’s contract says that the only rule we have for
this debate is that “We are free under God to conduct the dis-
cussion as we may elect.” Why did he not say that in the
First Christian Church? He permitted the chairman over
there in the First Christian Church, the first night of this de-
bate, to make a "ruling."  He permitted the Official Board of
the First Christian Church to draw up and offer “resolutions”
before the congregation, that were directed at the negative.
Everybody knows they were so directed; though they were drawn
under disguise as suggestions for both. And Brother Neal never
once stood before that congregation and said, “Brother Chair-
man, Brother Wallace is right; under the contract we did not
have any such rules and regulations.” But he forced me to do
all the talking.

That document was not submitted to me before the debate.
There were no such rules and regulations submitted to me. They
conjured them up the third night of the debate and read them to
the people. Not once did Brother Neal lift his voice to protect
the right of the negative under his own set of rules. He waited
until he got out of the Christian Church and came to the court-
house before he said a word, and when he did speak he attempted
to discredit the negative by personal reflections. Is that honor-
able? I am leaving it to you to decide.

I would not have treated Brother Neal that way if he had
been debating in my town and a chairman had tried to hog-tie
him like he has me. I would have stood up to my contract, and
he would not have had to do as I have had to do in this debate.
Instead of having to call the chairman’s hand myself, because
he was overstepping his authority under the agreement, Brother
Neal should have immediately said, “Brother Chairman, you
are wrong. The negative is within his rights under the con-
tract.” But he did not do it. So much for that.

SOME IRRELEVANT MATTERS

I now call your attention to some other matters that Brother
Neal has mentioned.
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His sales talk was fairly good, but as usual he has not stuck
to the facts. Brother Neal says that the Gospel Advocate Com-
pany sells certain books, among them the Scofield Bible. Every-
one knows the Scofield Bible is taboo in the Gospel Advocate.
“The Marked Bible” I know nothing of, except that it is a sort
of a red-letter Bible, merely marking promises and prophecies.
It is not recommended by the Gospel Advocate Company. I t
is merely listed. The McQuiddy Printing Company is a business
concern. McQuiddy is a printer and publisher, sells books, and
publishes the Gospel Advocate. I am only an editor. But the
Gospel Advocate does not recommend the Scofield Bible and
other publications which he named. However, people may
obtain almost any book through the McQuiddy Company, or
the Gospel Advocate, that is listed in the various catalogues of
books. Does it convict the Gospel Advocate of inconsistency, to
furnish the books they order for the purpose of informing them-
selves on both sides of various questions? If so, it cannot
consistently offer this debate in a book, for half of it--Brother
Neal’s half--we believe to be error in a malignant form.

He says the Gospel Advocate sponsors Brother Brents’ books.
It publishes the Brents books. But Brother Brents repudiated
Brother Neal’s proposition on the restoration of the Jews to the
land of Palestine, and the Judaistic features of his doctrine.
Brother Brents did as I did in the first night of this debate. He
specified the various theories held. After giving the different
theories concerning the millennium, and saying that he did not
believe those theories, he then stated his own opinion. But he
admitted it to be “just a theory.” That was all any of the “pio-
neers” claimed for their views. Brother Neal says it is a part of
“contending for the faith.”

It is one thing to express an opinion and quite another
thing to formulate a system of theories. Some of the pioneers
did express opinions on the millennium but only as an opinion,
never as a part of the faith.

If Brother Neal will stand up here and say what Brother
Brents said, “This is just my opinion,” and do as Brother
Brents did, seldom preach on the subject, we will have no divi-
sion. Let Brother Neal say: “This is just an opinion of mine. I t
is not fundamental. I will quit pushing it as a cardinal doctrine

13
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or a part of ‘contending for the faith that was once for all
delivered to the saints.‘” and you will see how long division
will live in Winchester or anywhere else over these theories.

CAUSE OF DIVISION

Brother Neal denies connection with the division by a dis-
cussion of the differences far back in the past, tonight, after
trying to justify it on previous nights. I am not so much in-
terested in the details. Those charges, I believe, can be fully
sustained. I do not have the records. Brother Neal knows I do
not have them and sees an advantage. But I can sustain the
charges I make that Brother Neal is at the bottom of the division
that is here in Winchester now.

It is hard for Brother Neal to represent things right. I
did not say that he has personally divided the church in Win-
chester. I did not charge that the division was over him
personally. This fact the record will show. I have charged that
it is these theories of his that cause division in the church and
alienation among brethren. And I said “an example of that is
found in two churches, one around the corner from the other here
in Winchester.”

Now, after all the wrangling Brother Neal brought before
you about a past division many years ago (though I do not
have the documents at hand), it occurs to me that these two
churches went together later. Since Brother Neal has been
preaching here, his own activities and preaching, if I am not
misinformed, have resulted in the second division.

But what difference does it make, so far as the issue is con-
cerned? I could just withdraw all those statements and pay
no more attention to the local condition. The churches are
divided here and in Louisville and in Dallas. We all know what
they are divided over, and Brother Neal knows it. And Brother
Neal knows that, if he would withdraw his theories and specu-
lations and all this system of teaching on these charts, these
churches in Winchester would be together. But he thinks he can
make a play on some of the details of this trouble with which an
outsider would not be calculated to be familiar. We know where
the issue is. We know the issue is in these theories, and all of the
documents he has read tonight with all this grandstand play
go for nothing. Let these theories cease to be taught in Louis-
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ville and in Winchester and we will have unity. “Here is my
hand, Brother Neal.” (Hand extended--no response.) “Here is
my hand, Brother Boll.” (Hand extended--no response.) We
will not tell you to quit believing them. We only ask you to quit
pushing them on us. Will you do it?

Let him submit to the test. What is the cause of the divi-
sion in Winchester? Let the people judge. Let Brother Neal
stand before this crowd and say: “Brethren, I will hold these
theories as private opinion and cease teaching them as a cardinal
doctrine--I will henceforth adhere to the great restoration plea,
where the Bible speaks, we speak; where the Bible is silent, we
are silent;” and two congregations of Christians in Winchester
will be one body. Will he do it? No, he will not; for he loves his
theory more than he loves the fellowship of his brethren.
“Verily, Ephraim is joined to his idol !"

I insist, therefore, that these theories are the cause of the
present division.

I want to call your attention now to our work. Brother Neal
has suggested a good many things of irrelevant nature which
would, as a matter of fact, if I should give personal attention
to them, require all of the time allotted to me. That is what he
wants. Nothing would please him more than for me to use all
my time on these personal things and stay off of him, and stay
off the issue. But I am going now to the issue and to the propo-
sition. We want to call your attention to these charts again.
There are a number of other things also that I have in my notes
that I want to refer to.

Q UESTIONS ON THE M ILLENNIUM

I want to call your attention to the questions Brother Neal
did not answer. He said, “When you answer mine about the
early Christians and what they believed on the millennium,
I will answer your questions.” I answered them last night.
Now, Brother Neal should do what he said he would.

But he has already answered these questions. I know when he
answered them. I have in m y  hand a document which is
signed and certified by J. L. Hines. In a private meeting here
he asked Brother Neal these questions in the presence of sev-
eral witnesses. I re-read the questions and his answers:
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1. Is the 1000 years of Revelation 20 yet future? Answer:
Yes.

2. Will it begin at the second coming of Christ? Ans: Yes.
3. Will the kingdom be established at that time? Ans: The

kingdom was established at Pentecost, but will gain momentum
at the second coming and increase and fill the earth.

4. Will that be the kingdom of Dan. 2: 44?? Ans. : Yes.
5. Will the millennium be a new age, or a part of the present

age? Ans.: It will be a new age.
6. How will the kingdom increase at that time? Ans.:

The terms have not yet been given.
(I call your attention particularly to the fact that in the

above answer he states that the gospel plan of salvation will
not be in force.)

7. Will the Great Commission of Matt. 28: 19-20 be in
effect? Ans. : No.

8. Will Christ be seated on David’s literal throne in Jeru-
salem during this time? Ans.: Yes.

9. Will the tabernacle of David be lifted up? Ans.: Yes.
10. Will they be baptized and worship as we in “the church

age” ? Ans. : No.
12. Will the Lord’s Supper be in this kingdom? Ans. : No.
13. Will they keep the feast of tabernacles then? Ans.:

Yes.
14. Will they offer sacrifices at that time? Ans.: Yes.
I certify upon my honor that the above report is absolutely

true. J. L. HI N E S.
And he says he has ten witnesses to it.
So those questions are already answered. I just asked him

those same questions to expose this doctrine which Brother Neal
is teaching. The thing that has become the ground of division
is his doctrine: that the Jews will be restored to the land of
Palestine as a nation; that Christ will reign on David’s literal
throne; that the Judaistic ordinances will be in force--the ob-
servance of the feast of tabernacles, offering of sacrifices, and
keeping the Sabbath will be restored.

Christ died and nailed the Jewish law to the cross with all its
ordinances.
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“Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that was against
us. which was contrary to us, and took it out of the way, nailing
it to his cross.” (Col. 2: 14.)

But Brother Neal is engaged in the loathsome work of
digging down into the grave of Christ and bringing out of it
those ceremonies which he buried when he died. And he tells
us that we ought to be liberal enough to let him do it.

He will not give up that theory for the peace of the church. It
does not matter where the work of division may have started. I
know where the division is tonight, and Brother Neal knows it
just as well as anybody knows it. If Brother Neal is not satisfied
on the local affair we will get together some facts that will
satisfy him.

We do not want the debate to become a mere war of words,
but we can sustain our position that these theories, which
Brother Neal, Brother Boll, and that group of brethren in
Louisville, represented here tonight, are teaching and pushing
on the churches, have caused ‘division in Winchester and other
cities and towns in Kentucky, Tennessee, and as far as Dallas,
Texas. It is these theories over which churches are dividing
today. Now, that is the truth about the matter. Brother Neal’s
effort to hide the issue to the contrary notwithstanding.

THE FULFILLMENT OF KINGDOM PROPHECIES

Let us now examine his kingdom postponement argument.
In Mark 1: 15, Jesus says: “The time is fulfilled, and the

kingdom of God is at hand.” But they tell us that because the
Jews did not accept it, the kingdom was postponed and will
not come--the prophecy will not be fulfilled--until the. second
coming of Christ.

Do you see this chart? See this space, friends (pointing to
chart), where he has the reign of the Son of God? The reign of
the Son of God--at the end. What does that mean? That
means that we are not now in the reign of the Son of God, if it
means anything at all. That means that the reign of Christ is
not now going on. If it is, why put the reign of the Son of God
away down there at the end ? Why not put “Reign of the Son
of God” in a space on his chart indicating that it is now going
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on, if he believes it is? Why set it forward until the second
coming of Christ?

It is with that egregious error that I want to deal the re-
mainder of my time, and I call your attention to a diagram I
have drawn on the blackboard:

Fulfilled P~opheey
L Dan"44~-{ MA.QKf :f&-15- ZWE F'U&F/LfED

HE~12.'28-K/NGdViU  RfCf/VED

Note these scriptures in order:
First : Compare Dan. 2 : 44--Heb. 12 : 28.
Daniel said : “And in the days of these kings shall the God of

heaven set up a kingdom, which shall never be destroyed: and
the kingdom shall not be left to other people, but it shall break
in pieces and consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for
ever.“--Dan. 2: 44.

Paul said : “Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot
be moved, let us have grace, whereby we may serve God ac-
ceptably with reverence and godly fear.“--Heb. 12: 28.

Daniel said the kingdom which would come in the days of
these kings would stand forever. Paul said the one they had
received could not be moved.

“In the days of these kings”--Nebuchadnezzar was the first
of these kings. “Thou art this head of gold.” That is the be-
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ginning of a line of four kingdoms, according to Brother Neal’s
own chart. The Roman kingdom was the last one of the line of
kings represented in Daniel’s interpretation of the image. This
kingdom of Daniel’s prophecy, therefore, had to be established
between the first king and the last one of this line or else it
did not come in the days of these kings. Well, did it? Let us see.
Mark 1: 15: “The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at
hand.”

What time was that? It was in the days of the Roman kings;
it was in that line of kings, beginning with Nebuchadnezzar.
And when the time was fulfilled, who was reigning? The Caesars
in Rome. And who are they? These kings. All right, Jesus said,
“The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand.”
Brother Neal says it did not come.

Now connect Isa. 2: 2 with Heb. 12: 23. Isaiah says: “It
shall come to pass in the last days, that the mountain of the
Lord’s house shall be established in the top of the mountains,
and shall be exalted above the hills; and all nations shall flow
unto it.” Paul says: “Ye are come unto mount Sion . . .
Wherefore we receiving a kingdom.” (Heb. 12: 22-28.) Isaiah
called it “the mountain of the Lord’s house.” Daniel called it
the kingdom that “will stand for ever.” Paul called it both.
Therefore, Isaiah 2: 2 and Daniel 2: 44 merge in Hebrews 12:
22-28 and are fulfilled prophecies.

What is the difference between a kingdom which cannot be
moved and one that will stand forever? This one in Hebrews
12: 28 cannot be moved and we have it. It cannot end to let
the other one begin. If this kingdom is not the kingdom which
Daniel said would begin “in the days of these kings,” then
there will be two kingdoms running side by side. Dan. 2 : 44 and
Heb. 12: 28 are parallel Old Testament and New Testament
scriptures.

Second: Compare Dan. 7: 13, 14--Acts 1: 8, 9.
Daniel said: “I saw in the night visions, and, behold, there

came with the clouds of heaven one like unto a son of man, and
he came even to the Ancient of days, and they brought him near
before him. And there was given him dominion, and glory,
and a kingdom, that all the peoples, nations, and languages
should serve him his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which
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shall not pass away, and his kingdom that which shall not be
destroyed.” (Dan. 7: 13, 14.)

Note the parallel: Acts 1: 8, 9: “But ye shall receive power,
after that the Holy Ghost is come upon you: and ye shall be
witnesses unto me both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea, and in
Samaria, and unto the uttermost part of the earth. And when
he had spoken these things while they beheld, he was taken
up; and a cloud received him out of their sight.”

What should he receive, “coming in the clouds to the Ancient
of days”? Dominion, glory, and a kingdom.

Now read again: “And when he had said these things, as they
were looking, he was taken up; and a cloud received him out of
their sight.” (Acts 1: 9.)

Did he receive dominion, power, and glory after he ascended?
Paul says he did: “Which he wrought in Christ when he raised
him from the dead, and set him at his own right hand in heavenly
places, far above all principality, and power, and might, and
dominion, and every name that is named, not only in this world,
but also in that which is to come: and hath put all things under
his feet, and gave him to be the head over all things to the
church.” (Eph 1: 20-22.)

Peter says he did: “Who is gone into heaven, and is on the
right hand of God; angels and authorities and powers being
made subject unto him.” (1 Pet. 3: 22.)

But when he ascended to receive dominion and power, he
was also “received up into glory.” (1 Tim. 3 : 16.) Thus, Jesus
received all that Daniel said was given to the One who “came
to the Ancient of days” in the clouds. The only honest con-
clusion, therefore, is that Dan. 7: 13, 14 is parallel with Acts
1: 8, 9, and is fulfilled prophecy.

Third : Compare Mark 9: l--Acts 1: & Acts 2 : l-4.

(1) Kingdom with power: “Verily I say unto you, There are
some here of them that stand by, who shall in no wise taste
of death, till they see the kingdom of God come with power.”
(Mark 9: 1.)

(2) Power with Spirit: “But ye shall receive power, when
the Holy Spirit is come upon you: and ye shall be my witnesses
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both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and into the
uttermost part of the earth.” (Acts 1: 8.)

(3) Spirit on Pentecost: “And when the day of Pentecost
was now come, they were all together in one place. And sud-
denly there came from heaven a sound as of the rushing of a
mighty wind, and it filled all the house where they were sitting.
And there appeared unto them tongues parting asunder, like
as of fire; and it sat upon each one of them. And they were all
filled with the Holy Spirit, and began to speak with other
tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.” (Acts 2: l-4.)

The kingdom came with power. The power came with the
Spirit. The Spirit came on Pentecost. Therefore the Spirit,
the power, and the kingdom all came on Pentecost.

Then, after Pentecost, what? The kingdom is spoken of as a
present, existing thing. Philip preached the kingdom in Sama-
ria. Acts 8: 12: “But when they believed Philip preaching the
things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus
Christ, they were baptized, both men and women.” Paul
preached it in Rome. Acts 28: 3 1: “Preaching the kingdom
of Cod, and teaching those things which concern the Lord Jesus
Christ, with all confidence, no man forbidding him.” The
Colossians were in it. Col. 1: 13: “Who hath delivered us from
the power of darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom
of his dear Son.” Paul says we have received it. Heb. 12: 28:
“Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot be moved, let
us have grace, whereby we may serve God acceptably with
reverence and godly fear.”

Since we find that line of prophecies definitely fulfilled in
the New Testament, Brother Neal’s chart does not fit his future-
kingdom theory in regard to the expression, “In the days of
these kings.” It was in the days of those kings. Yet he has it
located at the end of his chart, and teaches that Rome will
come back into existence in order to fulfill the prophecy.

He told us last night about “the beast that existed, and did
not exist, and existed again,” and wants to know what that
means if his theory is not true. Rome is the beast that “existed,
and did not exist, and existed again.” So Rome must come into
existence again, he says.

Since Brother Neal tells us that Rome was this beast, why
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not just take the historical theory for it all? Rome waged a
cruel persecution against the church. That fits the part of the
passage that says “the beast that was.” But Rome ended
in 476 A.D. So the beast was not. But the persecutions of
Rome were revived about 525 A.D., in the Eastern kingdom and
that fits the part of the passage that says the beast "yet is"--
would exist again. Did not the persecutions of Rome exist again
in the Eastern kingdom? The old beast came into existence
again in the form of the Latin Empire and later in the form of
Papal Rome, which answers to the description of the eighth, or
last power symbolized by this beast. Why not take history for
it all, instead of spinning a theory which is supported by neither
Bible nor history, but depends solely on his own unreliable
human interpretations?

There are events in history to fit every horn and hoof, head
and eye, toe and tail of this beast. Why go into the realm of
speculation? So if you want to satisfy your curiosity you can
take the historical theory and find everything about this beast
from toe to tooth. We could defend the historical theory and
make it plausible, but any human interpretation of these sym-
bols is enigmatic and conjectural. No interpretation could be
in any degree certain, without inspired wisdom to guide us. No
inspired man has revealed to us the meaning of these symbols,
so why speculate? The hidden things belong to God.

We are certain of one thing, however, regarding Brother
Neal’s theory--it contradicts other parts of the Bible and must,
therefore, be rejected.

THE THOUSAND YEARS REIGN

Revelation 20 is a martyr scene:

“And I saw the souls of them that had been beheaded for the
testimony of Jesus . . . and they lived, and reigned with
Christ a thousand years.”

Brother Neal says he wants me to “locate that.” Well,
John located it in heaven, and I leave it there where we find it--
in the visions of John.

Brother Neal quotes me as saying that the thousand years
began on the day of Pentecost, and will continue till the second
coming of Christ. No, I did not say that. I said he could not
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prove that the thousand years of Rev. 20 includes us. John saw
the “souls of them that had been beheaded for the testimony of
Jesus . . . and they lived, and reigned with Christ a thousand
years.” If that is literal, Brother Neal cannot be in it, because
that was the souls of the martyrs, who had been beheaded
for the testimony of Jesus. Brother Neal has not had his head
cut off except in a figurative way. (It has been cut off figura-
tively in this debate.) But literally, he has not been beheaded--
hence, he is not included in that thousand years reign John
saw. Where was it? In heaven. You cannot get the earth into
those verses. They lived and reigned. John saw the souls on
the thrones. They lived and reigned. Where was the place of the
reigning? In heaven. I am going to leave it there where John
left it. And John left that thousand years reign with the
martyrs. I leave it there. I find the same place for it that Reve-
lation 20 finds. It was something John saw in heaven, and those
that participated in it were disembodied souls. That does not
include Charles M. Neal, here. Now, are you satisfied with
my locating it?

CHAIRMAN: Two more minutes.
W ALLACE: All right, I could use thirty minutes more.
Brother Neal’s theory, that there will be a dispensation of

one thousand years between the resurrection of the righteous
and the resurrection of the wicked, cannot be true for reasons
which I have repeatedly emphasized. But Brother Neal chooses
to pass them by without the slightest attention.

I have pointed out the following facts:

(1) That the resurrection of the good and of the bad will
occur at the same hour.

“The hour cometh, in which all that are in the tombs shall
hear his voice, and shall come forth.” (John 5: 28.)

(2) The fact that those who have eternal life will be raised
at the last day.

“And this is the will of him that sent me, that every one
which seeth the Son, and believeth on him, may have everlast-
ing life: and I  will raise him up at the last day.” (John 6: 40

How could there be three hundred sixty-five thousand days
after the last day? Impossible. But the resurrection of those
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who have eternal life will be at the last day. How, then is it
possible for the wicked to be raised a thousand years later?

(3) That the judgment of all the nations will be at the
coming of Christ.

“When the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the
holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of his
glory: And before him shall be gathered all nations: and he
shall separate them one from another, as a shepherd divideth
his sheep from the goats.” (Matt. 25: 3 1, 32.)

(4) That the punishment of the wicked and the reward of
the righteous will take place when the Son of man is revealed
from heaven.

“Seeing it is a righteous thing with God to recompense
tribulation to them that trouble you; And to you who are
troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall be revealed
from heaven with his mighty angels, In flaming fire taking
vengeance on them that know not God, and that obey not the
gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ: Who shall be punished with
everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord, and from
the glory of his power; When he shall come to be glorified in his
saints, and to be admired in all them that believe (because our
testimony among you was believed) in that day.” (2 Thess. 1:
6-10.)

When Christ comes “affliction” will be recompensed to the
wicked, and “rest” will be recompensed to the righteous. Paul
will have rest recompensed to him because he was afflicted. Nero
afflicted Paul. Affliction will, therefore, be recompensed to
Nero. This will take place “When the Lord Jesus shall be re-
vealed from heaven,” and “when he shall come to be glorified
in his saints and to be admired in all them that believe . . .
in that day.” It follows, therefore, with no possible contradic-
tion, that Paul and Nero will be in the same resurrection-at
the second coming of Christ. Friends, it settles the argument
on two future resurrections.

Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen.
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As you all know, I announced at the beginning of this debate
that I would use nothing but the Bible as proof. I am still
standing on that. I hoped that this debate might be held on a
high plane of discussion of just the subject as it is found in the
Bible. But, because certain things have been said, I have had to
descend. It has degenerated. I am sorry you have been called
together to hear about our church troubles. Most all church
people have church troubles of their own, and I would like for
you to not have been burdened with some of ours, but I have
had to come down on a lower level in order to meet the charges
that have been made, but have not been substantiated. They
have been disproven, but it has not been acknowledged, and
no retraction has been made. Let me call your attention again
very briefly to these matters. Brother Chairman, I wish you
would notify me when half my time is gone. I do not like to
give any more time to these things than possible, and maybe I
can get through in less than that time. Brother Wallace has
been telling you, first of all, about my challenge to him that was
so broadcast. It has not been told that, during the seven years
of my stay here, I have been challenged many, many times; and
visiting preachers who have come here have been challenged,
even at 10 o’clock at night, to debate these subjects. After
seven years, I have descended to the discussion of these things.
For fear that Brother Wallace may think that 1 am getting very
much worn out, and all my testimony is being exhausted, I am
going to challenge him to discuss this same proposition in the
city of Nashville the same number of nights. I challenge you to
do that thing Brother Wallace, and as soon as the arrange-
ments can be satisfactorily made.

Brother Wallace says I made all the arrangements in Win-
chester, talking as though I secured the house of my own accord.
That is not true to facts. I did go to the one to see, but I was
acting on behalf of others, with Brother Max Ogden’s word in
writing to that effect. He says I arranged for Brother McClellan
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as the chairman. It was on the same ground exactly, an agree-
ment between the two that he was satisfactory.

Well, again, to these troubles. He has been very specific in
his charges in regard to the division of the church. He says,
“the church in Winchester that was planted in the days of
McGarvey and the Hardings, and watered by other faithful men
of God, and later divided by the preachers that are advocating
the future-kingdom theory.” That was specific. In the years
gone by, that specific church, planted by the Hardings and
McGarvey, was divided by the speculators, and so on. I have
produced the proof from Brother Srygley, and could produce
proof from among the audience. I could find two or three
hundred people that would say that what he said is not so, if I
should choose to call upon them to stand at this moment. Will
he retract this false charge on the words of four men, on the
words of Brother Srygley, in the face of hundreds of people here
who know that it is not so? Now, that may sound pretty severe
to him, and I hope it does, because it is serious when a man
makes a charge, and it is proven not so, and he doesn’t retract
it. Evidently he feels the effect of it.

He hasn’t any documents anywhere, by which he can prove
any single, individual case where I have divided a church over
anything--not anywhere. Now, so much for the charges along
that line.

You know we have to get in earnest about these things,
sometimes. Now, he has charged, also without any proof that
he can lay his hands on--no proof whatever--that I have been
able some way or other to manipulate a body of twenty-four
men in Winchester, to get them to rule certain things so that
my book would not be read in the presence of the ones who are
attending this debate. He says Neal is behind it--he is the one
that is trying to be protected. If I should call on those men, or
anyone else connected with the matter, to clear me of that, I
could do it with every one of the twenty-four, and with anyone
else who knows anything about it. He has made that charge
without any grounds whatever, as far as I can see. If he has
any testimony, let him bring it. I charge that he has made that
charge without grounds; let him show the grounds upon which
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he has said I was able to do that. Produce the testimony, if
you can, Brother Wallace.

Now, the best book is the Bible, and the best study of it is
digging into it, comparing passage by passage. I would not be
making a sales talk about my book to lose twenty-nine cents on
every one that goes out. It is not a matter of profit. He has
been advertising the book for me, and I thought possibly I
would supply the demand, if there is a demand for it, from his
advertising.

Well, again, Brother Wallace says the church went together
while I was preaching, and then divided because of my specula-
tions. That is not so. He ought to inform himself. I might
call on many people here to refute that charge. Anyone here,
who knows anything about it, would not make that charge.
Many have said to me before this time, “Why, that charge is
not true.” The fact of it is that no church has divided here in
Winchester, since I have been here. The brethren who are
meeting in the Fairfax building were meeting separately before
I ever took the ministry of the church here. I visited here three
or four years before I moved here. These brethren were meet-
ing separately before I had a single thought about ever moving
to Winchester. That charge is like the others--without any
proof back of it, whatever. If you think you have any proof to
substantiate your charge here, or in Nashville, here is the place
to have it: I suggest that you collect, between now and tomor-
row night, some of that evidence.

Churches are divided year after year. It is not only this
teaching--the prophetic teaching--that divides churches--they
are divided over every conceivable thing.

Brother Wallace says, again, that I would like to return to
the old Judaistic ceremonies and have them revived, and so on.
I have never said I would like to do that, not in answer to any
question. He has made a misstatement in regard to that.

Then, he misquotes Dan. 2: 38. Dan. 2: 38 reads:

“And wheresoever the children of men dwell, the beast of the
field and the birds of the heavens hath he given into thy hand,
and hath made thee to rule over them all; thou art the head of

. gold.” (Revised Version.)
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He said, “This is the head of gold,” using “this '  '  ; and he
said “these” over there is the plural of “this.” The Bible says,
“Thou art the head of gold.” That is a misquotation; only,
perhaps, it was made in haste. He made it in a quotation, and
not from reading. He told us last night that if he made a mis-
take, to call it to his attention. I have done so in reply to his
request, on that quotation of the passage; but it is a strange
thing that he makes a point in his own favor on the misquota-
tion. Let’s not do that any more.

Brother Wallace said, ‘Shades of the pioneers and of the
Hardings.” That is the way he put it last night. After assaulting
my “speculation” he said: “Shades of the pioneers and of the
Hardings.” Then he told of the Hardings’ work. Well, I would
like to call your attention to some statements. One of them is
from that honored David Lipscomb. He said, “I do not say
that fleshly Israel will be again literally restored to the land of
Palestine. Yet it may be so.” He is not so positive as our
Brother here in regard to that. He says: “I do not say that
fleshly Israel will be again literally restored . . . yet it may
be so.” He doesn’t believe it, but he is not positive about it.
That is David Lipscomb. I can’t give the issue, but it was
copied from the Gospel Advocate by J.  W. Shepherd, and I have
lost the number from which it was taken.

Well, again, I am going to read--Shades of the pio-
neers"( !)--from Moses E. Lard:

“The millennium will commence in the precise instant in
which Satan is bound and locked up in prison. . . . At the
moment when he falls, the moment when his great bad power is
wrested from him, at that moment the millennium will be in-
augurated. From that time, it will stretch forward and in-
clude, in our opinion, a period of a thousand years precisely. It
will not consist of an indefinite number of years, or merely a
long time; but of a thousand years, neither more nor less. Of
the events which are further to characterize its commencement
we shall now speak more particularly. 1. All the living saints
will be changed. 2. The sleeping saints will be raised. 3. The
actual personal and literal reappearance of the Saviour. We
confidently expect this event to take place in the commencement
moment of the millennium. That Christ is to revisit the earth
one day, as literally as he left it, is what we think no Bible
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student can deny, without, in the act, avowing a principle, which,
if sound, at once extinguishes the truth of Christianity.”

Shades of the pioneers! Again, from Lard’s Quarterly:
“The Conversion of Israel.” This is from Moses E. Lard:
“Certainly a general future conversion of the Jews does not now
seem more improbable than did the genera1 conversion of the
Gentiles at the time of Christ. Marvelous may be the changes
which a hundred years shall work out.” He talks about the
conversion of the Jews as a people.

But let me read on. I want to read at this time from James
A. Harding :

“Jesus plainly shows that the faithful are to be made rulers.
Referring to the time of his second coming, he says to the faith-
ful, Well done, thou good servant; because thou wast found
faithful in a very little, have thou authority over ten cities--and
to another Be thou over five cities.” Shades of the pioneers,
and of the Hardings!

Another statement in regard to James A. Harding. I have
a letter that was written to me from Abilene, Texas, August 5,
1929, about three years ago; and the writer, says this in regard
to a tract that he has just received from me: “The tract is just
fine and it teaches the doctrine that I have believed for many
years-in fact, ever since I heard it from James A. Harding some
thirty-five years ago. I do not think I understand all about this
thousand years reign, but I do know He is coming and will
reign a thousand years.” That is from J. H. Mead, an old
gentleman living at Abilene, Texas.

CHAIRMAN HUTSON: Time half up.
B ROTHER N E A L: Time half up. All right. I have quota-

tions from many other pioneers who believed this. The early
Christians for three centuries believed this. The church in the
days of Martin Luther believed this. They are all called specu-
lators, by some of our brethren. I am glad to be in the list of
such honorable “speculators.”

Now, we go on to the subject we were talking about last
night. Here are these same kingdoms: Babylon, Medo-Persia,
Greece, and Rome, and “In the days of these kings shall the
God of heaven set up a kingdom which shall never be destroyed.”
(Dan. 2: 44.)

14
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THE STONE FROM A ‘MOUNTAIN’ BECOMES A 'MOUNTAIN'

T H E  L A W
I

GOSPEL AGE I1000 YRS.

Brother Wallace has assumed it was in the days of Rome.
That was after the days of "these kings,” as they are successive.
It would not be in the days of Babylon, in the days of Medo-
Persia, or in the days of Greece. We do not find that the church
was built during the days of those kings at all. The church was
built on Pentecost, in the days of the Roman Empire and in the
days of “one of these kings.” It was in the early days of the
Roman Empire, and not in the days of the feet, when it was of
iron and clay mixed together. The legs and feet and the toes
represent that Roman Empire, and the time when the church
was established was back here very near the beginning of it,
and not in the iron and clay portion at all. We find extending
out from that period of time, and reaching out into the future,
the house of God. The house of God--that is the spiritual
kingdom that Brother Wallace has been talking about. That
is the church, the church of God, the house of God, the kingdom
of Christ--the kingdom of God. Thus we have it represented
as extending eventually until it becomes a great mountain and
fills the whole earth. In the Bible we have some teaching
along that line, and I am going to read you a number of state-
ments from the word of God showing you that this kingdom that
is established in Daniel has two different periods--two different
aspects. The stone is first cut out of the mountain. There is a
separate existence, an existence of the cutting out period, and
then another existence of the same kingdom after that. The
present existence of that kingdom is found in the church, which
is the Kingdom of Christ--Mark. 1: 15 ; Col. 1: 13. Brother
Wallace has labored very hard to establish the existence of such
kingdom which we do not deny. After this period the stone
becomes a great mountain and fills the whole earth. It is then
that it displaces all world kingdoms and stands forever. (Rev.
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11: 15.) We will read to you some of those things in Dan. 2:
34, 35:

“Thou sawest till that a stone was cut out without hands,
which smote the image upon its feet that were of iron and clay,
and brake them in pieces. Then was the iron, the clay, the
brass, the silver, and the gold, broken in pieces together, and
became like the chaff of the summer threshing-floors; and the
wind carried them away, so that no place was found for them:
and the stone that smote the image became a great mountain,
and filled the whole earth.” (Dan. 2 : 34, 35.)

Now, if the church of the Lord Jesus is all there is to the
fulfillment of Dan. 2: 44, then it will eventually displace the
kingdoms of the world. It is said that when this stone smote
the image on the feet, that the image itself toppled down,
not by gradual decay, but by sudden impact, and then that
stone became a great mountain and filled the whole earth. I call
attention to the fact that this chart represents this scene in the
Bible: Here it represents the first period, the cutting out of the
stone, and not the disengaged stone, when it struck the image.
When the image is no more, the stone itself fills the place the
image occupied. That is exactly the picture we have been pre-
senting to you from the Bible. Now, about the cutting out of
that stone; the cutting out is not done by might and power. The
stone was cut out without hands. Zech. 4:6:--"Not by might,
nor by power, but by my Spirit saith Jehovah of Hosts,” and
then Acts 15 : 14 says:

“Symeon hath rehearsed how first God visited the Gentiles,
to take out of them a people for his name.”

God visited the Gentiles to take out a people--that is, the
stone was cut out of the kingdoms of this world. “Mountain”
in the Bible is the symbol that represents “kingdom.” Brother
Wallace will not deny that, and we need not, then, give proof
for it. Here on the chart, the kingdom of this world and the
times of the Gentiles are shown. The kingdom of this world is
the mountain from which the church is taken. God is now
taking out his kingdom, his house, his church. We are in the
church period of the Dan. 2: 44 kingdom. The church is
represented all through the Bible as a kingdom. In the parables
the servants are serving for a period, and then they are called
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to an accounting, after which they enter into the joy of the
Lord. There are two relations in that kingdom. It is not a
different kingdom, but different relations in the same kingdom.
Here are servants that belong to the Lord Jesus. They are in
the house of God, if they belong to the Lord Jesus, but yet
servants. Eventually, the time will come when the Lord will
come back and take an account of the servants; and to those
who have served him aright, he will say, “Well done, good and
faithful servant; thou hast been faithful over a few things, I will
set thee over many things; Enter thou into the joy of thy lord.”
(Matt. 25: 21.)

Again: “He that overcometh, I will give to him to sit down
with me in my throne, as I also overcame, and sat down with
my Father in his throne.” (Rev. 3 : 21.)

There is a time in the kingdom when the servant serves; and
when the time of the service is over, he is asked to take his
place on the throne. It is not a different kingdom. It is the
same kingdom, but there are different relationships in it.

There are many other passages in the Bible which show this
double relationship. We might go on to Luke 22, where Jesus
gives us another. Just a moment, and I shall read it.

“For which is greater, he that sitteth at meat, or he that
serveth? Is not he that sitteth at meat? but I am in the midst
of you as he that serveth.” (Luke 22: 27.)

I call your attention to the fact that there are the two rela-
tions mentioned--one as servant, and one as he who sitteth at
meat to be served. Now, that is representative of each one of
us, like the Lord Jesus. When he was among them, he served.
He has entered into Glory and is seated at the right hand of
God. His work of suffering is over. But still he goes with his
disciples, while working here. The disciples went forth and
preached, and he went with them, while they preached and per-
formed miracles. He is sitting at the right hand of God. As
far as that part of his labor is concerned, it is over. (Mark 16:
19, 20.) He has entered into Glory, but all who follow him must
follow by the way of service. (Luke 9: 23.) We are his serv-
ants now. Paul said in irony: “Ye have come to reign without
us: yea and I would that ye did reign, that we also might reign
with you.” (1 Cor. 4: 8.) They were servants--not kings, yet.
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Paul, again, in Rom. 1: 1, and in many places, refers to himself as
a servant of Christ. In the Revised Version, you will find the
word “bondservant” in the margin. It means a slave. We are
now people who serve; but eventually, if faithful, the Lord will
say, “Come up higher,” and our relationship will change then.

James A. Harding says: “Jesus plainly shows that the faith-
ful are to be made rulers. Referring to the time of his second
coming, he says to the faithful: ‘Well done, thou good servant;
because thou wast found faithful in a very little, have thou
authority over ten cities,‘--and to another, ‘Be thou over five
cities.’ "

In Luke 19, we have the parable of the pounds. The parable
of the pounds teaches that same double relationship, also the
parable of the talents in Matt. 25. In Rev. 2: 26, 27, is shown
the same double relationship, overcomers and rulers. Here we
are serving, “And he that overcometh, and he that keepeth my
works unto the end, to him will I give authority over the nations :
and he shall rule them with a rod of iron, as the vessels of the potter
are broken to shivers; as I also have received of my Father.”

And again, Rev. 3 : 21: “He that overcometh, I will give to
him to sit down with me in my throne, as I also overcame, and
sat down with my Father in his throne.”

Two relationships, not two different kingdoms. I would
call your attention to where, in different places in the Bible,
it says: “Receiving the kingdom”--“Fear not, little flock,
it is the Father’s good pleasure to give you the kingdom”
(Luke 12: 32), and again, on “Receiving the kingdom,” in
this manuscript of the Dallas sermon, Brother Wallace says:
“We have received the kingdom,” using it in the past tense; but
the Bible says, “Receiving a kingdom.” I would say that there
are thirteen places in the Bible which denote “receiving a king-
dom,” or some words of like nature; and eleven of those passages
show conclusively and clearly that it was receiving the authority
and power, the ruling power of the kingdom, as in Dan. 7: 13,
14. I will give you a sample passage of “Receiving a kingdom.”

“I saw in the night-visions, and, behold, there came with the
clouds of heaven one like unto a son of man, and he came even
to the ancient of days, and they brought him near before him.
And there was given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom,
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that all the peoples, nations, and languages should serve him:
his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass
away, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.”
(Dan. 7: 13, 14.)

Now, that is a sample, and one of thirteen places in the
Bible; and in eleven (and I have them here--I can give them
to you, if you would like to have the references) of those thirteen
places, you have them receiving the authority and power. Re-
ceiving a kingdom is more than being a subject of a kingdom.
Brother Wallace says, in his Dallas sermon, that he has received
the kingdom and has “received the church.” I have heard
people talking about “my church.” I never thought it was
scriptural to talk that way. He says he has received the
church. My Bible talks about receiving the Lord Jesus, and
that when we have received the Lord Jesus, we are added to the
church. The Lord adds to the church daily those that are being
saved. (Acts 2: 47.) “Fear not, little flock, it is the Father’s
good pleasure to give you the kingdom.” That doesn’t mean he
would give them the church. Some may assume the right of it,
and stand in the pulpit demanding that people cease to teach
what the prophets say, but they haven’t received the church.

CHAIRMAN: Two minutes yet.
In his Dallas sermon, Brother Wallace says that he is reign-

ing with Christ now, and that he is helping to execute Christ’s
laws, by preaching the gospel.

I thought preaching the gospel was witnessing, that we were
preaching to witness. (Matt. 24: 14.) I did not know we had
to execute the laws. I thought we were to go out and preach
the gospel, and that of their own accord people would accept it
or reject it. I do not believe that would be “executing the
laws,” although Brother Wallace says that is his business at the
present time. He is helping to execute the law and is reigning
with Christ. If a person has that idea about it, maybe he might
be a little hard with people sometimes, if they did not yield as
much as he thought they should. I do not believe we are at
present executors of the law, but that we are as preachers, bond-
servants, and that eventually we will reign with Christ. Brother
Wallace, you might deal with this chart in regard to these two
relationships, and in regard to reigning with Christ at the
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present time, and helping execute his laws. The kingdom in
Dan. 2: 44 is shown as having begun in the early days of the
Roman Empire. Christ is now selecting from among the na-
tions, through this kingdom, a people who will eventually reign
with him over the kingdoms of this world. (Rev. 11: 15.) That
is the last picture in the Bible, and Brother Wallace has not
dealt much with it. I have shown this. Why not answer it?

Those questions from Brother Hines have been brought into
this debate. I remember that discussion with Brother Jake
Hines. I will just say here that his answers to those questions,
purported to be mine, are by no means complete.
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F OURTH SESSION

WALLACE’S SECOND SPEECH
(Thursday, January 5, 1933)

Brother Neal said that I might profitably spend my time
reading his book. In the same vein I reply that, if he would read
my Dallas sermon, it would be the best speech he has made in
this discussion. He has not even read the part he tried to
quote. So I recommend that he read that Dallas speech. It
was taken down by a stenographer that some of Brother Neal’s
brethren evidently brought into the meeting there. They were
not honorable enough to notify me or submit a copy for cor-
rection. If I had known they were taking it down, I would have
given them a little more to take. I am glad they got as much
as they did to read.

We will make short work of the division that exists in Win-
cheater. Granting that I should admit some error or mistake in
some of the details of a church division, this is a fact: that the
present division is over these theories. I have not said that
Brother Neal personally split the church in Winchester or
any other place. Keep the record straight, Brother Neal.
But I have said that the churches are divided over these theories
that he is preaching, and this church is divided over these
theories. And it is! It is!

Now, let us test it again. Waiving aside all his documents,
let us just put it to the test right here. Brother Neal, will you
quit preaching these speculative future-kingdom theories, if
the Fairfax brethren will give you an assurance that when you
do, and pledge them upon your word and honor that you will
not feature these doctrines any more, they will accept your
hand and restore peace in Winchester? Will you accept that
proposition tonight ? Now, I want to really test the matter--if
I am telling the truth or not, when I tell these people that
Brother Neal and those who agree with his theories, are main-
taining a state of division in Winchester. Let us repeat the
test. Brother Neal, if the Fairfax brethren will accept your
hand for unity, will you stand before this crowd tonight and
say to the people in this building and to the Fairfax brethren:



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 217

“I will discontinue my speculative preaching” ? We will not even
demand that you call it speculative. Hold these opinions if you
want to. But hold them. Believe these theories if you want to,
but keep them for your own comfort and consolation, since the
rest of us get none out of them.

He says that it does not affect the plan of salvation, when
he is shifting the responsibility for division and talking about
unity; and when he is not, he says it is “contending for the
faith.”

He attempts to justify his course by referring to certain
views held by a few of “the pioneers.” But he holds neither
their views, nor their attitude.

When Moses E. Lard began to take some part in the dis-
cussion of this question, he called it the inditement of a theory.
In his essay entitled “A Theory of the Millennium,” he said:
“Should anyone cavil at this, and say it is without proof, we beg
to remind him that we are inditing a theory--nothing more.”
(Lard's Quarterly, Vol. II, page 6.) He did not claim that he
could prove it. When he had stated the theory, he was through.
That is what Moses E. Lard wrote concerning the millennium
theory, and that is all any of the pioneers claimed for their
views.

Brother Neal, will you take this platform and say: “These
things are only a theory--nothing more”? Tell the Louisville
brethren and the Winchester brethren: “Now, we are tired of
division in Winchester, and I withdraw all my contention on this
question. Let us have unity. Let us go together.” What will
you do about it, Brother Neal?

We are testing, friends, what the cause of this division is
now. Brother Neal will not accept this proposition, If he
would, unity could be restored in Winchester before tomorrow
night. If Brother Neal will come before this congregation and
say: I will quit preaching these theories; I will not feature
them; I will hold them as private opinions; we will unite in
Winchester, and preach the gospel to this unbelieving world--
the result will be unity before tomorrow night. See if Brother
Neal does it. If he does not, I have proved that it is the preach-
ing of his theories that divides this church.



218 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

CHARGES OF MISQUOTATION

He tells you that I have been misquoting the scripture. He
said that I made “a point in my own favor,” based on a misquo-
tation of Daniel 2: 38--"Thou art this head of gold.” Brother
Neal thinks it does not say “this.” But it does. Read Dan.
2: 38 in the King James Version:

“And wheresoever the children of men dwell, the beasts of
the field and the fowls of the heaven hath he given into thine
hand, and hath made thee ruler over them all. Thou art this
head of gold.”

Now, verse 44, “And in the days of these kings shall the
God of heaven set up a kingdom, which shall not be destroyed”--
just as quoted. Read it.

The Revised Version says: “Thou art the head of gold.”
and “In the days of those kings.” Brother Neal should inform
himself before he charges misquotation:

He tells you that I misquoted Heb. 12 : 28 because I said
that we have received the kingdom. “Wherefore we receiving a
kingdom,” is the way it reads. I would like to know how
Brother Neal could be receiving a thing and not be getting it?
He says, “Yes, I guess Wallace has received the church.” Well,
Paul said so. That is Paul’s statement he is criticizing. Paul
says we have received it. Here it is. “Ye are come unto the
mount.” His chart has it future. Paul says: “Ye are come unto
the mount”--present. Brother Neal says, “No, we will come
to it in the millennium.” But Paul says, “Ye are." Then he
says: “Wherefore, we receiving a kingdom.” An illustration of
that: could Brother Neal be receiving visitors if the visitors had
not come?

What is this “mount”? It is the “church of the firstborn.”
All right then, we have come unto the mount--the church of the
firstborn--“ Wherefore, we receiving a kingdom which cannot
be moved.” Who received it? Paul says “We” did. Brother
Neal is ridiculing Paul, not me, on “receiving” the church.

Brother Jorgenson is shaking his head, “No.” It is so,
Brother Jorgenson, regardless of how you shake your head. We
have received i t - - ”Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which
cannot be moved, let us.” Let “us”--Let “us.” There it is again.
You need not shake your heads, brethren. It is there and I stand



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 219

by it. I did not misquote Dan. 2 : 38, and I did not misquote Heb.
12: 28.

Brother Neal says I misquoted the scripture in the Dallas
sermon when I said Christians are reigning with Christ now,
helping him execute his laws. He is wrong again. Read Rom.
5 : 17--"For if, by the trespass of the one, death reigned through
the one; much more shall they that receive the abundance of
grace and of the gift of righteousness reign in life through the
one, even Jesus Christ.”

Why should Brother Neal ridicule the idea that I am helping
to execute God’s laws now when that is the very thing he says
the saints will do in the millennium? Paul says: “they that
receive the abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness
reign in life through the one, even Jesus Christ.” Do we not
receive the abundance of grace and the gifts of righteousness
now? Then, we reign in life now. It is in this way that “the
saints shall judge the world” - -through righteousness. (1 Cor.
6: 2.) That is the evident meaning also of 1 Cor. 4: 8: “Ye have
reigned as kings without us: and I would to God ye did reign,
that we also might reign with you.” The Corinthians were
reigning “as kings” without the apostles--in worldly pride and
wealth. The apostle wished that they “did reign”--reign
indeed, through righteousness--that they might reign together.

Every Christian reigns with Christ and the apostles, and
helps the Lord to execute his laws when he obeys those laws. We
help to execute the prohibition laws when we obey them. We
help to execute the law of Christ when we obey him. There is
nothing ridiculous about that. It is plain scriptural truth, with
chapter and verse for it.

M ORE CHARTS REFUTED

Taking them from the last to the first, we go back the other
way :

1. The Mountain Chart.
Brother Neal now tells us that the “mountain of the Lord’s

house” of Isa. 2: 2 and the stone that “became a great moun-
tain” of Dan. 2: 35 are figurative.

Let me read to you again from his book. I pointed out a few
contradictions in this book the other night. That was what
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caused all the fracas, and the “ruling” not to read anything that
was written before the debate started. Brother Neal says in
this book that all prophecy is fulfilled literally. “Expect a
literal fulfillment. This is God’s way of fulfilling prophecy.
Every prophecy which the Bible says has been fulfilled has been
fulfilled literally.”

And now Brother Neal says the “mountain” of these proph-
ecies will be the Lord’s house in the millennium. Then it is
figurative! How can he harmonize his book? His book says,
“Expect a literal fulfillment. This is God’s way of fulfilling
prophecy. Every prophecy which the Bible says has been
fulfilled has been fulfilled literally.” And now he says that
mountain is a symbol of the millennial kingdom. If “mountain”
stands for kingdom, it is not literal. His book says every prophecy
is literal, and now he says this one stands for something else.
His literal fulfillment of prophecy theory contradicts his figu-
rative interpretation of Isa. 2: 2 and Dan. 2: 35. And his
explanation of the stone that “became a great mountain,” as
pictured on this chart, contradicts what he said last night on
Dan. 2: 44. He said, “‘In the days of these kings’ does not
refer to Babylonia, Medo-Persia, Greece, and the Roman kings.”
But on this chart he has the image representing these four
kingdoms. He contradicts himself in every speech, and every
chart he puts on display contradicts his book, and on every
page his book contradicts itself. He offers to sell it to you
at ten cents per copy. Seventh-Day Adventists will give you
one just as good, with not half as many contradictions in
it. I would not give him a dime for it. You will be cheated if you
do. You will be cheated if he gives it to you and you read it,
because you will waste your time when you do. The only reason
I read it was to contradict his testimony in this debate.

Every chart he has shown puts the second coming of Christ
in the wrong place. On every chart he puts things just where
he wants them to be. Of course, playing checkers with charts,
he can make anything plausible. But they are not according to
the Scriptures. It is an insult to inspiration for a man to make
charts of his own devising, and wrest the Scriptures to make
them fit.

Rev. 20: 2-7 mentions the thousand years six times, he con-
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tinues to insist. That has not been denied. But we do deny
that it mentions either of the five things necessary to prove his
proposition. It does not mention the second coming of Christ.
It does not mention a reign on the earth. It does not mention a
bodily resurrection. It does not mention us. It does not men-
tion Christ on the earth, or coming to the earth. It mentions
the souls of the martyrs--those who had been beheaded for the
testimony of Jesus and the word of God--and “they [not us]
lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years.” This passage
contains no proof for his proposition.

2. The Dominion of the Earth Chart.
Brother Neal says that God delegated power and do-

minion over the earth to Adam, but Adam made a failure; then
to Noah, and Noah made a failure; that he next delegated au-
thority to Israel, and next to Jesus Christ in the millennium.
And, in his book, Brother Neal says the millennium will end in a
failure! Then how much better is Christ than Adam? Brother
Boll also says in one of his books that the millennium will end
in a failure. But Brother Neal says it will be man's failure. How
can it be, if Christ will be ruling? Let us compare this chart of
Brother Neal’s with the Great Commission.

Matt. 28: 18-20: “And Jesus came and spake unto them,
saying, All power [authority] is given unto me in heaven and in
earth. Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Ghost: Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have
commanded you: and, lo, I am with you alway, even unto the
end of the world.”

Christ has all authority in heaven and on earth now. Read
Phil. 2: 9-l 1: “Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him, and
given him a name which is above every name: That at the name
of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things
in earth, and things under the earth; And that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God
the Father.” What greater name and power could be ascribed to
Jesus Christ in any future dispensation or kingdom? Peter says
of him: “Who is gone into heaven, and is on the right hand of
God; angels and authorities and powers being made subject unto
him.” (1 Pet. 3 : 22.) Yet, Brother Neal says that Christ must



222 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

yet succeed Adam and Noah in earthly authority, which will be
delegated to him in the millennium--when “the kingdoms of
this world are become the kingdom of the Lord and his Christ.”

The Great Commission says that Christ already has all
authority. He is exercising it through teaching. Note the
language of the commission: “All power is given unto me in
heaven and in earth . . . Go ye therefore, and teach all nations.”
It is through the command to “teach all nations” that “the
kingdoms of this world are become the kingdoms of our Lord,
and of his Christ” in the spiritual sense. He exercises a moral
power in the world--not physical--through the gospel. Not
until the end of time, referred to in Rev. 11: 15, will the king-
doms of the earth be brought to an end. Then, “the kingdoms
of this world are become the kingdoms of our Lord [God], and
of his Christ; and he [God--not Christ] shall reign for ever and
ever"--that is eternity, not a millennium. The only power that
Christ will ever exercise in the world is that power ascribed to
him in the Great Commission. Therefore, his chart on “The
Delegated Dominion of the Earth” is disproven by the claims
of this Commission.

3. The Kingdom Chart.
Brother Neal said in his last speech that we are now in the

“church period of Dan. 2: 44.” Where does the Bible say any-
thing about the “church age” or the “church period” of the
kingdom? He got that out of Scofield’s Bible, instead of God’s
Bible. Paul says God has “delivered us from the power of
darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of his dear
Son.” (Col. 1: 13.) That reads like the Colossians were in the
“kingdom period” of Dan. 2: 44.

“In the days of these kings,” in Dan. 2: 44, began with
Nebuchadnezzar, according to Daniel, and ended when the
time was fulfilled in Mark 1: 15, according to Jesus. Daniel
said to Nebuchadnezzar : “thou art this head of gold”--then “in
the days of these kings the God of heaven shall set up a king-
dom.” Now, “these” is the plural of “this.” Hence, “these”
kings had to refer back to “this” king for its antecedent. But
Nebuchadnezzar was “this” king. Therefore, “these” kings
began with the Babylonian kingdom, of which Nebuchadnezzar
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was the head, and ended with the last of the four monarchies
represented by the image--the Roman kingdom.

Brother Neal tries to make it appear that the days of those
kings gradually passed out and will have to gradually come back
into existence so this prophecy can be fulfilled! Jesus and John
said, “The time is fulfilled.” Brother Neal says, “No, the time
was not fulfilled.” All these toes and horns and hoofs must
stretch out a few generations more and reach to the millennium--
then it will be the time. But Jesus and John said, “The time
is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand.” And it was the
time Daniel said the kingdom would be established--"In the
days of these kings. " " “These kings” were in power--the Caesars,
the Roman kings--when Jesus and John said the time was ful-
filled. That disposes of that chart.

4. The Composite Beast Chart.
Take the next one--the beast with seven heads and ten

horns. It is the same thing over--this beast (pointing to the
chart) was like a lion and had two feet; this beast was like a
leopard and had four heads; this beast had ten horns plus one
(I guess that makes eleven, if it is “literal”) . . . Therefore,
“after the second coming of Christ and before the final resur-
rection and judgment, there will be an age or dispensation of
one thousand years during which Christ will reign upon the
earth.” Does it follow?

This beast may refer to Rome in its various forms--political
and religious. But all this imagery has no bearing upon the
many plain passages that show the kingdom of Christ has been
established on earth, and that Jesus Christ is reigning now. I t
only shows the struggle the Kingdom of God has had with this
vicious combination of church and state.

He has arbitrarily set “the reign of the Son of God” at the
end of his chart. Now, if that does not mean “the reign of the
Son of God” is not going on now; what can it mean? What can it
mean if it does not mean that? I want Brother Neal to tell us
when he comes back to the stand.

That completes his charts. I shall not permit him to
divert me from my argument on the issue by his continued
reference to personal matters. He wants to get away from the
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proposition of this debate. We have shown up his position on
the proposition and have put him to the test. Now, will he
accept the proposition for unity in Winchester? Will he accept
it?

He thinks he has descended in “agreeing” to debate these
things. He certainly descendcd when he circulated his chal-
lenges and advertised to the world that they are carrying
on such things--these church divisions. Now he would have
you think that he only “agreed” to debate. His challenges are
too bold and public to put that over with us.

T HE T HRONE OF DAVID

I want to call attention to some back work on this kingdom
question. He has the reign of Christ, or “the reign of the Son
and the saints,” over there in the millennium. This brings us,
in the order of our argument, to the subject of David’s throne.

Brother Neal teaches that Christ is not now on David’s
throne. He has not put forth everything he teaches in this dis-
cussion. His proposition on the reign of Christ includes his
theory on David’s throne.

In Acts 2: 29-35 we read the following:
“Men and brethren, let me freely speak unto you of the

patriarch David, that he is both dead and buried, and his
sepulchre is with us unto this day. Therefore being a prophet,
and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of
the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, he would raise up
Christ to sit on his throne; he, seeing this before, spake of the res-
urrection of Christ, that his soul was not left in hell, neither his
flesh did see corruption. This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof
we all are witnesses. Therefore being by the right hand of God
exalted, and having received of the Father the promise of the
Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this, which ye now see and hear.
For David is not ascended into the heavens: but he saith him-
self, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand,
until I make thy foes thy footstool.”

When Jesus Christ ascended into heaven, Peter says he ful-
filled the prophecy of David that God would raise up one to sit
on his throne. David foreseeing this spake of the resurrection of
Christ. Hence Jesus Christ began sitting on the throne of
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David when the kingdom was established. Right here we have
it in Acts 2. The kingdom came with power, when the Holy
Spirit came upon the apostles on the day of Pentecost. And
Peter said it was the fulfillment of David’s prophecy that he
would set one on David’s throne.

The apostle James tells us that this was also the tabernacle of
David. Acts 15 : 14-17 : “Simeon hath rehearsed how first God
visited the Gentiles, to take out of them a people for his name.
And to this agree the words of the prophets; as it is written,
After these things I will return, and I will build again the taber-
nacle of David, which is fallen; and I will build again the ruins
thereof, And I will set it up: That the residue of men may seek
after the Lord, and all the Gentiles, upon whom my name is
called.”

The Apostle James said that this prophecy was fulfilled.. The
way James “understood it” the reference “after these things”
here does not refer to the second coming of Christ. It is a part
of a quotation from Amos. The prophecy was being fulfilled
then. Hence, “after these things”--after the things Amos
had said--God would “build again the tabernacle of David,
which is fallen.” What is the purpose stated in this prophecy?
The tabernacle of David would be rebuilt “that the residue of men
might seek after the Lord, and all the Gentiles." Parse that
sentence. It is adverbial, an adverbial clause of purpose. It ex-
presses purpose. What purpose? “That the residue of men
might seek after God, and all the Gentiles, upon whom my name
is called.” “Gentiles” is the subject of the verb “seek,” under-
stood. Hence, it reads--that the residue of men might seek
after God, and the Gentiles seek after God. What had to happen
before the Gentiles could seek after God? The tabernacle of David
had to be rebuilt.

If Christ is not on David’s throne, if the tabernacle has not
been rebuilt, then the Gentiles cannot seek after God. That is
the reason I insist that Brother Neal’s theories contradict the
word of God. He has the throne of David over there in the
millennium, and the Gentiles barred from the church and the
gospel of salvation today. The tabernacle of David had to be
rebuilt--that the Gentiles might seek after God.

15
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A THREE-IN-ONE ARGUMENT

I want to show you a parallel on things temporal-spiritual
and heavenly--a comparison here on the board:

Timpod spiritual Heavenly

Now, we have here the words “temporal,” “spiritual,” and
“heavenly.” The same words that describe the Jewish state
nationally, describe the Christian state spiritually, and the final
state heavenly.

1. Jerusalem. We have temporal Jerusalem, or the Jews
did have. But Gal. 4: 26 says: “But Jerusalem which is above
is free, which is the mother of us all.” Thus we have the spiritual
Jerusalem, the church of the new covenant. In Rev. 21: 1, 2, it
is the heavenly Jerusalem that John saw.

2. Tabernacle. The tabernacle of the Jews was temporal,
but in Heb. 8: 2, we find this language: “A minister of the sanc-
tuary, and of the true tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, not
man.” That is the church. Then in Rev. 21: 3 it says: “And
I heard a great voice out of the throne saying, Behold, the
tabernacle of God is with men, and he shall dwell with them,
and they shall be his peoples, and God himself shall be with
them, and be their God.” Describing the heavenly tabernacle.

3. Temple. They had the earthly temple in the Old Testa-
ment, but in 1 Cor. 3: 16 Paul says: “Know ye not that ye are a
temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you?”
That is spiritual. Rev. 7: 15 pictures God’s people in heaven
as being in his temple day and night. That is heavenly.

4. Priests. They were literal priests under the Old Testa-
ment. But in the New Testament “ye are an elect race, a
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royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people for God’s own posses-
sion, that ye may show forth the excellencies of him who called
you out of darkness into his marvelous light.” (1 Pet. 2: 9.)
We are all priests now. Then we find the “white robed priests”
of Rev. 7: 13 in heaven.

5. Sons. Literal sons under the Old Testament--fleshly
sons of the Jews. in the New Testament, we are sons of God
through faith in Christ Jesus. “For ye are all sons of God,
through faith, in Christ Jesus.” (Gal. 3 : 26.) In Rev. 21: 7:
“He that overcometh shall inherit these things; and I will be
his God, and he shall be my son.” This tells us that in heaven
we will be his sons, and he will be our God.

6. Kingdom. We have the temporal kingdom under the
Old Testament, but in Col. 1: 13: “who delivered us out of the
power of darkness, and translated us into the kingdom of the
Son of his love”-in the New Testament. We have already
been translated into the kingdom of the Son of his love. In 2
Tim. 4: 18, we have the following language: “The Lord will
deliver me from every evil work, and will save me unto his
heavenly kingdom: to whom be the glory for ever and ever.”
There we have the heavenly kingdom. That is the exact ex-
pression, “unto his heavenly kingdom.”

7. Throne. They had the literal throne in the Old Testa-
ment, and we have the spiritual throne in the New Testament:
“And Jesus said unto them, Verily I say unto you, that ye who
have followed me, in the regeneration when the Son of man
shall sit on the throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve
thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” (Matt. 19: 28.)
The apostles are on thrones of authority in this dispensation of
regeneration.

Then we have, in Rev. 22: 3, the throne of heaven: “And
there shall be no curse any more: and the throne of God and
of the Lamb shall be therein: and his servants shall serve him.”
There we have pictured the throne of God in heaven.

Here we have the three states complete, and there is no room
between for this millennial kingdom here on Brother Neal’s
charts. It was literal in the Old Testament, and it is spiritual
now, and in the next state heavenly, as I have shown by this
diagram.
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The argument is admitted in the items one to five-why
reject it in the sixth and seventh? There is no reason for it. I
wish we had the time to study it further. But we have shown
that the kingdom which Jesus and John said was at hand has
come, and we can see its fulfillment in these parallels. We have
come unto “the mountain” of Isa. 2: 2 and to the “kingdom”
of Dan. 2: 44, as shown by Paul in Heb. 12: 22-28. So Brother
Neal has the second coming of Christ in the wrong setting--there
is no room for the thousand years reign in this parallel.

SOME CONCLUSIONS

I now wish to show some conclusions from his doctrine; just
a few things in the Bible that his doctrine contradicts.

1. I have pointed out to you the fact that the second coming
of Christ represents the last day. (Jno. 6: 40, 44, 54.) Brother
Neal’s proposition, then, antagonizes all these scriptures that
refer to the resurrection of those who have eternal life at the last
day, and all the scriptures that refer to this present dispensa-
tion as “the last days.”

2. I have pointed out to you that the judgment of the wicked
will take place at the second coming of Christ.

“Which is a manifest token of the righteous judgment of
God, that ye may be counted worthy of the kingdom of God, for
which ye also suffer: Seeing it is a righteous thing with God to
recompense tribulation to them that trouble you; And to you
who are troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall be
revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, In flaming fire
taking vengeance on them that know not God, and that obey
not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ: Who shall be punished
with everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord, and
from the glory of his power: When he shall come to be glorified
in his saints, and to be admired in all them that believe (be-
cause our testimony among you was believed) in that day.” (2
Thess. 1: 5-10.)

Let us study that passage a moment. When does he give
the afflicted “rest”? (1) When the Lord Jesus shall be revealed
from heaven. (2) W h e n  he comes to be admired in his saints.
When Christ comes to be admired in his saints, what is going to
take place? He will take vengeance on them that know not God,
and obey not the gospel. Brother Neal has those events sepa-
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rated by a thousand years, and Paul has them taking place at
the second coming of Christ. When does he do all that? When
he is revealed from heaven.

The Revised Version reads: “If so be that it is a righteous
thing with God to recompense affliction to them that afflict you,
and to you that are afflicted rest with us.” The King James
Version says: “Seeing it is a righteous thing with God to recom-
pense tribulation to them that trouble you; and to you who are
troubled rest with us.”

The word “rest” in this passage is not a verb, but is a noun,
and is the object of the verb “recompense,” understood. He will
recompeiise affliction unto them that afflict us; and to “you who
are troubled” or afflicted, he will recompense rest. He is going to
recompense rest to all who are afflicted, with Paul; and recom-
pense affliction unto them that afflict. Paul was afflicted by
Nero. So when the Lord Jesus is “revealed from heaven” he
will recompense affliction to Nero, and recompense rest to Paul
This brings Paul and Nero up in the same resurrection.

The good and the bad come forth at the same time, and
Brother Neal’s doctrine is antagonistic to those scriptures.

3. His doctrine of the future reign of Christ virtually denies
that Christ is reigning now, by putting “the reign of the Son of
God” over there at the end of his chart in the millennium.

4. His theory of postponement makes God false to his prom-
ise. Jesus and John said, “The kingdom of God is at hand
. . . Repent.” And they did repent, in good faith, but did not
get the kingdom. It was postponed.!  Therefore, it makes God
false to his promise.

The reign of Christ, beginning at Jerusalem when the Holy
Spirit came, is the reign spoken of by the prophets, which is
affirmed by Christ in Luke 24: 46-49: “Thus it is written, and
thus it behoved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the
third day: and that repentance and remission of sins should be
preached in his name among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem.
And ye are witnesses of these things. And, behold, I send the
promise of my Father upon you: but tarry ye in the city
of Jerusalem, until ye be endued with power from on high.”
After being inaugurated, he sent the Holy Spirit to his apostles,
waiting in the city of Jerusalem. (Acts 2: l-4.) Peter preached
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the first sermon and declared: “Therefore let all the house of
Israel know assuredly, that God hath made that same Jesus,
whom ye have crucified, both Lord and Christ.” (Acts 2: 36.)

5. The nature of this kingdom, as advocated by Brother
Neal and his brethren, is patterned more after the kingdom of
Caesar than that of David, or of Christ.

6. His teaching alternates Judaism and Christianity, the
type and the antitype.

Brother Neal did not deny that he answered the questions
which Brother Hines certified. He said they were not “com-
plete.” Brother Hines certified that those questions and answers
were “true and correct,” and that he has ten witnesses to verify
the truth of them. Brother Neal’s answers to the questions
develop the fact that he teaches the rebuilding of the temple in
Jerusalem; that Christ will come back to earth, and establish
a world power as a temporal ruler on David’s throne in Jeru-
salem. In his book, he even locates the allotment of land where
the temple will be rebuilt. He need not deny these things. We
have the proof.

If the tabernacle, or temple, is to be restored in the millen-
nium, then shall we look for the antitype again, later in the
future? Can we return to the type, without again returning to
the antitype? In the Old Testament the temple, the priesthood,
the sacrifices, the kingdom of Israel, and the throne of David
were all types. The antitypes of all of these are in the New
Testament. The only things future are those things that per-
tain to the heavenly state. We cannot countenance a system
that alternates Judaism and Christianity in such a fashion.

THE POSTPONEMENT THEORY

Brother Neal and his followers make the same mistake that
the Jews made when they were looking for a temporal, earthly
kingdom. Disappointed when they did not get it, they crucified
the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God. And these brethren
who are looking for Christ to come back to earth and establish
a Judaistic, literalistic, Palestinian kingdom and sit on David’s
literal throne in Jerusalem, if what Christ does when he comes
happens not to fit their theory, they would not accept him. They
are looking for Christ to do the same thing the Jews rejected him
for not doing.
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These brethren teach that because the Jews did not accept
Christ as a nation, the kingdom was postponed. Christ did not
give any of them the kingdom, because they did not all accept. To
illustrate: I find a dozen men out here and say to them, “If you
will work for me, I will pay you $2.50 a day.” Six of those men
accept the proposition, and they come and work for me. Then,
after the work is done, I say, “No, I will pay you nothing, be-
cause I made my proposition to all twelve and only six of you
accepted it.” What would those men say? They would say, “We
accepted in good faith. We want our wages.” I reply, “I made
my offer to twelve of you. Now, if all of you had come, I would
have paid you for your work, but since all of you did not come, I
will not pay any of you.”

Jesus and John said, “The kingdom of God is at hand . . .
Repent and believe the gospel.” Multitudes repented. The vil-
lages and cities were emptied as the people went out in multi-
tudes to accept the preaching: “The kingdom is at hand . . .
repent ye.” They repented in good faith, yet, according to
Brother Neal’s theory, none of them received the kingdom be-
cause they did not all repent and accept Christ. That is the
pernicious theory that I am fighting, and that is the theory that
is disturbing the churches.

C AUSE OF D IVISION- - THE T E S T

Brother Neal tries to hide behind the details of this division.
I could withdraw every statement that I have made about the
details of the division, and still maintain my point. I have said
all the while in this debate that it is these theories that have
caused churches to divide in the past, and that is yet causing
division in various places over the country. I maintain that
statement as being correct.

CHAIRMAN: Two more minutes.
W ALLACE: And I want to use part of those two minutes

by asking Brother Neal if he will submit to that test. He
says, “I have never divided a church in my life.” Brother
Neal, are you going to keep one divided after such a good record
as that? Now, you have never divided a church in your life!
You said so. I will take your word for it, though usually a man
who divides a church never admits it. I have never known one
to admit it, but nevertheless, I give you full benefit of the doubt,
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and the credit for that. You say you have never divided a
church in your life. All right, Brother Neal, will you spoil your
good record by keeping this one divided?

I am making a proposition. Will you take our hand? Will
you say tomorrow night, the last night of this debate: “Brethren,
let us close this debate with unity. I will withdraw my teaching
that causes all this division, and we will be one church in Win-
chester.” And these two churches will go together. These two
churches are right around the corner from each other. But
Brother Neal says he has nothing at all to do with this division!
Friends, if he will accept the proposition I have just now made,
these two churches can be together before tomorrow night, and
there will be unity.

About the Nashville challenge. I will meet him in Nashville
or anywhere the brethren will invite the discussion. If the 
brethren in Nashville invite the discussion, I will meet him
in Nashville; if the brethren in Louisville will invite it, I
will meet him in Louisville; and if you want to continue it
next week in Winchester, we will go on next week in Win-
chester. What about it? Is that enough?

Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen. Come back tomorrow
night.
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FIFTH SESSION

(Friday, January 6, 1933, at the Courthouse)

THADDEUS HUTSON, Chairman
Song led by H. N. Rutherford

Prayer by E. L. Jorgenson

NEAL’S FIRST SPEECH

Just a moment with bowed heads. Our Father in heaven, we
pray thy blessings to be upon thy servant in speaking as he
ought to speak, and give wisdom and power for every occasion
and for this occasion now, in the name of Jesus Christ. Amen.

Mr. Chairman, Brother Wallace, Ladies and Gentlemen:

We have come to the closing night, and soon this debate will
be a thing of the past. The speakers will be required to answer
in the judgment day, how they have spoken; and you will be
required to answer in the judgment day, how you have heard. It
is a very fine thing to have such large and inspiring crowds as
we have had. Sorry that you are crowded and some have to
stand. Your being crowded around here so closely makes it
rather inspiring for the speakers. Some have complained--
Brother Srygley says--as the debate goes on and gets warmer,
the speakers spit over the people in front. He has com-
plained about that; we will try to not spit on you, Brother
Srygley, very much.

We have already, and I believe quite fully, proven our propo-
sition. The proposition, I will show you once more.

THE BIBLE CLEARLY TEACHES THAT --
AFTER THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST-- AND
BEFORE THE FINAL RESURRECTION AND JUDGMENT

THERE WILL BE
AN AGE OR DISPENSATION OF ONE THOUSAND YEARS
DURING WHICH CHRIST WILL REIGN ON THE EARTH
CHAS.M.NEAL -AFFIRMS FOY E.WALLACE JR.-DENIES

Brother Wallace last night, in answering the challenge for
the debate in Nashville, said that we might continue it here
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next week if I desired. I am inclined to think that this present
five nights is sufficient, and that the folks next week will be at
home reading, “Light in a Dark Place,” so we will not accept
his proposition for next week. “The Bible clearly teaches that
after the second coming of Christ and before the final resurrec-
tion and judgment, there will be an age or dispensation of one
thousand years during which Christ will reign on the earth.”
That is the proposition that we have been seeing from night to
night, and have been speaking about.

I
AFFIRM

THE FACT OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

THE PLACE OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD
e-w

HE

I

THE RULER OF THE THOUSAND YEARS PERIOD

DENIES THE REALM OF THE REIGN OF THAT PERIOD

Here is another chart--the fact of the thousand years. I
affirm not merely that it is mentioned in the Bible, but that a
place for it is found in God’s arrangement, in God’s plan, in an
orderly way. It fills out a part of God’s plan, and it is in fact one
thousand years. The place of the thousand years has been shown
to be after the second coming of Christ and before the final resur-
rection and judgment. The ruler of that time has been shown to
be the Lord Jesus Christ. The realm of his reign, this earth. That
does not mean that his reign is confined to this world, but that
is the feature that we are speaking of at this time, and which we
affirm.

Now, I believe that these four things have been fully and clearly
shown. The proposition has been proven by the Scriptures.
There remain, however, for this present time, some mat-
ters that have been left over and accumulated from time
to time throughout the discussion; some passages which the
negative has brought to our attention, and which we have so
far not found the time to answer. They will be taken up and
considered, all of them, at least all of them that seem to be
applicable to the proposition in hand. But before we do that, I
would like to mention a number of things and read more from
some of the pioneers.
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We still believe that, in presenting other matters than what
the Bible testifies, we have descended from the higher plane
upon which we should have discussed this proposition. Since
other matters have been brought in, it is necessary for us to con-
sider those things and meet them. I would like to say, then, that
when I invited my friends to come, I thought I was inviting
them to hear the discussion of a Bible topic. I assured them it
would be held on a high plane. This card on which we had the
challenge said it was open to the acceptance of any Christian
gentleman. Now, whether we are Christians, you will have to
take upon our profession; for the Lord alone knows whether a
man is indeed and truth a true Christian. Whether we are
gentlemen or not, you will be able to decide for yourselves,
according to your idea of what a gentleman should be. We leave
that part of it to you. Accept our proposition that we are
Christians from our statement of it, our profession. Decide for
yourselves whether we have been acting as gentlemen in this
debate or not. That is for the audience to decide, and, like most
religious debates, the matter will have to be decided by your-
selves individually, as to whether the affirmative has sustained
his proposition, or whether the negative has met those scrip-
tures fairly. All that is for you to decide.

In our first night, we said that the Bible was the only au-
thority which we were going to use; and we still maintain that
it is the only authority we use, though we may read, and are
going to read, from the pioneers, tonight. As we said last
night, we are not pressing this as a matter of proof. W e  are
pressing it to show that many of the pioneers of this present move-
ment, in which we find ourselves a part, did teach along these lines;
and that if a man today, or any number of men, teach this, they
have not departed from the faith of the fathers. We have not de-
parted from the early Christians or from the Bible testimony. We
have not departed from what some of the pioneer Christians of the
current reformation taught.

Now, after we had introduced the debate on the first night,
my respondent was not on the floor more than one minute until
he’ had raised the question of church differences and church
division. He also introduced the same in his second speech.
I made no replies on the first or second nights. The matter
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was introduced again and again, a number of times, at least.
And I made no reply. On the third night, the matter was intro-
duced and pressed again, but I made no reply. The fourth
night, which was last night, I did make a reply and I am still
pressing that matter.

Concerning the present division in Winchester, which has
been raised, all the brethren which ought to belong to one church
do not meet in one place, and so there has been, and is, a divi-
sion. It was charged that I was the cause of this division, this
present one, and that earlier preachers who used this “specu-
lation” and the “kingdom theories” were the cause of the divi-
sion at an earlier time in the church.

Last night I made a statement that, as far as I was indi-
vidually concerned, I had not divided any church at any time
during my life, anywhere; and that, as far as the other matter
was concerned, we produced the testimony which showed that
the division was not over doctrinal differences, but over matters
of judgment and the matter of management concerning local
affairs. Well, I have submitted this testimony and I feel like
there has been an abundance of proof. Up to this present
time, Brother Wallace has not made any retraction. We hope
that, in his investigations today, he has found out the truth;
and we are going to leave the matter, until he has had an
opportunity to speak. I feel that at that time, with the in-
vestigation he has been able to make today, he will be able to
correct his statements. He made these statements from
a lack of full knowledge concerning the matter, being a stranger
in this place, and living a distance from it. We hope he is going
to withdraw his charges of division.

I would like to make a few remarks in regard to our being
refused the Christian Church for the last two nights of this de-
bate. My respondent brought into the discussion, and con-
tinued to bring in, after having been requested not to do so,
irrelevant matters concerning division. Commencing the first
night, he repeatedly charged me with things not in keeping with
the character of a Christian gentleman, and ungentlemanly re-
marks were made in his opening speech the second night about
the brief thirty-word prayer made by his respondent at the
beginning bf his speech. I would like to explain about that
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prayer. It was not that I was rejecting what was said in the
other prayers, but I had this in mind: When I rise here, I
address the chairman, then my honorable opponent, and ladies
and gentlemen. I thought when I was beginning this debate
I would like to address God first. God first, then the honorable
chairman, and the opponent, ladies and gentlemen. And in
that way that brief prayer of thirty words, or less sometimes,
was an address to God as the first of all. Now, I did that, and I
make that explanation so you may understand my reason. Also,
I was following a scriptural injunction that “in everything by
prayer and supplication, let your requests be made unto God.”
I was sure this was an occasion where prayer was needed. These
remarks about the prayer and frequent reference to division
caused restrictions to be placed on the discussion by the Official
Board of the First Christian Church. These requests were
ignored by my respondent, and, at another meeting, the Board of
Officers of the First Christian Church denied us the further use
of their fine auditorium. That is why we are concluding this de-
bate in the courthouse. I hold nothing against them for such
denial.

Just here, I wish to thank the Christian Church for giving
us the use of the house for the three nights. It was a fine place,
and we enjoyed that good and comfortable auditorium. I
would like also to thank, at this time, Judge Lindsay for his
courtesy in giving us the use of this courtroom for these two
closing nights of the debate. I would not want the crowd to
go away without knowing that we are indeed thankful for the
use of this house.

I want to go to the proposition of unity. The negative
closed his argument last night with the dramatic offer of his
hand, and promise of speedy restoration of church unity in this
city upon certain and well-defined conditions. Let us note. He
contended that the prophecies such as taught by the affirmative
in this debate were “speculations,” and said, “That is the per-
nicious theory that is dividing churches all over the land.” He
says, “We won’t tell you to quit believing them. We’ll ask
you to hold them to yourself. And here is my hand.”

I will give you my reply. If Brother Wallace will withdraw
the charges against me and apologize for making such, without
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having properly investigated the matter: and further withdraw
the charge against my brethren, in which he calls them specu-
lators and dividers of the church in this city, and publish a re-
traction on the editorial page of his paper, we will talk to him
about his proposition. This way is open. Three minutes of his
time is sufficient. What will he do? We shall see.

Now, I would like to call your attention to what has been
said concerning “Shades of the pioneers.” Speaking of specula-
tions or those teachings which are called speculations by some--
it was said, “Shades of the pioneers, and of the Hardings!” I
read some passages last night. I would like to read some more in
this meeting. In my announcement of the Marked Bible, Dr.
Brents’ Sermons, and those books sold by the Gospel Advocate,
I called attention to the prophetic teachings that were found in
these books, and how they were like those presented by the
affirmative in this debate. The Gospel Advocate should cease
selling such divisive literature, if such is divisive literature, lest
they become dividers of churches. Brother Wallace excused
himself from this responsibility by saying these books were sold
by the McQuiddy Printing Company. Well, I want to ask
him, are not those books kept and sold through the Gospel
Advocate office? Do not the profits made from such sales go to
the Gospel Advocate Company ? Are they not advertised in the
Gospel Advocate catalogue? Such as I hold here in my hand.
It doesn’t answer, it seems to me, to say that it was merely a
business firm selling them. The Gospel Advocate Company is
the publisher of a religious paper. If they publish and advertise
books teaching false doctrines and speculations, and these books
are sold by them, certainly the division that would result from
their sale would make the Gospel Advocate Company a divider
of churches.

I would like to read to you. It was said in regard to Dr.
Brents, from whom I read, and Moses E. Lard, that they
called their position on the millennium a speculation; but in
handling the passages under discussion, they speak seriously and
earnestly. I will give you a quotation,

“That Christ is to re-visit the earth one day as literally as
he left it, is what we think no Bible student can deny, without,
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in the act, avowing a principle, which, if sound, at once extin-
guishes the truth of Christianity.”

This is more than serious; it is solemn. Brother Wallace
has been telling us what bad effects will follow from our position.
Brother Lard tells him what his spiritualizing, figurizing, vapor-
izing methods of exegesis will lead to.

Dr. Brents says:
“We are now prepared to read our text. (And he quotes Rev.

20: 4.) This is the millennium. If it does not express a literal
reign with Christ for a literal 1,000 years, we know not what as-
semblage of words would be capable of expressing that thought
. . . They are plain statements of Holy Writ, which seem to
admit of no other interpretation. It seems to us that the con-
clusions must be admitted, or the truth of the Scriptures denied.”

Now, he does not count that speculation. He does not count
that theory, and that is part of a sermon in a book that is
printed and advertised and sold by the Gospel Advocate Com-
pany. He is saying that if you pass these things off in the
spiritualizing, figurizing, vaporizing way, you are dealing un-
fairly with the Word of God. This is a definite proposition. Dr.
Brents says “they are plain statements of Holy Writ.” What
would be the result if a man refused to teach them or taught
something else in their stead? Here, then, is not a case of specu-
lation; but the Scripture is at stake, according to Dr. Brents.

I would like to give you another item. A great number of you
have gone to Old Cane Ridge--only sixteen miles from here--
where Barton W. Stone began his great work, and where his
body lies in the cemetery. A great place it is, because of the
wonderful things that transpired there. Here is Item Number
Seven of the last will and testament, Springfield Presbytery,
June 28, 1804, signed, Barton W. Stone, and others: “We will
that preachers and people cultivate the spirit of mutual for-
bearance; pray more and dispute less; and while they behold the
signs of the times, look and confidently expect that redemption
draweth nigh.”

A hundred years ago, he was looking for signs. Well, that
is the way a Christian ought to do at all times.--Signs of
Christ’s coming.
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Milligan: "Palestine will certainly be again restored to the
dispersed Israelites for an everlasting possession." Millennial
Harbinger, 1856, page 569.

Alexander Campbell : “The angel of this everlasting gospel
announces the good news that the suffering days of Christians
are numbered--that the hour of judgment has come--that the
Lord is about to recompense his enemies, and to commence his
reign over all the kingdoms of the world . . . No kingdom
of this world has yet become a kingdom of Jesus Christ . . .
When Christianity gains the throne, Jesus Christ will place it
there himself; and wherever he sets up his throne, from that
place shall go forth the law adapted to his subjects in their
triumphant state . . . . . But till Jesus appears in the clouds
of heaven, his cause and people can never gain the ascendancy.
Now is the time for fighting the good fight . . . The time
for suffering with us, that with him we may reign . .. . This
state of things is not to survive the message of the everlasting
gospel. He appears as a harbinger of the millennium.” Millen-
nial Harbinger, 1833, page 119.

Daniel Sommer : “And what may we say to those who de-
clare that Christ will not come again till at the end of the
Millennial Age? We may say, ‘Ye do err, not knowing the
Scriptures, nor the power of God.’ All such, by implication,
deny that the resurrection mentioned in 1 Cor. 15: 12-54 and
in 1 Thess. 4: 13-17 means the first resurrection, mentioned in
Rev. 20: 5, 6; this involves them in hopeless confusion, and fatal
error. Neither in 1 Cor. 15 nor in 1 Thess. 4 do we find the
sentence against the wicked set forth; but only the resurrection
of the righteous dead, and the changing of the righteous living
do we find there mentioned. The same is true of Rev. 2 0 :
5,6.. Then when John declares, in contradistinction from the
righteous dead: ‘But the rest of the dead lived not again until
the thousand years were finished,’ the testimony on this sub-
ject is complete. Then when we read Rev. 20: 12, 13, we should
feel overwhelmed with testimony. Bible readers should always
consider 1 Pet. 4: 11, and never bend nor twist Scriptures to suit
their theories. They ought not to have any religious theories.”
Questions, Answers, and Remarks, pp. 592, 593.

David Lipscomb, of the Gospel Advocate: David Lipscomb
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was for a long time the editor of the Gospel Ad vocate, and a great
and much beloved man. In regard to Acts 3 that we have been
talking about here, he says:

“Jesus had been to earth and returned to heaven. Heaven
must receive him until the times of the restoration of all things.
Then the times of restoration of all things must be when Jesus
returns again to earth--the restoration of all things to their
original relation to God . . . When Jesus comes again the
will of God will be done on earth as it is in heaven, and all things
in the world will be restored to harmonious relations with God,
The Supreme Ruler of the universe.” Queries and Answers,
page 360.

A Gospel Advocate editor, and a great and wonderful man,
was David Lipscomb. He has that to say; and he does not say,
as does our present Editor of the Gospel Advocate,  that Jesus
must stay in the heavens until all these things have been re-
stored. There is a difference. And yet, he was not counted a
speculator for saying those things. Brethren, it has been said
of me that I have brazenly justified division. Far be that from
me. I am standing in an honorable group. These pioneers teach
on the thousand years what I here affirm, and they were no di-
viders of churches. I have read to you from these various
ones, Moses E. Lard, Brother Harding, Daniel Sommer, and
others. They are here beside me in this proposition and when
you mark me as a speculator, you are marking them; so, I feel
that I am in good company and I am not ashamed.

Now, I would like to give the rest of my time in my first
speech tonight to the answering of some of these questions that
have been left behind. I am going first to Heb. 12. This has
been quoted a number of times and I would like to answer in
regard to that. We have this reading:

“But ye are come unto mount Zion, and unto the city of the
living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to innumerable hosts of
angels.” (Heb. 12: 22.)

And then the next passage which was read by my respondent
is as follows:

“Wherefore, receiving a kingdom that cannot be shaken, let
us have grace, whereby we may offer service well-pleasing to
Cod with reverence and awe: for our God is a consuming fire.”

16
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Now, there is a stretch of five verses between those readings.
Here is verse 22: “But ye are come unto mount Zion.” That is
a portion of the verse. “Wherefore, receiving a kingdom that
cannot be shaken,” is about five verses down, in verse 28.

Now, I do not believe that is dealing fairly with the Scrip-
tures to miss so much, and especially since that which is missed
is against the doctrine which he has presented here. Let me
read:

“But ye are come unto mount Zion, and unto the city of the
living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to innumerable hosts of
angels, to the general assembly and church of the firstborn who
are enrolled in heaven, and to God the judge of all, and to the
spirits of just men made perfect, and to Jesus the mediator of
a new covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling that speaketh
better than that of Abel. See that ye refuse not him that
speaketh. For if they escaped not when they refused him that
warned them on earth, much more shall not we escape who turn
away from him that warneth from heaven: whose voice then
shook the earth: but now he hath promised, saying, Yet once
more will I make to tremble not the earth only, but also the
heaven. And this word, Yet once more, signifieth the removing
of those things that are shaken, as of things that have been
made, that those things which are not shaken may remain.
Wherefore, receiving a kingdom that cannot be shaken, let us
have grace, whereby we may offer service well-pleasing to God
with reverence and awe: for our God is a consuming fire.”
(Heb. 12: 22-29.)

Well, I just have time to read from 1 Pet. 1: 5:
“Who by the power of God are guarded through faith unto

a salvation ready to be revealed in the last time.”
Verse 9 reads: “Receiving the end of your faith, even the

salvation of your souls.”
I read verse 5 to show that this salvation of which he is

speaking is a salvation which is in the future somewhere. “Re-
ceiving the end of your faith, even the salvation of your souls.”
That is receiving something at a future time. The word “re-
ceiving” doesn’t mean “having received,” because it is at the
end of our faith--just the same thought as that found in Heb.
12: 28. That subject has not been dealt with fairly. Before
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receiving that kingdom, there is a shaking of things in the
heaven and on earth like we are told about when Jesus comes
back, in earthquakes and such things as are connected with
Christ’s coming. That kingdom is out yonder somewhere in
the future, yet Brother Wallace says it is in the past.
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FIFTH SESSION

WALLACE’S FIRST SPEECH
(Friday, January 6, 1933)

Mr. Chairman, Friends and Brethren:

We have come to the last night of this discussion. We have
several matters before us. I will have to speak rapidly in these
two speeches in order to cover all the material I desire to get
before you. I will begin where Brother Neal quit, while the
matter is on your mind.

He says we can be receiving a thing and yet not receive it. He
quotes from Heb. 12: 28 and tells us that the “receiving” of
this kingdom is in the future. Reading verse 27: “And this
word, Yet once more, signifieth the removing of those things
that are shaken, as of things that have been made, that those
things which are not shaken may remain.”

That is a quotation from the Old Testament, referring to
old Mount Sinai which was shaken. Quoting this from the Old
Testament, Paul is showing the antitype in the New Testament.
“And this word, Yet once more, signifieth.” What does it
signify? That “that kingdom is out yonder somewhere in the
future”? No. It says, “Ye are not come unto a mount that
might be touched, . . . but ye are come unto Mount Zion,
and unto the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem,
and to innumerable hosts of angels, to the general assembly and
church of the firstborn who are enrolled in heaven.” After thus
showing the antitype of this Old Testament reference, he added,
“Wherefore, we receiving a kingdom that cannot be shaken.” 

Paul included himself as receiving that kingdom. Two thou-
sand years ago he said, “Wherefore, we receiving a kingdom.”
Brother Neal says we have not received it. Paul says they were
receiving it then. I would like to know, Brother Neal, how he
could be receiving it then and not be getting it. Can you under-
stand that? That is just a sample of the kind of argument you
have been hearing from Brother Neal all the way through. Yes,
there are a few verses between verse 22 and verse 28, but verse
28 is the conclusion of the argument.

The verse in 1 Pet. 1: 9, “receiving the end of your faith, even
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the salvation of your souls,” means that faith must obey; that
salvation does not come at the beginning of faith, when a person
believes, but at the end of faith, when faith obeys. That is the
idea. Can we be receiving salvation and not be getting it? Heb.
12: 28 does not say, “receiving the end of the kingdom, even
the thousand years reign.” It says “wherefore, we receiving a
kingdom which cannot be moved, let us have grace, whereby
we may serve God acceptably with reverence and godly fear.”
There is nothing future in that.

THE REMARKS ABOUT PRAYER

Brother Neal said that my “remarks on the prayer and fre-
quent reference to division caused restrictions to be placed on
the discussion” by the Official Board of the First Christian
church. That is just half true. The “frequent reference to
division” was calculated to make the Official Board uncom-
fortable, but who believes that the brief remarks on prayer had
anything to do with it?

He said that I made "ungentlemanly remarks" about his
praying. No, I merely told you why I did not begin my speeches
with a personal prayer. Brother Jorgenson offered an appro-
priate prayer tonight in which all of us engaged. Less than one
minute later, Brother Neal came to the platform and prayed for
himself only. He did not mention anybody else at all. Jesus
tells me that when I pray a personal prayer, to pray in secret.
“Enter thou into thine inner chamber, and having shut thy door,
pray to thy Father who is in secret, and thy Father who seeth
in secret shall recompense thee.” When I want to pray for my-
self only, I shall pray in private. When I pray publicly, I join
in the public prayer. I had part in Brother Jorgenson’s prayer.
It was my prayer when I said “Amen.” Now when I desire to
pray for myself, apart from others, I will not do as Brother Neal
has done, nor as the Pharisees did--pray before men. I will go
into my inner chamber and shut the door--not leave a “crack”
in it so others may see that I am praying.

Brother Neal has certainly descended again, in charging that
I am not a gentleman because I told you why I did not begin
my speeches with prayer. His appeal to your sentiment is but
a bid for sympathy. The whole thing is for effect--prayer and
all. I do not like to expose these things, but Brother Neal has
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cast his whole speech tonight on the personal plane. Therefore,
I meet these side issues as hurriedly as I can and pass on.

THE UNITY PROPOSITION

I now call your attention to the unity proposition. He says
if I will go back to Nashville and make a certain retraction
editorially in the Gospel Advocate that he will consider the propo-
sition of uniting the body of Christ in Winchester. Listen to
that, friends! He will consider my proposition to unite the
body of Jesus Christ in Winchester on the condition that I will
do something editorially! He thinks, therefore, more of some r e -
traction he wants me to make editorially than he does of unity
in the body of Christ in Winchester. The body of Christ is
split in Winchester; and he says that he will consider uniting it
if I, as editor of the Gospel Advocate, will make certain editorial
statements. Now, that is just how much he thinks of the unity
of the body of Christ. He will divide the body of Christ, keep
it divided, but maybe he will unite it if we will do something
editorially. Think about it, friends ! It makes my heart sick to
think that brethren think no more of the unity of the body of
Christ than that.

THE CAUSE OF THE DIVISION

He read last night from the Gospel Advocate an editorial
statement that the church in Winchester was planted in the
days of McGarvey and the Hardings and later divided by these
speculative preachers. He read some documents to disprove
that statement. He wants me to retract that statement.

This is the kind of “retraction” I am going to make. The
Gospel Advocate said that the church in Winchester was later
divided by these speculative preachers--“later.” That did not
say the first time. I did not know there had been so many
divisions. I am learning. I referred to one division, the only
one I knew about--the one that was caused by these speculative
doctrines.

Brother Neal’s documents last night concerned the first di-
vision that occurred in Winchester many years ago. That is not
the one that I referred to. That is not the one the Gospel
Advocate referred to. It seems that the first division was brought
about over some questions of judgment and management. But
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that division was settled. By his own documents, he proved
that it was settled. He read how and when it was settled. Then
why should the Gospel Advocate refer to a division that had been
settled? Why does Brother Neal bring up a division that had
been settled? After that division had been settled, a second
division came up over this future-kingdom doctrine. The Gospel
Advocate simply said that “the church in Winchester was later
divided over speculative teachings.” Now, what division did
the Gospel Advocate refer to.? The one that was later--the one
that came up over speculative teaching.

What he quoted from Brother Srygley and others concerning
the division here is the same kind of misapplication.

Brother Neal complains that I have been charging him
personally and individually with dividing the church. I do not
think anybody will say that I have charged that the church has
divided over him individually. But his theories have caused
division. I was under the impression that he was here when the
second division took place. I asked him the question last night.
I took his word for it--that he was not here at that time. I had
that impression. I did not make that charge. I only asked him
if it was so. He will have enough to answer for, without having
to answer for something that is not so. I want now to
tell you that I was wrong in the impression that Brother Neal
was here when the second division came. But the second di-
vision did come up over these theories. Brother Neal was not
here at the time. But because his brethren insisted on getting
preachers who do preach these theories, that division came.
Then Brother Neal was brought here and has been preaching
these theories; and people have been leaving the church where
he is preaching, because he has been preaching those theories. If
he did not originally cause the division here, he is one cause, at
least, of its perpetuation, and it is just as bad to perpetuate a
division as it is to make one. I was mistaken only in the time
that he began doing it.

I have nothing to retract, more than to just state that I was
mistaken in the impression that Brother Neal was on the ground
when it happened. But I again state that he came immediately
after it happened, and has been doing all he can to keep it up. He
helps to keep it up by publishing his book, “Light in a Dark
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Place”; and he says he has one hundred of them here for dis-
tribution tonight. Is that not helping to perpetuate this
division? And he sends challenges everywhere. Yet he never
divided a church! No, he is too innocent to do a thing like that!

Now, friends, I hesitate to expose Brother Neal in this
manner, but he is the cause of it. I want to notice these things
as rapidly as possible and leave them. But get it, friends: The
division is here now   and the division which is here now came
about over these speculative theories. Brother Neal is teaching
them, preaching them, propagating them, publishing them, and
sending out his cards challenging men to sign on the dotted line.
He sent his cards as far as Dallas, Texas. But he never divides
anything. He would not do that for the world! Why, he would
even divide churches in Texas if he could, with his literature
and cards.

All the time we were debating in the Christian Church,
Brother Neal was meek and innocent looking, like “a lamb led to
the slaughter.” People were saying, “Wallace is too hard.”  But
when he got out of that church, he turned loose a veritable tirade
of personalities. The mask of meek innocency has been torn off.
You are seeing the real man now,--the real Charles M. Neal.
He has been posing as a martyr and bidding for sympathy. You
are seeing now that he can talk just as “hard” as some think I
do. He is demonstrating that he is personally connected with
the division. We knew it all the time. You are seeing the man
himself, and now, you will not think I am too hard on him. His
conduct has delivered me from that charge and your minds from
that attitude.

THOSE RESOLUTIONS

I call your attention next to the Christian Church proposi-
tion--those resolutions that were drawn up. Brother, what was
the purpose of them ? The purpose of them was to protect
Charles M. Neal from having his book read. And he was at
such a mutual understanding with the Board of Officers and the
Pastor of the First Christian Church that he did not even have
to ask them to do it! He says he had nothing to do with the
drawing up of those resolutions. Yet those resolutions were to
protect him, every one of them read to protect him, to keep me
from reading his book. “Read nothing that was said or written
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before the debate”--and a lawyer did that! Apply the resolu-
tions to a court trial. Say nothing in the court trial about any-
thing that happened before the trial! What kind of a trial
would it be? A lawyer wrote it! A member of the Official Board
of the First Christian Church!

Every single item of that resolution was to protect Brother
Neal. He says he did not have a thing to do with it. He did
not request it. He did not tell them he wanted them to draw
it up. That is even stronger evidence of a close mutual under-
standing; they drew up a resolution to protect him without his
even asking for it.

He thanks the First Christian Church tonight. He thanks
them for the use of the building. I thank them for the three
nights. You who do not have seats can thank them for having
to stand up. I am just about ready to thank them for putting
me out so I can be free: “free under Cod,” not under their Pas-
tor, to talk as I want to talk. And I am willing to stand in the
judgment for what I say. All the charges of personalities
Brother Neal wants to make against me will not deter me. He
is the first man to bring into this debate any personal reflections.
That is really what people usually call personalities. He de-
livered the first personal reflections in this debate. He will just
have to take the consequences for doing it.

JUSTIFYING DIVISION

He says, “We are divided over many other things, why not
this?” One way of justifying it. Then he attempts to justify
it by the word of God--that Jesus “came not to send peace,
but a sword.” He quotes that scripture in trying to defend his
divisions. It is nothing short of blasphemy. The Son of God
did say: “I came not to send peace but a sword”--but he was
not talking about church division. Matt. 18: 7 says: “Woe
unto the world because of offences! for it must needs be that
offences come; but woe to that man by whom the offence
cometh !"

That does not sound like justifying division, brethren. Paul
says: “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord
Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and that there
be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined
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together in the same mind and in the same judgment.” (1 Cor.
1: 10.)

Brother Neal says, “Oh, no, division is all right. Churches
are divided on everything else; then why not .be divided on
this?” How does that sound?

WHAT THE PIONEERS BELIEVED

Not only does Brother Neal, with his teaching, press these
divisions among the brethren; not satisfied with that, he wants
to reflect on the names of the noble and sainted dead. Their
tongues are silent and they cannot speak for themselves. David
Lipscomb opposed the speculations of these brethren as much
as anybody, and all these brethren around here tonight know
it. He pleaded with these brethren not to press theories. And
Brother Lipscomb was among the first to urge and plead with
Brother R. H. Boll to quit his teaching of these theories.

R. H. BOLL: That is not true. You used my name and said
something you have no right to say.

WALLACE: If you want to debate in Louisville, we are ready
for it, Brother Boll.

BOLL: Are you asking me?
WALLACE: Yes, sir; will you debate with us?
BOLL: In Nashville.
WALLACE : Louisville first.
BOLL: Nashville.
WALLACE: All right, if we can get it in Nashville, then in

Louisville; what about that?
BOLL: We will see.
WALLACE: “We will see.” Oh, I see. I will not do it until

he guarantees that it will go to Louisville, too.
WALLACE: I know it is hurting; Brother Neal needs Brother

R. H. Boll to help him. It is hurting. But these things are true.
(Take the time out that Brother Boll uses while I am talking,
Brother Chairman.)

On the question of Brother Brents' belief of the millennium
theory: we know that he and other pioneers held to certain
millennial ideas, but they held them as theories and did not
make cardinal doctrines out of them, and while occasionally
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writing on the millennium, they always said, “It is a theory.”
While setting forth what they believed about it, they did not
feature their ideas as a cardinal doctrine, nor hold to the ex-
treme views connected with this theory--the rebuilding of the
temple in Jerusalem and the restoration of the Jews to the land
of Palestine. They did not believe in a Judaistic, Caesaristic
future kingdom on earth. That is the bad part of this theory.

I wish to read from Brother Brents’ book: Pages 326-327:
“Still others believe that the millennium will consist in the

return of the Jews to Jerusalem as a nation, and their conversion
to the Christian religion; and that Christ will literally come to
Jerusalem and reign among them in person. Some go so far
on this line as to assume that after the Jews shall be converted,
they will go out as missionaries to convert the world, and that
through their agency the world is yet to be converted to Christ--
that the nation that rejected and crucified the Lord of glory is
to be the means of converting the world to him. This may be
all true, but it is, to our minds, not only unscriptural, but
wholly unreasonable. We have two good reasons for not be-
lieving it--(l) the Bible does not teach it; (2) the Bible teaches
just the opposite.”

While Brother Neal was reading from Brother Brents’ book,
and giving his ideas on the millennium, why was he not honest
enough to read that.? Brother Brents did not teach what he
teaches. None of the great pioneers taught what he teaches. He
gave some garbled quotations, trying to prove that they stood
with him. These quoted extracts do not fairly represent their
attitude toward the teaching and the practice of Brother Boll
and Brother Neal. If he should read all that they say, instead
of the part that suits him, and that out of its setting, you would
see that they opposed what he is teaching and the course he is
pursuing as much as the rest of us do.

His quotation from David Lipscomb on “the times of the
restoration” does not favor his theory. Brother Lipscomb
has the restoration completed, where Brother Neal has it
beginning.

There are several preachers here tonight who sat at the feet
of the great James A. Harding. Brother R. C. White is among
the number. Ben F. Harding, his worthy son, is also among the
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number. They are all ready to testify that, through all the years
they spent in school under James A. Harding, he never once
advanced the theories Brother Neal attributes to him. Not one
of these pioneers would have ventured to preach these extreme
speculative future-kingdom theories. They had too much re-
spect for the Word of God. These late future-kingdom preachers
have done a work of division, and are trying to lend prestige to
their unjustified position by claiming that the pioneers of the
great Restoration Movement stood with them. It is Christ
dishonoring. It is ungodly.

The fact that Brother Neal has left his charts and his argu-
ment and resorted to the “shades of the pioneers” must make it
evident to all that he knows his proposition has fallen and his
cause is failing.

There is a question for you, representing an issue on this
point, Brother Neal, which you have not answered. In your
next speech tell us your answer to our question on the propo-
sition to settle this division. Will you accept it?

THE M ISSING CHARTS

Brother Neal must have sensed what would happen to his
charts this last night, for he has taken them away. His charts
are not here tonight. In former speeches I have examined them
one by one, showing you that his checkerboard way of
handling charts is a mere juggling of scripture, with pretty
lettering. He cannot prove his points with charts. The Seventh-
Day Adventists do as well with their doctrine. By drawing
charts, misapplying scriptures, showing the second coming of
Christ anywhere he wants to show it, and placing the millennial
reign anywhere he wants to put it, he makes out his case. Any-
body can draw charts and prove anything that way.

Last night, one of his charts had the “mountain” over in
the millennium, and the “House of God” here in the present
dispensation. According to his theory, we have “the house of
God” now, but will not have the “mountain of God’s house”
till we get over there in the millennium! Has he not discon-
nected the mountain and the house? Isaiah said the “mountain
of Jehovah’s house” would be established when the “word of
the Lord” should go forth from Jerusalem. (Isa. 2: 2.) Does
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Brother Neal know when that was? In Luke 24: 47, 48 Jesus
quoted this prophecy and announced its fulfillment: “And that
repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his name
among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem. And ye are wit-
nesses of these things.” Brother Neal has the thing all mixed up.

He says every prophecy must be fulfilled literally. I have
read that out of his book. And now he admits that the “Moun-
tain” is figurative. Compare the prophecy of Isa. 40: 3 with
his “Mountain” argument on Isa. 2: 2. “The voice of him that
crieth in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make
straight in the desert a highway for our God. Every valley shall
be exalted, and every mountain and hill shall be made low: and
the crooked shall be made straight, and the rough places plain.”
When John the Baptist came it was said of him: “For this is he
that was spoken of by the prophet Esaias, saying, The voice of
one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord,
make his paths straight.” (Matt. 3 : 3.) John came in ful-
fillment of that prophecy. So if that was literal, John the Bap-
tist was building a highway; he was pulling down hills and
mountains and filling up valleys and making the rough places
smooth. Brother Neal says every prophecy, that the Bible says
has been fulfilled, has been fulfilled literally.

Isaiah 2: 2 says: “And it shall come to pass in the last
days, that the mountain of the Lord’s house shall be established
in the top of the mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills;
and all nations shall flow unto it.”

If that is literal, too, it would make an impossible situation,
because John the Baptist has pulled the mountains down and the
Lord has no place to put his house !  So his literal interpretation
of one prophecy would make it impossible for another to be
literally fulfilled! Why give a spiritual interpretation to one
of these passages, and a literal interpretation to the other? Why
not be consistent?

FOR THE SAINTS- - WITH THE SAINTS

A little more back work. He said Christ is coming “for his
saints,” and “with his saints.” He thinks there will be two
future resurrections and two comings of Christ. He cannot come
with his saints unless his saints rise first. In his theory there
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must be the resurrection of the saints first--when Christ comes
“for the saints,” then he has Christ coming back, after a time
“with the saints.” Too many comings !

Do you remember what Brother Neal said the other night
about the dead saints that arose at the resurrection of Christ?
He said that was the first part of the first resurrection. That is
what he said. Then when Jesus Christ comes, all the saints will
arise. Unwittingly he is about to make the resurrection of the
saints at the resurrection of Christ, the first resurrection. To
escape it, he has the first first resurrection and then the second
first resurrection!

According to Brother Neal’s own theory, why is it that those
saints who arose at the resurrection of Christ cannot be the
saints who ‘will come “with” him “for” the saints in the future
resurrection?

So that does not help him out of his difficulty. There is, in
fact, no such thing as two future bodily resurrections taught in
the Bible.

FROM THE DEAD--OF THE DEAD

He spoke of Christ being raised from the dead, not of the
dead. Is there any difference between the phrases “from the
dead” and “of the dead”?

Brother Neal contends that “they that are Christ’s” are
raised “from the dead,“--from among the dead. But the resur-
rection of the dead is when all the dead are raised up. I will show
you the fallacy of that.

1. Christ is the firstborn of the dead.
“And from Jesus Christ, who is the faithful witness, the first-

born of the dead, and the ruler of the kings of the earth. Unto
him that loved us, and loosed us from our sins by his blood.”
(Rev. 1: 5.)

2. Christ is the ‘firstborn from the dead.
“And he is the head of the body, the church: who is the be-

ginning, the firstborn from the dead; that in all things he might
have the preeminence.” (Col. 1: 18.)

The expressions “of the dead,” and “from the dead,” both
applied to Christ. Read, again, “of the dead,” in Acts 26: 23:
“How that the Christ must suffer, and how that he first by
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the resurrection of the dead should proclaim light both to the
people and to the Gentiles.” And “from the dead.” Acts
17: 31: “Because he hath appointed a day, in the which he
will judge the world in righteousness by that man whom he
hath ordained; whereof he hath given assurance unto all men,
in that he hath raised him [Christ] from the dead.”

3. But “from the dead” and “of the dead” are both ap-
plied to Paul.

Philippians 3 : 11 says: “If by any means I may attain unto
the resurrection from the dead.” Here he speaks of his hope to
attain unto the resurrection from the dead--representing the
resurrection of all Christians--“from the dead.”

Then, Acts 23: 6: “But when Paul perceived that the one
part were Sadducees and the other Pharisees, he cried out in the
council, Brethren, I am a Pharisee, a son of Pharisees: touching
the hope and resurrection of the dead I am called in question.”
Hence, both expressions “of” and “from” the dead are applied
to Christ and Paul. So there is nothing to that distinction.

4. The general resurrection is referred to as both “of” and
“from” the dead.

Matthew 22: 30, 3 1: “For in the resurrection they neither
marry, nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels of God
in heaven. But as touching the resurrection of the dead, have
ye not read that which was spoken unto you by God.” Com-
pare Luke 20: 3 5 : “But they that are accounted worthy to attain
to that world, and the resurrection from the dead, neither marry,
nor are given in marriage.” The same resurrection state
Matthew calls a resurrection “of the dead,” Luke calls a resur-
rection “from the dead.”

The “attaining” to the resurrection “from the dead” does
not indicate “two resurrections.” The resurrection of those
“accounted worthy” is peculiar not as to time, but as to charac-
ter--the character of the resurrection not the time of it.

THE HOPE OF ISRAEL

Paul said that according to the promise made the fathers,
he was preaching the hope of Israel concerning this resurrection.
Acts 26: 6, 7: “And now I stand and am judged for the hope of
the promise made of God unto our fathers: Unto which promise
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our twelve tribes, instantly serving God day and night, hope to
come. For which hope’s sake, king Agrippa, I am accused of
the Jews.” The thing that Paul preached, which he calls “the
hope of Israel,” based on the promise to their fathers, caused the
Jews to persecute him and put him in jail. There is nothing
that Brother Boll and Brother Neal teach about the hope of the
Jews that would cause any Jew to persecute them, or put them
in jail. The Jews believe what they preach on unfulfilled
prophecies and the earthly reign of Christ and hope for those
very things. But when Paul preached “the hope of Israel,” he
preached something that caused the Jews to persecute him and
put him in jail. This idea that the Jews are going back to
Palestine, and that their national glory will return to them, is
the very thing the Jews want to happen. Paul did not preach
what these brethren preach, or he would not have gone to jail for
what he preached.

SUMMING UP

Now, we are going over some more of our conclusive argu-
ments which have been advanced against Brother Neal’s con-
tention and which he has made no attempt to answer.

1. When the reign began.
I want to call your attention again to the reign of Christ

and when it began, as diagramed here on the blackboard. I will
use my pencil. It is not quite as long as Brother Neal’s pointer.
The charts and the pointer are all gone. Brother Neal did not
want me to use that pointer on his charts tonight.

25 Reign cap Christ

Zechariah 6: 12, 13 tells us of One that would sit on his
throne, be priest on his throne, and rule on his throne. “And
speak unto him, saying, Thus speaketh the Lord of hosts, saying,
Behold the man whose name is The BRANCH; and he shall
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grow up out of his place, and he shall build the temple of the
Lord: Even he shall build the temple of the Lord; and he shall
bear the glory, and shall sit and rule upon his throne; and he
shall be a priest upon his throne: and the counsel of peace shall
be between them both.”

The reigning began when the sitting began. The sitting
began when, as Peter said in Acts 2: 32-35, Christ was exalted
at the right hand of God--fulfilling the prophecy in Ps. 110 that
he should “rule in the midst of his enemies.” He sits at the
right hand of God until all his enemies are made his footstool.

Peter said Christ began to sit on Pentecost. (Acts 2: 32-35.)
How long would he sit? Till all his enemies are destroyed.
Hebrews 1: 13 says he sat down at the right hand of the Majesty,
and will sit till his enemies are destroyed. First Corinthians
15 : 25 tells us that he would reign till his enemies are destroyed.
So the sitting and the reigning are coextensive. He began
reigning when he began sitting. He will sit till his enemies are
destroyed, and he will reign till his enemies are destroyed. The
reigning began when the sitting began. The reigning will end
when the sitting ends. Therefore, “the reign of the Son of
God” is coextensive with the “sitting” of the Son of God, at the
right hand of God in heaven.

Brother Neal’s charts have the reign of the Son of God after
his second coming. Both cannot be true unless Brother Neal
can prove that there are two reigns of Christ, one that differs
from his present reign.

2. When the exercise of authority began.
His chart on Delegated Dominion gives Adam all authority

over the world; then Noah had it, and they were both failures,
he said. Some day Christ will have all authority over the earth--
in the millennium--he asserts. But Matthew’s record of the
Great Commission declares that Christ had been given all
authority then.

“And Jesus came to them and spake unto them, saying, All
authority hath been given unto me in heaven and on earth.”
(Matt. 28: 18.) It “hath been given” to him--not will be given.

Paul declares that he has all rule and authority now:
“Having the eyes of your heart enlightened, that ye may

17



258 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

know what is the hope of his calling, what the riches of the glory
of his inheritance in the saints, and what the exceeding greatness
of his power to us-ward who believe, according to that working of
the strength of his might which he wrought in Christ, when he
raised him from the dead, and made him to sit at his right hand
in the heavenly places, far above all rule, and authority, and
power, and dominion, and every name that is named, not only
in this world, but also in that which is to come: and he put all
things in subjection under his feet, and gave him to be head over
all things to the church, which is his body, the fulness of him
that filleth all in all.” (Eph. 1: 18-23.)

Christ has a name that is above every name, not only
in this world, but in the world that is to come, “through that
working of the strength of his might which he wrought in Christ,
when he raised him from the dead.” Christ has that name and
power now. It was wrought when God raised him from the dead:
when he made him to sit down at the right hand of God in heavenly
places far above all authority, rule and power.

To this the words of the apostle Peter agree:
“The like figure whereunto even baptism doth now also save

us . . . by the resurrection of Jesus Christ: Who has gone
into heaven, and is on the right hand of God, angels and au-
thorities and powers being made subject unto him.” (1 Pet. 3:
21, 22.)

Yes, Christ has it now--all authority, all power, in heaven
and on earth.

3. The Restoration of Israel.
The restoration of Israel was the next point that was raised.

Brother Neal says regarding the restoration of Israel that God
has said he will not make “a full end of thee”--the Jews. Well,
what of it? According to Brother Neal’s theory, God is not
going to make even a partial end of Israel, because he will restore
them whole at last to the land of Palestine. The fact that God
said, “I will not make a full end of thee,” means that he has
made a partial end of them. Moses said they would be “scattered
but not consumed.” They are scattered, but “a full end” has
not been made of them, because they are not consumed. They
have not become a mongrel race among the nations of the earth.
They maintain their Jewish identity.
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In the prophecies of Jeremiah, we find this language: “Then
shalt thou break the bottle in the sight of the men that go with
thee, and shalt say unto them, Thus saith Jehovah of hosts:
Even so will I break this people and this city, as one breaketh a
potter’s vessel, that cannot be made whole again.” (Jeremiah
19: 10. 11.) Broken. Broken--never to be whole any more.
They can never be restored.

On this same point, Jesus said: “Did ye never read in the
scriptures, The stone which the builders rejected, the same is
become the head of the corner: this is the Lord’s doing, and it is
marvelous in our eyes? Therefore, I say unto you, The kingdom
of God shall be taken from you and given unto a nation bringing
forth the fruits thereof. And whosoever shall fall on this stone
shall be broken: but on whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind
him to powder." (Matt. 21: 42-44.)

This plain statement of the Lord definitely disposes of the
question of Israel’s future restoration. It cannot be. The Jews
themselves so understood his language. They “perceived that
he spake of them,” and “sought to lay hands on him.”

Concerning the hope of Christians, both Jew and Gentile,
Paul says: “Seek those things which are above, where Christ
dtteth on the right hand of God.” (Col. 3: 1 .) Brother Neal
is seeking things in an earthly millennium. Paul speaks of his
hope of a reward “eternal in the heavens.” “For we know that
if our earthly house of this tabernacle were dissolved, we have
a building of God, an house not made with hands, eternal in
the heavens.” (2 Cor. 5: 1.)

Brother Neal’s hope is on the earth. The difference between
Paul and Brother Neal is that Brother Neal is preaching for us
to seek things in an earthly millennium, while Paul said he was
seeking things above, where Christ sits at God’s right hand, and his
hope was for a reward eternal in the heavens. Brother Neal is
preaching for us to hope for a reign on the earth.

But my time is gone. Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen.
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FIFTH SESSION

NEAL’S SECOND SPEECH
(Friday, January 6, 1933)

I will begin, just as Brother Wallace did, by beginning where
he left off. He was telling us all about Israel.

Well, let us hear the pioneers again. Alexander Campbell
said :

“But God has not kept them these many ages for nothing. He
will use them again, and yet again bless all the nations of the
earth by the seed of Abraham, his friend. If the casting of them
away has been the reconciling of the Gentile world, what shall
the resumption of them be but life from the dead?’ We hear a
rattling in the valley of dry bones. The Jews are intent on re-
building their city and their temple, and in returning to their
own land.” Millennial Harbinger--1849.

Milligan :

“Palestine will certainly be again restored to the dispersed
Israelites for an everlasting possession.” Millennial Harbinger--
1856, page 569.

“At the same awfully exciting moment, when the whole crea-
tion is stirred up against the dragon, the beast, and the false
prophet, God pours out the spirit of prayer and supplication on
Israel; and immediately they look to Him whom they pierced,
and mourn for him as did their fathers for King Josiah . . .
This is, therefore, a case of genuine conversion . . . Whether
Christ will appear to them in person as he did to Stephen in the
hour of persecution . . . we do not at present dogmatically
affirm.” Millennial Harbinger--l856.

“Shades of the pioneers !"
J.W. McGarvey:
“When Israel shall have been restored to the land of promise,

and the people shall all become believers in their own Messiah,
and all the nations of the earth shall have been blessed through
the seed of Abraham, they will be the most grateful and happy
people on the face of the globe. . . . And if, at that time, there
shall be left in the world any of the people now called Germans,
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French, British, Americans, the question may no longer be,
why are the Jews yet with us ?-but, why are we yet with the
J ews ? . . ." Christian Standard. (1903--page 696.)

Alexander Campbell, Robert Milligan, and J.W. McGarvey--
Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr.--how do these authorities com-
pare? That is so much for Israel and an answer to the things
that you have heard at the closing of Brother Wallace’s speech.

Now, in regard to “Light in a Dark Place”; at the closing of
this debate, if you want these books and you have a dime, we
will sell them for a dime. If you have no dime and you will
promise to read one, you may have one. Brother Wallace is
either going to stop selling his “divisive” books, if such they be,
or he is going on selling them; I do not know which it will be.
If you can get this “Marked Bible,” or Dr. Brents’ Sermons,
or the Jamieson, Fausset and Brown Commentary, or some
other books advertised by the Gospel Advocate Company,
they will be a wonderful help. J. Stuart Holden writes some
books along that line that are mighty good, and the Gospel
Advocate, I believe, handles his books.

Well, now, some more things in regard to that church divi-
sion. Brother Wallace tells us that he was not writing about the
division of the church that occurred a long while ago. Well, he
says, “the Church in Winchester, Kentucky, was planted in the
days of McGarvey and the Hardings, watered by other faithful
men of God, and later divided by the preachers who are ad-
vocating these future-kingdom theories.” He is excluding
the first division from his statement, and I think an apology of
that kind ought to be made in his paper in the same prominent
way his editorial appeared.

In regard to the second division, I was not here at that time.
The two churches came together and Brother Thomas D. Rose
was preaching. I do not think you would call him one of
these prophetic “speculators.” He was preaching for the church
at the time. John T. Smithson and J. Pettey Ezell were preach-
ing here, and maybe Brother A. B. Barrett and Brother J. L.
Hines. Brother M. D. Baumer preached a number of times
during that time. It was under the ministry of these men the
division took place. I was not here and I believe I have been
cleared of the responsibility for the division that took place.
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However, this quotation says that the church was divided by
these “speculative preachers,” who preached concerning the
future-kingdom theories. Well, now, if Thomas D. Rose was
of that kind and those other brethren, then the church was di-
vided during the time of their ministry with the church here.
That was when the church divided. If his charges are true, they
divided the church. Now, anything can cause a division,
and I might just as well call attention here to what he has
charged against me as justifying division. I will read from
Luke 12. This is the scripture where the Lord Jesus said:

“Suppose ye that I am come to give peace on earth? I tell
you, Nay; but rather division.” (Luke 12: 5 1.)

I was not justifying division. I was merely calling atten-
tion to the fact that divisions do exist, many of them, and
about a great many things. Anything will divide a church if
the spirit of the people is in the right temper for division,’
prophetic teaching, or whatever it may be. Brother Wallace
called upon me to give up that “speculative” teaching, in order to
not have division, which he attributes to the teaching of the
prophets. I would like to ask Brother Wallace, if I decided to
give up that, would he give up his speculative teaching on the
theory of baptism, which theory is held so much in Texas, and
is stated so much in “The Firm Foundation”? The doctrine of
rebaptism, which is the doctrine that if you were baptized and
did not know it was for the remission of sins--“repent and be
baptized for the remission of your sins”--as in Acts 2: 38, you
must be baptized again. Churches are divided in Texas over
that doctrine. I wonder how Brother Wallace is getting
along with his several co-editors, who certainly do not teach
that. I wonder how Brother Wallace is getting along with the
brethren in Texas who charge him with dividing churches over
the teaching of dividing into classes and giving them uninspired
literature to study in the Sunday Schools. They call Brother
Wallace and his brethren, who believe in using this uninspired
literature. the ‘Sunday School preachers.” I recently read an
article entitled “Six Scriptural Reasons Why We Should Not
Commune With Sunday School Preachers”--written by our
brethren who oppose Brother Wallace’s practice. Brother
Wallace, I believe, writes some of that literature, and his com-
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pany is a seller of that kind of literature. A great body of
people in Texas and elsewhere oppose such work. They are
numerous enough to circulate a paper all over the country. They
object to Sunday School and Literature, and Brother Foy E.
Wallace is counted by them as a divider of churches. I ask him
why he does not give up that doctrine to bring peace and unity
among brethren. You may answer, Brother Wallace, on that
and about the rebaptism question. Does not the Gospel
Advocate support this system of Sunday School and Literature,
which some of our brethren almost fight over, because they
think it is wrong? I ask him if the Advocate staff are all united
as to the question of Christians going to war? and if the
Advocate did not exclude from its pages an article by Brother
Elam which had not a word, as far as I remember, in it except
exact quotations from the Scriptures, from beginning to end? It
was excluded for fear it might cause more trouble. Brother
Elam withdrew for a time, at least, from the staff of the Advo-
cate. I wonder if anything else has caused division in the body
of Christ besides prophetic teaching. We might go on and name
other things. How about doing away with all these church
differences, Brother Wallace, caused by these speculations? I
wonder why you single out as speculators among the people
those who teach the prophecies, as did the pioneers, in re-
gard to the restoration of Israel and other things along that
line. Why do you draw the line on that? How is it that you
have warned the churches in Chattanooga and other places,
against such speculators ? You may charge me with causing and
maintaining division, but I never go so far as to stand up and
tell them they should draw the line on the good brethren who
may differ from me on interpretations of some scriptures.

The children of God have been promised changed bodies like
Christ's--I wonder if we should not then b e  able to rule or govern
as the Lord Jesus Christ promised, and as I quoted from James
A. Harding last night ? I wonder if it would not be more proper
to think of people in that glorified condition, reigning with
Christ, than to say, as Brother Wallace states in his Dallas
sermon, that he is reigning now with Christ and helping to exe-
cute his law? I would rather have that part of the work imme-
diately associated with Christ, than to try to do it now, and
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here, as our Brother Wallace is doing. And not only that, but
propagating and sending out “divisive” literature. I wonder if
it would not be better to wait about that ruling and that exe-
cuting business, to wait until after the Lord Jesus gives us new
bodies. Our citizenship is in heaven, from whence we look for
Christ, “who shall fashion anew the body of our humiliation,
that it may be conformed to the body of his glory, according
to the working whereby he is able even to subject all things unto
himself.” (Phil. 3 : 21.) I would rather wait till that time.
You were told a while ago by my respondent that I was looking
for things earthly, and that I was not looking for things that
are above. I am looking up for the Lord Jesus who is coming,
and for that wondrous change that is coming, and I wonder if
it would not be better for us all to do that?

I wonder if Brother Wallace would like to have me lay down
all these “speculative teachings” on the book of Revelation and
elsewhere in the Bible? I call attention now to the fact that
he teaches a great deal in Revelation that I teach, on Rev. 20
and other portions of the book. I wonder how much of the book
of Revelation I should give up? I wish we had the black-
board. He missed my charts and I miss his blackboard. If
we had it, I could draw a line down here and have him tell
me how much of the book of Revelation I would have to
give up. Will I have to give up chapters 20 and 19 and all these
scriptures that I have been referring to in that orderly way here?
And 1 Cor. 15, will I have to give that up? Will I have to
give up Acts 3, with all that was said by David Lipscomb,
whom I have quoted here, where he said those times would come
when the Lord Jesus comes? That was what he said. Will I
have to throw that overboard along with David Lipscomb’s
comments? Will I have to give up all that? How much of the
Bible is made up of prophecies ? Much of the Old Testament
will have to be wiped out. We find, in the statement here in
regard to the “Marked Bible,” that there are more than 5,000
verses of prophecy in the Bible, one-sixth of the Bible. I do not
know how much of it is fulfilled prophecy, and how much of it is
unfulfilled. He will have to tell us in regard to that--mark it
on the board, Brother Wallace. His spiritualizing is put in such
a dreamy way, you can’t tell when they arc fulfilled. Let me
take some reading from the Gospel Advocate along that fine to
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show that it does “speculate” on the prophecies. Speculation
about the millennium, by John T. Hinds:

“The millennium may be a literal thousand years, or just an
indefinite period.” . . . Again: “The second coming of
Christ is the goal of all revelation-its furthest horizon.”
. . . About the time it begins: “When the Protestant Refor-
mation resulted in giving the Bible back to the world so men
might read it for themselves and obey it, spiritually speaking,
Satan was bound. . . ." Gospel Advocate, 5-21-1931 .

The millennium speculated away--By H. Leo Boles.
“Believers in Christ can be neither premillennialists, mil-

lennialists, nor postmillennisalists. . . ."  Gospel Advocate, 1-8-
31.

They can neither be "per," “post,” nor millennialists; that
means there is no millennium at all. Now, don’t you see that
if there is a period of time, if it is only one day, certainly Christ
will have to come before, or after, or during that time, and yet
the teaching of the Gospel Advocate is so speculative that it
casts that period entirely out and says there is nothing to it.
A man could not believe Christ’s coming could be before,
or during, or after it. Brother Wallace carries that period up to
heaven. He said last night that it was a “martyr scene.” He
did not tell when it began or when it would end. He did not tell
what is meant by Satan being bound. And then that passage
that says Satan will not deceive the nations--where are the
nations, and where is Satan? Is he bound now? At what time
in the world’s history are those things going to take place? You
might give us a good lesson along that line Brother Wallace.
Note that he says there are no bodies in Rev. 20: 4. I want to
know what were these heads cut off of then? It says, “I saw the
souls of them that were beheaded.” What was it that was be-
headed, souls or bodies? “And they lived.” Are there dead
souls? The resurrection of souls! Did you ever read of any-
thing like that at any time--the resurrection of souls? Why,
souls do not die--that is, when they are distinguished from the
body. Sometimes bodies are called souls. In Acts 2 it says
there were 3,000 souls added to the church. Do you think they
had bodies with them when they were added, or not? Let’s
have a little more light on that.



266 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION ON THE

More speculation on Revelation--Brother John T. Hinds, in
the Gospel Advocate. (11-27-30), tells us the two witnesses are
the Old and the New Testament. I will read from Rev. 11:
3-9 as follows:

“And I will give unto my two witnesses, and they shall
prophesy a thousand two hundred and threescore days, clothed
in sackcloth. These are the two olive trees and the two candle-
sticks, standing before the Lord of the earth. And if any man
desireth to hurt them, fire proceedeth out of their mouth and
devoureth their enemies; and if any man shall desire to hurt
them, in this manner must he be killed. These have the power
to shut the heaven that it rain not during the days of their
prophecy: and they have power over the waters to turn them
into blood, and to smite the earth with every plague, as often as
they shall desire. And when they shall have finished their
testimony, the beast that cometh up out of the abyss shall make
war with them, and overcome them, and kill them. And their
dead bodies lie in the street of the great city, which spiritually is
called Sodom and Egypt, where also their Lord was crucified,
And from among the peoples and tribes and tongues and nations
do men look upon their dead bodies three days and a half, and
suffer not their dead bodies to be laid in a tomb.” (Rev. 11: 3-9.)

And then the record goes on to say they came to life and were
caught up to heaven.

Well, if these are the Old and New Testaments, are they back
here or what about them? Are they still up in heaven? Tell us
something more about these speculations.

And again: F. B. Srygley speculates--“The spiritual house
of Jacob means the church” . . . ‘Judah and Israel” are
interpreted to mean the same thing by the same writer . . .
Gospel Advocate, 12-1l-30.

More speculation from, John T. Hinds: Of Isa. II: 6-9 he
says that the wild animals losing their ravenous nature show
the “peaceful nature of Christ’s kingdom.” . . . Gospel
Advocate, 2-5-31.

Here he speaks about the wild animals, the lion and the
lamb and so on, and goes on to tell what it means. You know
Barnum had a lion and a lamb together in a cage and the crowd
was looking at them and one man standing by asked Barnum
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how long they had been featuring the lion and the lamb to-
gether, and he said, about six months, and the man said, “Well,
that is certainly wonderful.” Barnum said, “We have to
renew the lamb ever once in a while, though.” We do not see
the lion and the lamb lying down together in this age of the
world’s history. They may sometimes lie down together, but
that is the way they lie down together, the lamb is inside. Well,
sometimes they laugh about it and say it is an impossibility,
that such a thing could not be, or that a lion could not eat
straw like an ox. They say the lion is not made that way. Well,
you do not have to look very far in the Bible till you find where
all the animals were herbivorous. Go back and read the first
chapter of Genesis and you will find out that they were; so, if
they are carnivorous at the present time, in the times of the
restoration, they will likely have their original nature back
again. At least, the Lord proposes to do that. If he could
make them carnivorous from herbivorous, then certainly they
could be restored. All these different things can be taken
care of. You see, when you try to apply such scriptures o f
the Old Testament to the present age, you are bound to get
Into trouble.

Now, I want to call your attention to a pasteboard folding
telescope. This is nothing but a piece of pasteboard, and
doesn’t mean so very much, but I am going to call your atten-
tion to some teachings from it.

Here are three ages, shown by these three sections. They
are generally called the three dispensations. First is the Patri-
archal Dispensation, next is the Jewish, and next is the Chris-
tian. That is the way the Dispensations are often named, but
that is not the way the Bible divides them. There is a future
dispensation--for there is a thousand years period there. Back
on this end, back of the Jewish age are four other ages. There
are four other periods. I know they are often called the Patri-
archal Dispensation. As they are all past, little harm is done
if the Bible is taken up without distinguishing them. I have put
those all under one term, and called them the Patriarchal Dis-
pensation. Here with this seventh age is where so many get into
trouble. They try to slide the thousand years dispensation
back over the Christian dispensation, and contend that the
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two are all one--in fact, they say there is but one period.
They try to make this present age a reign of peace. In other
words, they try to make the lion and the lamb lie down together.
They say the lion losing his bad nature and the bear and all
those carnivorous animals losing their bad natures represent
people coming into the church, and becoming peaceful. Tell me
what does “the lion shall eat straw like an ox” mean? I would
like for Brother Wallace to interpret that and talk about it.
Their interpretation of prophecy doesn’t seem true, because
when Christians come into the church they still quarrel and
fight about all the differences--and I am not justifying a one
of them. Divisions must needs come, “that those which are
approved, may be made manifest among you.” (1 Cor. 11:
19.) Heresies, if you wish to call them that, but they are
differences just the same. Those that are manifest before God
are manifest in that they stay true to the Lord’s teaching. There
are many different sections in the Bible--great sections of
scripture-that cannot be explained if the one thousand years
period is not left in its proper place. If you try to slip it back
over the Christian dispensation, and just go on as though it
wasn’t there, there are hundreds of passages of scripture that
cannot be explained. That is the reason why we have so much
speculation on Rev. 20 and various other prophecies. Many
have no place for them in their program, as God has in his. God
does have a place for them. Leave the thousand years period
where God put it, and you will not need to speculate so much.

Now, in regard to the division that has been stated and
talked about. If Brother Wallace will give up his speculations
on a number of things in Rev. 20, where he has “the resurrec-
tion of a cause,” and where he gets it up into heaven and all
those various things; and if he will cease his speculations on
baptism and those things that are dividing the churches in
Texas, and other places, and things of that nature; then I will
be ready to talk with him about church troubles right here. I
did not say, as he said in the reading of that passage, that he
should go to Nashville.and make an apology through his paper
before there could be any consideration of his proposition.  I
said if he would make an apology in regard to the statement, and
he has not, that I was a divider of the church in Winchester,
and would promise to do this in the Advocate, then we might
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talk the matter over and consider it seriously, but he is not
willing to do that, because he said he was writing of another
time. He did make the explanation that he was writing of
another time, and that would be satisfactory but for other
things. In regard to division in the church here, what are you
going to do with Brother Rose and Brother Baumer and all those
who were preaching at the time the church became divided?
What was it divided about? You said that the speculative
preachers caused this division; if they are speculative preachers,
bring them to judgment. Specify who they were, and what their
doctrines were. We have a number of the elders of the con-
gregation present that were here at the union of the twochurches.
We found that a certain man, a preacher, had told these Fairfax
brethren that he had taken a number of the elders of Main Street
church into the back of the Main Street house, and that they had
promised this man that if union was made between the churches,
they would not allow any Bollism in the church. This man who
told that ‘was given an opportunity to explain his report. There
was no answer. After thirty days he was written to again. No
answer. After forty-five days he was written to again. He made
no answer. Up to this time, which has been nearly six years, he
has made no explanation. I think there must be something
wrong with a preacher that has made that kind of statement
and will not answer. There must have been some falsehoods told
at that time, and preachers are not always exempt from telling
them. This account is true: No such meeting was ever held.
No such promise ever made. The preacher did falsify.

Now, about those charts Brother Wallace missed so much
in his speech. I am sorry I did not bring them for his bene-
fit, but my arguments were in, and I did not see any use of
bringing them. I did not know he wanted them. Those charts
have been unanimous in one thing. They have been setting be-
fore you constantly that the final outcome of all those prophe-
cies will be that Jesus Christ will take the reins of government,
and this world will become subject to him. You can take your
Bible and read Psalms 2: 67, 72 and many other parts of the Old
Testament; then come to the New Testament and read through
that and you will find a glorious, happy time for the earth fore-
told. Rom. 8: 21, 22 says:
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“The creation itself also shall be delivered from the bond-
age of corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of
God. For we know that the whole creation groaneth and tra-
vaileth in pain together until now.”

My charts have shown all that. Brother Wallace has
tried to break the force of them, ridiculed them, and made fun
of them, and called them checkerboards and other names. I
see he is greatly worried about them. That picture you see in
the chart always is that picture of the saints, with Christ
having control over all the realm under the whole heaven.

When is that going to be? “The kingdoms of this world are
become the kingdoms of the Lord and his Christ and he shall
reign forever and ever.” This takes place at the seventh trump
when Jesus comes.

If you remember, Brother Wallace speculated on Rev. 20: 4.
You will say it is easier to believe what the Bible says in plain,
literal words than to believe the speculation he has about it.
He has it a martyr scene somewhere in heaven. But Satan is
bound down here on earth, and not deceiving the nations. What
time is it that Satan is bound? I have set forth and shown you
the place of that period, and what comes before and after it.
Brother Wallace puts it out there in a dreamy way: no certain
beginning, no certain performance, no certain ending.

He spoke of my looking for earthly things, instead of
heavenly. I said my citizenship is in heaven, from whence I
look for the Lord Jesus Christ. He is coming back again. Paul
says: “I have fought the good fight, I have finished the course, I
have kept the faith: henceforth there is laid up for me the crown
of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous judge, shall give
to me at that day; and not to me only, but also to all them
that have loved his appearing.”

At the coming of the Lord Jesus Christ, he will raise the
dead, and the living shall be caught up in the clouds, to meet the
Lord in the air, and shall ever be with the Lord. We do not
know how. soon that may be. The Lord in his wisdom has
arranged a millennial time. If Brother Wallace lives faith-
ful, he may be surprised to find himself in the millennia1 age.
He may even find himself a ruler and executor of the law
over there, if he will be faithful till his call. I do not know
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whether he would object to that or not. I think the millennium
will come, for the Lord has promised such a period of time.
I now call upon you, Brother Wallace, to tell us more about that
period in your next speech. May the Lord bless us all in knowing
and doing his will.
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FIFTH SESSION

WALLACE’S SECOND SPEECH
(Friday, January 6, 1933)

Brother Neal would like mighty well to induce me to specu-
late with him. Misery loves company.

He is concerned about my “theory” of “rebaptism’‘-the
relation of faith to baptism in the plan of salvation. I have no
theory. I preach the exact words of Acts 2: 38. It reads in
Tennessee just like it does in Texas. Acts 2: 38 says: “Repent
and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ
for the remission of sins.” I preach what it says in Tennessee,
and I preach what it says in Texas. I tell the people they must
believe what it says and do what it says if they will be saved.
Brother Srygley does not object to that. What church of Christ
in Texas or Tennessee has ever divided over it? Name one.

Brother Neal’s remarks on that subject are just a bid for the
favor of his sectarian neighbors, and amounts to an invitation
for them not to believe what Acts 2: 38 says on the design of
baptism. If he will preach exactly what Acts 2: 38 says, as I do,
and no more than that on Rev. 20. there will never be division
over either passage. But Brother Neal cannot get his theory
by reading what Rev. 20 says. He adds to it, instead of quitting
with it. If he will read what it says and stop, he will leave it a
martyr scene--“And I saw the souls of them that had been
beheaded for the testimony of Jesus and the word of God.”

But Brother Neal says a soul cannot be beheaded. Now,
isn’t that a great argument for him to make? John said, “I saw
the souls of them that had been beheaded.” Brother Neal says:
“But a soul cannot be beheaded”--how profound! And a soul
cannot die, he says. But Ezekiel said, “the soul that sinneth it
shall die.” (Ezek. 18: 20.) I suppose he thinks all of that proves
that Rev. 20 is all literal and sustains his theory of a literal
reign on the earth!

He brings up things which he supposes to have taken place
with reference to the Gospel Advocate’s war policy. I was a
young preacher in Texas at that time, barely old enough to
enlist for service. I know nothing of the matters he mentions.
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Being a young preacher, the government did not enlist me. I
did not go to war. His charges against the Gospel Advocate refer
to things that happened during war times, eighteen or twenty
years ago, when all publications both secular and religious were
under government surveillance. Brother Srygley can straighten
him out on these matters. He can give him all the information
he wants and furnish him with the facts.

But Brethren Neal and Boll are the last men on earth who
should object to a silent “war policy,“’ on the part of any publi-
cation, when our country was bleeding in war. Does his theory
not teach that the millennium will be ushered in by a bloody
war, led by Jesus Christ himself against his enemies to slay and
conquer the wicked nations? He says, “no other one can make
war in righteousness.” Thus he would have Christ waging a
carnal war against his enemies. What right has a man who
believes such a thing to complain at the policy of any paper in
times of war?

His reference to the so-called “Sunday School Opposition”
should not be dignified with a reply. That question involves the
Christian’s right to teach. This proposition involves what a
Christian has the right to teach. They are not, therefore,
analogous from the standpoint I occupy. I do only what the
word “teach” includes as to manner, and I teach only what the
Bible says as to matter--no more. If Brother Neal would do that
with reference to Rev. 20--teach what it says and no more--
there would be no division, or, if there should be, the responsi-
bility for it would be with those who denied his right to so teach
by tongue or pen the Word of God. We do not object to his
teaching, but to the teaching of his theories.

Brother Neal is so anxious for me to speculate that he tries
to force me. It would tickle him to his toes if I would advance a
theory on Rev. 20 or something else. He has tried since the
debate began to lead me into it. I shall not do it.

Brother Neal would divert my time in this last speech from
the proposition to his many irrelevancies. As much as he needs
to be exposed in all these matters, I cannot allow him to do it.
This is the closing speech of the debate. I must, therefore, sum
up the argument.

18
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I. THE TASK OF THE AFFIRMATIVE

I call your attention to what has been before the affirmative
in this debate. His task has been, first, to prove that there will
be a future-kingdom reign of Christ, other than, and differing
from his present reign. Second, to prove the nature of such
a reign of Christ. Third, to prove that it will cover a period of
one thousand years, between the second coming of Christ, and
the final resurrection and judgment. Fourth, to prove that the
Bible clearly teaches all of this--that the Bible clearly teaches
it. He has not made one clear-cut argument.

I I. THE BOOK OF REVELATION

Next, the book of Revelation. That was the next depart-
ment of our work. Brother Neal, in the affirmative, has done
neither of the four things just mentioned. He has not lived up
to the task that the affirmative undertook, or should have
undertaken, in this discussion. Concerning the book of Reve-
lation, I made the statement on the first night that most com-
mentators on it also become prophets. When he begins ex-
plaining, he also begins prophesying. Brother Neal does not
merely explain. He prophesies with it. He does not leave the
book of Revelation to interpret itself, like he says all symbols
do. You heard him say that every symbol in the Bible is ex-
plained somewhere else in the Bible. Then the next night, he
stated that he was not sure he could explain all those symbols!
if they are all explained in the Bible, why can he not explain
them? The trouble is just this: the commentator on the book
of Revelation turns into a prophet, and also begins to prophesy
the moment he begins to explain.

Revelation 20 is a martyr scene. Brother Neal tries to
ridicule it, but I stick to it. He says I have been “specu-
lating about a martyr scene somewhere in heaven.” That
is not speculation. The text says that. “And I saw the souls
of them that had been beheaded . . . and they lived and
reigned with Christ.” Yes, “they.” That is not “us.” Who?
The souls of the martyrs--“of them that had been beheaded for
the testimony of Jesus.” Is it speculation to say exactly what
the text says and no more?

Brother Neal is putting the literal construction on it, You
heard him in his last speech say: “Believe what the Bible says
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in plain literal words,” just like the words of Rev. 20. All
literal? All right, “I saw the souls of them that had been be-
headed for the testimony of Jesus, and they lived and reigned
with Christ a thousand years.” If Brother Neal takes that to
be literal, it excludes him from that millennium, because his head
has not been cut off. If the thousand years is literal then the
beheading is literal. Why make one literal and the other figura-
tive? He excludes himself from the millennium, when he takes
the “reigning” in Revelation 20 “in plain literal words.” It is the
souls of the martyrs, and Brother Neal is trying to make some-
thing else out of it.

III. WHAT REVELATION 20: 1-7 DOES NOT MENTION

Verses 1 to 7. on which he has predicated his proposition,
do not mention the following things: (1) They do not mention
the second coming of Christ; (2) they do not mention a reign on
earth; (3) they do not mention a bodily resurrection; (4) they
do not mention us; (5) and they do not mention Christ as being
on earth, or his relation to that reign. Yet, he says it clearly
teaches ‘his proposition.

As to the nature of the first resurrection, I said. “May I ask,
why may not a ‘resurrection’ refer to a cause?” Brother Neal
reads where, in Ezek. 37, the prophet pictures Israel’s return
from Babylon as a resurrection. He admits that it was a
figurative resurrection. I simply asked if “resurrection” in Rev.
20 may not be spiritual like the one in Rom. 11: 15--the “recon-
ciling of the Jews--which Paul referred to “as life from the
dead,” and the one in Ezek. 37? Brother Neal admits that these
were figurative and spiritual. Then why cannot this one be
a spiritual resurrection? That is all I asked, and he would make
it appear that I have a theory on it.

Brother Neal insists that some of the pioneers held his mil-
lennial ideas and mentions Alexander Campbell and the Millen-
nial Harbinger. Alexander Campbell prepared twenty-five ar-
ticles against the theory of a millennium, after the coming of
Christ. Whatever his idea was about the Jews returning to the
land of Palestine, it pertained to an individual return under gos-
pel influence--not a national restoration: that they would be
converted only individually, not nationally, and before the
second coming of Christ, not after. He taught that the coming
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of Christ would mark the end of the entire order of events. It
is in the Millennial Harbinger, of 184 1, which I have here in my
hand, in twenty-five articles on the subject.

The same is true of McGarvey and others whose writings he
has quoted and perverted.

Brother Neal has tried to twist the position taken by those
pioneers all the way through, to make them hold the position
that he holds.

IV. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF T HE KINGDOM

Dan. 2: 44 says: “And in the days of these kings shall the
God of heaven set up a kingdom, which shall never be destroyed :
and the kingdom shall never be left to other people, but
it shall break in pieces and consume all these kingdoms, and it
shall stand for ever.”

Mark 1: 15 says: “The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of
God is at hand.”

Isa. 2: 2 says: “And it shall come to pass in the last days,
that the mountain of the Lord’s house shall be established in
the top of the mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills;
and all nations shall flow unto it.”

Heb. 12 : 22-28 says : “Ye are come unto mount Sion . . .
Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot be moved, let
us have grace, whereby we may serve God acceptably with
reverence and godly fear.”

Daniel said it would stand forever. Paul said it could not
be moved. Daniel said it would come “in the days of these
kings.” Paul said they were receiving it. Isa. 2: 2 says it is
“the mountain of the Lord’s house.” Dan. 2: 44 says it is “a
kingdom.” Heb. 12: 22-28 says it is both. Isa. 2: 2 and Dan.
2: 44 are fulfilled in Heb. 12: 22-28--"Ye are come unto the
mount . . . Wherefore we receiving the kingdom.”

Therefore, Isa. 2: 2 and Dan. 2: 44 merge in Heb. 12: 22-28.
Daniel 7 : 13, 14 : “I saw in the night visions, and, behold, one

like the Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came
to the Ancient of days, and they brought him near before him.
And there was given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom,
that all people, nations, and languages, should serve him: his
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dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away,
and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.”

Acts 1: 8, 9: “But ye shall receive power, after that the
Holy Ghost is come upon you: and ye shall be witnesses unto
me both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea, and in Samaria, and
unto the uttermost part of the earth. And when he had spoken
these things, while they beheld, he was taken up; and a cloud
received him out of their sight.”

Dan. 7: 13, 14 is fulfilled in Acts 1: 8, 9.
Mark 9: 1 says: “And he said unto them, Verily I say unto

you, That there be some of them that stand here, which shall
not taste of death, till they have seen the kingdom of God come
with power.”

Acts 1: 8: “But ye shall receive power, after that the Holy
Ghost is come upon you: and ye shall be witnesses unto me both
in Jerusalem, and in all Judea, and in Samaria, and unto the
uttermost part of the earth.”

Acts 2 : l-4: “And when the day of Pentecost was fully come,
they were all with one accord in one place. And suddenly there
came a sound from heaven as of a rushing mighty wind, and it
filled all the house where they were sitting. And there appeared
unto them cloven tongues like as of fire, and it sat upon each of
them. And they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began
to speak with other tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.”

These connected verses show that the kingdom came with
power on the day of Pentecost when the Holy Spirit came.

After Pentecost: Philip preached the kingdom in Samaria,
Acts 8: 12: “But when they believed Philip preaching the
things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus
Christ, they were baptized, both men and women.” Paul
preached it in Rome, Acts 28: 3 1: “Preaching the kingdom of
God, and teaching the things concerning the Lord Jesus Christ
with all boldness, none forbidding him.” The Colosse
Christians were in it, “Who hath delivered us from the power of
darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of his dear
Son.” (Col. 1: 13.) The Hebrew Christians were receiving it,
Heb. 12: 28: “Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot
be moved, let us have grace, whereby we may serve God accept-
ably with reverence and godly fear.”
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Summing up the argument:
1. It would come “in the days of these kings.”
2. In Mark 1: 15, “The time was fulfilled.”
3. In Daniel 7: 13, Daniel saw “The Son of man coming in

the clouds” to receive it.
4. Acts 1: 9, Christ ascended in the clouds, at which time he

did receive it, according to Paul in Eph. 1: 20-22.
5. In Acts 2: 1-4, it came “with power” to the disciples on

Pentecost.
6. Dan. 2: 44 says “this kingdom would stand for ever.”
7. Heb. 12: 28 says we have one that “cannot be moved.”
Now that is the establishment of the kingdom, friends, as

Brother Neal and Brother Boll ought to know. They ought to
know that the reign of Christ began when Christ began to sit at
the right hand of God. He began sitting at the right hand of God
on the day of Pentecost. (Acts 2: 34.) The reigning and the
sitting are coextensive; therefore, he began reigning on Pente-
cost, and he will sit and reign to the end. (1 Cor. 15: 25-28.)
Brother Neal has refused to answer these scriptures.

V. THE THRONE OF D A V I D

1. Christ is on His Throne.
Zech. 6: 13: “Even he shall build the temple of the Lord;

and he shall bear the glory, and shall sit and rule upon his
throne; and he shall be a priest upon his throne: and the counsel
of peace shall be between them both.”

Heb. 4: 14: “Seeing then that we have a great high priest,
that is passed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us
hold fast our profession.”

(1) He is priest on his throne.
(2) He is priest in heaven.
(3) Therefore his throne is in heaven.
Heb. 8:4: “For if he were on earth, he should not be a priest,

seeing that there are priests that offer gifts according to the
law.”

(1) He could not be a priest, if he were on earth.
(2) But he is a priest on his throne.
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(3) Therefore his throne cannot be on earth. Brother Neal
refused to observe this argument.

2. Christ is on David’s Throne.
“Therefore being a prophet, and knowing that God had

sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of his loins, accord-
ing to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit on his throne;
He seeing this before, spake of the resurrection of Christ,
. . . Therefore being by the right hand of God exalted, and
having received of the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost, he
hath shed forth this, which ye now see and hear.” (Acts 2:
30-33.) Peter declares this fulfilled.

Verses 34, 35 tell us that he would sit on this throne from
Pentecost till all his enemies were put under his feet.

3. The Tabernacle of David has been rebuilt.
Acts 15 : 14-l 7: “Simeon hath declared how God at the first

did visit the Gentiles, to take out of them a people for his name.
And to this agree the words of the prophets; as it is written, After
this I will return, and will build again the tabernacle of David,
which is fallen down; and I will build again the ruins thereof, and
I will set it up: that the residue of men might seek after the Lord,
and all the Gentiles, upon whom my name is called.”

The tabernacle of David would be rebuilt, that the residue
of men might seek after God--that all the Gentiles might seek after
God. The Gentiles is the subject of that sentence. The predi-
cate, understood, is “seek after God.” If Christ is not on
David’s throne now--if the tabernacle has not been rebuilt
now--the Gentiles cannot seek after God. The members of the
Main Street church of Christ are paying this man a nice salary
to take away the hope of the Gentiles, by the things that he
preaches. That is what it does, if his doctrine is true. He may
deny these consequences, but the consequences exist just the
same. If Christ is not on David’s throne in heaven, the Gentiles
have no hope of salvation now. Acts 15 : 17 is the proof: “That
the residue of men might seek after the Lord, and all the Gen-
tiles, upon whom my name is called, saith the Lord, who doeth
all  these things”--that the Gentiles may seek after God. I f
the tabernacle of David is not rebuilt, they cannot do it. That
cuts you and me out entirely, friends.

But his doctrine is not true, thank God. We have the
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tabernacle of David--the church--God’s spiritual Israel. Christ
is now on David’s Throne, once temporal, but now spiritual;
once on the earth, but now in heaven. And the “sure blessings
of David” are bestowed upon all, both Jew and Gentile, who will
receive them.

VI. THE RESTORATION OF ISRAEL
The next thing we pointed out was concerning the Restora-

tion of Israel.
Josh. 23: 13, 14: “Know for a certainty that the Lord your

God will no more drive out any of these nations from before you;
but they shall be snares and traps unto you, and scourges in your
sides, and thorns in your eyes, until ye perish from off this good
land which the Lord your God hath given you. And, behold, this
day I am going the way of all the earth: and ye know in all your
hearts and in all your souls, that not one thing hath failed of all
the good things which the Lord your God spake concerning you;
all are come to pass unto you, and not one thing hath failed
thereof.”

When God told Abraham that he would give Israel the land
of Canaan, God did it. And Joshua said, after they had possessed
it, that not one thing had failed of all that God promised con-
cerning the land. Brother Neal says it has not yet come to pass.
The issue is between Joshua and Brother Neal.

Jer. 19: 11: “And shalt say unto them, Thus saith the Lord
of hosts, Even so will I break this people and this city, as one
breaketh a potter’s vessel, that cannot be made whole again, and
they shall bury them in Tophet, till there be no place to bury.”
G e t  i t - ”Even so will I break this people . . . as one
breaketh a potter’s vessel, that cannot be made whole again.”

Brother Neal says it will be made whole again in the land of
Palestine. The issue is between the inspired Jeremiah and
Brother Neal--and Brother Boll--“the head man” of all this
speculation.

Matt. 21: 43, 44: “Therefore, I say unto you, The kingdom
of God shall be taken from you and given to a nation bringing
forth the fruits thereof. And whosoever shall fall on this stone
shall be broken: but upon whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind
him to powder.”
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Thus, Jesus corroborates all that Jeremiah had said con-
cerning Israel--the “broken” nation, never to be restored.

Matt. 12: 45 : “Then goeth he, and taketh with himself
seven other spirits more wicked than himself, and they enter in
and dwell there: and the last state of that man is worse than the
first. Even so shall it be also unto this wicked generation
[race].” But Brother Neal has the last state of the Jewish race
better and more glorious than ever. I have given him a chance
to answer that argument and he would not do it.

Brother Janes knows what I am saying is true. (I am just
giving these brethren a few parting "love licks.") I do not dis-
like them. I just know that these theories have divided the
church, and if laid down, it would bring peace and unity to the
church of Christ.

VII. THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST

Now to the second coming of Christ. I propose to sum up
the facts:

First. There will not be two bodily resurrections with a
thousand years between.

(1) John 6: 40: “And this is the will of him that sent me,
that every one which seeth the Son, and believeth on him, may
have everlasting life: and I will raise him up at the last day.”
Jesus tells us that the righteous, those who have eternal life,
will be raised at the last day. Well, there cannot be a thousand
years, three hundred sixty-five thousand days--after the last
day.

(2) John 12: 48: “He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not
my words, hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have
spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day.” Those who
reject Christ and will not receive his words are going to be
judged by His word at the last day; nothing else after. If it is
the last day--no thousand years can come between.

(3) 1 Cor. 15: 51, 52: “Behold, I shew you a mystery; We
shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed, In a moment, in
the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump: for the trumpet shall
sound, and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall
be changed.” Paul says here that when the dead are raised and
we are changed, it will be the last trump. If there is to be a resur-
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rection of the wicked a thousand years after that, there will be
no trump to wake them. If any are raised at that time they will
have to wake up without any trump. No alarm clock.

The last trump, of course, means the last resurrection--when
Christ comes.

Second: The resurrection of the righteous and wicked will
be simultaneous.

(1) 2 Thess. 1: 6, 7: “Seeing it is a righteous thing with God
to recompense tribulation to them that trouble you; And to
you who are troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall
be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels.” Here Paul
tells us that when Jesus is revealed from heaven, he will recom-
pense affliction to them that afflict you; and he will recom-
pense rest to those who are afflicted. Those who afflicted
those Christians back in Paul’s day will be afflicted when Christ
comes, and those who were afflicted will be recompensed when
Christ comes, all at the same time--when he is revealed from
heaven.

(2) Matt. 25: 3 l-34: “When the Son of man shall come in his
glory, and all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the
throne of his glory: And before him shall be gathered all nations:
and he shall separate them one from another, as a shepherd
divideth his sheep from the goats: And he shall set the sheep on
his right hand, but the goats on the left. Then shall the King
say unto them on his right hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father,
inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of
the world.”

At the coming of Christ, before him will be gathered all the
nations; and he shall separate them as a shepherd separateth
the sheep from the goats. Here we have the general judgment
at the second coming of Christ.

(3) John 5: 28, 29: “Marvel not at this: for the hour is com-
ing, in the which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice,
and shall come forth; they that have done good, unto the resur-
rection of life; and they that have done evil, unto the resurrec-
tion of damnation.”

The good and the bad come forth in the same hour: the one
unto the resurrection of life, and the other unto the resurrection
of damnation.
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The foregoing facts being true, Brother Neal’s theory can-
not be true.

VII I. THE C ONSEQUENCES OF THESE TH E O R I E S

I will now point out the consequences of the theories which
Brother Neal, and those who are allied with him, advocate--the
effect of these theories on the gospel of Christ. He tells you
that he is “contending for the faith” when he preaches his millen-
nial theory. That is the dangerous part of it--not that he
merely holds a theory on Rev. 20--if that were all, there
would be no trouble. But his theory is not on Rev. 20 only,
nor does he “hold” it. He runs it over others. The consequences
of these theories would destroy the hope we now have in
Christ under the provisions of the gospel plan of salvation.

First: His theory virtually denies that Christ is reigning now.
I have charged that every night of the debate. If it is not true,
he ought to have denied it. It puts the reign of Christ at the
end, instead of now. Brother Neal has not denied this charge;
therefore I take it to be true--that his theory denies the present
reign of Christ.

Second: It antagonizes every scripture that speaks of this
present dispensation as “the last days.”

Third: It makes God false to his promises. Mark 1: 15 says
the kingdom of God was at hand. To the Jews, John and Jesus
said, “Repent, for the kingdom of God is at hand.” Many of
them did repent in good faith, expecting to receive that kingdom,
on the promise of Jesus and John. But the Jews as a nation
did not accept it; they played a prank on God, and according
to Brethren Boll and Neal, God had to postpone the promise of
the kingdom. Therefore, it makes God false to his promise, and
causes the kingdom prophecies of the Old Testament to fail of
fulfillment.

Fourth: It alternates type and antitype, Judaism and
Christianity. It has all those Jewish ceremonies over there in
the millennium. It revives the ordinances of the old law that
Jesus nailed to the cross. Oh, the loathsome work of digging
down into the tomb of Jesus Christ and digging up the cere-
monies of the Jewish law, which he nailed to the cross and buried
in his tomb! This man is digging up all of those ceremonies and
reinstating them, with restored Israel in Jerusalem, with Christ
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as an earthly king on a literal, temporal throne ruling over
fleshly Israel. I do not envy him his loathsome work.

Fifth: It brings Christ down from the throne of his majesty
and puts him on the earth, his footstool. That is what I call a
demotion. Christ is now at the right hand of the Father, the
right hand of God, on His throne in heaven according to Zech.
6: 13 and Heb. 8: l-4. But Brother Neal will bring Christ
down from his Majesty on high, the throne in heaven where he
is reigning and ruling now, and put him on the earth, his foot-
stool. No promotion in that. I tell you, friends, it is a per-
nicious doctrine in every detail of it.

Sixth : It denies the blessings of salvation to the Gentiles, and
nullifies the Great Commission. James said (Acts 15 : 14-17)
that the prophecy of Amos regarding the building again of the
tabernacle of David was fulfilled--that the residue of men might
seek after God and all the Gentiles--seek after God--upon whom
his name was called. By making the fulfillment of this prophecy
future, this theory makes it impossible for the Gentiles to “seek
after God” now. It, therefore, nullifies the Great Commission
of Matt. 28: 18-20 “All power (authority) is given unto me in
heaven and earth. Go ye therefore, and teach all nations,
baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost: Teaching them to observe all things what-
soever I have commanded you: and, lo, I am with you alway,
even unto the end of the world.” It nullifies this commission,
in that, it denies that Christ is exercising all power--all author-
ity--at the present time. I have repeated the charge that these
theories deny the blessings of salvation to the Gentiles today.
Brother Neal has made no answer.

Seventh: It is the same mistake that the Jews made when
they expected a king like Caesar, an earthly kingdom, a political
sort of an affair in its nature. Now, the Jews rejected Christ
because that kind of a kingdom did not come. They were going
to have a great political kingdom. They were going to have
something earthly. It did not come. Brother Neal is looking
for something political. He is looking for the time Christ is com-
ing to raise the saints and give him a position here on earth. In their
glorified state, they would reign with Christ over fleshly people!
Yes, saints, with glorified bodies, reigning over fleshly subjects!
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What a mongrel state of affairs! Christ and the saints, glorified,
could not eat physical food, but reigning over people in the
flesh who would. They could not live in fleshly bodies, because
they would be glorified, but reigning over fleshly people. What
a mongrel state of affairs! That is what he teaches. That is
the consequence of this doctrine. Do you blame me for opposing
it tonight ?

IX. AN APPEAL FOR UNITY

Now, I have only a few minutes, just long enough to make
a point or two on unity in the church.

About a century ago the mighty restoration movement was
launched by those great pioneers, with their plea: “Where the
Scriptures speak, we speak; where the Scriptures are silent, we
are silent.” Thomas and Alexander Campbell, together with
Barton W. Stone, launched this movement. Their plea was to
speak where the Bible speaks and be silent where the Bible is
silent. They urged that nothing be embodied in faith or wor-
ship except that for which we have “a plain ‘thus saith the
Lord.’ " That movement ‘made progress. It overturned ecclesi-
astical ideals of centuries. People left denominationalism and
flocked under the banner of “Where the Bible speaks.” After a
time, that mighty restoration movement was divided over the
question of instrumental music in the worship. Today there
are two separate bodies claiming to be identified with this
restoration movement. The First Christian Church represents
the first division in this movement. That is the reason the
Official Board has drawn up these resolutions and closed their
doors on this debate. That is the reason they are opposing the
work that I have been doing in this debate. Everything I have
said on the work of division has applied with equal force to the
First Christian Church. They know some of their members
will see the truth on these subjects pertaining to unity in the
church and the causes of division. That is the reason we are in
the courthouse tonight. It is not because of any “ungentle-
manly conduct” on the part of the negative in this debate.

Brother Neal has more in common with the Christian Church
than he has with us. He would go to the First Christian Church
in Winchester before he would give up his theories and unite
with us on this common plea. He will do that, in my humble
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judgment, rather than lay down his theories and bring unity to
the church. This mutual sympathy between them is the reason
why we are concluding this debate in the courthouse. Their
effort has been to discredit the negative by reflecting on his
method of debate. They have not succeeded in their attempt.

And now comes this division over these speculative theories.
Friends and brethren, I am pleading for unity upon the Bible
and the Bible alone. That is the final plea I make tonight. That
has been a mighty plea and a mighty movement--to lay down
party names and party creeds and unite upon the Bible alone,
to be Christians only, to teach only what the Bible says in
matters of doctrine, and in worship to “keep the ordinances” as
they have been delivered unto us. (1 Cor. 11: 2.) That applies
to both the work and worship of the church in its apostolic
purity. It needs no human organization. It needs no modern
aids and auxiliaries. It is not crippled, therefore, needs no
human crutches. God made the church a perfect organization,
and gave to it a perfect system of doctrine and worship. If
those who claim to believe the principles of this restoration plea
will be true to those principles, we can bring the world to Christ.

Brother Neal and his brethren talk much about world
evangelism. They are long and loud in their talking on the sub-
ject of missions. But brethren, until you lay down these
theories, which have nothing to do with the salvation of the
world, even from your own viewpoint, you may pray and
preach--but all in vain. Surrender your theories and stand with
us as a united body on the Bible. Brethren, it is a choice between
unity and theory. Let us unite upon this common plea--the
plea upon which the mighty movement to restore the original
New Testament church was launched. Then the church will
increase by leaps and bounds as in apostolic and pioneer days.
Denominationalism will crumble before us, and the unbelieving
world will be led to Christ. God speed the day!

I thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen.
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In order to make their argument as complete as possible,
Brethren Neal and Wallace agreed that the following four chap-
ters growing out of the Chattanooga debate be added to this
book. The Chattanooga debate was on the same subject as the
Winchester debate. After the Winchester debate, Brother Neal
challenged Brother Wallace to repeat the debate. The brethren
of Ridgedale, Chattanooga, seeing this challenge by Brother
Neal invited both Neal and Wallace to repeat the discussion in
Chattanooga, and this invitation was accepted, and the debate
was held four nights, from June 6 to 9, in the auditorium of the
East Chattanooga High School.

The addition of these four chapters to the book was intended
to increase the value of the book by making it cover all the
ground possible. The book with this addition should be more
valuable to those who want to study both sides of the question.

THE PUBLISHERS.

19
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NEAL’S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE ARGUMENT
Proposition:: “The Bible clearly teaches that after the second

coming of Christ, and before the final resurrection and judgment,
there will be an age or dispensation of one thousand years,
during which Christ will reign on the earth.”

I

GOD’S WORD IN GOD’S ORDER

Two reasons impel us to repeat briefly five major arguments
proving the proposition. First, to show how plainly and fully
the proposition has been proved. Second, to show the manifest
failure of the negative to disprove it. Our first demonstration
is from Revelation.

THE CENTRAL FACT
The thousand years reign is the central fact of both our

proposition and proof text. This reign is for a thousand years,
plus a little season. (Rev. 20: l-10.) We affirm the reign for
the thousand years. His reign before or after is neither affirmed
nor denied. Two items only concern us in this text--the ruler
and duration of the reign. These items are prominent. It is a
fact, Christ reigns a thousand years.

THE PLACE IN GOD’S PROGRAM

Two prominent events are mentioned in connection with
the thousand years reign of Christ. They are: the second com-
ing of Christ and the final resurrection and judgment, The
second coming of Christ is before the thousand years. (Rev. 19:
11-21). This section portrays the second coming of Christ. The
white horse rider is identified by scripture as Christ, six times
in six verses (1 l-16). He comes from heaven to earth; he judges
the kings of the earth and their armies. This could not be his
first coming (John 12:47), nor our present age (Heb. 4: 16).
The nature of his work shows this to be his second coming.
(Acts 17: 31; 2 Thess. 1: 5-10.)

The final resurrection and judgment is after the thousand
years. (Rev. 20 : 1 l-l 5.) The next paragraph shows this to be
the final resurrection and judgment. (Rev. 21: l-4.) In two
debates the negative has not denied this affirmation.

This section (Rev. 19: 1 1 to 21: 4), God’s word in God’s
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order, shows the fact, the ruler, and the place of the thousand
years. The next paragraph will show the realm of the reign.

T HE R EALM OF THE R E I G N

The realm of the reign is this earth. No verse in this text
definitely states it, but other texts in Revelation do. From his
coming (Rev. 19: 11-21; Matt. 25: 31) to the final judgment
(Rev. 20: 11-15) no passage shows him enthroned elsewhere
than on earth. This includes the thousand years. At the last
trump (1 Cor. 15 : 52) it is plainly said: “The kingdom of the
world is become the kingdom of our Lord, and of his Christ.”
(Rev. 11: 15.) The kingdom of the world is on earth. Christ’s
reign is on earth. (Ps. 2 : 8, 9 ; Rev. 2 : 26, 27 ; 5 : 9, 10.)

THE PROPOSITION PR O V E D

The fact, the ruler, the place, and the realm of the thousand
years reign of Christ has been proved by Scripture. The propo-
sition stands as affirmed. Christ will reign on the earth a
thousand years after he comes, and before the final judgment.

T HE N E G A T I V E’S R E P L Y

In reply, Rev. 20: l-10 is mentioned nine times--nine sec-
tions. (See pages 21, 32, 49, 51, 82, 145, 202, 220, 275.) In six of
these places, he says, “It does not mention” these five things. No
one affirms that it does. The last three are not affirmed in the
proposition. This repetition forms the bulk of his reply.

Brother Wallace says, “Brother Neal is under obligation to
show that the book of Revelation states his proposition.” A
strange demand. He says, “The 20th chapter of Revelation is a
martyr scene.” He locates it “in heaven.” The passage does
not say “in heaven.” It says, “out of heaven” twice (verses
1, 7), and “earth” twice (verses 8, 9). The scene is on the
earth.

All we affirm of the passage is the reign of Christ for the
duration of a thousand years.

In reply, Rev. 19: 11-21 is mentioned three times. (Pages
46, 83, 112.)

He “grants” twice that the white horse rider is Christ. He
denies that it represents his “visible, personal coming.” Feeble
effort is made to sustain his denial. He shows no other kind of
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“coming of Christ” in lieu of the “visible, personal coming.”
The contention of the affirmative remains.

Brother Wallace does not deny that Rev. 20: 1 1-1 5 shows
the final resurrection and judgment.

II
THE TESTIMONY OF JOHN AND PAUL AGREES

The second major argument is from Paul. For item and
order it matches the Revelation section exactly, but with less
detail. The duration of the reign is not given. The facts are
clearly and briefly stated.

THE CENTRAL FACT

“Then cometh the end, when he shall deliver up the kingdom
to God, even the Father; when he shall have abolished all rule
and all authority and power. For he must reign, till he hath
put all his enemies under his feet.” (1 Cor. 15: 24, 25.)

THE PLACE IN GOD’S PROGRAM

Before the reign. “For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ
shall all be made alive. But each in his own order: Christ the
firstfruits; then they that are Christ’s, at his coming.” (1
Cor. 15: 22, 23.)

After the reign. “The last enemy that shall be abolished is
death.” (1 Cor. 15 : 26.) After the last enemy is destroyed the
kingdom is returned to the Father. (1 Cor. 15: 27, 28.)

THE REALM OF THE REIGN

The earth is the realm of the reign. The fact and ruler and
realm of the reign are told plainly in a few words. The place
in God’s program is just as plainly given. The scriptural order
of events is:

Christ’s coming.
Christ’s reign.
Final resurrection.
Under the term “reign” here, we have sufficient time to in-

clude the thousand years, and the little season as in Revelation.
Omitting the duration, 1 Cor. 15 : 20-28 proves the proposition.
We rely on God’s word in God’s order. It is sufficient.
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THE NEGATIVE’S REPLY

Brother Wallace attempts to meet this argument twice.
(Pages 83, 158.) We parallel his attempt in itemizing this
section.

Neal
Christ’s coming. 1.
(1 Cor. 15: 20-23.)
Christ’s reign. 2.
(1 Cor. 15: 24, 25.)
The final resurrection. 3.
(1 Cor. 15: 26.)

Wallace
The resurrection of Christ.
(Verse 20.)
The coming of Christ.
(Verse 23.)
The end, and the kingdom
delivered to God.
(Verse 24.)

He says: “The reign of Christ in this verse is continuous,
from the resurrection of Christ in verse 20, to the end of verse
24.” This in no wise excludes a reign for a thousand years. The
end comes after the destruction of death. (Verse 26.) Death
is not destroyed till after the thousand years. (Rev. 20: 5,
1 l-15.) It is no disproof.

III
REDEMPTION OF THE PURCHASED POSSESSION

Our third major argument shows that Christ’s reign in-
cludes the dominion of the earth. The earth and all power
belong to God. (Ps. 24: 1; Rom. 13: 1.) God delegated
dominion of the earth to man. (Gen. 1: 26-28; ‘Ps. 115 : 16.)
Under the headship of Adam, man has repeatedly failed, under
God’s commission. Under the headship of Messiah, man will
triumph in dominion of the earth. (Ps. 72.)

AN ABSTRACT OF TITLE

We herewith present a summary of the successive title deeds
of the real estate of the earth:

God delegated dominion of the earth to Adam and Eve
(Gen. 1: 28) ; they failed (Gen. 3 : 24).

God delegated dominion of the earth to Noah and his sons
(Gen. 9: 1, 2) ; they failed (Gen. 11: 6-9).

God delegated dominion of the earth to Israel (Ex. 19: 5,
6); Israel failed (Ezek. 21: 25-27).

God delegated dominion of the earth to the Gentiles (Dan.



2: 37, 38); the Gentiles will fail (Luke 21: 24; Zeph. 3: 8;
Rev. 19: 19-21).

“The redemption of the purchased possession” will come.
(Eph. 1: 14 A. V.) The title deed of the earth belongs to Christ.
(Ps. 2: 8, 9; Ezek. 21: 27.) In due time the “second man,” the
“last Adam,” who is “like unto a son of man,” will arrive on the
scene. (1 Cor. 15: 45-47; Dan. 7: 13, 14.) He will succeed
where others failed. (2 Sam. 23: l-7; Ps. 8 with Heb. 2: 5-18;
Jer. 23: 5; I Cor. 15: 24-26.) “The ruler of the kings of the
earth’ comes (Rev. 1: 5-7) ; he is formally given the title deed
of the earth (Rev. 5: l-10); announcement is made of his reign
(Rev. 11: 15-18); the transfer from Gentiles to Christ is noted
(Rev. 17: 12-14; 19: 11-21); Christ reigns a thousand years
(Rev. 20: l-10).

Our next argument will show succession of power under the
Gentiles, and the transfer to Christ.

T HE N E G A T I V E’S R E P L Y

The speech on the delegated dominion of the earth embraced
thirty scriptures and contains 3,222 words. Brother Wallace
replied (pages 138, 139) with 159 words, belittling the
chart, and 1,894 words on Israel’s restoration. He answers
nothing.

On page 221 under his title, “The Dominion of the Earth
Chart,” he uses 525 words in reply. His argument is sim-
ple, but weak. He says that all authority belongs to Jesus
now. (Matt. 28: 18-20; Phil. 2: 9-l 1; 1 Pet. 3: 22.) Therefore,
he is exercising all authority now. The conclusion does not fol-
low. This is his answer.

On Rev. 11: 15, he excludes Christ from reigning because
“Lord” (God) is used. This same reasoning would exclude
Christ from the thousand years (Rev. 20: 6), but it don’t
(Rev. 20: 4). The reasoning is wrong. He also has God taking
the reign over the kingdoms of this world “at the end of time.”

IV
GENTILE DOMINION PASSES TO CHRIST

Our fourth major argument shows the transfer of Gentile
dominion to Christ. (Dan. 2: 37, 38; Rev. 11: 15.) This
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promise was made at the time the Gentiles received the grant
of power. (Ezek. 21: 27.)

The progress and failure in Gentile dominion is shown in
symbol, the symbol being divinely explained, and the transfer
to Christ clearly noted.

THE IMAGE SYMBOL IN DANIEL

The image symbol for Gentile dominion is shown in Daniel.
(2 : 3 l-45.) The image is made of four metals: gold, silver, brass,
and iron, and “the toes of the feet were part of iron and part of
clay.” Each section represents a world power. (Dan. 2: 36-40.)

Our chief concern with the image, now, is what succeeds it
in power. Unity and strength are shown by the head of gold;
division and weakness in the toes of iron and clay. The image
is destroyed and displaced in power by the kingdom of God.
(Dan. 2: 40-45.)

T HE BEAST SYMBOL IN D A N I E L

The beast symbol for Gentile dominion is shown in Daniel.
(7: l-27.) Four beasts in succession picture world power.

(Dan. 7: 17.) The lion, bear, leopard, and nameless beast
with ten horns succeed each other. Unity and strength are
shown by the lion; division and weakness by the ten horns.
Another horn arises among the ten horns, which shows unity
in division, and strength in weakness. This is the last form of
human government. (Dan. 7: l-8.)

Then follows judgment and dispossession of dominion of
these powers. (Dan. 7: 9-12.) The dominion taken from these
powers is given to the Son, who comes from heaven. (Dan. 7:
13, 14.) Then follows the reign of the Son and the saints. (Dan.
7: 13, 14, 18, 22, 27.)

THE BEAST SYMBOL IN REVELATION

The beast symbol for Gentile dominion is revived in Reve-
lation. The beast with ten horns appears again, and the eleventh
horn appears among them (Rev. 13: l-10; 17: 12-14), as in
Daniel. This represents the last form of human government.
The weakness and division are apparent in each scene. (Dan.
2: 42; 7: 24; Rev. 17: 12-14.) The unity in division, and
strength in weakness are shown by the beast over the ten kings.

The judgment of this beast is at the second coming of
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Christ. (Rev. 19: 11-2 1.) Human kingdoms and dominions
give way to the kingdom and dominion of Christ, and Christ
reigns a thousand years. (Rev. 20: l-10.) The transfer of this
power is when Christ comes at the last trump. (1 Cor. 15:
52; Rev. 11: 15-18.)

THE NEGATIVE’S REPLY

This argument is noticed frequently. (See under “The King-
dom of Dan. 2: 44,” pages 144, 159, 223; “The Composite
Beast Chart,” page 159; “The Four Kingdoms Chart,” page 160;
“The Composite Beast Chart,” page 223.) This is Brother
Wallace’s 2,602 word reply.

The way is long and the dissertation rambling. Space for-
bids us to follow. Please read for yourself and observe that
Brother Wallace avoids the fatal spot--the final disposition of
Gentile dominion. Not once does he approach it. He “pokes”
fun at the Composite Beast Chart twice.

It was in this connection that I charged him with “Mis-
quotation.” (Page 207.) “I beg Pardon.” I was found
napping. Read Daniel 7 for the transfer of dominion; Gentile
dominion of the earth (Dan. 7: l-8); Gentiles judged and de-
posed (Dan. 7: 9-12) ; Christ from heaven takes the dominion
of earth (Dan. 7: 13, 14). This he answers not.

V
CHRIST, SUPREME AUTHORITY IN Two AGES

This fifth major argument shows that Christ’s mediatorial
work requires that Christ be supreme authority in two ages.
During the first, Christ is in heaven (Rev. 3: 21), and on earth
during the second (Matt. 25: 31, 32; Acts 17: 31). Christ
comes after one age and before the next. (Acts 3 : 19-21.)
During this age Christ witnesses of his work to the nations.
(Matt. 28: 18-20.) In the next age he reigns over the nations.
(Heb. 10: 12, 13; Rev. 11: 15-18.)

Two AGES  OF  CHRIST  AND  PAUL

Christ anticipated two ages (Luke 20: 34-36), and Paul an-
nounced them :

“Which he wrought in Christ, when he raised him from the
dead, and made him to sit at his right hand in the heavenly
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places, far above all rule, and authority, and power, and do-
minion, and every name that is named, not only in this world,
but also in that which is to come.” (Eph. 1: 20, 21.)

The word “world” is “age” in the margin. Two ages are
emphasized, and Christ’s supreme authority in both is affirmed,
not only in this age (world), but also in that (age) which is to
come. My respondent’s limited view of Christ’s work will not
allow him to define the limits of these two ages. I am going
to ask him to do so. The reader should watch for his answer
in his addenda.

Will you show clearly the two ages in which Christ is supreme
authority as in Eph. 1: 20, 21?

Two AGES FOR Two STAGES

Two stages are seen in the kingdom prophecy of Dan. 2: 44,
45. For clearer presentation we will treat these two stages
separately.

The  cutting out  stage. The image symbol for human govern-
ment stands while the stone is being cut out of, and disengaged
from, the mountain. All the while the image is growing weaker
and more divided.

Christ is a stone. (Matt. 21: 42-44.) Christians are stones.
(1 Pet. 2: 4, 5.) Christ and Christians together form a stone
house--“A spiritual house, to be a holy priesthood.” (1 Pet.
2 : 4, 5 .) The church is a spiritual house and a kingdom. (1 Tim.
3 : 15 ; Col. 1: 13 ) The Greek word for “church” means “called
out.” The church is “called out” (2 Cor. 6: 17), “taken out”
(Acts 15 : 14); and “cut out” (Dan. 2: 34, 45).  It is cut out of
world government and is in the process of completion. (Eph.
2: 20-22; 4: 11-16.) When completed (Rom. 11: 25), it will be
disengaged from the world (1 Thess. 4: 13-17).

The world ruling stage. The disengaged stone strikes the
image on its feet--the toes of the feet--with sudden impact, and
the image topples down and disappears. (Dan. 2: 3 l-45.) While
in the cutting out stage this stone could not be a world-ruling
power. (Rom. 13 : l-7.) When completely disengaged the stone
house and spiritual kingdom become a world power, and fill
the whole earth. (Dan. 2: 42-45.) This age and stage comes
after Christ comes.
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The parable of the talents (Matt. 25: 14-29), and of the
pounds (Luke 19: 1 1-27), and many other scriptures show this
two-age and two-stage feature of the kingdom (2 Tim. 2:
12; Rev. 2: 26, 27; 3: 21). This second age begins in Rev. 11:
15; 17: 12-14; 19: 11-21 and is seen in Rev. 20: l-10.

T HE N E G A T I V E’S R E P L Y

On page 210 will be found my chart, “The Stone from a
Mountain Becomes a Mountain,” and my speech of 2,234
words follows. In that is stressed two relationships in one king-
dom. Servants before Christ’s coming; Rulers afterward.

On page 222 Brother Wallace replies with 326 words.
The two phases of Christ’s kingdom, as set forth in that speech
and portrayed on the chart, is not answered. Nothing is really
answered. Read for yourself.

FLANK M O V E M E N T S

The Multitude of Words

An invulnerable proposition discourages
‘strategy of war devises flank movements.

direct assault. The
The direct work of

Brother Wallace was indirect. Flank movements on the propo-
sition are listed below. Front-line attacks were few.

He used, by actual count 61,750 words--that was 19,268
more than his opponent. The work of “fifteen minutes” (page
113) was not enough. Since the debate he has asked for 9,000
words more for the task so simple.

I. AN A T T E M P T TO D ISQUALIFY THE TESTIMONY

1. Interpreters of Revelation disagree, its testimony is there-
fore inadmissible.

Two sections, “Principal Theories Concerning the Book of
Revelation” (page 27) and “Revelation 20: 1-7” (page 51), give
his 3,3 12 words to that end.

2. Revelation and prophecy abound in figures, symbols, and
dark sayings. Their testimony is therefore inadmissible.

In “Clear Teachings vs. Dark Sayings” (page 24), and
“Things Literal and Figurative” (page 26), you have 1,335
words to show this. He would dwarf my proof text to “one
verse in a book of symbols” and wrap it in the folds of
apocalyptic vision.
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3. The proof text is wholly inadequate.
He insists that my proof text is from “one verse” to seven

in Revelation 20. But the Bible is my proof text. The propo-
sition says, “The Bible clearly teaches” . . . (See “Revela-
tion 20: l-7,” page 51.)

4. Prophecy, unexplained by inspiration, cannot be accu-
rately applied.

This man-made rule would exclude Revelation and much
prophecy from the testimony. (Page 45.) God does not so
rule. (2 Pet. 1: 19.)

Remarks. We are under no obligation to qualify any part
of the “Bible” as testimony. Our proposition says, “The Bible
clearly teaches” . . . If the negative wished to exclude any
part of the “Bible” as testimony, that should have been done
in the proposition. Revelation and prophecy comprise compe-
tent testimony.

II. AN ATTEMPT TO DISQUALIFY HIS OPPONENT

1. Neal is a church divider.
Brother Wallace charges me, directly or indirectly, with

church division, in every speech. He uses 6,42 1 words on church
trouble. (See pages 136, 216, 246 for some of the charges.)

2. Neal’s book is full of contradictions.
His speech “Neal vs. Neal” is a 1,637 word sample of this

attempt. (Page 104.)
3. Neal is a speculator and hypocrite.
Charges of “speculation” are frequent. Under “Some

Speculative Wisdom,” page 106, and the list of 15 questions,
pages 157, 196, 188, 245, 248, you will find samples.

His prayer is “for effect”; he “poses as a martyr,” and got
his “mask torn off.” (See pages 245, 248.)

4. Neal is a bundle of bad things.
A “false teacher” ; “spinner” and “hatcher” of “pernicious

doctrine”; “wrester” and “juggler” of Scripture; “twister,”
“perverter,” and “garbler” of the pioneers; a teacher of “per-
nicious doctrine,” which he "runs over others"; and his half of
this debate--is “error in malignant form.” “He ought to be
exposed.”



THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST 301

Remarks. I am under no obligation to answer these charges.
I was not on trial. “The Rules of Honorable Controversy,” as
found in Hedge’s Logic, specifically forbid such under rules 2
and 4. To prove his opponent bad would not disprove the
proposition.

III AN ATTEMPT TO NULLIFY THE PROPOSITION

1. By mystifying the period, and removing its place in
God’s program.

The period is “a martyr scene in heaven,” and does not
concern us. There is no place for it in God’s program. “A
Blackboard Parallel, "  ‘Some Scriptures Compared,” “The Ful-
fillment of Kingdom Prophecies,” and “A Three-in-One Argu-
ment,” totaling 7,002 words are for this purpose. (See pages
197, 226.)

2. By an avalanche of irrelevant matter.
Lacking in testimony, one must needs “talk around.” This

is the meaning of the 7,002 words above. The 6,421 words on
church trouble serves the same purpose. Also David’s Throne
and the Restoration of Israel, and other irrelevant subjects.

3. By stigmatizing the period and the doctrine.
The period is called by the popular, and in common par-

lance, mystical term “the millennium”--a name not in the
English Bible and not in the proposition. His opponent’s teach-
ing is called “theory” 196 times. The debate is being advertised
as “The Neal-Wallace Discussion on the Millennium.” “Pre-
millennialism” and other catchy party shibboleths, often hurled
as terms of reproach, are sprinkled in.

Remarks I am under no obligation to answer a large portion
of the Negative’s speeches, because irrevelant. We merely call
attention to his “Flank Movements” to show that they a r e
irrelevant.

UNANSWERED COUNTER ARGUMENTS ANSWERED

Why Not Answered

Some unimportant counter arguments were not answered
during the debate. This was due to the loss of time caused
by answering irrelevant matters. We should have answered
the former, and not answered the latter. These counter argu-
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ments are ineffective as disproof of the proposition, as this
examination will disclose.

THE LAST DAY

The righteous (John 6: 40, 44, 54), and the wicked (John
12: 48), will be raised "the last day." There will be no place
for 365,000 days after the last day, no place for the thousand
years. (See argument, page 56.)

My respondent assumed that “the last day” was a 24-hour
day. In scripture, “day” may mean twelve hours (Gen. 1: 5);
twenty-four hours (Gen. 1: 13); six days (Gen. 2: 4); forty
years (Heb. 3: 8, 9); or a long period (2 Cor. 6: 2).

Let the negative produce scriptural proof for the length of
the “last day,” and we will answer the argument in our last
chapter.

THE LAST TRUMP

Christ’s people are raised at “the last trump.” (1 Cor. 15:
52.) The negative insists that all the dead must be raised at
the last trump, otherwise the wicked would have no alarm clock.
(See argument, pages 57, 91.)

No scripture informs us that “the last trump” awakens. In
Num. 10: l-10, three uses are given: to gather God’s people,
to sound alarm of war, in feasts and worship. Trumpet and
resurrection occur together in the New Testament only at the
resurrection of the righteous.

“Trumpet” is found in the Bible 116 times. In all but
two, possible exceptions, it is used of God's people. This argu-
ment is weak and irrelevant.

JUDGMENT AT CHRIST’S COMING

My respondent brings up Paul and Nero in a simultaneous
resurrection in a passage where no resurrection is found. (2
Thess. 1: 5-10. See argument, page 116.)

Many judgments on the living disobedient are shown in
scripture, such as the flood, the destruction of Sodom, or Jeru-
salem. These judgments are distinguished from the eternal
judgment. The eternal doom of those judged is settled at
death; the eternal judgment is future. (Matt. 11: 20-24; Rev.
20: 11-15.)
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Such judgment will come on the living disobedient at Christ’s
coming “with all his saints.” (1 Thess. 3: 13; Jude 10-16.)
Other passages of like import are Jer. 25: 30-33; Zeph. 3: 8.
Matt. 25: 31-46; Rev. 19: 11-21; 2 Thess. 1: i-10.

ALL IN ONE HOUR

The word “hour“ in Jno. 5: 28, 29 is thought to teach a
simultaneous resurrection of righteous and wicked dead. This
is said to be at Christ’s coming. This would leave no place
for the thousand years and the final resurrection afterward.
(See argument, page 115 .)

John 5: 28, 29 was spoken in 32 A.D. In 34 A.D. Jesus
arose. After his resurrection a company of saints arose. (Matt.
27: 51-53.) If Jesus taught simultaneous resurrection in 32
A.D., he disregarded it in raising those after his resurrection
in A.D. 34.

That resurrection is not simultaneous is shown here and in
1 Cor. 15: 22, 23, 26, Rev. 20: 5, 6 with 11-15, and many other
passages.

T HRONE N OT ON E A R T H

Hebrews 8: 4 is thought to teach that Christ could never be a
priest (or king) on earth. (See argument, page 169.)

It does not so teach. The context, Heb. 7: 1 to 8: 13, is con-
trasting the priesthood of Christ and the Levitical priesthood.
Christ could never be a priest in that priesthood.

After Christ’s coming he is seen enthroned on earth, per-
forming the work of a king. (Matt. 25: 31-46.) Judgment is a
king’s work. (Jer. 23: 5, 6; Rev. 20: 4.) Christ’s throne is a
“judgment seat.” (2 Cor. 5: 10.) From this enthronement on
earth (Matt. 25: 31) to the final judgment (Rev. 20: 1 l-15)
there is no indication that he is elsewhere than on earth. This
includes the thousand years. (Rev. 20: l-10.)

DEMOTING CHRIST

The affirmative and others are scathingly denounced for
demoting Christ. They are charged with wishing to revive Ju-
daism and looking for “that old Judaistic, materialistic, literal-
istic reign of the Jews.” (See charges, pages 174, 284.)
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The affirmative has never taught a revived Judaism for the
thousand years. He gives no proof.

Brother Wallace is guilty of demoting Christ by saying:
“The second coming of Christ will be abdication day, not inau-
guration day.” (Page 117.) “Abdicate” is never used in a good
sense. Christ will never abdicate. The Bible shows Christ en-
throned for ever and ever. (Rev. 11: 15 ; 22: 5.)

THE ISSUE CLEARED

The resurrection after the thousand years is the final resur-
rection. (Rev. 20: 1 l-15) because there is a previous ‘resurrec-
tion, since Christ arose. (Matt. 27: 51-53.) That it is final is
shown by Rev. 21: l-4. Therefore, the thousand years is “before
the final resurrection.” This is all we affirm about the resur-
rection. We have proved what we affirm.

The negative introduced a simultaneous resurrection argu-
ment. In the first four of these counter arguments in this
section we have disproved his contention. This ends all need
of any further argument on any phase of the resurrection.

IRRELEVANT TO THE PROPOSITION

CHURCH BUILT ON PENTECOST

Brother Wallace says: “We have some interesting work
now. We have a chance to preach a sermon on ‘The establish-
ment of the kingdom.“’ Using about fifteen scriptures, he
preached that sermon three times. (See pages 157, 164.)

These scriptures were used in the debate, from one to fifteen
times, to prove what the affirmative has avowed for the past
thirty-five years. They were used and repeated 96 times. This
is one-fourth the entire number (3%) of texts used in the debate.
I Believe: . . .

Dan. 2: 44 has its beginning on Pentecost.
Mark 1: 15 shows the kingdom (church) was nigh in the

days of John.
Heb. 12: 28: “Receiving” is broad enough to include past,

present, and future phases of the kingdom.
Matt. 6: 10; Acts 1: 6, 7: The kingdom was future from

that time.
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Acts 1: 8; Mark 9: 1; Acts 2: l-4 : The kingdom was in
’existence in that day.

Zech. 6: 13; Heb. 4: 14; 8: 1: Christ is now both priest and
king enthroned in heaven.

Acts 2: 29-35 : Christ was raised from the dead to sit on
David’s throne.

Heb. 1: 3-13 ; 10: 12, 13 : Christ is now sitting at God’s right
hand expecting till his enemies are made his footstool.

The sermons were irrelevant.

DETAILS NOT AFFIRMED

There was much discussion about details not affirmed in
the proposition. In Revelation 20: l-7, only two things are
affirmed: the reign of Christ and the duration of the reign.

We did not affirm the reign of Christ between two resurrec-
tions. The word final demands a previous resurrection, which
is found without dispute in Matt. 27: 51-53.

We did not affirm the reign of the saints. The reign of
Christ and the reign of the saints are so closely related we often
included both. (Rev. 20: 4-6; Dan. 7: 18, 22, 27.)

We affirmed nothing about the souls in Rev. 20: 4. All
that was said about them cannot affect what was affirmed in
the proposition.

RESTORATION OF ISRAEL

The restoration of Israel is very prominent in scripture.
However, it is not affirmed in the proposition, and has no right-
ful place in this discussion. Dr. Brents and others affirmed our
proposition, but denied Israel’s restoration.

An incidental mention of this subject in 65 words gave little
occasion for the negative to deliver himself of 1,904 words on
the subject in the next speech. (See page 138 ff.)

In our last speech we gave quotations from Campbell,
Milligan, and McGarvey favoring Israel’s restoration. It is
irrelevant and should have been excluded.

THE THRONE OF DAVID

Our proposition affirms the reign of Christ for a thousand
years. No affirmation is made about the name or nature of his

20
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throne. We have proved that reign. To enter into a discussion
about the name and nature of his throne would be to concern
ourselves about details not affirmed.

The “throne of David” is a scriptural subject and occurs
twice in the New Testament. (Luke 1: 32; Acts 2: 30.) From
the prominence given it in some quarters, one would think it a
prominent doctrine. It is scriptural, instructive, and interest-
ing, but irrelevant in this discussion.

LIGHT IN A DARK PLACE

My book of the above title came in for much ridicule.
Brother Wallace waved it wildly and proclaimed loudly about
its many contradictions. During the discussion, Brother Wallace
used 2,042 words to denounce this book. Most of this discus-
sion pertained to topics not in the proposition, and was therefore
irrelevant.

Brief answer was made by the affirmative. He offers this
book free to those sending six cents for postage. A discussion
of the merits or demerits of the book is irrelevant in a discussion
under our proposition. Quotations on points pertinent would
be proper at any time.

CHURCH TROUBLE AND DIVISION

The proposition indicates the discussion of a scriptural
topic, and not a church tria! or a recrimination contest. Either
at such time would be discourteous and irrelevant.

Thirty seconds after beginning, and thirty seconds before
closing the debate, Brother Wallace was talking on church
trouble. He mentioned it in every speech. He used 6,421
words on that subject, and spent one-tenth of his time with it.

In my fourth speech I protested. From my seventh speech
on to the close I descended to his plane to answer at length the
accusations with 4, 8 10 words. The reader must judge the value
of such material. I regard more than a brief protest and a clear
denial on my part, as being a mistake. All that pertains to that
subject is irrelevant, and becomes a blot on this book.

REPROVE, REBUKE, EXHORT

From first to last my respondent seemed to look on me as one
guilty of grave offense. He appointed himself the task to re-
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prove, rebuke, and exhort without the required “longsuffering”
of Paul. (2 Tim. 4: 2.) Samples of this may be seen on pages
20, 197, 246, 28.5.

He has run unsent (Acts 15 : 24) ; the charges are unproved
and disproved (Acts 24: 13) ; he was the wrong man (Gal. 6: 1) ;
charged wrongfully (Acts 24: 14-16); the method was unscrip-
tural (Matt. 18: 15-17); the performance wrong (1 Tim. 4: 16
with 5: 1); he was out of his sphere (1 Cor. 4: 5; Rom. 14: 4);
and his work will have to be done over (Rom. 14 : 10-l 2).
“Seeing then, that these things cannot be gainsaid, ye ought to
be quiet, and do nothing rash.” (Acts 19: 36.)

STRANGE, HESITANT, DIVERGENT INTERPRETATION
The Why of This Section

Those who refuse the thousand years period in its rightful
place are like disabled ships at sea in their interpretations--
timid and tossed, hesitant and divergent, they try hard to make
some port and with little success. This inability to land is mani-
fested by the strange attempts which the Winchester debate
seemed to have called forth. We give without comment a
sample of such Babel of views.

CARRIED ABOUT BY EVERY WIND OF DOCTRINE

“In the first place the fulfilment of prophecy does not seem
to be in the province of uninspired men to recognize; not only
those prophecies that are unfulfilled, but even those that are
fulfilled.” C. M. Pullias, in Gospel Advocate, 4-13-33.

“It is well to make this observation that this is the only
scriptural reference to a thousand year period. . . . It is very
strange that the millennium, if it be a revealed truth, should be
directly and explicitly taught in only one passage of scripture.
. . . Can anyone explain why such a time as the millennium
should thus be mentioned only one time and then in the midst
of symbols ? . . . Does it not seem that if an important doc-
trine, truth, or fact is to be mentioned but one time in the New
Testament that it-would be mentioned in clear, simple, definite,
and unambiguous terms ?"” H. Leo Boles, in Gospel Advocate,
6-8-33.

“But the Reformation did bind him in the sense that the
people were allowed to believe and obey the Bible without fear
of harm, It does not mean a time when every one will be
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righteous; but a time when every one can, if he so desires, and
Satan cannot prevent it. That we are in the millennial period
now, I think is certain; but it did not begin till after the Protes-
tant Reformation; it will end ‘a little season’ before the Lord
comes. (Rev. 20: 3.)” JOHN T. HI N D S, in Gospel Advocate,
5-l l-33.

“Revelation 20: 1 was Christ coming to earth as the Saviour
of the world--to bind Satan and destroy his works. This was
his first coming; not his second, and that thousand years period
immediately follows that coming and ends with the fearful scene
described in Rev. 20: 11-15." IRA C. MO O R E, in Christian
Leader, 3-7-3 3.

“The twentieth chapter of Revelation has been greatly
wrested by those who would prove this millennium theory. It
says nothing about a thousand years reign on earth. It says
nothing about a bodily resurrection, nor a thousand years be-
tween two resurrections." C. M. PULLIAS, in Gospel Advocate,
7-13-33.

“I sometimes wish that some Bible House would get up a
Bible or a New Testament and leave the Book of Revelation
off. We don’t need it at all. Why should we waste time on such
uncertain and unnecessary matters? The twenty-six books
preceding Revelation have everything we need in the way of
faith and practice.” F. L. ROWE, Publisher, in the Christian
Leader, 5-16-33.

STRANGE REPORTS WERE GIVEN

We leave it to the reader of the stenographic report of the
Winchester debate to judge the correctness of the following
reports of the debate:

“Brother Neal never even tried to answer a single argument
that Brother Wallace made against his theory.” F. B. SRYGLEY,
in Gospel Advocate, 1- 12-3 3.

“Although Brother Wallace attacked the argument with
telling effect and filed argument after argument against his
theory, Brother Neal could not be induced to notice them.”
J. P E T T Y  EZELL, in Gospel Advocate, l-19-33.

“He at no time made any direct attempt to reply to what
Brother Wallace hurled with terrific force against the proposi-
tion.” IRA C. MOORE, in Christian Leader, l-17-33.
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WALLACE’S FIRST NEGATIVE ARGUMENT

Brother Neal’s effort to review the Winchester debate is a
tacit admission that he is dissatisfied with his work in that
discussion. He showed his dissatisfaction with the Chattanooga
discussion by refusing to make his closing speech. He shows
his dissatisfaction with the Winchester discussion by this belated
effort to answer negative arguments, which he should have
attempted to answer during that debate. If they were so “un-
important” as not to demand an answer during the debate, why
does he attempt to do so now? Unwilling to trust the readers’
intelligence, he writes his addenda to tell them how “clearly”
he proved his proposition and how “weak” was the argument of
the negative!

The purpose of this addenda is not a review of the first dis-
cussion. It was proposed that a written summary of the Chatta-
nooga discussion, with additional arguments either side desired
to make, be incorporated in the book. Brother Neal has not
covered the Chattanooga debate, and he has not offered addi-
tional argument. He spends his time counting words, and uses
his space complaining and finding fault. Counting words is not
answering arguments and complaining is not convincing.

The negative is altogether satisfied with the Winchester dis-
cussion as stenographically reported and approved. He is
willing for the reader to decide both the merits of the argument
and character of his conduct.

A BRIEF R EVIEW OF THE R EVIEW

First: Brother Neal brought upon himself the obligation to
find a passage that states his proposition when he said it is
taught as “clearly” as baptism in Acts 2: 38. In the Chatta-
nooga discussion he defined “clearly teaches” to mean “not an
inference,” but “word for word.” Yet, he thinks I have made a
strange demand when I call for the passage. He failed to pro-
duce it and does not like to be reminded of it.

Second: The duration of the reign, he says, is one thousand
years “plus” before and after. Then one thousand years is not
the “duration.” If Christ reigns before and after the thousand
years, how can the duration of his reign be one thousand years?
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Third: He finally admits there is no verse that definitely says
the realm of the reign is the earth. This is the fatal admission
that he cannot definitely prove his proposition. If it is as plain
as baptism, why can he not find a definite verse?

Fourth: He nearly admits that the reign of Christ is con-
tinuous from Pentecost to the end, but insists that there will be
another reign between ! If it differs from the present reign, how
can the present reign be continuous? He has failed to dis-
tinguish between the present reign and the future reign. He
loosely says that Christ will reign on through eternity. Then
how does he “deliver up the kingdom” to God? I used the
word “abdicate” in the same sense that Paul used the expression
“deliver up” in 1 Cor. 15: 24.

Fifth: He informs us that he “believes” the kingdom of
Daniel 2: 44 began on Pentecost, but he introduced a number of
charts featuring the future fulfillment of this prophecy. He
argued that old Pagan Rome and her tributary kingdoms must
come back into existence in order that the future fulfillment may
be “in the days of those kings.” In his attempt to patch up his 
Winchester failure he reverses himself. He is crossed up with
his own theory. He is confused and does not know what he
believes. His theory is like a jig-saw puzzle--when he loses one
part or section he cannot put it back together--it will not fit.

Sixth: He makes the “day” in John 6: 40, 44, 54, as long as
“the thousand years” of Rev. 20. Strange interpretation! One
is figurative, and the other literal to fit his fancy!

The righteous and the wicked will be raised and rewarded
“at” the last day. It will be “the last trump.” He says there
is no proof that the last trump awakens. Paul says “the trumpet
shall sound,” and the dead shall be raised. (1 Cor. 15: 51, 52.)
It will be when the Lord descends from heaven with a shout,
with the voice of the Archangel, and the trump of God. (1
Thess. 4: 16.) All the dead will “hear” and come forth. (Jno.
5 : 28). It reads like an “awakening.”

But he says that if John 5: 29 teaches the simultaneous
resurrection of the righteous and the wicked, it was reversed
when the dead saints arose after the resurrection of Christ. If
Brother Neal counts that incident a resurrection, he makes it
the first resurrection. What, then, becomes of his argument
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that the resurrection mentioned in Rev. 20 is a literal resurrec-
tion, and how could it be the first?

After the resurrection of Christ many bodies of the saints
came out of their graves and appeared to many in the city.
(Matt. 27: 52, 53.) The fact that only some of the dead saints
“came out of their graves” indicates that it was only a miracle
accompanying the resurrection of Christ, and not to be counted
as a resurrection of those saints. It is not called a resurrection.
Did they remain alive on earth to die again? Or, did they not
return to the Hadean world? They could not have gone on to
heaven, for Jesus is our “forerunner” to heaven (Heb. 6: 20),
and he had not entered into heaven himself. Brother Neal has
these saints ascending to heaven before Christ. How could
Christ be “forerunner” to heaven if the saints precede him?
The argument only serves to confuse the minds of some who
try to follow his meanderings.

John 5 : 29 refers to the time when all that are in their graves
will be raised. The other passages identify the occasion. It is
when Jesus comes. It defeats the theory of two future resur-
rections.

Seventh: He says David’s Throne and the Restoration of
Israel are off the subject, yet he introduced these subjects with
his own charts. The “Delegated Dominion of the Earth” is
only another name for the “Restoration of Israel.” Without
these he cannot have his millennium. He admits that Christ
was raised “to sit” on David’s throne, but denies that he is on
it. Then, the purpose of his resurrection has not been accom-
plished. Peter said that David “forseeing this” spoke of the
resurrection of Christ. Brother Neal thinks he spoke of the
second coming of Christ.

Eighth: He says that Heb. 8: 4 does not mean that Christ
could never be a priest on earth--it only means that he cannot
be a Levitical priest. But the passage says he would not be
priest on earth “at all.” He is priest in heaven now. But he
cannot be priest on earth at all. That is final.

Ninth: He objects to the argument that Paul and Nero will
be in the same resurrection on the ground that there are “many
judgments” mentioned in the scriptures. But the one mentioned
in 2 Thess. 1: 5-10 is “when the Lord Jesus Christ is revealed
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from heaven” and “when he comes to be admired in his saints.”
It is then that Nero the afflicter will be recompensed affliction,
and Paul the afflicted will be recompensed rest. It brings Paul
and Nero up in the same resurrection, no matter in how many
senses the word judgment may be used in the Bible elsewhere.

Tenth: He quotes a number of extracts from various breth-
ren most of which express sensible views. The inexcusable, and
doubtless unguarded, proposal of F. L. Rowe to leave Revelation
out of the Bible will not be indorsed by any recognized preacher
of the gospel, student, or thinker. The Gospel Advocate re-
pudiated his extreme statement shortly after it appeared in
print. Brother Neal’s use of it is purely for prejudicial purposes.

I shall not allow Brother Neal’s effort to recoup his lost
opportunity to deal with the negative arguments in the Win-
chester debate to forestall the summary of the Chattanooga dis-
cussion and I now turn attention to the charts and arguments
used by the affirmative in that discussion with a recapitulation
of the negative argument.

THE TREND OF BIBLE TEACHING

Brother Neal introduced a chart showing the “trend” of
Bible teaching toward a millennium. He is like the pedo-
baptist who thinks he can see infant sprinkling in a passage of
scripture that mentions neither. If his proposition is clearly
taught, why does he have to depend on the t endency  of the
Scriptures? Follow the “trend” and see where it leads.

(1) Num. 14: 21: “But as truly as I live, all the earth shall
be filled with the glory of the Lord.”

An elementary Bible student knows that the divine purpose
in choosing Israel as a special nation, their deliverance from
Egypt and their inheritance of Canaan, was to preserve the
knowledge of the true God and declare his name among the
nations of the earth. (Ex. 9: 16; Deut. 28: 9, 10; Josh. 4:
23-24.) Brother Neal cannot sift even a “trend” toward his
theory of an earthly millennium through this passage.

(2) Psalms 72 is a prayer of David for Solomon and his
kingdom. If there is any typical significance in the verses of
the chapter that refer to a “dominion from sea to sea” and “the
whole earth filled with his glory” they would only indicate the
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universal nature of Christ’s kingdom, or the diffusion of the
gospel among all peoples in the gospel dispensation. It never
occurred to any inspired writer of the New Testament to apply
such passages as these to the second coming of Christ, or to a
millennium.

(3) Isaiah 11: 6-10: “The wolf also shall dwell with the
lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the kid; and the calf
and the young lion and the fatling together; and a little child
shall lead them. . . . They shall not hurt nor destroy in all
my holy mountain: for the earth shall be full of the knowledge
of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea. And in that day there
shall be a root of Jesse, which shall stand for an ensign of the
people; to it shall the Gentiles seek: and his rest shall be
glorious.”

Brother Neal wants to know if all of these items belong to
the gospel dispensation. I wonder if he thinks that literal
beasts will actually be filled with the knowledge of God and
that animals will dwell in his holy mountain? The characters
of men are represented by these figures of wide extreme and
contrast. In Rom. 15 : 10, Paul applies the tenth verse of this
prophecy to the preaching of the gospel to the Gentiles. The
entire prophecy is evidently fulfilled in the gospel dispensation,
during which, under the transforming influence of Christianity,
the characters of men are changed from such as were represented
by carniverous animals like the wolf, the bear, the leopard, and
the lion into characters represented by the harmless nature of
the ox and the lamb. The literal interpretation is not even
rational, much less scriptural.

(4) Dan. 7: 13-14: “I saw in the night visions, and, behold,
one like the Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and
came to the Ancient of days, and they brought him near before
him. And there was given him dominion, and glory, and a
kingdom, that all people, nations, and languages, should serve
him.”

Christ began the exercise of this authority when he went into
heaven. The fulfillment of verse 13 is found in Acts 1: 9 in the
ascension of Christ, when “he was taken up; and a cloud re-
ceived him out of their sight.” The fulfillment of verse 14 is
seen in Eph. 1: 20-22 when God “raised him from the dead, and



314 NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSI0N 0N T H E

set him at his own right hand in the heavenly places, far above
all principality, and power, and might, and dominion, and every
name that is named, not only in this world, but also in that
which is to come.”

Why ignore the New Testament fulfillment of these Old
Testament prophecies, and pass over to some imaginary future
event?

(5) Zechariah 14: l-4: “Behold, the day of the Lord cometh
. . . I will gather all nations against Jerusalem to battle.”

Brother Neal makes “the day of the Lord” of this prophecy
refer to the second coming of Christ, and the events following a
description of how the millennium will be ushered in. He is
manifestly wrong. A comparison of this prophecy with the
historical account of the destruction of Jerusalem will show it to
be a prophetic description of that great event, which was the
object of so many predictions. It is called “the day of the
Lord” in the same sense that the destruction of Babylon was
called the day of the Lord. (Isa. 13 : 9.) The description of
verse 2 comports with the historical account as given by
Josephus of the destruction of Jerusalem. The nations gathered
for battle; Jerusalem was besieged; the houses were rifled; the
women were ravished. Would that not be a strange way to start
a millennium?

Those brethren talk as if it were a settled fact that verse 4
refers to the second coming of Christ when, in their theory, “his
feet shall stand in that day upon the mount of Olives.” It was
upon the mount of Olives that Christ did stand, and predicted
the destruction of Jerusalem. And it was upon the mount of
Olives that Titus, the Roman General, posted his army, t o
batter the city during the siege. The same verse describes the
formation of the battle lines, intrenchments, redoubts, and the
circumvallations of the Romans. The remainder of the chapter
is punctuated with a metaphorical description of the mixture of
divine justice with mercy upon the doomed city and its people.
After the awful visitation there would be light--a diffusion of
divine knowledge--“And the Lord shall be king over all the
earth: In that day shall there be one Lord, and his name one.”
Is that not true today?

(6) Luke 20: 35, 36: “They which shall be accounted worthy
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to obtain that world, and the resurrection from the dead, neither
marry, nor are given in marriage: neither can they die any more:
for they are equal unto angels; and are the children of God, being
the children of the resurrection.”

Brother Neal assumes that the expression “that world” re-
fers to the millennium. But where is the proof? They do not
marry in “that world.” neither can they die any more, and they
are equal to angels. It is not the description of an earthly state.
If this be the millennium, then he has an earthly state, stripped
of all of its earthliness. Just a glorified air castle!

(7) Eph. 1: 21: “Not only in this world, but also in that
which is to come.”

It is assumed that “in this world,” and “that which is to
come,” mean that after this age there will be a millennium--
“that which is to come.” Does the “world to come” mean the
millennium? A comparison of scriptures will answer the ques-
tion.

Matt. 12: 32: “But whosoever speaketh against the Holy
Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world, neither
in the world to come.” Does that mean the millennium?

Luke 18: 29-30: “There is no man that hath left house, or
parents, or brethren, or wife, or children, for the kingdom of
God’s sake, who shall not receive manifold more in this present
time, and in the world to come life everlasting.” Is that the
millennium?

Will Brother Neal say that these passages refer to the mil-
lennium? If not, why assume that Eph. 1: 21 does?

When God raised Jesus from the dead, he set him down at his
own right hand in heaven. He gave him power, might, and
dominion, and a name that is above every name in this world or
in the world to come. He exercises the authority of this name
and position as head of the church.

His name, authority, and position in the church are “all
according to the eternal purpose of God.” (Eph. 3 :10-1 1.) The
church is not, therefore, a substitute for a kingdom of prophecy
that went by default. Nor is Christ king in name only, with
authority held in abeyance.
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There is nothing in Eph. 1: 21 that even resembles Brother
Neal’s proposition.

(8) Acts 3: 21: “Whom the heaven must receive [retain]
until the times of restitution of all things.”

Brother Neal wants to know between what events I place
the “times of the restitution of all things.”

1. The things which God showed by the mouth of the
prophets that Christ should suffer, he “hath so fulfilled.”

2. The heavens must retain Christ until the times of the
restoration of all things spoken by the prophets.

3. Moses referred to these times when he spoke of the
prophet that God would raise up--Jesus Christ.

4. All the prophets “foretold of these days”--the days of
this One of whom Moses spake--the Lord Jesus Christ.

5. These days are the same as included in the promise to
Abraham: “and in thy kindred shall all families of the earth be
blessed.”

6. God fulfilled these promises and prophecies when he
raised up Jesus, and sent him to bless every one of us in turning
us away from our iniquities.

Hear McGarvey on the passage: “The sending of Christ to
them refers no doubt to his final coming; and it was dependent
on their obedience, as we can know from later utterances,
though Peter’s hearers could not know it at the time, in the
general way that a certain amount of work in the saving of men
was to be accomplished before his coming. This is indicated by
the qualifying remark, ‘whom the heaven must receive until the
times of the restoration of all things whereof God spake by the
mouth of his holy prophets since the world began.’ It is difficult
to determine the exact meaning of the word restoration in this
place; but it is limited by the expression, ‘all things whereof God
spake by the holy prophets,’ and consequently consists in the
fulfillment of the Old Testament predictions; and the remark
gives assurance that Jesus will not return again till all these pre-
dictions’ shall have been fulfilled." (Italics mine.)

Brother McGarvey is right. Brother Neal is wrong. We
are living in the times of restoration now. They began with the
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“suffering of Jesus” (verse 18), and will end at his second coming
(verse 2 1).

(9) 1 Cor. 15: 23-26: “But every man in his own order:
Christ the firstfruits; afterward they that are Christ’s at his
coming. Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered
up the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall have
put down all rule and all authority and power. For he must
reign, till he hath put all enemies under his feet.”

The order of events in this passage does not provide for
Brother Neal’s millennium. Observe the order: 1. The resur-
rection of Christ. 2. The resurrection at the coming of Christ.
3. The end--not the thousand years reign. 4. The kingdom
delivered--not established. 5. For he must reign, till all ene-
mies are under his feet--not “then” he must reign. He must
reign-as now, and continuously, until the end.

Brother Neal says that there is “sufficient time” in this
passage for a millennium. That is not the question. There has
been “sufficient time” for several millenniums. The question
is: Does the passage teach the theory?

% Reign ap C%rist

In Hebrews 10: 12, 13, Paul says: “But this man, after he
had offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down on the right
hand of God; from henceforth expecting till his enemies be made
his footstool.” Brother Neal says that Christ is not reigning
now in fact, but sitting in an “expectant attitude,” waiting to
reign. The verse says, “from henceforth expecting”--from
the time that he sat down at the right hand of God. Zechariah
said he would rule while he sits. (Zech. 6: 13.) He is sitting
now. Therefore, he is ruling now. Then, he “expected” to
rule from the time that he began to sit. Brother Neal’s theory
makes the gospel dispensation a divine disappointment, with
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Christ sitting at the right hand of God expecting to do something.
but doing nothing, and like the king of England, a mere figure-
head--just a king in name, but not in "fact or act." It is a
reflection on the power and glory of Jesus Christ in the gospel
dispensation.

(10) Rev. 11: 15 : “The kingdoms of this world are become
the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his Christ; and he shall reign
forever and ever.”

Brother Neal thinks in order for this to be true, Christ must
be on the earth with a millennium in full swing. Does God have
to be on the earth to rule in the kingdoms of the world? Is not
Christ reigning over the earth now-from heaven? Is that not
the way that God has always ruled over the earth? God was
Israel’s king. He reigned from heaven--but was his reign not
effective?

Does Brother Neal think that God has to be in close prox-
imity physically to his enemies to conquer them? Does he not
think the infinite can reign by remote control? It is not
necessary to bring Christ down again for him to exercise au-
thority. Peter said: “The like figure whereunto even baptism
doth now also save us. . . . . by the resurrection of Jesus
Christ: who is gone into heaven, and is on the right hand of
God; angels and authorities and powers being made subject unto
him.” (1 Pet. 3: 21, 22.)

Rev. 11: 15 does not fit the theory of a millennium on earth.
Will the millennium last “forever and ever”? It seems rather
to indicate the end of time, when the kingdoms of the world be-
come the kingdoms of God, “and he [God] shall reign forever
and ever”; when Christ shall have “delivered up” his rule to
God; when the kingdoms of the world shall have come to an
end; and God is “all in all.” (1 Cor. 15: 24-28.)

(11) Rev. 19-20 It is contended that the nineteenth chapter
of Revelation pictures Christ coming from heaven to earth, and
the twentieth chapter describes the millennium.

But does the nineteenth chapter picture the coming of Christ
“from heaven to earth”? The Faithful and True is on a white
horse, with an army of white horses trailing him. In Acts 1: 11
the angels to ld the disciples that “this same Jesus, which is
taken up from you into heaven, shall so come in like manner as
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ye have seen. him going into heaven.” He went away in the
cloud (Acts 1: 9) and “behold, he cometh with clouds; and every
eye shall see him” (Rev. 1: 7).

Brother Neal came to Chattanooga in an automobile. If
he returns to Winchester “as he went away,” will he go back on
a horse? It will be remembered that Brother Neal makes all of
these descriptions literal.

Paul told the Thessalonians that when Christ descends from
heaven all Christians, living and dead, will be “caught up
together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air:
and so shall we ever be with the Lord.” Thus the New Testa-
ment leaves us “ever with the Lord” at his coming. I hereby
challenge Brother Neal to cite one passage that clearly teaches
that Christ will ever set his foot on the earth again.

Revelation 19 does not describe the visible, personal coming
of the Lord. If it refers to his coming in any sense it must be
in the spiritual sense, “as he doth judge and make war.” This
would be more in keeping with the nature of the 20th chapter.
Only souls of the martyrs are mentioned as reigning with Christ.
If it is spiritual, then it does not teach a literal millennium. If
it is literal, then the “beheading” must also be literal, and
Brother Neal is left out of his own millennium!

Revelation  20 does not describe an earthly millennium.
There is no intimation that Christ will occupy the earth. I t
does not mention the second coming of Christ It does not men-
tion a reign on the earth It does not mention a bodily resurrec-
tion. It does not mention us--it does not mention anything
Brother Neal’s proposition obligates him to prove.

The only passage, therefore, upon which he can depend for
any semblance of an argument in favor of his proposition is
wholly inadequate and altogether lacking in proof.

There is no teaching in the epistles to the churches on an
earthly millennium. If it is true, as Brother Neal claims, that
these millennium theories are necessary to the Christian’s life
and hope, how can we account for the absence of definite teach-
ing on the subject in the letters to the churches--the very
place where Christians are instructed in “all things that pertain
unto life and godliness,”
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John said the things signified in the Revelation “must
shortly come to pass,” and the time was “at hand.” (Rev. 1: 3).
Paul told the Thessalonians that the second coming of Christ
was “not at hand.” (2 Thess. 2: 2). Brother Neal has events
that were “at hand” being fulfilled at the coming of Christ,
an event which was not at hand.

The most plausible view is that the book of Revelation is the
prophetic history of the struggles and triumphs of the church
with political and religious Rome. Persecuting powers were
represented by beasts and dragons of multiple heads and horns,
toes and tails. The imagery of the beast that “was, is not, and
yet is” corresponds to the various forms in which Rome existed
as a persecuting power: first, Pagan Rome (Old Rome), second,
The Eastern Empire (New Rome); third, Papal Rome (The
Catholic Church). The final triumph of Christianity, and the
overthrow of all persecuting powers, form a plausible counter-
part to this chain of symbols.

It is not hard to understand how the triumph of the cause
for which Jesus and his followers had died could be pictured as
a resurrection.

The “first resurrection” exempts from the second death.
But Jesus assured the Smyrna church that overcoming their
persecution would exempt from the second death. It is alto-
gether consistent with the nature of figurative language that
character in this present life, and the cause for which Christians
suffered and died, should be represented by these symbols.

SUPREME AUTHORITY IN Two AGES

Brother Neal’s chart on the supreme authority of Christ in
two ages--this age and the age to come--presents a conflicting
theory. First, he is on record that Christ does not exercise
power over his enemies in this age--his subjects are all willing
subjects now. Second, he is on record that his power in the age
to come will be an “iron rule” over unwilling subjects--the
nations subdued by force in a carnal war led by Christ himself.

Read Psalms 110: l-4 and watch his theory turn into a tail
spin.

“The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand,
until I make thine enemies thy footstool. The Lord shall send
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the rod of thy strength out of Zion: rule thou in the midst of
thine enemies. Thy people shall be willing in the day of thy
power, in the beauties of holiness from the womb of the morning:
thou hast the dew of thy youth. The Lord hathsworn, and will
not repent, Thou art a priest for ever after the order of Melchiz-
edek."

The subjects of the “iron rule” in the millennium will be
unwilling. David said the Lord’s people would be willing in the
day of his power. So according to Brother Neal’s own theory, the
millennium age is not the “day of his power,” at all. Then, if he
is king only in “expectancy” now, and not in “fact or act,”
where is his supreme power in “two ages”?

The subjects of Christ in this age are willing subjects. But
David said his people would be willing in the day of his power.
It follows, therefore, that this present age is the day of his
power.

There is another conflict. If the nations are all to be de-
stroyed at the coming of Christ, as the theory provides, over
whom will Christ exercise his “iron rule” on the earth?

Brother Boll admits this difficulty, but passes it over to God.
Hear him: “If on Christ’s return the righteous are translated and
the wicked are destroyed who will be left? Where are the na-
tions to come from over whom Christ and the saints will ‘rule’?
The question where those nations come from is secondary. If
once established that there will be nations here, and that Christ’s
redeemed ones shall reign over them, the question how they
could be here is of no great consequence.” (Kingdom of God,
page 82.)

But it is not a “secondary” matter for men to espouse con-
flicting theories that contradict the word of God. Nor can any
theory be “established” that makes the Bible contradict itself.
With these brethren consistency is nothing. They have their
theory, and when contradictions are pointed out they just charge
the misfit to God. They shall not escape the consequences of
their scheme of things by passing difficulties over to God.
Every false system that men devise could thus be justified.

The prophecy of Psalms 110 definitely proves that the gospel
dispensation is the day of his power. Note the points in order:

21
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1. He sits at the Lords right hand, in the day of his power.
2. He rules in the midst of his enemies, in the day of his

power.
3. His people are willing subjects, in the day of his power.
4. He is priest after the order of Melchizedek, in the day of

his power.
Conclusion: He is at God’s right hand now; he rules in the

midst of his enemies now; he is priest after order of Melchizedek
now; his people are willing subjects now; therefore, this dispen-
sation, the gospel age, is the day of his power.

KINGDOM OF GRACE--KINGDOM OF GLORY

This is another chart which pictures the present kingdom as
a  kingdom of grace, and the millennium kingdom as a kingdom
of glory.

In Matt. 20: 21, the mother of Zebedee’s sons requested the
Lord to give her two sons a place, “the one on thy right hand,
and the other on the left, in thy Kingdom.” But in Mark 10: 37,
the request is that they should sit, “one on thy right hand, and
the other on thy left hand, in thy glory.” Then, in Luke 24:
25, Jesus said: "O, fools, and slow of heart to believe all that the
prophets have spoken: Ought not Christ to have suffered these
things, and to enter into his glory ?" And, in 1 Pet. 1: 20-21, the
apostle said:, “Who verily was foreordained before the founda-
tion of the world, but was manifest in these last times for you,

 who by him do believe in God, that raised him up from the dead,
and gave him glory; that your faith and hope might be in God.”

These passages flatly reverse his theory. When he en-
tered his kingdom, he entered his glory. He entered his glory
after he “suffered.” at which time God raised him from the
dead and “gave him glory.”

THE FATHER’S THRONE--THE FATHER’S GLORY

Brother Neal cites Rev. 3 : 21 for proof that Christ is on the
Father’s throne now, sharing the Father’s glory, but in the
millennium he will occupy his own throne in his own glory.

The throne that Christ now occupies is, indeed, the Father’s
throne, but is also his throne. Jesus said in John 17: 10: “And
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all mine are chine, and thine are mine; and I am glorified in
them.”

Solomon sat on the throne of his father David. (1 Kings
2: 12.) But Solomon sat on God’s throne. (1 Chron. 29: 23.)
And yet, Solomon sat on his own throne. (1 Kings 1: 46-47.)
On the same principle, Christ has his Father’s kingdom and
throne and glory, and at the same time they are his own.

Christ is on the throne of his glory now. “And Jesus said
unto them, verily, I say unto you, that ye which have, followed
me, in the regeneration when the son of man shall sit in the
throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging
the twelve tribes of Israel.” (Matt. 19: 28.) We are now in
the dispensation of regeneration. (Tit. 3 : 5 .) Christ is on the
throne of “his glory,” and the apostles are on twelve thrones--
thrones of authority (Matt. 16: 19)--judging spiritual Israel
(Acts 26: 7; James 1: 1).

Compare Luke 22: 28-30:: “Ye are they which have con-
tinued with me in my temptations. And I appoint unto you a
kingdom, as my father hath appointed unto me; that ye may eat
and drink at my table in my kingdom, and sit on thrones judging
the twelve tribes of Israel." In Matt. 19: 28 the disciples who
had “followed” Jesus would sit on thrones in the “regeneration.”
In Luke 22: 28-30 the disciples who had “continued” with Jesus
would sit on thrones in the kingdom Jesus appointed unto them.
The two passages are parallel.

It is in this dispensation, therefore, that Christ occupies the
throne of his glory. The throne of his glory extends from the
time that Christ suffered “to enter into his glory,” at the be-
ginning of this dispensation, to the time when he “shall come in
his glory,” at the judgment (Matt. 25: 31-32), after which he
shall “deliver up” the kingdom to God (1 Cor. 15: 24).

Christians--those who overcome the world--sit with Christ
in his throne: “To him that overcometh will I grant to sit with
me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down with
my Father in his throne.” (Rev. 3 : 21.) They share his throne
in the same sense that they share his kingdom. “And I appoint
unto you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unto me.”
(Luke 22: 29.) They share his glory in the same sense and in the
same degree that they share his throne and his kingdom. “And
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the glory which thou gavest me I have given them; that they
may be one, even as we are one.” (John 17: 22.) Thus Christ
is one with the Father, and Christians are one in them.

THE KINGDOM OF GO D--PRESENT AND FUTURE

In another effort to prove that the kingdom of God is yet
future, Brother Neal uses Acts 14: 22: “Confirming the souls of
the disciples, and exhorting them to continue in the faith, and
that we must through much tribulation enter into the kingdom
of God.”

The phrase “kingdom of God” is used in two distinct senses
in the New Testament. First, it is used to denote the state of
the church in this world. Second, it is used to denote that state
of eternal happiness in the world to come. As baptized be-
lievers enter the earthly kingdom, Christians “through much
tribulation” enter the “heavenly kingdom.” (2 Tim. 4: 18.) In
his use of Acts 14: 22, Brother Neal disregards this fundamental
principle that all gospel preachers should know.

ISRAEL IN THE MILLENNIUM

Brother Neal dodges his doctrine concerning Israel in the
millennium, and denies that he teaches the reinstitution of the
Jewish system. I will read to you from his book:

“It is a scriptural and historic fact that Abraham and his
seed have never occupied the promised land in the fulness of its
limits. In fact, they never entered but a portion of it when they
came out of Egypt. . . . . This larger land of promise will be
re-allotted to restored and converted Israel, according to the
promise and covenant made unto the fathers. . . . That this
re-allotment is a past fact no one will affirm. It awaits the
restoration of Israel and the coming age. . . .

“Israel’s capital city, ‘the city of the great king,’ will yet
be the capital city and religious center of the world. . . .
Jerusalem is the city of God’s choosing--not only has he chosen
it, but he will choose it again. . . . The allotment of land
for the temple and the city will lie between the portions of Judah
and Benjamin, there being seven tribes to the north and five to
the south of the city.” (Light in a Dark Place, page 55.)

There it is, brethren, in “black and white.” God’s promise
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t o  Abraham has never been fulfilled “in the fulness of its lim-
its”--only in part, according to Brother Neal.

Joshua said that not one thing had jailed of all that God spake
concerning them; all had come to pass unto them, not one thing had
failed thereof. (Josh. 23: 13-14.) Brother Neal’s theory forces
him to deny this plain statement of Joshua. He further told
them that if they transgressed the covenant they would perish
from off this good land. They did transgress the covenant; they
did perish as a nation. Brother Neal would restore Israel to
national glory. He has located the allotment of land where the
temple will be rebuilt--a return to Judaism. What would be
the significance of the Jewish temple without the Jewish system?

The theory of Israel’s national restoration has fleshly Israel
inheriting with the church in the millennium. Hear Brother
Neal again : “In the coming dispensation these two elections
(Israel and the church) will be united in the purpose of God
under one leader, who is the Lord of all. (Eph. 1: 10.) Israel
and the church, to fit them for God’s purpose at that time, must
pass through the changes indicated for each at the Lord’s com-
ing.” (Light in a Dark Place, page 50.)

The theory is in direct conflict with Paul’s allegory on the
two nations in Gal. 4. The allegory is self-explanatory. The
two women, Hagar and Sarah, are the two covenants--the Old
and the New. The two sons, Ishmael and Isaac, are two na-
tions--fleshly and spiritual. As Hagar and Ishmael had nothing
in common with Sarah and Isaac so national Israel has nothing
in common with the church, and can never have. Paul said:
“Cast out the handmaid and her son: for the son of the handmaid
shall not inherit with the son of the freewoman." It is the final
verdict--shall not inherit. It abolishes all hope of ancient
fleshly Israel’s restoration and sovereignty.

1. Fleshly Israel was a type of spiritual Israel. “For in
Christ Jesus neither circumcision [Jews] availeth anything, nor
uncircumcision [Gentiles], but a new creature. And as many as
walk according to this rule, peace be on them, and mercy, and
upon the Israel of God”--the church. (Gal. 6: 15-16.)

2. Christian Gentiles are God'sJews now. “For he is not a
Jew, which is one outwardly; neither is that circumcision, which
is outward in the flesh: But he is a Jew, which is one inwardly;
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and circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in
the letter; whose praise is not of men, but of God.” (Rom. 2:
28-29).

3. Old Israel produced Christ after the flesh, but Paul said:
“Wherefore henceforth know we no man after the flesh: yea,
though we have known Christ after the flesh, yet now hence-
forth know we him no more. Therefore if any man be in Christ,
he is a new creature: old things are passed away; behold, all
things are become new.” (2 Cor. 5: 16-17.)

4. Christians have no confidence in the flesh. “For we are
the circumcision [The New Israel], which worship God in the
spirit, and rejoice in Christ Jesus, and have no confidence in the
flesh.” (Phil. 3: 3.)

5. God’s Israel are no longer children of Abraham’s flesh,
but they are children of Abraham’s faith.. “Therefore it is of
faith, that it might be of grace; to the end the promise might
be sure to all the seed; not to that only which is of the law, but
to that also which is of the faith of Abraham; who is the father
of us all.” (Rom. 4: 16.)

6. New Israel is the. New Testament church. Old Israel
was a type, and has no further place in the picture. “For ye
are all children of God by faith in Christ Jesus. For as many of
you as have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There
is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is
neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus. And
if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according
to the promise.” (Gal. 3: 26-29.)

There is no possible way to harmonize Brother Neal’s
theory with these scriptures.

THE CHRISTIAN'S HOPE

While the saints are in the flesh they are taught to be
spiritually minded (Rom. 8: 6) ; to set their affections on things
above (Col. 3 :  1); to lay up their treasures in heaven (Matt.
6: 19) ; to seek a better country (Heb. 11: 16) ; and to have
their citizenship in heaven (Phil. 3 : 20-21). After all this
training what would a saint want with a position in an earthly
kingdom after death? Their hearts have been lured away from
such things. Jesus told his disciples that he was going away to
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prepare a place for them in heaven. (Jno. 14: l-3.) He told
them he would come again and take them to it. After rejoicing
in the hope of that promise what a disappointment for Brother
Neal to come along and tell us that Christ has only been polish-
ing up this old earthly footstool, and that we are to dwell right
here for a thousand years more of waiting.

Why bring Christ back to the earth? Did he not finish his
work here? He qualified himself for man’s high priest in heaven.
He qualified himself to rule in our hearts as king. He com-
pleted the plan of human redemption, and sealed it with the
offering of his own blood “once at the end of the ages.” (Heb.
9: 26.) Has he not done all for saint and sinner that needs to be
done, without dwelling again on this earth? Why deprive
heaven of his presence again?

Christ rebuked the disciples for seeking places of honor in
his kingdom on the theory that it was spiritual. (Luke 22: 24.)
He told them his kingdom was not of the world (Jno. 18: 36),
and that Jerusalem is no longer the place where men ought to
worship (Jno. 4: 21). After all this, we are told that he will
set up his kingdom right here on the earth, and that the seat of his
kingdom will be established i n  deodorized, glorified, earthly
Jerusalem.

It is a complete let down. It is a flareback to the weak and
beggarly elements. It is the most demoralizing theory to true
spirituality ever known. It is the most degrading anticlimax
ever proposed in the name of Christ.
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NEAL’S FINAL AFFIRMATIVE ARGUMENT

Proposition: “The Bible clearly teaches that after the second
coming of Christ, and before the final resurrection and judg-
ment, there will be an age or dispensation of one thousand
years, during which Christ will reign on the earth.”

“ IT Is MUTUALLY AGREED"
The contract concerning the nature of the addenda says:

“It is mutually agreed that each party shall be free, under God,
to add such material as to him may seem to strengthen his con-
tention on the proposition in debate.” The affirmative is exer-
cising that freedom regarding the space agreed upon.

THAT LITTLE BIG JO B

Of the proposition Brother Wallace said: "I can disprove
it in fifteen minutes, and the reason I have to stay here five
nights, is because he stays.” During those five nights he used
19,268 words more than the affirmative. Later he asked for
7,500 more words; then for 1,500 more, and now he asks for
1,000 more for that little task. I have granted this which makes
our addenda 10,000 words each.

Observing that the more he writes, the more confusing his
attempt at disproof becomes, I have concluded to give him an
extra 500 words for his parting effort.

THAT “ REVIEW OF THE REVIEW”
Under this heading Brother Wallace reviews my former

chapter of 5,680 words. Only a few points under this head de-
mand any notice. To those we invite your attention.

Under “Third” he says: “He finally admits there is no verse
that definitely says the realm of the reign is the earth.” We
correct this by giving our exact words on that point: “The realm
of the reign is the earth. No verse in this text (Rev. 19: 11 to
20: 4) definitely states it, but other texts in Revelation do.”

His dealing with Matthew 27: 5 l-53 is strange. He says:
"It is not called a resurrection." But the Bible says, “Many
bodies of the saints that had fallen asleep were raised . . . after
his resurrection.” That looks like a “resurrection.” (Matt. 17:
23.) Brother Wallace has them returned to “the Hadean
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world,” but Paul gives a better explanation of the entrance into
heaven of this group. (Eph. 4: 8-l 0.) Hebrews 12: 23 speaks
of “the spirits of just men made perfect.” This group of saints
with Christ formed the “firstfruits” of “they that are Christ’s
at his coming.” (1 Cor. 15 : 23.)

THE TREND OF BIBLE TEACHING

Under this heading Brother Wallace uses approximately
1,800 words reviewing my first major argument in the Chatta-
nooga Debate. I will give you, in a general way, the thought
of that speech. I will then take note of his speech in reply.

THE THOUSAND YEARS REIGN OF CHRIST ON EARTH-- IT

Is THE COMPLEMENT OF THE B IBLE STORY

“Moses . . . Yea and All the Prophets”
“Moses indeed said, . . . yea and all the prophets from

Samuel and them that followed after, as many as have spoken,
they also told of these days.” (Acts. 3: 22-24.)

The Bible resounds with testimony, and is vibrant with
praise concerning the glorious period of Messiah on the earth.
“All the earth shall be filled with the glory of Jehovah.” (Num.
14: 21.) “I see him, but not now; I behold him, but not nigh:
there shall come forth a star out of Jacob, and a sceptre shall
rise out of Israel, and shall smite through the corners of Moab,
and break down all the sons of tumult.” (Num. 24: 17.) Moses
saw that prophet, who is Jesus Christ, in complete control of
the earth. (Deut. 18: 15-18; Acts 3: 19-26.)

That prophet was to come of the house of Jacob through
David. David’s last words were of him and his time: “He shall
be as the light of the morning, when the sun riseth, a morning
without clouds, when the tender grass springeth out of the
earth, through clear shining after rain.” (2 Sam. 7: 10-17;
23: l-7.) To him it was said, “I will give thee the nations for
thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for thy
possession.” (Ps. 2: 8, 9.) Of that glad time it is said, “Oh let
the nations be glad and sing for joy; for thou wilt judge the
peoples with equity, and govern the nations upon earth. . . .
God will bless us; and all the ends of the earth shall fear him.”
(Ps. 67: 4-7.)
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Psalms 72 describes the earth under the “King’s son.”
Twenty-five pronouns in this psalm refer to him, and that won-
derful message closes with the glad refrain: “And let the whole
earth be filled with his glory. Amen, and amen.”

Isaiah 11 gives a brief outline of David’s Branch who shall
reign as king and prosper. (Jer. 23: 5, 6.) In that chapter i t
is said: “They shall not hurt nor destroy in all my holy moun-
tain; for the earth shall be full of the knowledge of Jehovah, as
the waters cover the sea.” (Isa. 11: 9; Hab. 2: 14.)

Daniel 7 : 13, 14 shows one like unto a son of man coming
with the clouds of heaven to take dominion of the earth. Micah
visions a time of world peace and prosperity for the earth under
Messiah. (Mic. 4: l-4.) Zechariah shows a time after Jehovah
(Christ) comes with all the saints, when Christ will be king over
all the earth. At such time Jerusalem will be the center of
world worship. (Zech. 14: l-21.) The Old Testament closes
with a prophecy of the time of trouble which shall precede that
glad day. (Mal. 4: 5, 6.)

The term “the last days” in the Old Testament is a general
term for the times of the Messiah. (Isa. 2: l-4; Joel 2: 28 to
3 : 2 with Acts 2: 17-21.) Jesus speaks of two ages (Luke 20:
34-36), and Paul says that Christ will be supreme authority in
two ages (Eph. 1: 20, 21).

During the first age, Christ is in heaven; and during the
second, he is on earth. (Acts 3: 19-21; Matt. 25: 3 1.) At the
last trump Christ comes to take control of earth. (1 Cor. 15:
52; Rev. 11: 15.) He then reigns a thousand years. (Rev. 20:
l-7.) After all enemies are down to rise no more; he assigns
the kingdom back to the Father. (1 Cor. 15 : 26-28.)

This brief selection of scriptures is sufficient to prove the
thought with which we started: the whole Bible resounds with
the glad message that Christ will reign on the earth for a thou-
sand years.

THE NEGATIVE’S NOTICE

The negative missed the point featured in this speech.
The reader will note that the five Old Testament passages
reviewed by Brother Wallace, and the extra passages I have
thrown in, all with one voice speak of a glorious time for the
earth under Messiah’s reign.
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This glorious time for the earth is not being realized in our
present dispensation, and cannot be. Satan is the prince of this
world. (John 12 : 3 1; 14: 30.) The kingdoms of the world are
his (Luke 4: 5-7), and “the whole world lieth in the evil one”
(1 John 5 : 19). He is “the god of this world” (2 Cor. 4: 4), and
“the prince of the powers of the air,:’ among whom are “the
world-rulers of this darkness” (Eph. 2 : 2; 6: 12). Satan is
loose and busy. (1 Pet. 5: 8; Eph. 6: 10, 11, 16.) He is de-
ceiving the nations and will, till bound and put in the pit at
the beginning of the thousand years. (Rev. 20: l-3.)

During this same time, and till Jesus comes, the church is
by inspiration visioned as a small and persecuted body. (John
17: 14; James 5: 7.) It can never be more than its name im-
plies “the called out”; It can never be a world-ruling power.
(Rom. 13: l-7.) The glorious time for the earth and creation
awaits the return of Christ. (Rom. 8: 18-24.)

HIS I NTERPRETATION OF PROPHECY

His interpretation of these prophecies is clumsy and breaks
down of its own weight. According to his rule, he should never
have tried it. (See page 46.) We use but two of these passages
to demonstrate his abuse of them.

DANIEL 7: 13, 14
To interpret Dan. 7: 13, 14 to apply to the time when Christ

went to heaven after the crucifixion is to take it out of its con-
textual meaning and violate every rule of interpretation. We
give a brief analysis of the chapter.

1. Gentile dominion of the world (Verses l-8).
2. Gentile dominion judged and deposed (Verses 9-12).
3. Gentile dominion replaced by the Son from heaven, who

with the saints reign (Verses 13, 14, 18, 22, 27).
Certain things in Daniel 7 did not take place at Christ’s first

advent.
1. Gentile world power was not judged and deposed.
2. Christ did not come “with the clouds of heaven” when

“a cloud received him out of their sight.” (Acts 1: 9.)
3. Seven times in the New Testament Christ’s second com-

ing is said to be in or with the clouds. The exact phraseology
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of Dan. 7: 13 is sometimes used. (Matt. 24: 30; 26: 64; Mark
13: 26; 14: 62; Luke 21: 27; 1 Thess. 4: 17; Rev. 1: 7.)

4. The coming and purpose of Christ in Dan: 7 : 13, 14 agrees
with such coming and purpose in Rev. 1: 7 and 11: 15.

5. The judgment of Dan. 7: 9-12, 26 agrees with such judg-
ment in Rev. 19: 11-21.

6. The reign of the Son and the saints agrees with the reign
in Rev. 20: 1-7.

7. For Brother Wallace to yield this passage to a fair inter-
pretation would be his failure in disproving the proposition.

ZECHARIAH 14: 1-21
Brother Wallace interprets this chapter to apply to the de-

struction of Jerusalem under Titus, and this present dispensa-
tion. This could not be for several reasons.

1. All nations did not gather against Jerusalem when Titus
took the city. Jehovah did not fight for and preserve the city
as in Zech. 14. (Zech. 14: l-3.)

2. No such divine visitation came on the Romans as noted
here. (Zech. 14: 3, 12-15.)

3. After the destruction of the nations, the remnants go up
to worship the King from year to year. If they fail, the curse of
no rain is visited. (Zech. 14: 16-19.)

4. This is a time after the Lord comes with all the saints
(Zech. 14: 5), which time is yet future. (1 Thess. 3: 13; Jude
14 A. V.)

5. The Mount of Olives has not been “cleft in the midst.”

6. “The day of the Lord” is yet future. (1 Thess. 5: l-3; 2
Pet. 3: 10.) All other passages, by context, show the same
thing. Examine Isa. 2: 10-21; 13: 6-13; Joel 2: 28-31 with
Acts 2: 17-21.

Our next move to prove the proposition which we affirm
is to present our seventh and last major argument. We ask
your earnest consideration of it.
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T HE D ISPENSATIONAL D IVISION OF THE B IBLE SH O W S

AN A GE TO COME

"A Dispensation of the Fulness of the Times"

God is trying man--Adam and his seed--in every environ-
ment, and under every conceivable form of government. These
periods of tests are called “ages,” because of the lapse of time.
They are called “dispensations,” because of the change of gov-
ernment under each period. Each dispensation is clearly noted
in the Bible, but seldom named. We may designate them by
the character of the times. Thus the Mosaic dispensation is the
age of law. The Christian dispensation is the age of grace.

From the creation of Adam to the cessation of death there
is clearly discerned seven distinct dispensations. To distinguish
the dispensations is the first great help to the proper division
of the word. A brief notice of each age will help us to see more
clearly the place and the reason for the thousand years period
with which this series of tests ends. The general trend of each
dispensation is the same. Each age begins with a new revelation
and continues with a degeneration and closes with a judgment.

The first dispensation embraces the time in Eden, and may
be called Edenic. Man was tried in a state of innocency. Man
failed. (Gen. 3: 24.)

By sinning man came to know good and evil. With a few
simple requirements, it seems, he was left to do all the good,
and shun all the evil. The revelation of sacrifice degenerated
quite soon. (Gen. 4: 3-7.) Evil and violence increased, and
that age closed with a judgment in the flood. (Gen. 6: l-8.)

After the flood human government was given man as a re-
strainer of evil. Man failed under that, just as he had failed
under the two former tests. Man refused to be scattered over
the face of the earth, and builded the tower of Babel. He left
off building only on the judgment of the confusion of tongues.
(Gen. 11: l-9.)

Abraham was selected out of those scattered peoples and
given promises, temporal and spiritual in nature, of eternal du-
ration. He saw the day of Christ and the eternal city. The
promises were renewed to his descendants, but meant fess and
less to them as time went on. They grew more and more idola-
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trous and were enamored by Egypt’s calf. God closed this age
of promise by a judgment on Egypt’s gods, and a deliverance
of his people. (Ex. 12: 12-14.)

The fifth trial of man was carried on with Israel, while he
allowed the nations to walk in their own way. (Acts 14: 16.)
To Israel he gave the law. (Ex. 20: 1-21.) Degeneration began
very soon. (Ex. 32: l-6.) Over a period of 1,500 years, God
sought to make Israel obedient to him under law. Judgment
came after Christ left the temple desolate. (Matt. 23: 37-39;
Luke 21: 24.)

Our present dispensation began with Christ, and the reve-
lation of grace. (John 1: 16, 17.) In due time the church was
established on Pentecost. This marks the formal beginning of
this dispensation of grace. A church with perfect regulation
was given, and its beautiful working was shown. (Acts 2: l-47;
with 4: 32-35.) Degeneration set in very soon .(Acts 5: l-l 1),
and has continued to increase (Acts 20: 29-3 1; 2 Thess. 2: 7-
12). This age will close with the worlds greatest time of trouble,
called “the great tribulation.” (Matt. 24: 21; Luke 21: 34-36;
Rev. 3: 10; 7: 14 R. V.)

But there is an age to come. (Luke 18: 30; Acts 3: 19-21;
Eph. 1: 20, 21; Heb. 6: 5 R. V.) This age is spoken of as “the
inhabited earth” to come. (Heb. 2: 5 R. V. Margin.)

The new revelation in that dispensation will be the revela-
tion of the Lord Jesus from heaven with all his saints. (1 Thess.
3: 13; Acts 1: 9-11.) This is at the last trump. (1 Cor. 15; 52:
Rev. 11: 15-18.) After that he reigns a thousand years (Rev.
20: l-10); over. the nations (Rev. 2: 26-28); on the earth (Rev.
5: 9, 10).

This last test of man will take place under an absolutely
perfect form of government. Under this, man by the millions
will fail. (Rev. 20: 7-10.) But there will be also “the nations
of them that are saved,” who are carried over to walk in the
light of the city. (Rev. 21: 24 A. V.) Thus ends the seventh
and last test. Man under the headship of Adam has failed, but
under the headship of Christ comes into his own. (Heb. 2:
5-18.)
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THE NEGATIVE’S REPLY- - HIS AIMS NO T
WELL CENTERED

We return now to comment more on the previous chapter of
the negative. This chapter of 7,000 words runs on and on, with-
out giving hint of its aims. We do not know his aims. Is he
trying to prove, or disprove a proposition?, We are not informed.
Our proposition in debate is never quoted, and only referred to
in the most general way. So much that he says “is not very
good and not very bad” that I am willing to give it to the reader
without comment.

HE BREAKS HIS OWN RULE

Brother Wallace has made him a little rule about prophecy.
“Prophecy is not for the purpose of interpretation. It is for the
p u r p o s e  of fulfillment. . . . Not until prophecy has been ful-
filled can an uninspired man accurately apply it.” He comments
on Isa. 11: 6-10; Zechariah 14: l-4; and Rev. 19, 20. He tells
us these scriptures are fulfilled, and then “accurately applies”
them. After reading his accurate application, we are almost
willing to subscribe to his little rule. He broke his rule, and thus
demonstrated its fitness.

CHRIST’S PERSONAL RETURN

Brother Wallace argues: Christ will return as he went, in
the clouds (Acts 1: 9-1 1; Rev. 1: 7) ; Revelation shows him on a
horse, therefore this cannot be his “visible, personal” return.

This course of reasoning would rule out his return “in flaming
fire” (2 Thess. I : 7) ; “with all his saints” (1 Thess. 3 : 13) ; “with
ten thousands of his saints” (Jude 14) ; as the lightning or se-
cretly (Luke 17: 24, 34-36). There are many phases of Christ’s
coming. Revelation 19 presents one. That argument fails.

DEMANDS OF THE PROPOSITION

The proposition demands the proof for a thousand years
reign of Christ on the earth, at a specified time in Gods pro-
gram. Our seven major arguments have proved all we affirmed.
We have not undertaken to prove anything about the nature of
the times, further than “Christ will reign on the earth.” We are
not obligated to prove that Christ will be on the earth, during
that time.
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We could admit that Christ is now on David’s throne, or the
throne of his glory, without doing violence to the affirmed propo-
sition. The name and nature of the throne is immaterial, so
long as we have proved the reign. He will reign till all enemies
are destroyed (1 Cor. 15: 23, 24), the last enemy is death (Verse
26), and death is not destroyed till after the reign of the thou-
sand years (Rev. 20: 5, 11-15).

The nature of the times of the coming age would be both
interesting and instructive. There is much in the Bible con-
cerning such time. The discussion of such material does not
come in the province of the affirmed proposition. The im-
portant feature of this debate is to settle the question raised by
the negative about the fact of such period. That once settled,
as it is, I am ready to discuss those items which pertain to the
nature of that time.

I do not need to meet any argument about “Israel in the
Millennium”; defend national Israel against the argument of
“spiritual Israel” ; or explain where the “nations” will come
from in the “millennium.” The Christian’s hope is my hope,
but I do not thereby nullify the promises to Israel, nor do I
minify the promises of Christ’s glorious reign on earth.

SECOND PETER, THIRD CHAPTER

In my investigations, prior to accepting the scriptures on
the thousand years reign, 2 Peter 3 seemed the most prominent
scripture against such period. I have waited in vain through
two debates and this addenda for the negative to discover and
introduce this chapter. Since many of our readers would right-
fully expect some use of this passage, the affirmative is taking
the last chance to introduce it as a counter argument to his pres-
entation. The argument and answer follow.

THE NEGATIVE VIEW

The close mention and quick succession of the events related
in 2 Peter 3 forbids the idea of a thousand years between the
second coming of Christ and the new heaven and earth. It is
therefore clear that there can be no such period as the proposi-
tion affirms. The events and the inspired order excluding such
period in this chapter are here given in order.
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The second coming of Christ (Verse 4).
Destruction of earth by fire (Verses 7, 12).
Day of judgment (Verse 7).
Day of the Lord (Verse 10).
New heavens and earth (Verse 13).

PETER CONFIRMS OTHER TESTIMONY

The close mention of the five events is freely acknowledged.
But the assumption of quick succession is denied. Close mention
does not assure quick succession. In Acts 2: 17-21 are several
events in close mention, but 1900 years have not seen the ful-
fillment of all those events.

Peter does not disagree with himself and John and Paul and
Jesus and the prophets. Their testimony as given and this
chapter are in perfect agreement. Peter looked forward to “The
day of judgment, " “The day of the Lord,” and “The day of
Cod.” To reason as though these terms speak of the same time,
or different events in quick succession, is to assume the point
in question.

“Day” may mean a period of time of twelve or twenty-four
hours, six days, forty years, or a period centuries in duration.
The day of grace runs from Christ’s first coming till his return.
(John 1: 16, 17; Heb. 4: 16.) The day of the Lord is always con-
nected with judgment. (John 6: 40; Acts 17: 31; Rom. 2: 5;
13: 12;Phil. 1:6, 10; 2 Pet. 3:7.) ThisdayoftheLord,which
is the day of judgment, begins when the Lord takes his church
(1 Thess. 4: 13-17; 2 Cor. 5: 10), and continues till all enemies
are destroyed (I Cor. 15 : 22-26) ; after this the kingdom is given
to God and the day of God begins (1 Cor. 15: 27, 28; 2 Pet. 3 :
12), which brings in the new heavens and earth. (2 Pet. 3: 12,
13; Rev. 21, 22.)

The day of the Lord, just as the day of grace, is an extended
period of many events. The first event in the morning of that
day is the taking of his own (1 Cor. 15: 22, 23), then the reign
of Christ over his enemies. (1 Cor. 15: 24-26; 2 Pet. 3: 7.) The
last event in the evening of that day is the destruction of the
earth by fire, and the destruction of ungodly men (2 Pet. 3: 7,
12 ; Rev. 20 : 1 l-l 5) ; after this comes the period of absolute

22
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righteousness under “the day of God.” (2 Pet. 3: 13; Rev.
21: l-8.)

The term mentioned by Peter, “the day of the Lord,” gives
space for “the times of restoration” (Acts 3 : 19-21) ; or the reign
over his enemies (1 Cor. 15 : 24-26) ; or the thousand years plus
the little season (Rev. 20: l-10). Peter clearly distinguishes
this from the eternal period after the fire which he calls the day
of God. (Matt. 6: 9. 10; 1 Cor. 15: 27, 28; 2 Pet. 3: 12, 13;
Rev. 21, 22.)

THE PERILS OF D EBATE

In my challenge, and throughout my preparation for and
discussions in Winchester and Chattanooga, I have been ever
mindful of the perils of debate. The following well-put warning
was in my possession throughout, and was pasted in my note-
book for easy access and prominence. I wish to share it space in
this volume. It was taken from a school magazine called
“Scholastic.” and the topic was “Debating as Conducted.”

1. That the debaters feel themselves contestants in a combat,
not participants in an intellectual discussion.

2. That the objective of debating at the present is not ar-
riving at the truth, but winning cups or medals.

3. That debaters use strategies to avoid meeting the issues
that the audience has assembled to hear discussed.

In addition to the above, five points are listed on the propo-
sition that “Debates as conducted inculcate vicious habits.”

1. The debater acquires habits of trickery and strategy.
2. The debater learns to be sophistical in his reasoning.
3. The debater becomes a cocksure person who is interested

not in arriving at issues, but in proving his point by admitting
nothing.

4. The debater learns to make sweeping generalizations not
supported by evidence.

5. The debater learns to argue against his convictions for a
trophy, or for the glory of “winning.”

To discuss the proposition honestly and fairly without falling
into the known and dangerous “perils” listed above has been
my constant aim in both the preparation for and the execution
of the debates on this proposition. God knows my purpose and
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aims. How well I succeeded must be left to those who heard
and those who read. We can do no more now than to ask your
forbearance and forgiveness for those times wherein we fell
short. May the Lord forgive the error and overrule the evil
results.

FAREWELL READER, FAREWELL

In closing my part of this book, I cannot help looking back
over its making. And again, to turn my face toward that time
when we must answer for every word and deed. I would quit
myself of this task like a man who fears God.

First, I remember a large number to whom I can no more
speak. That large number who heard the debates in Winchester
and Chattanooga who will never read these lines. May God
cause them to forget every act and word and deed that would
dissuade from a true faith or cause a wrong step; may they re-
member only that which helps to an intelligent faith and to
right living.

Readers of this book, I now address you. I have labored to
give you the word of the Lord, ever conscious that I must
answer at the judgment seat of Christ for every word. It has
been my honest effort to rise above selfish acts and party lines.
Every child of God is my brother or sister in Christ. There is no
desire to separate myself from any. There is no ground for
separation. Not on the ground of goodness, for that is little and
poor; not on the ground of wisdom, for at the best wisdom is
mixed with much error; not on the ground of faith, for even the
weak in faith must be received. No reason exists, or could
exist, why I should want to be more than just a humble child
of God, and a brother to all those who fear him.

Accept me as such, for so I accept you in the Lord. I am
not always right, but the Bible is always right. My effort has
been to be true to God and loyal to his word. Read thoughtfully
what I have said and try it by the word of God. Accept it only
when you see that it is the word of God. I ask no more.

To my respondent, Brother Wallace, I give my parting word.
There is no reason why our difference on prophecy should mar
our friendship or raise a barrier to our fellowship. Throughout
our relations I have tried to hold you as a brother and gentleman.
Sometimes I stumbled; sometimes I fell. I have gotten up be-
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fore the Lord, and truly hope that the things over which I
stumbled were not as large and real as they seemed then. I
truly hope I was wrong in my appraisal.

You have discovered, at first hand, some of my faults; I have
discovered, in the same way, some of yours. Doubtless there
are fields of other kind in which we both might well explore. It
would be manly and brotherly for us to rise above those faults
and fears. I offer you my hand in full fellowship as a brother in
Christ. May I have yours on the same ground? May that fellow-
ship, centered in Christ and wrought out through discussion, be
the means of making for a truer friendship and a larger co-opera-
tion in the kingdom of God. I wish you a large measure of the
love and grace of God in our Lord Jesus Christ.
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WALLACE’S FINAL NEGATIVE ARGUMENT

In his farewell to the reader, Brother Neal says: “I must
answer at the judgment seat of Christ for every word.” But his
book, Light In A Dark Place, says: “He who by faith accepts
Jesus as his substitute . . . is exempted from judgment,‘*
and “the believer himself is exempt from judgment.” (Page
77.) If he is right in both statements, he has not “by faith ac-
cepted Jesus,” and has classed himself as an unbeliever! Can
the reader imagine the confusion of a man who contradicts him-
self so?

In his proffer of fellowship he says: “I offer you my hand in
full fellowship as a brother in Christ.” But he refused to hear
me preach in Winchester, where he lives, in June of this year.

He asks: “May I have yours on the same ground?” I cannot
compromise the issues involved in this discussion, nor condone
the sin of division. When he accepts the proposition to with-
draw the wedge of division which has been driven--“Here’s
my hand.” He has refused to accept it on this ground.

His “parting word” may look good in print as a bid for favor,
but when compared with his preaching and practice it looks more
like an artifice than an armistice.

Is his deliverance on the “Perils of Debate” a confession or a
charge? The negative has not resorted to “strategy and
trickery,” nor “argued against his convictions.” Brother Neal
has done all of the challenging, and his strictures can only con-
demn himself.

I do not deny his personal privilege to “exercise that free-
dom” to “strengthen his contention.” Its weakness is apparent.
But the readers will form conclusions as to why he has sought
to bar the Chattanooga discussion.

Infant baptism can be disproved with one verse--but it re-
quires “a multitude of words” to point out the sophistry of its
proponents. Brother Neal’s proposition has been repeatedly
disproved “in fifteen minutes.” The volume of words has been
necessary to expose the fallacies of his circuitous route to prove
his “clear” proposition.

All affirmative and negative speeches in the oral discussions
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were of uniform length, and in these chapters each has had
the same number of words, so what can be the significance of
his complaint ?

AFFIRMATIVE ASSERTIONS

1. That Rev. 19-20 does not definitely state that the realm
of the thousand years reign is the earth, “but other texts in
Revelation do.” Then, why has he not produced the “other
texts” that “do”? If such a text exists, he would have been
eager to produce it. There is no such passage.

2. That he is not obligated to prove that Christ will be on the
earth in the millennium; nor to meet arguments about “Israel
in the Millennium” ; nor to discuss the nature of the millennium;
nor to answer questions concerning Christ on David’s throne.
He has decided that he is not under obligation to prove any-
thing at all! He says he “does not need to meet” these argu-
ments. He should have said that he cannot meet them.

3. That the “group of saints” that came out of their graves
after the resurrection of Christ, went on to heaven and are “the
first part of the first resurrection.” No passage says so--
nor even infers it. Eph. 4: 8-10 and Heb. 12 : 23 contain no
references that can be twisted to mean it. He thinks Matt.
27: 51-52 “looks like a resurrection” of these saints because the
Revised Version says the bodies of the dead saints were “raised.”
Elijah raised the son of the widow of Zarephath (1 Kings 17);
Elisha raised the son of the Shunnamite woman (2 Kings 4) ;
Jesus raised Lazarus (John 11); and Peter raised Tabitha
(Acts 9). Does Brother Neal count these as final resurrections?
If the saints did not return to their Hadean abode, where
did they go? Christ is “forerunner” to heaven, but he stayed
on earth forty days after his resurrection. The bodies of
the saints coming out of their graves was a miracle attending
the resurrection of Christ, as Moses and Elijah appeared at the
transfiguration of Christ.

But what point does he seek to prove? Is there anything in
it to prove his proposition?

4. That in the present age Christ is in heaven, but in the
next age he will be on the earth--the very thing he says he is
under no obligation to prove!

5. That at the last trump, Christ comes to “take control of
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the earth.” But Paul says at the last trump when the dead are
raised, we shall be “caught up to meet him in the air and so
shall ever be with the Lord.” (1 Cor. 15: 51-52; 1 Thess. 4: 16.)
We challenged Brother Neal for a passage that states that
Christ will ever set his foot on this earth again. He did not pro-
duce it. He cannot.

6. That Satan as “the prince of the world” has power over
it, and cites John 12: 3 1; 14: 30 as proof. But that was before
the resurrection of Christ. In Heb. 2: 14 Paul says that through
death Christ destroyed the power of the devil. Satan no longer
has power over men. He cannot hold them captive. Christ
will “deliver” all from Satan’s “bondage.”

7. That there is a future time when the “Dominion of the
earth will pass to the Gentiles,” later to be “deposed” and “re-
placed by the Son from heaven.” The string of verses cited in
parentheses does not contain proof for this assertion. Anybody
can make assertions and string out references. That does not
prove a point, nor do assertions prove propositions.

8. That the "fulness of the Gentiles" points to his millen-
nium age. But the context of Rom. 11 shows that the scope and
extent of the expression comes within the range of the gospel dis-
pensation.

9. That the “dispensation of the fulness of times” refers to
the last of “seven dispensations”--the next age. But Paul ap-
plied this expression to the present dispensation. (Eph. 1: 9-12.)

10. That there are seven dispensational ages in the Bible,
beginning in Eden and ending with the millennium. Such lan-
guage is the parlance of Russell, Scofield, Boll, and Neal but is
not found in the writings of Paul, Peter, James, and John.

OLD TESTAMENT PROPHECIES

1. Brother Neal says, “the term ‘the last days’ is a general
term for the times of the Messiah. (Isa. 2: 1-4; Joel 2: 28 to
3: 2, with Acts 2: 17-21.)” True, and Isa. 2: l-4 said “the last
days” would begin when the word of the Lord should go forth
from Jerusalem. On the day of Pentecost, Peter said, “But this
is that which was spoken by the prophet Joel.” (Acts 2: 16.)
The dispensation beginning on Pentecost being “the last days,”
it is, therefore, the last dispensation of time.
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2. In the vision of Dan. 7 : 13, 14, Daniel saw the Son of
man coming with the clouds to God. When he returns he will
be coming from God. In the vision he was to receive dominion.
When he ascended he did receive dominion. (Eph. 1: 20-21.)
Hence, it must refer to his ascension (Acts 1: 9), and not to his
second coming. His distinction between “cloud” and “clouds”
is a mere quibble. His argument that Rev. 1: 7 will be the ful-
fillment of this prophecy, when he "cometh with the clouds,”
destroys his own theory of the millennium between two resur-
rections, for “every eye shall see him and they that pierced him.”
The wicked--”they that pierced him”--will be raised to view
his coming. It nullifies his argument that the wicked will not
be raised until after the thousand years. He contradicts his own
theory at every turn.

3. He thinks Zech. 14 cannot describe the destruction of
Jerusalem for the following reasons:

(a) “All nations did not gather against Jerusalem. Jehovah
did not fight against the Romans." But the Roman armies
were actually composed of all nations of the world, and the Lord
did fight against the Romans by means of the Northern Nations.

(b) “No such visitations came on the Romans.” It is figur-
ative language--they were later destroyed, and all enemies that
fought against Jerusalem.

(c) “After the destruction of the nations, ‘the remnants go
up to worship the King,’ and ‘if they fail, the curse of no rain is
visited.’ "  That signifies spiritual restoration in the light and
liberty of the gospel. On those who did not worship God there
was no rain--they did not have God’s blessings which are dis-
pensed to the faithful.

(d) “A time when the Lord comes with all the saints--which
time is yet future.” A mere assertion. After this visitation
there was a wide diffusion of divine knowledge, and of the plan
of salvation, from Jerusalem to the “Isles of the Sea.” The
Lord’s coming has more than one meaning and application.

(e) “The Mount of Olives has not been cleft in the midst.’ "
Not literally, it is a reference to the lines of circumvallation,

intrenchments, redoubts, formation of armies for battle, which
historians describe as taking place on the Mount of Olives during
the siege.
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(f) "  ‘The day of the Lord’ is yet future.” The destruction of
Babylon was called “the day of the Lord.” (Isa. 13: 9.) Is it
yet future? If not, why this? The fulfillment of those prophe-
cies concerning the destruction and desolation of Babylon,
Nineveh, Tyre and Sidon, Avalon, and others was no more
definite than these prophecies concerning the destruction of
Jerusalem.

It is not “breaking” my “own rule” to point out these corre-
sponding events of history. Brother Neal’s effort to apply such
prophecies to a future millennium is wholly lacking in proof.

NEW TESTAMENT ARGUMENTS

1. He says the negative’s “course of reasoning” that Christ
will come “as he went away” will rule out his return “in flaming
fire, " “with all his saints,” “as the lightning,” etc. It does not
rule out any statement in the divine record of how he will come.
But the fact that Rev. 19 does not fit any of these descriptions
is added proof that the chapter does not describe the visible,
personal coming of Christ “from heaven to earth.” Brother
Neal has himself admitted that it is not definite.

2. He attempts to answer “the most prominent scripture
against such a period,” which he says is 2 Pet. 3. But the nega-
tive has not used it. He would do well to answer some “promi-
nent scriptures” the negative has used.

The “prominent points” of the chapter are:
(a) that his coming is certain;
(b) that it will be unexpected ;
(c) that it will be the end of probation;
(d) that it will be the end of the world;
(e) that according to his promise, we look for “new heavens

and a new earth wherein dwelleth righteousness”--the heavenly
state as described in Rev. 21: l-8.

There is nothing in the chapter to support his millennium
theory We wonder why he brought it up.

3. His final argument is on the meaning of the word “day.”
No one denies that “day” is sometimes used in the dispensa-
tional sense, as “the day of salvation” in 2 Cor. 6: 2--but the
thing mentioned must be continuous through the dispensation.
Salvation is continuous through that “day” or period. The
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resurrection is the thing mentioned “at the last day.” If that
is a dispensational day, then the resurrection must be continuous
through it. Will Brother Neal affirm continuous resurrection
through the millennium?

The expressions “at the last day” when the righteous are
raised (John 6: 40,44,54),, and “at the last trump” when the Lord
descends (1 Cor. 15: 51, 52; 1 Thess. 4: 16), signify the last
occasion--the end of time. There can be no thousand years
after “the last day.” There cannot be another resurrection
after “the last trump.”

Brother Neal’s ill-timed effort to weaken the force of these
plain arguments that stood untouched through two oral de-
bates has not “strengthened his contention.” It has weakened
his already failing cause.

THE M ENACE OF PREMILLENNIALISM

Brother Neal is representing a new party among Christians
called "premillennialists." This doctrine has become a dis-
turbing element in various protestant bodies. Baptist churches
in the west have been torn into factions by militant premillen-
nialists under the guise of Fundamentalism. What visionary
agitators have done for the Baptist churches, R. H. Boll, Chas.
M. Neal, and their coadjutors will do for the churches of Christ
if left untrammeled and unopposed to propagate their doctrine.

Their teaching is more than a species of harmless guessing.
It represents a distinct menace to the churches of Christ. It
involves consequences that are positively vitiating to the gospel
of Christ.

The theory makes the church a mere accident, the result of
a prophetic abortion in the postponement of the kingdom an-
nounced by John and Jesus as “at hand,” but which R. H. Boll
says “has never yet appeared.” Since these brethren tell us that
the future fulfillment of these kingdom prophecies will mark the
beginning of the millennium, it follows that if these prophecies
had been fulfilled according to these “Jewish expectations”
when John and Jesus announced it, the millennium would have
started then. And what would have been the result? We would
have had none of the parables of Christ, which Brother Boll says
were “an unexpected phase” of his ministry. We would have
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had no church, which he says is “an unexpected phase of the
kingdom.” We would have had no great commission, for it will
not be in force in the millennium. We would have had no book
of Acts, no epistles to the churches--in fact, no New Testament,
for the law of the millennium, they tell us, has not been revealed.
And, then, the millennium would have been over now, and all
of us left out!

If Brother Neal denies, or any of his party from R. H. Boll
down deny, that their system involves these theories, their own
books, charts and writings furnish the evidence. They are on
record. He has endeavored to bar them from the discussion.
He would thus simplify his task and make the burden of his
proposition lighter. But an honest man is under obligation
either to accept all the logical consequences of his position, or to
repudiate it.

The whole plot of the theory hinges on the literal interpre-
tation of Revelation. The twentieth chapter is the pivot on
which the future vagaries of their system turn. The nature of
it being prophetic, it is at best enigmatic and uncertain--it can
not be proved. He who undertakes to defend such a system of
teaching is at once sunk in a quagmire of speculation.

The things of Revelation were “signified to John” as a
prophecy of things that must “shortly” come to pass. The time
was “at hand.” What does “at hand” mean? The kingdom of
Cod was “at hand” in the days of John the Baptist. (Mark 1:
15.) Paul told the Thessalonians that the second coming of
Christ was “not at hand.” (2 Thess. 2: 2.) When a thing is re-
mote, it is not “at hand.” It is evident that the symbolic pic-
tures of Revelation were to be studied in comparison with
history, beginning from the date of these visions. Yet Brother
Neal passes over all the corresponding events of history and
links the fulfillment of these prophecies with dreams of future
events, which if they should come to pass, could not furnish a
more perfect similitude between the symbol and the event that
fulfills it than was furnished in those events of history which
followed in rapid succession the New Testament era. Why do
these brethren pass over the events of history which meet every
demand of these symbols, and hitch their interpretations to
some dim theoretical star of the future?
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There are two distinct parts to the book of Revelation, con-
sisting of two sets of symbols infolding the events of history
dating from the Patmos visions. The fall of the old Roman em-
pire, the rise of the New Roman Empire, the Turkish power,
Papal Rome, the abominations of the Roman Catholic Church,
and the revival of spiritual Babylon, are symbolized in the first
series. (Chapters 4 to 11.)

The next set of symbols, beginning with the end of the elev-
enth chapter, pictures the struggles of the church with pagan
and papal Rome, the Great Apostasy, the triumph of the True
Church, the final overthrow of all persecuting powers, set forth
in symbols of beasts, representing Rome in her various forms of
government, pagan and papal, political and religious. In its
changing forms “behold the beast was, is not, and yet is.” It
indicates the vital relationship that existed between political
and religious Rome.

The labored effort to prove that old abominable pagan Rome,
with all her heads and horns, toes and tails, must exist again to
make these prophecies fit some future theory is manifestly false.

The sublime symbolism of the nineteenth and twentieth
chapters pictures the triumph of the gospel, the victory of the
Faithful and True in the great spiritual struggle. The very na-
ture of it is figurative, not literal.

If Brother Neal makes the “first resurrection” a flesh and
blood resurrection, he makes it contradict the nature of the
resurrection in 1 Cor. 15. If it is not a flesh and blood resurrec-
tion, it is incompatible with an earthly state, and defeats his
theory.

The thousand years could refer to a period of time when the
cause for which the martyrs died should triumph. Not a time
when all are righteous, but a time when all have the privilege
of being righteous in contrast with the time when Roman
Catholicism took away that liberty, during the “forty and two
months,” the twelve hundred and sixty years, the church was in
the wilderness--the Dark Ages. Hence, it would begin when
man’s right to read and obey the Bible was restored, and end
with the “little season” of Rev. 20: 3 when wickedness again
predominates, symbolized by the “rest of the dead” living again.
Then comes the final battle. The events move with quick pre-
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cision. The crisis is short. The end comes. Satan, death, and
Hades are cast into the lake of fire. The earth and the sea give
up the dead. The judgment is set. The books are opened. All
whose names are not found written in the book of life are cast
into the lake of fire. Then, beyond all struggles and triumphs
John beholds with enraptured vision the New Jerusalem, the
Beautiful City, heaven, the home of the soul, and exclaims,
“Even so, come Lord Jesus.” And the Revelation ends, and
time ends--with the coming of Christ.

The historical interpretation does no violence to any portion
of the word of God. Brother Neal’s theory runs counter to all
that the Bible says concerning the kingdom of Christ as respects
time, nature, extent, and duration, and is positively vitiating to
Christianity as a whole.

I ask you, friends, which is the saner application of God’s
word--to have the kingdom of God established on earth “in
the days of those kings” as John and Jesus announced, or to let
those kingdoms perish, their kings turn to dust, their names and
achievements be erased from the memory of men, then, after
several thousand years revive their dust and bones from the
ruins of their kingdoms in an ultra-special resurrection, stage a
historical pageant, parade them all before the world at the same
time, in order to meet the demands of this incubated theory of an
earthly millennium, advocated by the Boll-Neal group of specu-
lators among us? Once informed of the essence of these theories
with their lurking errors, I do not believe the churches of Christ,
composed in the main of people opposed to religious speculation,
will tolerate such travesty on the study of God’s word, nor
countenance the men among us who indulge in it.

Brother Neal’s doctrine is rank materialism. It is not con-
ducive in any of its phases to true spirituality. It is stultifying
to the finer sentiments of the soul. It is repulsive to the Chris-
tian’s conception of Christ, our Captain and Conqueror. I t
pictures him who prayed for his enemies on the cross, returning
to slay them in the carnage of war, and to rule the nations with
a rod of iron. Napoleon, Cesar, Charlemagne, Alexander the
Great sought universal dominion by slaying with mighty armies
their enemies. Jesus Christ achieved by permitting himself to
be slain by his enemies. It is altogether incompatible with the
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ideals of his life, the essence of his teaching, the purpose of his
death, the power of his resurrection, and the nature of his king-
dom. It cannot be true. I beg these brethren to abandon these
materialistic theories and determine “not to know anything
among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified.”
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A P P E N D I X

THE HISTORY OF THE INCIPIENCE, CHARACTER AND
COURSE OR THE BOLL MILLENNIAL MOVEMENT--COVER-
ING THE PERIOD OF 1915-1935--THE ERA OF  THE PRE-
MILLENNIAL HERESY THAT THREATENED A GENERAL
INVASION OF CHURCHES OF CHRIST--DESIGNED TO
COUNTERACT PERSISTENT MISREPRESENTATIONS OF
FACTS ANENT THE PERSONALITIES IN “THE BATTLE OF
PREMILLENNIALISM”--TO VINDICATE AND TO EXONER-
ATE THE WORTHY NAMES OF THE GUARDIANS OF THE
FAITH AND TO EXTOL THEIR LOYALTY TO THE TRUTH
OF THE GOSPEL IN UNRELENTING OPPOSITION TO THE
DOCTRINAL DEFECTION OF BOLLISM.
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THE INCEPTION, CHARACTER, AND COURSE OF
THE BOLL MILLENNIAL. MOVEMENT

The purpose of this documentation is to provide the information
for the brethren everywhere, especially all of the preachers, of the
actual origin of the troublesome “Boll Question,” and to extend the
preservation of an already 20-year history (1915-1935) for the years
to come-to perpetuate an authentication of facts concerning a major
defection, the record of which belongs in the history of the Restora-
tion Movement. Few have had access to the inside facts which reveal
the heart of the trouble from its incipiency. A knowledge of these
facts will serve to disillusion many people as to the spirit of the men
back of the Boll movement. It has been generally believed that they
were men of deep reverence and spirituality but there has never existed
a movement which in personnel furnishes a better example of wolves
in sheep’s clothing than the Boll party and its leaders.

A SUFFICIENT APOLOGY
In order that all may know that the publication of these exposures

is not a personal attack of the editor upon mere persons, nor yet a
peeve that he is nursing, nor even his original suggestion, attention is
directed to the letters on pages 7-10, bearing requests from eminent
brethren for the publication of the matter here presented. These letters
are from brethren whose integrity is beyond question, whose oppor-
tunity to know existing conditions and to sense the needs of the hour
must be admitted, and whose standing will in all evidence carry weight
with unbiased persons.

N. B. Hardeman, President of Freed-Hardeman College, is not
only a recognized educator but is the top evangelist in the church
today. E. H. Ijams, President of David Lipscomb College, and James
F. Cox, President of Abilene Christian College, are scholars of first
rank and hold places of leadership in the church and in the world.
These men are not promoting prejudices nor harboring hatreds nor
perpetuating personalities. It is their knowledge of affairs and their
abiding interest in the truth that calls forth the request for this ad-
mittedly far-reaching stroke. Their letters of request furnish sufficient
grounds for this issue and therefore sufficient apology for it. The
publication of their letters is not intended at all to side-step responsi-
bility or to escape any consequence incurred by a defense of the truth,
but rather in the belief that the readers are entitled to know that this
historiographical account represents more than the editor’s own opinion
and judgment.



354

"THE SI M P L E  H I S T O R Y  O F  T H E  C A S E”
In the November Word and Work, Brother Boll gave what he

called a “simple history of the case” regarding the digressive division
--the instrumental music case. There was an apparent weakness run-
ning through the whole of his article manifestly because he felt the
effect of his argument against division over an admitted nonessential
like instrumental music as it applies to the division he has caused and
is promoting. So we are now giving him the “simple history of the
case” on his own division.

The history of the case dates from the clash R. H. Boll had
with the Gospel Advocate twenty years ago over his teaching. He
was at that time its front page writer. Because of his visionary teach-
ing he was dismissed. Later, upon his agreement with the manage-
ment of the Advocate not to teach his theories, he was restored to his
place. But instead of ‘respecting his agreement he began again to
feature his theories. He was again removed from the Gospel Ad-
vocate staff. He then denied that he had ever made any such agree-
ment, and preferred some very serious charges against the Gospel
Advocate editors. Among the things he said was this statement,
which appears in the Klingman-Kurfees correspondence from its
original source : "I know the men who are back of tbe Advocate
today are false and unrighteous . . ." He called them “The Nashville
Council”; “These Scribes and Pharisees”; and “false brethren.” The
“combine,” as he called these brethren, consisted then of J. C. Mc-
Quiddy, E. G. Sewell, A. B. Lipscomb, M. C. Kurfees, F. B. Srygley,
F. W. Smith, E. A. Elam and T. B. Larimore. The language used by
this man of boasted meekness should be a great disillusionment to
those brethren who have believed him incapable of being wrong even
in spirit. This is only a sample of the many things of like sort that he
has said about his brethren.

Yet he has only recently repeated his condemnation of the “vic-
ious” attitude of others. Of all men he should have the least to say
of such a spirit. The course of his whole movement has been one
of enmity and revenge. And he would make the church the victim
of it--which is the thing that makes the issue more than personal;
it becomes an issue between R. H. Boll and every menber of the
church who would defend its sacred heritage of truth and unity.

P UBLICIZING THE C A S E

It has been asked by good people with good motives: Why give
publicity to a local affair ? The answer is because Brethren Boll and
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Jorgenson have forced the issue upon the whole church. Before
Brother Boll began teaching his heresies in the Gospel Advocate there
was no division--not even dissension--on the question involved.
Before Brother Boll went to Louisville, Kentucky, there was no
division there over the question. But now he has his own party in
and around Louisville, disfellowshiped by the original congregations;
he has his school and his paper, both devoted to the policy of pro-
moting his teaching; and his missionary machinery, to hold a “bread
and butter” grip on the missionaries. And in various and sundry
ways which do not commend them to our consciences, nor unto God,
they have pushed their party lines beyond Louisville and have chal-
lenged the entire church with their manifestoes. Because of this we
believe the brotherhood should know “the simple history of the
case.”

A ST A T E M E N T  O F  T H E  IS S U E

The idea has prevailed that the case under consideration has been
chiefly an issue between Brother Boll and certain other brethren
and that it turns on a mere speculation in teaching. This is a mistake.
It is not, in the first place, a personal matter and his teaching is not,
in the second place, a mere speculation. Doctrines which default
prophecies concerning the establishment of the Messiah’s kingdom;
that dethrone Jesus Christ; that reduce his church in this dispen-
sation to a mere substitute, or a vestibule, which is no better if as
good; that would restore the old nation of Israel in Palestine; that
would reincarnate the Lord Jesus Christ and seat him on David’s
throne in Jerusalem, literal, Judaistic, Palestinian and earthly, to a
world king in a world kingdom patterned more after the pagan
kingdom of Rome than the glorious kingdom of heaven--that doc-
trine I say is more than a speculation. It is a vitiating heresy--a
human creed. To call them speculators and their system of teaching
speculation is giving the whole thing too much consideration. Their
teaching is false doctrine, blatant and flagrant. No lover of the
precious truth should waste any tears of sympathy over these men
and their movement as the light is turned on them.

T H E  BARRIERS TO F E L L O W S H I P

While the Iine of battle has been formed over the doctrinal
issues at stake, there is yet another issue either before or behind
that one which would require a settlement in the restoration of
these men and in order to absolve this case. It is a moral issue--
a question of discipline.
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The Klingman-Kurfees correspondence sums up the barriers to
fellowship :

1. The heretical teaching of R. H. Boll.

2. The action of the Highland church in withdrawing from
these men who opposed the teaching of these theories in that church
by E. L. Jorgenson which resulted in disfellowshiping charter mem-
bers of the congregation.

3. The charges made by R. H. Boll against the brethren of the
Gospel Advocate (including J. C. McQuiddy, M. C. Kurfees, E. A.
Elam, E. G. Sewell, F. B. Srygley, F. W. Smith, A. B. Lipscomb and
T. B. Larimore,) that they were “false and unrighteous” men. If that
charge was true, those men could not be fellowshiped. If that charge
was untrue, then R. H. Boll could not be fellowshiped until his false
charges should be removed and amends made.

4. The agreement made by R. H. Boll with the Gospel Advo-
cate, which agreement he broke and afterwards denied.

This four-point statement of the case represents the issue con-
fronting the Boll party today. Two of those items are based on
doctrine, and two of them represent a moral issue. Until both issues
are settled it is out of the question for churches of Christ to have
fellowship with the Louisville-Boll party. These barriers to fellow-
ship were raised by themselves, and if because of these things they
are out of fellowship with the church in Louisville on what ground
can these men be fellowshiped by churches of Christ anywhere?
The question, therefore, stands as a question of discipline as well
as one of doctrine.

T H E  A. B. L i p s c o m b  LE T T E R

Among all of these matters there is one that is especially signifi-
cant from the present angle. It is the exchange of letters recently
--just this year--between R. H. Boll and A. B. Lipscomb. Feel-
ing the effect of a congealing sentiment against him, Brother Boll
writes to Brother Lipscomb, as the only living witness to these
things, to exonerate him. Brother Lipscomb’s reply definitely fixes
the blame. Read it. It is the straw that breaks the camel’s back. It
means that either all of these brethren who testify against Brother
Boll are altogether unrighteous and untruthful, and Brother Boll
himself alone truthful and righteous--or that he is the offender
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and has grievously sinned not only against the brethren with whom
he was associated but also against the church which he has divided.
His sin reaches up to heaven. Truly, “it will be but a little while
longer, and we shall answer to Him” and it is the prayer of us all
that Brother Boll may yet see the error of his course and set these
matters right. He is the only man who can do it. It remains to be
seen whether he will rise to do it or whether like Ephraim joined
to his idol he will pursue the diabolical and devious way that has
characterized his course of the twenty years behind him.

T HE H IGHLAND E P I S O D E

Vital to the case also is the record of facts submitted by C. A.
Taylor of the action of the Highland church (the Jorgenson-Janes
church in Louisville) which withdrew fellowship from brethren
Taylor and Rubel because they opposed the teaching of these heresies
by E. L. Jorgenson in that congregation. The result of this action
was division, the disfellowshipping of the older and charter mem-
bers of the congregation who built and paid for the house of wor-
ship they occupied. This action--which Brother T. Q. Martin
called a “piece of high-handed wickedness” and “this Highland out-
rage”--has been a stench in the nostrils of E. L. Jorgenson and the
Highland church for years, They have sought in every way possible
(except the only right way--the acknowledgment of their wicked
deed) to escape the odium of this action. They have issued state-
ments and explanations but have never rectified their wrong. The
latest effort was the camouflage of “restoring” Taylor and Rubel
upon supposed confessions and concessions they were said to have
made. The sole purpose of this formality was an attempt to justify
themselves, an effort at self-exonerating, at the expense of brethren
Taylor and Rubel. Their very action in this matter, in their reiteration
of false accusations against these men, only added insult to injury.
Of course, such a crafty maneuver was rejected by brethren Taylor
and Rubel, and all of those good people who stand with them.
Notwithstanding this fact, E. L. Jorgenson and his group have
circulated the report that these brethren were “restored” to the
fellowship of the Highland church, and to carry out their designs
they have withheld the facts from their own congregation--they
did not read the reply of Taylor and Rubel to the church! For that
reason and in order that these things may be known to all, that mis-
representation may be counteracted and truth prevail, the record of
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these actions has been supplied by Brother Taylor for publication,
this special issue, and will be found on pp 34-41. The false move
the leaders of the Highland church have made in this affair is the
tacit admission without a confession of it, that their action was a
fatal blunder. They have been shrewd enough to twist certain state-
ments made by brethren Taylor and Rubel into “concessions” but
they have not been clever enough to conceal their strategy. As the
matter stands, the responsibility for making the teaching of E. L.
Jorgenson a test of fellowship in  the Highland church rests solely
on him and them and the only way to absolution in the case is for
them to unconditionally revoke the action taken against these breth-
ren, accompanied by whatever other amends the injury to these
brethren and to the church may demand.

D O W N-T O- DA T E

Over the period of these years Brother Boll has made many
proposjtions. Each time, however, he has retreated from his own
offers and his propositions have become a sort of a wolf! wolf!
cry. As a connection between some of the facts herein presented it
seems almost necessary to reproduce two editorials that appeared in
the Gospel Advocate in 1932-33 when the writer was editor of
that paper. The gesture of Brother Boll’s hand under “Here’s My
Hand” and his subsequent “Doctrinal Manifesto” and the two edi-
torials called forth by these utterances of his, furnish the actual
setting for the present angle of things. In order that the readers
may have a view of the whole movement in its stubborn course the
1932 “Doctrinal Manifesto” is reprinted herein together with the
replies that were made to it.

Another important link in the chain of events is the article of
Brother T. Q. Martin, dealing with the Jorgenson “Circular Letter”
which appeared in the Christian Leader several months ago. Brother
Martin is one of the most loved men in the church. He is a man of
deep reverence and is not by nature a controversialist, but having
exact knowledge concerning the things of which the Jorgenson “Cir-
cular Letter” was such a gross misrepresentation he could not let
it pass uncalled. This article is vital to the present status of the
case and should be read.

We commend these things to the consideration of that great
brotherhood of gospel preachers, believing that when these facts are
known to the brethren, the audacity of the men promoting the Boll



party will stand self-rebuked, and that in the future neither
ance nor quarter will be given any of them, that this party
come entirely localized to R. H. Boll’s own little diocese of
in the vicinity of Louisville, Kentucky.

A Q UESTION FOR THE N E U T R A L S
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counten-
may be-
churches

For the “Boll sympathizers” who are all the time saying that
they “do not believe the doctrine” but are neutral in the controversy
and who hold the men of this movement in such fond regard that
they cannot “draw the line on them” nor “cast them out,” there is
yet a question. Since they have criticised the Haldeman Avenue church
and the “Haldeman Preachers” and in fact all the rest of us who have
fought the battle on this issue-in view of the facts presented herein,
let them suggest what course should have been pursued, that could
have been pursued in interest of truth and righteousness. What would
you have done in the matter, brethren? Can you point out anything
in this entire record that is favorable to R. H. Boll and his party?
If so, it is time to cease neutrality and come to his defense. If not,
it is still time to cease neutrality and come to the defense of these
righteous principles for which the faithful brethren in Louisville
have so uncompromisingly stood through all opposition and criticism
during these years. In short, if you were in Louisville with whom
would you “play ball”--with whom would you associate? The
answer to these questions will determine what your attitude should
be toward these men and their movement anywhere else. “Now I
beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions and offences
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them. For
they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly;
and by good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the
simple.” There is no alternative in the application of and obedience
to this divine command.

JOINT REQUEST FOR FACTS
Dear Brother Wallace:

In order that our young preachers and others may be informed
regarding the origin and continued agitation over the teaching of
Brother R. H. Boll and others, we believe it will be in order for
you to gather up such facts as have appeared in various publications
and tracts and publish these in your magazine with as little comment
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as is necessary. You have doubtless seen a recent correspondence
between Brethren Klingman and Kurfees. Such a publication would
serve as a ready reference to facts that have entered into this un-
fortunate affair.

After you have prepared your material, we would suggest that
you confer with representative brethren for final approval before
publication.

Fraternal1y,
N. B. Hardeman
E. H. Ijams

Nov. 5, 1935

Dear Brother Cox:

For the last fifteen or twenty years, there has been more or less
agitation over the question of Premillennialism and other questions
pertaining to Brother Boll and his teaching. I have young preachers
and others ask me the facts about what has been done and the origin
of the trouble.

I have just thought that it might be well to ask Brother Wallace
to get up these matters with no more comment than is necessary to
explain and let this appear in his magazine so that all of us might
have it for reference. One reason I am writing is because I have
seen a recent correspondence between Brother George Klingman and
Brother J. F. Kurfees. They have reviewed this pretty thoroughly
and it seems to me that what they have written, together with ad-
ditional facts, would be worthwhile to these young preachers who
knew nothing of differences at the beginning.

If this meets with your approval, I am suggesting that we sign
the enclosed. I hope all may be well with you.

Faithfully yours,
N. B. Hardeman

November. 5, 1935

Dear Brother Wallace :
The Boll question has been agitated so long and so many have

written about it and discussed it that there is much confusion today
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in the minds of many of the younger members of the church. In
order that our young preachers may be informed regarding the
origin and continued agitation concerning R. H. Boll and his teach-
ings, we believe it wise for you to gather up such facts as have ap-
peared in various publications and tracts and publish these in your
splendid magazine with as little comment as is necessary. You have
doubtless seen a recent correspondence between Brethren Klingman
and Kurfees. Such a publication as we are requesting would serve
as a ready reference to facts that have entered into this unfortunate
affair.

After you have prepared your material, we would suggest that
you confer with representative brethren for final approval before
publication.

This is a form letter which was sent me by Brother N. B.
Hardeman with request that I write you as president of this insti-
tution. I am very glad to concur with him and others in this request
to you for this valuable contribution to the church.

With very best wishes to you in your great work, I am,
Yours fraternally, James F. Cox.

THE KLINGMAN-KURFEES CORRESPONDENCE

Ever since the line of false teaching was drawn by R. H. Boll in
Louisville years ago, and the subsequent action of the Highland
church in disfellowshiping the men who opposed the teaching of
the Boll doctrine in that church by E. L. Jorgenson, the Boll and
Jorgenson contingent has been held by the Haldeman Avenue church
(old Campbell Street church), the original congregation in Louis-
ville, as a faction. Being on the ground and having had knowledge
of and experience with this group from the beginning their decisions
and actions in the case through the years are entitled to respect. But
occasionally individuals who know nothing of the development of
this defection take it upon themselves to reopen the case with a view
toward settling the trouble--apparently in favor of Brother Boll and
his party.

The latest effort of this kind was made by certain Louisville
preachers of the Boll side which was afterward taken up and pursued
by George A. Klingman, preacher of the Highland church, a Boll-
Jorgenson congregation. A conference was called by the Boll-Kling-



362

man side and a meeting was held in the office of J. F. Kurfees.
The following correspondence between Brother Klingman and Bro-
ther Kurfees, is the result.

The fact that the 1925 Elam extracts are being circulated, and
that, too, for the purpose of reflecting upon the record of men who
have passed to their reward is within itself sufficient as a reason
for giving the facts to the brethren. Another fact is that Brother
Klingman, after opening the question himself, makes no effort to
sustain his statements or to clear himself in his attempt to aid these
guilty brethren in Louisville and in circulating these extracts thus
actually propagating falsehood and slander.

The correspondence reveals the real spirit of the Boll movement
and should be given a careful reading by all who are interested in
the actual facts and in truth and righteousness.

G. A. KLINGMAN RE-OPENS THE C A S E

Dear Brother Kurfees:--

I am enclosing two extracts from Brother Elam’s letters to Bro-
ther Boll. In view of the fact that Brother Smith withdrew his
charge of falsifying, this matter is satisfactorily settled in my mind.
I do not understand why all others who made the charge of falsifying
did not withdraw their charges; and I wonder why Brother Elam's
letters were not published ten years ago.

I have done all in my power to help bring about a reconciliation
and re-union between the Napoleon Blvd. and the Highland congre-
gations. I am happy in the thought that the Highland congregation
has withdrawn the action that was taken against Brothers Rubel and
Taylor, and that said congregation extends Christian love and fellow-
ship to the Napoleon congregation. This exonerates the present
congregation at the Highlands and leaves the personal matters to
be adjusted between the parties involved.

Will you kindly show this letter to Brothers Douthitt and Craft.

Sincerely,
Feb. 21, 1935. (Signed) Geo. A. Klingman.

Dear Brother Klingman:

Your letter of the 21st inst. was duly received, and as requested
I showed it to Brethren Douthitt and Craft.
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After reading your letter, Brother Douthitt said he intended to
write you, and has done so, and I have a copy of his letter. He has
quite thoroughly covered the points raised in your letter and exactly
as I would have endeavored to do, and therefore, I endorse every
word of his letter, but by way of emphasis, I wish to make this
further reply.

I take it that the object of your letter to me, with the extracts
from Brother Elam, is for the purpose of convincing me and others
that differences here should have been composed and fellowship re-
stored many years ago.

In the light of what transpired in our conference here at my office
June 9, 1932, I am forced to conclude from your letter that the
Elam extracts are of quite recent news to you and that on learning
of their existence, matters at once were “satisfactorily settled” in
your mind.

You seem surprised and express wonder that all others did not
withdraw their charges, as much as to say, “Now with this newly
discovered evidence, you (I) will surely do so.” To this I will just
say that I am surprised that you would presume to hand me these
extracts as sufficient evidence to “satisfactorily settle matters” in
my mind, without the extracts being supported by proper acknow-
ledgments, which were so completely covered in the conference
here at my office and which you will see are repeated in Brother
Douthitt’s letter by quotations from “Facts About R. H. Boll,” by
F. W. Smith.

At our conference here every word of these charges were read and
discussed, and certainly you understood that these barriers would
have to be removed before matters could be “satisfactorily settled”
in our minds.

Now I ask--have they been removed? and if so, please furnish
the evidence and it will be carefully considered.

As to the Highland division, I have only to remind you that in
discussing that matter at our conference here, you yourself said,
among other things, that the move made by the congregation for
which you preach to compose the difference and settle the trouble
was not right; that you opposed the sending of that letter of Brother
Taylor, etc. and added that you had hope of reconciling the differ-
ences or you would not be there.
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In our conference, you said you opposed the letter Brother Tay-
lor refused to accept, and I understand that the Highland church
refused to have Brother Taylor’s reply read to the congregation. Did
that show a restoration of fellowship, or that the Highland church
was exonerated ?

What, may I ask, has transpired since that makes it possible for
you to say the Highland congregation is exonerated ?

As requested, I return herein the extracts from Brother Elam’s
letters.

Fraternally,
Feb. 26, 1935. (Signed) J. F. Kurfees.

The letter from B. L. Douthitt, minister of the Haldeman Avenue
church, mentioned above is here given because of some very vital
points it contains.

Dear Brother Klingman:

Brother J. F. Kurfees, at your suggestion, gave me your letter of
February 21. I have carefully read your letter and the two enclosed
extracts from Brother E. A. Elam’s letters to Brother R. H. Boll.
Your letter and the two enclosed extracts from Brother Elam’s letters
to Brother Boll do not satisfactorily settle matters in my mind.

T HE C H A R G E  OF F A L S I F Y I N G

Brother Boll made a certain agreement with the Gospel Advo-
cate management in 1915. Brother Boll publicly denied for four
years that he had made any agreement with the Advocate in any
sense at all. According to Brother F. W. Smith, in 1919, Brother Boll
admitted that there was an agreement with the Advocate. Has Brother
Boll confessed that he denied for four years “what he knew was
true while he was denying it” ? Did he incorporate this confession
in his “statement” to Brother Elam? This confession is not made in
two “extracts” with your letter to Brother Kurfees.

In the extract from letter of E. A. Elam to R. H. Boll, dated
Oct. 12, 1925, Brother Elam says, “He (F. W. Smith) accepts your
statement and withdraws the charge of falsifying as far as he i s
concerned.” What was the “statement” upon which Brother Smith
withdrew the charge of falsifying? Did Brother Boll ever publish
his “statement” upon which Brother Smith withdrew the charge of
falsifying? Did Brother Boll ever make this “statement” to all with
whom the agreement was made in 1915 ?
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In the extract from letter of E. A. Elam to R. H. Boll, December
8, 1925, I note the following from Brother Elam, “more could not
be expected or asked of you on this point.” Just what was “ex-
pected” or “asked” of Brother Boll on this point and what was
Brother Boll’s reply to the things “expected” or “asked” of him?
The extract from Brother Elam’s letter does not state what was ex-
pected or asked, neither does it give Brother Boll’s answer.

Brother Klingman, I note that you say, “I do not understand
why all others who made the charge of falsifying did not withdraw
their charges.” Don’t you suppose that “others” who made the
charge of falsifying, did “understand” why they did not withdraw
their charges? Do you believe they would have refused to withdraw
the charge without just reasons? In “Statement of Facts About R. H.
Boll,” page 3, F. W. Smith says:

“No matter how many senses Webster gives the word ‘agree-
ment,’ R. H. Boll’s denial in 1915 was that he made no agreement
in any sense at all , yet he admitted in 1919 that ‘there was an agree-
ment in the former sense.’ Thus, by his own words, he is convicted
of having deliberately denied for four years what he knew was true
while he was denying it. He not only failed to confess this sin
publicly when he made his admission in 1919, but he has never
yet done so; and until he does so confess it, churches and preachers
everywhere should kindly but firmly refuse him the fellowship and
co-operation which should be accorded only to true men.”

Now please tell me if Brother Boll ever publicly confessed that
sin as demanded by Brother Smith in the above quotation? If so
in what paper and what was the date of publication? I shall be very
grateful for the information, as it will help me to satisfactorily settle
matters in my mind.

You say, “I wonder why Brother Elam’s letters were not pub-
lished ten years ago." Why not ask Brother Boll “why” Brother
Elam’s letters were not published ten years ago? Do you not also
wonder why Brother Boll did not publish his confession ten years
ago? If I am not mistaken, Brother Boll was publishing a religious
paper during 1925, and it is not too late to publish all of these letters
yet, including, of course, Brother Boll’s confession. Perhaps the
whole correspondence would make a good “manifesto” for one issue
of the Word and Work during 1935.
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From the two extracts you sent Brother Kurfees, I take it that
you have access to the correspondence between Brother Elam and
Brother Boll. Will you kindly give me a copy of the whole cor-
respondence? I shall be glad to pay a typist to copy the letters. Your
enclosed extracts from the letters by no means help to clear matters
in my mind. Perhaps if I had a copy of the letters, I could say
with you, “this matter is satisfactorily settled in my mind.” Surely
you will assist me in this matter. Let me hear from you soon as
possible in regard to this most earnest request.

‘ UGLY E PITHETS AND C H A R G E S”
Just a few words about the “ugly charges” Brother Boll made

against certain brethren mentioned by Brother F. W. Smith, “State-
ment of Facts About R. H. Boll,” page 5. “The Nashville Council”;
“These scribes and Pharisees”; “false brethren”; “I Know the men
who are back of the Gospel Advocate today are false and unrighteous.”
Please note the following quotation from Brother Smith, “Statement
of Facts About R. H. Boll,” pages 7 and 8:

“Now, finally, if the charges which R. H. Boll makes against
us in that letter are true, then we are unfit to be members of the
church of God, and unworthy of the respect and fellowship of
any child of God. But if these charges are not true, then R. H.
Boll is unfit to be a member of the church of God and unworthy
of the respect and fellowship of any child of God; and the
church to which he ministers, as well as the brotherhood at large,
should demand, as I now demand of him, that he either prove
these ugly charges or confess and apologize for the sin of making
them, and for the double sin of making a false statement for four
years, which, according to his own admission in 1919, he knew
was false while he was making it.”

In the above quotation you see that Brother Smith says, “I now
demand of him, that he either prove these ugly charges or confess
and apologize for the sin of making them, and the double sin of
making a false statement for four years, which, according to his own
admission in 1919, he knew was false while he was making it.”
Now I would like to know if Brother Boll proved these charges;
or has he confessed and apologized for this “double sin,” either or
both? If so, please name the paper and the date of publication.

Are these, Brother Klingman, satisfactorily settled in your mind?
If so, how and when were they settled ? At the time Brother Boll
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made these charges, I understand T .  B. Larimore, J. C. McQuiddy,
F. B. Srygley, M. C. Kurfees and others were back of the Gospel
Advocate. I have never thought of these good men as preachers
that were “false and unrighteous.”

T HE H I G H L A N D  C H U R C H  A C T I O N

In the second paragraph of your letter to Brother Kurfees, you
mention a very serious matter in reference to the Highland and
Napoleon Blv’d congregations. Are you sure that you are correct in
the following statements, “I am happy in the thought that the High-
land congregation has withdrawn the action that was taken against
Brothers Rubel and Taylor, and that said congregation extends Christian
love and fellowship to the Napoleon congregation. This exonerates
the present congregation at the Highlands and leaves the personal
matters to be adjusted between the parties involved”?

May 12, 1932, the Highland Church of Christ sent Brother C.
A. Taylor a letter extending fellowship on so called “concessions”
that Brother Taylor said were never made by him. You will recall
that Brother Taylor answered the Highland letter on May 26, 1932,
in which he replied to the nine (9) items listed as “concessions”
made by Brother Rubel and Taylor. Brother Taylor closed his reply
with the following paragraphs:

“It is with keen regret that I must decline your offer to
resume our broken fellowship for your letter extends fellow-
ship based upon our supposed “concessions” and not because you
have repented of your wicked act. The barrier erected by you
in 1918 will never be removed and our differences will never
be composed until and unless you take the correct action based
upon proper grounds.

“I understand your letter to me was read to the Highland
congregation and if this is correct, you have done Brother Rubel
and me an additional injury, which can be partially corrected
only by also reading to that entire congregation this reply.

I shall appreciate being advised when this has been done.”

Brother Klingman, you no doubt will remember our conference
in J. F. Kurfees’ office June 9, 1932, that this very matter was
discussed and that you made the following statements:
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1. The Highland letter to Brother Taylor went out over my
protest.

2. I knew that the offer would not be accepted by Taylor and
Rubel.

3. The Highland letter was not repentance.

4. The Highland brethren did wrong in refusing to read Brother
Taylor’s reply to the congregation.

5. Haldeman Avenue church was right in refusing to recognize
the Highland church.

6. I would not be preaching for the Highland congregation if
I did not have hope of reconciling the two congregations.

To be perfectly frank (but in all kindness) I do not understand
how you can say in your letter to Brother Kurfees of February 2 1

that the “Highland congregation has withdrawn the action that was
taken against Brothers Rubel and Taylor, and that said congregation
extends Christian love and fellowship to the Napoleon congregation.”
How can there be “reconciliation and reunion” between the congre-
gations when the Napoleon congregation plainly declared the proposed
fellowship had done Rubel and Taylor an “additional injury”? Ac-
cording to the record I must say that the Highland church is not
“exonerated” and you did not think that the Highland church was
exonerated June 9, 1932, some time after the Highland church re-
ceived Brother Taylor’s letter and refused to let it be read to the
entire congregation at Highland, as Brother Taylor requested.

Now that you are telling that the Highland congregation is “ex-
onerated” of their “wicked act” of 1918, I shall advise Brother
Taylor to publish the two letters that all concerned may be able to
keep the record straight.

With every good wish to you for health, happiness and pros-
perity, I remain

Sincerely yours,

Feb. 25, 1935

(Signed) B. L. Douthitt

Brother Douthitt received no answer to the above letter. The fol-
lowing letter from Brother Klingman is all that was received.



Mr. J. F. Kurfees:

Your letter of Feb. 26 came duly to hand.

My reply to Brother Douthitt’s letter will suffice as a reply to
yours except that I wish to call your attention to two points:

(1) I did not write to convince you “and others that differences
here should have been composed and fellowship restored many years
ago”; and (2) you may have overlooked the words “present congre-
gation” when I spoke of exoneration.

Kindly submitted --
Sincerely and fraternally,

Mar. 16, 1935 (Signed) Geo. A. Klingman

We waited for the “reply to Brother Douthitt’s letter” but it
never came. The following letter setting forth the facts in the case
was mailed to Brother Klingman.

Dear Brother Klingman:--

Referring to the correspondence of last February-March between
you, Brother Douthitt and me, I was then; and am yet, disappointed
that you did not send to us the information for which we asked. I
thought then, and still think, that the questions we asked were fair
and altogether reasonable. I also thought, and still think, that answers
to same would help clear up some matters, which you yourself raised
and which you said you did not understand. I therefore thought you
were seeking light, and that, after more serious thought, you would
write and furnish the information for which we called. Since you
have not done so, I am thus writing you this letter.

First of all, Brother Klingman, I am sure you know and under-
stand that I am not responsible for the opening of this controversy.
The conference held at my residence in the early part of 1932 and
the conference held at my office in June, 1932, were both initiated,
asked for and called by parties on your side of the controversy, and
of course you know that you, yourself, opened the question again by
your letter to me of February 21, 1935.

I did not then, nor am I now raising my objection to either the
conference or to your letter; I am merely stating the fact, and I
state this fact because I want the record clear as to who it is that
“perpetuates” these matters; however, I wish it distinctly understood
that I stand steadfastly with and endorse those men who testified
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that Brother Boll did make an agreement, and that whenever and
wherever either myself or the record of my departed brother is at-
tacked, I stand ready to make defense.

THE CHARGES AGAINST R. H. BOLL

In your first letter to me, dated February 21, 1935, you said:

“I am enclosing two extracts from Brother Elam’s letters to
Brother Boll. In view of the fact that Brother Smith withdrew
his charge of falsifying, this matter is satisfactorily settled in my
mind. I do not understand why all others who made the charge
of falsifying did not withdraw their charges; and I wonder why
Brother Elam’s letters were not published ten years ago.”

In my reply to the above, I said:

“I take it that the object of your letter to me, with the Elam
extracts, is for the purpose of convincing me and others that
differences here should have been composed and fellowship re-
stored many years ago.”

That’s what I thought was your purpose. I quite naturally con-
cluded that the Elam extracts were new evidence to you; that you
thought it would be new to me (though it was not) and that in
view of the fact of this newly discovered evidence to you, I would
by it be convinced of two things:

(1) That those who died without having withdrawn their charges,
died in sin.

(2) That those of us who are alive (myself and others), who
believed, and still believe, the charges true to facts, would now
realize our mistake; would see from the evidence you produced that
differences should have been composed and fellowship restored many
years ago.

But I certainly missed your point, if indeed there was any point,
in your writing me, for in your reply, March 16, 1935, you said:

“I did not write to convince you and others that differences
here should have been composed and fellowship restored many
years ago.”

Well, my dear George, may I ask just what was your purpose
in writing me? Just whom did you expect to influence, help, hinder
or hurt by writing and opening the question with me?
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There were four reliable Christian gentlemen who testified in
this matter. Brother A. B. Lipscomb was one, and he is now living,
you would not, I know, expect me to speak for him; nor would you
expect me to speak for the lamented Brother McQuiddy--and Brother
Smith was your witness; hence, there is no reason why you should or
would write me about either of these three men. If you can advance
a reason, please send it along.

I am, therefore, convinced that your purpose, and only purpose,
in writing me was a deliberate effort on your part to cast reproach
upon the record and course pursued by my departed brother, M. C.
Kurfees--yes, him and him only--a rare act for a Christian gentle-
man to do, assuming as I do, that you had, or at least should have
had, all the facts at hand before writing me as you did.

Now if I am wrong in this charge, I will gladly withdraw it, if
you will advise me, stating specifically to whom, other than M. C.
Kurfees, you had reference when you said: “I do not understand why
all others who made the charge of falsifying did not withdraw their
charges.”

Yes, M. C. Kurfees died without having withdrawn his charge
against R. H. Boll; no one denies that. He could not have done
otherwise and remained true to facts and the Word of God.

BOLL’S AGREEMENT WITH THE GOSPEL ADVOCATE

The facts are, as you know or should know, that R. H. Boll made
an agreement with the Gospel Advocate management in 1915; that he
later publicly denied making any agreement at all, thus raising the
question of veracity between himself and the brethren who were
present and heard him make the agreement. He continued his denial
for four years, when in 1919 he admitted there was an agreement
in a sense, and his admission was published in the Gospel Advocate
of October 2, 1919; but his admission was not accompanied with any
confession of his four year denial, nor has he ever confessed his denial
so far as I know. On this matter, in his tract, “A Statement of
Facts About R. H. Boll,” by F. W. Smith, he (Smith) says:

‘Thus, by his own words, he is convinced of having deliber-
ately denied for four years what he knew was true while he was
denying it. He not only failed to confess this sin publicly when
he made his admission in 1919, but he has never yet done s o ;
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and until he does so confess it, churches and preachers every-
where should kindly but firmly refuse him the fellowship and
cooperation which should be accorded only to true men.”

If you have any evidence of his public confession, either before
or since the death of M. C. Kurfees, please give me name and date
of paper in which it appeared.

A TTACKS C HARACTER OF G OSPEL A DVOCATE E D I T O R S

But that is not all, for in this same tract, in commenting on a
letter that R. H. Boll wrote to a brother, F. W. Smith says:

“In this letter he designates us by the following ugly epithets
and charges: ‘The Nashville Council’; ‘These scribes and Phari-
sees’; ‘false brethren’; ‘I know the men who are back of the Gos-
pel Advocate today are false and unrighteous. If you desire it,
I will give you proof and specify instance after instance’; ‘They
have inaugurated a campaign of willful misrepresentation’;
‘They sit in judgement on men, and even on congregations--
they brand, stigmatize and ostracize whom they will, while they
themselves are responsible to no man’; ‘What are you doing in
that combine? What part and lot have you with them? What
have you surrendered to them ?' ‘What you have had to sur-
render, if anything, in order to stand in the Advocate’s favor,
I don’t know.’ ‘To hold with the side that represents prestige,
numbers, and power may be simplest, easiest, most comfortable
and profitable.’ "

Then Smith says:

“The readers may decide for themselves how the use of such
language and charges against brethren comports with the sup-
posedly smooth and sweet spirit which some people claim that
he has.”

But, you may say, the Elam extracts sent, dated 1925, show
that Brother Smith withdrew his charge of falsifying. Well, my
long personal acquaintance with Brother Smith enables me to say
that I never knew a man more ready to condemn sin, or more ready
and willing to forgive than F. W. Smith; and that he did at one
time make overtures in the hope of a settlement of this unfortunate
affair is not denied, but that it was ever completely settled with him,
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and remained so up to the date of his death, is denied and will be
denied until you or some other man produce evidence to the con-

trary.

In the extract you sent from a letter of E. A. Elam to R. H. Boll,
dated October 12, 1925, Brother Elam says: “He (F. W. Smith) ac-
cepts your statement and withdraws the charge of falsifying so far
as he is concerned.” To this you were asked: “What was the ‘state-
ment’ upon which Brother Smith withdrew the charge of falsifying?”
“Did Brother Boll ever publish his statement?” “Did Brother Boll
ever make this ‘Statement’ to all with whom the agreement was made
in 1915?" In this same extract Brother Elam says: “Brother Smith
wishes these statements of 1915 and 1919 put in your letter and
wishes an explanation of your harmony of the two in regard to the
agreement.” How did he “explain” and “harmonize” these two
“statements” ?

In the extract from letter of E. A. Elam to R. H. Boll, dated
December 8, 1925, Brother Elam says: “More could not be ex-
pected or asked of you on this point.” To this you were asked:
“Just what was ‘expected’ or ‘asked’ of Brother Boll on this point and
what was Brother Boll’s reply to the things ‘expected’ or ‘asked’ of
him?” The extract does not state what was expected or asked; neither
does it give Brother Boll’s answer. Your answer to all the foregoing
will be appreciated and perhaps will help us both to “understand
why all did not withdraw their charges.”

You, Boll and Jorgenson all seem to rely on the same 1925 Elam
extracts to clear Brother Smith, and to charge M. C. Kurfees as the
guilty man in the case. Jorgenson wrote a letter to a brother in which
he stated that only one of the editors of the Gospel Advocate died
believing these things and referred to the 1925 Elam letter. Brother
Boll wrote and sent to Brother Lipscomb the same Elam extracts
you sent me, same wording and same date-1925. Evidently these
1925 Elam extracts have been rather widely circulated. Brother
Douthitt urged you to send copies of the whole correspondence
between Elam, Smith and Boll, hoping to receive something more
definite, but you failed to comply, even though Douthitt offered to
pay for the typing.

You say in view of the fact that Smith withdrew his charge,
you do not understand why all others did not do so. Well, will you
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tell me, please, upon what ground did Brother Smith withdraw his
charge? What did Boll say or do that caused Smith to withdraw
his charge? This information is vital to the issue you raise, and I
hope you will favor me.

SMITH C ANCELS THE W ITHDRAWAL OF H IS C H A R G E

Based on the Elam 1925 extracts, Brother Smith made you a
good witness in 1925, and of course it is natural for a man to stand
by, uphold and endorse his witness, and I hope that you will be just
as loyal, true and steadfast to him, and just as strongly endorse him
in 1926 as you did in 1925. I am not going to cross-examine your
witness (Brother Smith), but simply let him give his evidence--his
1926 evidence, in his own words. So now let us hear the witness
(Brother Smith) as he gave testimony in 1926. I have before me
a letter, dated November 3, 1926, written by F. W. Smith, in which
he says:

“It is also true that after denying that he had made such an
agreement with the Advocate, for three or four years, he came
and stated over his own signature that there was an agreement
between him and the Advocate regarding his peculiar views, but
he expressed no sorrow, repentance, nor confession of thus having
wronged the Advocate during those years.

“Within the last twelve months he has completely reversed
himself regarding his acknowledgement of the agreement, stating
in substance that he did not mean anything more by that state-
ment than was expressed in his first denial of any agreement at
all. This leaves the matter in this shape: he deceived us by
making the impression on us that there was an agreement such
as we claimed, and the matter is now where it was before,
namely, the Gospel Advocate management is placed in the
attitude, by Brother Boll, as falsifiers in that they claim he had
made an agreement, which he now denies.”

That now is the evidence as given by your witness, Brother Smith,
in 1926, and irrespective of what he did or did not do in 1925,
that’s what he said in 1926; and whatever Boll may have said or
done in 1925, Smith says he (Boll) “completely reversed himself,
expressed no sorrow, repentance, nor confession . . . he deceived us.”
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That’s the evidence of your witness, F. W. Smith, the man you
put forward to prove the innocence of your client, R. H. Boll, in
an effort to establish guilt on the part of “all others” who did not
withdraw their charges. It seems to me you will have to get a better
witness, if you hope to win the case.

B OLL AND K L I N G M A N  W I T H H O L D  F A C T S

In the light of these facts, I ask your earnest and sincere consider-
ation of the following:

(1) Were you, Brother George, in possession of the facts as
stated by the 1926 Smith letter when you wrote and opened the matter
with me?

If you were, then the only possible conclusion is that you purposely
withheld them in an effort to deceive; if you were not in possession
of these facts, you should have obtained them before writing me and
casting reflection on any man or men for not having withdrawn their
charges.

(2) If you were not in possession of these facts, you can easily
clear yourself of the above charge I make against you, and which you
should do, by simply making the same charge against R. H. Boll;
namely, that if he was in possession of these facts when he gave
you the 1925 Elam extracts, he purposely withheld them in an effort
to deceive, and you can also charge him with the same offense when
he wrote and sent the same 1925 Elam extracts to Brother Lipscomb,
which will be seen farther on by the Boll-Lipscomb correspondence.

(3) Should he (Boll) deny possession of these facts (though I
hardly think he will), he, and all of us, would of necessity, have to
conclude that F. W. Smith was badly “off” either in 1925 or in 1926,
or in both years, for not many who ever knew F. W. Smith, including
Btother Boll himself, would think he would not in some way advise
a man when and where he might prefer charges against him.

(4) E. L. Jorgenson either had, or should have had, these facts
before sending out his “circular” letter, falsely accusing Haldeman Ave-
nue and its preachers for the division here, and before he wrote Bro-
ther Rowe, stating that only “one” of the Advocate editors died believ-
ing these things. Jorgenson can now add at least one more to his list.

If none of you knew these facts it would seem that you, Boll and
Jorgenson, should send out a “circular” in order to set yourselves in
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the proper light with all to whom you sent the 1925 extracts, for
Brother Boll said to Brother Lipscomb, as you will see, that as a result
of a renewed effort (in 1925), it ended in "perfect" agreement
with all--Hall, H. Leo Boles, E. A. Elam, and even including F. W.
Smith, but was again frustrated by Brother Kurfees. Certainly you
should send out a revised circular, extract or something of the kind.

As the facts show, according to Smith’s letter, that he still held these
charges against Boll in 1926, doesn’t that show conclusively that Boll
had not, up to that time, confessed his wrong and made matters
right? Not only had he not done so in 1926, but I now call your
attention to the fact that he had not done so even down to 1932--
after the death of both F .  W. Smith and M. C. Kurfees.

BOLL-JORGENSON ERECT BARRIERS TO FELLOWSHIP

In the early part of 1932, Jonah W. D. Skiles requested a con-
ference with Henry Craft, B. L. Douthitt and myself to discuss a
program of cooperation among the churches of Louisville. This re-
quest was granted and we met in my home and continued until late
in the night. Brother Skiles said that he deplored the division in
Louisville and asked what steps must be taken to restore fellowship
and cooperation among the congregations of Louivsille. I called
his attention to the following:

(1) Speculative views taught by R. H. Boll and others.

(2) The barrier erected by the Highland church in 1918.

(3) R. H. Boll’s agreement with the Gospel Advocate in 1915.

(4) Grave and ugly charges R. H. Boll made against certain
brethren. See Statement of Facts, by F. W. Smith, pages 4 and 5.

Brother Skiles read these ugly charges Brother Boll made against
certain brethren and said that he could not believe that Brother Boll
had made such charges. He suggested that he would like to take
the matter to Brother Boll and ask him if he made the charges cited
by Brother F. W. Smith.

BOLL ADMITS M AKING THE CHANGES

Brother Skiles called another meeting after talking with Brother
Boll about the ugly charges. This meeting was held in my office,
in June 1932, and you, yourself, Brother Klingman, were present at
this meeting. I asked Brother Skiles, as you will recall, if R. H.
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Boll admitted that he made the ugly charges referred to above, and
Skiles said that Brother Boll admitted that he did make the charges, but
was “peeved” when he made the charges. I asked if that was all
Brother Boll said and Brother Skiles replied “Yes.” That was a
most excellent opportunity for Brother Boll to withdraw and make
amends for his ugly charges, but the word “peeved” fails to show
that he did so. Therefore, up to this time, 1932, R. H. Boll had
not, and did not at that time, withdraw the charges he made against
certain brethren and confess the sin of making them. On this, I
again quote Brother F. W. Smith:

“Now, finally, if the charges which R. H. Boll makes against
us in that letter are true, then we are unfit to be members of the
church of God, and unworthy of the respect and fellowship of
any child of God. But if these charges are not true, then R. H.
Boll is unfit to be a member of the church of God and unworthy
of the respect and fellowship of any child of God; and the church
to which he ministers, as well as the brotherhood at large, should
demand, as I now demand of him, that he either prove these ugly
charges or confess and apologize for the sin of making them,
and for the double sin of making a false statement for four years,
which, according to his own admission in 1919, he knew was
false while he was making it.” (Statement of Facts About R. H.
Boll, pages 7 and 8.)

B O L L’S LETTER TO A. B. LIPSCOMB

In spite of the foregoing facts, Brother Boll, still anxious and
hoping yet to clear himself of the charges, and specifically charging
M. C. Kurfees as the man who blocked all efforts for a settlement,
wrote Brother A. B. Lipscomb on January 23, 1935, as follows:

“Doubtless you saw in the Christian Leader of January 8th
the article by T. Q. Martin. Of all the brethren of the Advocate
who knew the inside facts of the controversy that began in 1915,
you are the only one living today, and I believe that with your
knowledge of all the facts you could do much to clear me of
the reproach and false accusations that have pursued me these
years.

“You may perceive that T. Q. M’s article is simply the echo
of Brother M. C. Kurfees’ strangely warped views. I believe
that you knew all the time that Brother Kurfees was laboring
under a misapprehension, and, like myself, you were unable to
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correct him; and throughout the rest of his life he assiduously
and indefatigably spread abroad his version of the matter.

“Now I think that you would be able to bear a testimony
that would go far toward removing the stigma and clearing my
name of the reproach which Brother Kurfees in his misappre-
hension placed upon me, and which some are trying to perpetuate
to this day.

“It is not for my own sake alone that I am appealing to you.
Much evil could yet be remedied if the true facts were known.
Do what you think right and good about the matter, and may
the Lord direct your heart.

Yours in Christ
(Signed) R. H. Boll

“P. S. I am enclosing two extracts from letters to me by
Brother Elam.

R. H. B.”

Note the following statements in that letter: “The echo of
Brother M. C. Kurfees’ strangely warped views”; “you were un-
able to correct him”; and pleads that Brother Lipscomb would be
able to remove the stigma and clear his name of the reproach which
Brother Kurfees placed upon him and which some are trying to
perpetuate to this day.

It is a fact, and has been a fact all along, that Brother Boll
himself is the only man that can “remove the stigma” and clear his
name. And no one knows better than Brother Boll how it must be
done, if it is ever done.

L I P S C O M B’S R EPLY TO B O L L

In answer to the letter quoted, Brother Lipscomb made a very
cordial, kind, but very appropriate reply, in which he said:

“I would gladly do anything within my power to help alle-
viate the tension and ill-feeling that now exists in reference to
the so-called ‘Boll controversy’. However in regard to the ‘agree-
ment’ referred to in Brother T. Q. Martin’s article, my recollection
is clear and distinct that you made an agreement to cease featur-
ing your teachings on unfulfilled prophecy. To this I attested
over my signature in Gospel Advocate of Feb. 24, 1916 as fol-
lows:
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" ‘I was present when Brother Boll, yielding, as he stated, to
his own good judgment in the matter, made the positive agree-
ment outlined above. My memory is so clear as to when and
how he made it that I can but regard his subsequent denial and
attempt to put the Gospel Advocate in a false light as a breach
of confidence and trust wholly unworthy of Christian manhood.
What a glorious privilege it would be to express forgiveness
should our dear brother have the grace to pursue the course he
has so persistently urged upon others in times past through the
columns of this paper and acknowledge his error! Not one of
the misguided friends with whom he has surrounded himself, and
who are bent upon propagating divisive teachings would suggest
this to Brother Boll. But he himself should understand that
true friendship, impelled by the word of God, must insist upon
it as the only righteous course’.”

Of course, Brother Lipscomb’s reply was not satisfactory to
Brother Boll; so he wrote Brother Lipscomb again on February 4,
1935, and in this letter I note the following:

“It seems to me that the doctrinal differences have nothing
to do with this. It is a plain question of righteousness, which,
I fear, the Lord, the righteous judge, must take up. It will be
but a little while longer, and we shall answer to Him.”

I agree with Brother Boll in that it is, first of all, a “plain ques-
tion of righteousness,” and that is exactly the position taken and held
by M. C. Kurfees to the day of his death, for he said all along that:
“The question of veracity between Brother Boll and all of us brethren
who testified against him must first be settled before I can or will
have any cooperation or Christian fellowship with him.”

Brother Klingman, has it been settled ? Who, other than Brother
Boll, can settle it?

In this same letter, February 4, 1935, to Brother Lipscomb,
Brother Boll makes this unbrotherly and false charge:

“Several times the matter would have been adjusted if Bro-
ther Kurfees had not blocked it each time. The simple fact, as
I see it, is that Brother Kurfees started the trouble and kept it up
when the rest of you brethren would have been glad to settle it in
love and tolerance, but apparently you brethren yielded to Brother
Kurfees, and so the matter must go to a higher Tribunal.”
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Well, to say the least, Brother Boll doesn’t give the other brethren
much credit for doing their own thinking, when he says they “yielded”
to Brother Kurfees. Most assuredly, Brother Lipscomb is not now un-
der the influence of Brother Kurfees, and he still holds the same
opinion he had in 1916 when he testified.

Brother Boll added the following postscript to this same letter:

“The quotations from Brother Elam’s letter I sent you are
several years later (1925), the result of a renewed effort made
by S. H. Hall, H. Leo Boles and E. A. Elam, which ended in
perfect agreement among us (even including F. W. Smith), but
was again frustrated by Brother Kurfees.”

That shows the same date of Elam extracts as you sent me,
namely, 1925, and he says they were in perfect agreement,  even in-
cluding F. W. Smith. From the quotation I gave from Brother Smith’s
1926 letter, that “perfect” agreement, if indeed it was ever “per-
fect,” must have fallen by the wayside.

With these facts before you, do they, or do they not, enable you
to understand why “all others” did not withdraw their charges against
Brother Boll?

Of course, I know, and others know, that M. C. Kurfees has been,
and is yet, charged with starting and “perpetuating” this controversy,
and is also charged with persecuting Boll, but facts show this to be
false--every word of it, for as a matter of fact he said and did as little
or less than others who made the same charge against Boll.

Now finally, not that he was perfection itself, for I make no such
claim, I am not in the least disturbed about what M. C. Kurfees
believed or disbelieved; neither am I disturbed over what he did or
did not do, right up to the last moment on this earth. And may I,
his brother in the flesh, be pardoned for saying that I am not in
the least ashamed of his earthly record. That his works will live and
do honor to the glory of God many long years after the memory of
his bitterest opponents shall have perished from the earth, I haven’t
the slightest doubt. I, therefore, stand ready to make defense when-
ever, wherever and by whom he may be unjustly attacked.

Fraternally

J. F. Kurfees
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KLINGMAN "ANSWERETH NOT"

Dear Brother Kurfees:

I received your letter some time ago. We are very busy prepar-
ing to move to Texas this week to take up work with the congrega-
tion at Bryan.

Let me assure you again that what I have written you was simply
my own personal judgment and attitude. It has never occurred to me
to suggest what you should do in the matter; and so far from reflecting
upon the integrity and sincerity of any one, it has been fartherest from
my heart.

Sincerely,

Nov. 25, 1935 (Signed) Geo. A. Klingman

It is obvious that what Brother Klingman says is no answer to my
letter; hence, I am compelled to leave him in the exact position in
which, by his own invitation, my letter places him. It will be re-
membered that it was he, and not I, who opened the question. Should
he decide later to make any effort to clear himself by answering and
furnishing the information called for, I will be glad to consider what
he has to say and feel sure this paper will grant us space.

The reader will note from my letter that there are at least three
men, R. H. Boll, Geo. A. Klingman and E. L. Jorgenson, circulating
these 1925 Elam extracts, all for the same purpose--namely: to
show that Brother F. W. Smith withdrew his charges against Brother
Boll and that M. C. Kurfees should have, but refused to do so! Of
course, Kurfees refused, and I stated the facts, the grounds, for his
refusal, which facts Brother Klingman failed to attack; and in spite
of being twice urged to do so, he fails to state the ground, the facts,
when, where and what Brother Boll said that caused Brother Smith
to withdraw his charges.

Another vital matter, of which he says not one word, is the state-
ments made by F. W. Smith in his letter of November 3, 1926. In
this letter, as the reader will note, Smith says: “That (Boll) after
denying that he had made such an agreement with the Advocate, for
three or four years, he came and stated over his own signature that
there was an agreement” . . . “but expressed no sorrow, repentance,
or confession” . . . “within the last twelve months he has completely
reversed himself regarding his acknowledgement of the agreement”
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. . . “he deceived us.” Those were the statements of F. W. Smith in
1926, about one year after the date of the Elam extracts which they are
so freely circulating. On this I asked Brother Klingman specifically
if he were in possession of these facts when he wrote and opened
the matter with me, but he makes no answer. What Brother Kling-
man needs is a new set of “extracts.”

In his circular letter, E. L. Jorgenson said only “one” of the Ad-
vocate editors died believing these things, that is, the things charged
against Brother Boll, but in the light of these facts, a revision of his
circular would be in order.

The reader will also note that on January 23, 1935, Brother Boll
sent these 1925 Elam extracts to Brother A. B. Lipscomb, along with
his plea that Brother Lipscombb “knew the inside facts and would be
able to bear a testimony that would go far toward removing the stigma
and clearing his name of the reproach and false accusations that have
pursued him these years.” But, knowing the “inside facts,” Brother
Lipscomb was not favorably impressed and promptly replied by calling
attention to, and even quoting, his testimony of 1916 that Brother
Boll did make the agreement as charged.

Now, since Brother Boll seems to believe in “true facts” being
known, I presume that when he gave to Brother Klingman the Elam
extracts, he also gave him these “true facts,” as stated by Brother
Lipscomb, but if so, Brother Klingman withheld them, for he did not
mention them when he wrote and opened the matter with me.

I have no idea who will be the next to receive these 1925 Elam
extracts but fairness and common honesty demand that they be ac-
companied with both the statements made by Brother Smith in 1926
and the Boll-Lipscomb correspondence. This will keep the record
straight and will show that M. C. Kurfees was not the only one that
did not withdraw the charges made against R. H. Boll. Moreover,
this will also help to carry out Brother Boll’s own wish, as he ex-
pressed to Brother Lipscomb--namely, “much evil could yet be
remedied if the true facts were known.” So say I, and I think
Brother Boll should urge Brother Klingman to be more liberal in
stating facts when distributing his Elam extracts. J. F. Kurfees.

Dear Brother Kurfees:
I have read very carefully every word of the entire seven page

correspondence between you and Brother George Klingman. And
I say to you frankly, that to me it looks like the last word on the
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matter. I cannot imagine what reply will be made to this, if any.
And I do not see how Brother Klingman can afford not to say
something in reply. It would be too much for me to try to ignore
it if I were in his place.

After reading all the correspondence, including the statements
from Brethren Smith, Boll, Lipscomb and Klingman, I am forced
to the following conclusion:

When Brother Klingman makes some satisfactory reply to your
letters, or condemns Brother R. H. Boll for being responsible for
these conditions, then I may understand why he opened “this con-
troversy.” But until then, I shall continue to wonder.

I am always happy to see any one correct any error in his teach-
ing, or conduct, therefore I shall be delighted to have any infor-
mation concerning any endeavor toward correction.

Nov. 18, 1935 Thankfully, I. A. Douthitt.

F. W. SMITH’S STATEMENT REGARDING
THE R. H. BOLL AGREEMENT

(The following reproduction is a copy of F. W. Smith’s withdrawal
of his acceptance of one of R. H. Boll’s explanations about his agree-
ment with the Gospel Advocate. Brother Boll made an agreement
with the Gospel Advocate not to teach his theories. He afterwards
repudiated the agreement, and denied that he had made one. Brother
Smith charged him with falsifying. Brother Boll later admitted that
he had made an agreement but sought refuge behind Webster’s defi-
nitions of what “agreement” meant. He made some explanations and
offered some apologies. Naturally of a foregiving idsposition Brother
Smith took a charitable view of it and withdrew his charge that Brother
Boll had “falsified.” But immediately upon his doing so, it appears
that Brother Boll’s attitude in other and later letters convinced Brother
Smith that his “explanations” and, “apologies” were not according to
the facts and he cancelled his withdrawal of the charge against Brother
Boll and returned it to its original status.

Below is the cancellation statement made to E. A. Elam on the
margin of the Elam manuscript in F. W. Smith’s own handwriting.
This document has distinct significance in the case for the reason
that Boll and his followers have clung to the story that all of the
Advocate editors, except M. C. Kurfees, withdrew their charges against
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him and are circulating the Elam letters as proof, with the final facts
of the case withheld. This copy, with the A. B. Lipscomb letter on
another page, is definite and final on that point of the “Boll Agree-
ment.” It is given here simply in interest of facts and in defense of
the integrity of a great man, F. W. Smith, who though ‘being dead
yet speaketh.“)

R. H. Boll Wrote:

There was an agreement in the former sense; for without dicta-
tion from men, and as free under God and because my judgment ap-
proved, I was of the same mind with the other brethren that it was
best not to press the doctrines in question. But there was no agree-
ment in the second sense of Webster’s definition.

The later statement which I made in 1919 in order to define and
explain the term “agreement” I meant to be in perfect harmony with
the former statements (which were made in 1915) and represents
and embraces the facts as I understood them at the time the first
statements were made.

On October 16th, 1925, R. H. Boll Further Writes:

I hope you may be able to make it clear to my brethren who may
seem disposed to question the motive of the statement I made in
October, 1919, defining the term “agreement” that that statement
was in no sense an attempt to exonerate myself of any charge, or to
alter my previous statement by putting a new construction on the
language.

In Reply To This F. W. Smith Says:

Brother Boll, on December 9, 1915, referring to his state-
ment of November 4, 1915, as above quoted, said, “On this and no
other understanding or agreement did I assume my work on the
Advocate.”

This statement was a “denial” of the private agreement Brother
Boll had made with the Gospel Advocate to cease teaching certain
doctrines, thus placing the Advocate in the attitude of misrepre-
senting the facts in the case, and in consequence of which he was
charged with falsifying.

But since Brother Boll now disclaims that he “intended” his
statement of November 9, 1915, as above quoted, to be a “denial”
of the private agreement had with the Advocate, which agreement
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he admitted in his last statement of October 2, 1919, as above
quoted; but that he “intended” his statement of November 9, 1915,
to mean or embody what was expressed in his last statement of
October 2, 1919, the charge made against Brother Boll of falsifying
is withdrawn.

It must be distinctly understood, however, that the acceptance of
Brother Boll’s explanation as to what he meant by his statement of
November 9, 1915, and the withdrawal of the charge made against
him of wilfully falsifying, are not to be considered in any sense an
endorsement of the doctrines in question.--F. W. Smith.

Postscript :

In his own handwriting, with his signature Brother Smith added
this statement:

Brother Elam, in the light of Brother Boll’s two letters, one in
reply to Kurfees statements and the last one to you, I am compelled
to cancel the above.--F. W. Smith.

THE HIGHLAND CHURCH ACTION
To prevent further circulation of false statements being made by

R. H. Boll, E. L. Jorgenson and Don Carlos Janes, the following
correspondence is published.

From Michigan to Texas persistently, comes reports of statements
made by these men that the Highland Church of Christ, Louisville,
Ky. has done all it can to adjust differences in Louisville in which
they are involved, and that R. 0. Rubel and C. A. Taylor are wholly
responsible for failure to compose the differences. For this reason
it seems proper to publish the written record.

These false statements are being used by the sympathizers of R.
H. Boll in an effort to shift from their shoulders to that of others
the responsibility for division which came to and continues with the
church, because of the pressing of their theories.

It is proper to state here that E. L. Jorgenson and Don Carlos
Janes were in 1918 and 1932, and are now, practically in control of
the Highland church. Neither Brother Rubel’s letter nor Brother
Taylor’s letter, declining their terms of fellowship, has ever been
read to the congregation.
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A DISCIPLINARY FI A S C O

Dear Brother Taylor :

In view of numerous concessions made at various times by
Bros. C. A. Taylor and R. 0. Rubel, viz:

That they were not always as kind, gentle, forbearing and con-
siderate as they could and should have been;

That they sometimes made mistakes in the methods they em-
ployed;

That they regret all this;

That the above admissions are freely made because it is right
and in the hope of bringing about unity;

That they were “fractious”;

That a correction was made on the “Autocracy” pamphlet after
discipline had been administered:

That publication of that pamphlet is now considered “unwise”;

That after the discipline, Bro. Rubel settled his personal differ-
ence;

That Bro. Taylor recently expressed his willingness to stand by
any concessions he had ever made;

In view of these concessions relating to conduct which the High-
land church regarded as fractious (though they did not) ; conscious
of our own imperfections, and in our desire for peace and unity
--previously expressed in various conciliatory overtures--we from
this date remove the disciplinary action of May 16, 1918, and extend
fellowship to Bros. Taylor and Rubel.

Yours in Christian Service,
Highland Church of Christ

(Signed) H. V. Leatherman, Secretary.

May 12, 1932

T HE C A M O U F L A G E  R E J E C T E D :
Under date May 13, 1932, I wrote to acknowledge receipt of

your letter May 12, 1932, saying that reply to your letter would be
sent soon as my son’s health would permit me to give attention to
a reply and I will now answer your letter in accordance with that
promise.
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I have not, since receipt of your letter, communicated with Bro.
R. 0. Rubel, Sr. but feel confident that his judgment, regarding the
matters mentioned, will fully agree with this letter.

For fourteen (14) years you have sought relief from the con-
demnation, under which you rest, in the eyes of both God and man,
but always you have endeavored to escape any acknowledgment of
wrong upon your part, and now you have apparently tried to con-
vert statements made by me into a confession which would possibly
not only justify your action in 1918 but which you seek to use as an
excuse for extending to us your fellowship.

You also appear utterly indifferent to the fact that every time
you publicly offer to Bro. Rubel and me an unsatisfactory basis for
settlement, you are still further injuring us in the eyes of all those
members of the church who are not familiar with the entire history
of the matter, and you have again apparently repeated such action,
notwithstanding the fact that I have time after time requested that
nothing more be done until and unless the Highland church by
congregational action admits, without qualification, that by with-
drawal action in 1918 you wronged Bro. Rubel and me and express
regret for that wicked act. Any acknowledgment that you have
wronged us or that you regret your action is conspicuously absent from
your letter and the letter is silent regarding any congregational action
having been taken.

During these fourteen (14) years we have responded to many
brethren who have approached us regarding settlement of our differ-
ences and in a spirit of conciliation and with the understanding that
you would right this wrong, if we would contribute all possible
toward a better understanding, I have made certain statements which
I fear have been sadly misused. No so called “concession” was
ever made by me, and I feel certain none was ever made by Bro.
Rubel, which could possibly be properly used by the Highland
church as a basis for "extending fellowship" or as an explanation
of why you “extend fellowship”’ to us.

Your letter contains nine (9) items listed as “concessions” made
by us, to which I now refer, beginning with second paragraph of
letter and considering them in rotation:--



1. I have always said that I do not believe it humanly possible
for any one to have been actively connected with such a situation as
existed in the Highland church during the long period of three (3)
years, in which so many of the members objected to Bro. Jorgenson
as our preacher, without sometimes failing to be as “kind, gentle,
forbearing and considerate” as they should have been, but this
failure was not at all confined to one side, in this controversy and
certainly Bro. Rubel and I were not the only members in the entire
congregation who yielded to these ordinary impulses. All that this
statement was ever intended to or properly could be understood to
mean, is that we, as you say of yourselves in your letter, are “con-
scious of our own imperfections.” However, an admission upon our
part that we are not “perfect” shall not be magnified by you into such
a confession of wrong doing as to provide for you a vehicle with which
to justify the withdrawal from us, upon the charge that we were
“factionists” and “disorderly,” nor as a basis upon which to explain
why you now offer to us your fellowship.

2. While I have never doubted and do not now doubt the
righteousness of our refusal to support, through the agency of our
minister, the objectionable doctrine featured and pressed in 1914-
1918, I have sometimes questioned the wisdom of some moves in-
volved in our efforts to induce the congregation to change our
preacher, but such mistakes did not warrant you in withdrawing
fellowship from us, as all members of the church do unwise things
and yet that does not subject them to church discipline.

3. Of course, I, as all right-thinking Christians should, regret
any kind of mistakes I may make.

4. These statements or admissions were, of course, made because
I believed it right to do so and were made also because I was led to
believe they would encourage you to right the wrong done us and it
is extremely discouraging to see how you have misused my efforts
to promote peace.

5. When I said that perhaps the Highland church members had
mistaken “fractious” conduct for “factious” conduct I had in mind
only the usual meaning of the word “fractious,” (which I under-
stand to be snappish, apt to become angry) and I fully realize that
under such a long series of aggravating circumstances any one would
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likely become “fractious,” in the sense in which I used that word
but you based your withdrawal from us upon the charge that we
were “factious,” (which charge is absolutely false) and not upon
the charge that we were “fractious.”

6. I do not recall that any “correction was made on the ‘Auto-
cracy’ pamphlet.”

7. I am inclined now to the belief that publication of that
pamphlet was “unwise” but I do not now and never have believed
its publication was sinful.

8. All I know about the settlement of personal differences be-
tween Bro. Rubel and Bro. Jorgenson is that Bro. Rubel said he
would “try to believe” that Bro. Jorgenson did not intentionally
misrepresent the letter of Bro. Lipscomb. I do not know how well he
has succeeded in that effort.

9. I resent this imputation, that I might not “stand by” all
statements I have ever made and challenge the truth of such an
insinuation.

I have been quite candid in this letter because it is very impor-
tant to me that the misuse of statements I have made be corrected
and not because I wish to be abrupt.

It is with keen regret that I must decline your offer to resume
our broken fellowship for your letter extends fellowship based upon
our supposed “concessions” and not because you have repented of
your wicked act. The barrier erected by you in 1918 will never be
removed and our differences will never be composed until and unless
you take the correct action based upon proper grounds.

I understand your letter to me was read to the Highland congre-
gation and if this is correct, you have done Bro. Rubel and me an
additional injury, which can be partially corrected only by also read-
ing to that entire congregation this reply. I shall appreciate being
advised when this has been done.

Very truly yours,

May 26, 1932 (Signed) C. A. Taylor.



H I G H L A N D  LE A D E R S  IG N O R E  FA C T S

Dear Brother Taylor :

We acknowledge with thanks your letter of May 26th and sincerely
regret that you did not accept our offered fellowship but we continue
to extend the hand of Christian fellowship and brotherly love. Pray-
ing that you will yet come and worship together with us.

Yours in Christian Service,

(Signed) H. V. Leatherman, Secretary.

Brethren:--

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter, June 16, 1932,

which reached me last Tuesday.

The “hand of Christian fellowship and brotherly love,” which
you profess to extend to me, will be most cheerfully and promptly
accepted, when and if it is accompanied by congregational acknow-
ledgment, that in 1918, you wronged Bro. Rubel and me

Until such acknowledgment is made, failure to compose our dif-
ferences, continues to rest squarely upon your shoulders and upon
your souls.

Clearly, this is the teaching of the Word of God, regarding such
matters, and I can not ignore His plain teaching.

Very truly yours,
(Signed) C. A. Taylor.

Dear Bro. Taylor

Yours of the 27th to hand. Yes, I received the letter from the
Highland church informing me that we were both restored to full
fellowship.

I have not replied to it as I fully expected to hear from you in
reference to your course.

I heartily indorse your reply. Inclosed you will find letter from
Bro. Srygley in reply to letter I wrote with reference to the High-
land letter May 12th. Think he hits the nail on the head. Trying to
shift the whole trouble on our shoulders. Guilty conscience needs no
accuser and the worm is now turning.

Sincerely yours,
(Signed) R. 0. Rubel, Sr.
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W R O N G  R ESTS U P O N  H I G H L A N D  C H U R C H

Mr. H. B. Leatherman
Louisville, Ky.
Dear Sir:

Replying to your letter of May 12th; I have delayed answering
expecting to hear from Brother Taylor.

I received a copy of Bro. Taylor’s reply several days ago, and
I fully endorse every article in his reply of May 26th.

Never by word or act have I made any concession that could
be construed as making overtures for re-instatement to fellowship in
the Highland church. You did the wrong and the Highland church
should confess the wrong done not only to Bro. Taylor and me but
to the old members that built and paid for the house of worship
you now occupy.

I cannot accept the fellowship offered me on the conditions
you laid down. Instead of the wrong you did in the name of the
church you confess wrongs for Taylor and Rubel but do not make
any efforts to confess the wrong you did.

I think Bro. Taylor has made it clear to the church the grounds
upon which we will accept fellowship in the Highland church. Will
you kindly read this letter to the church?

Will thank you very much for doing so. (Signed) R. 0. Rubel.

But the letters of Taylor and Rubel were never read to the High-
land congregation, for reasons which perhaps Jorgenson, Janes, and
the leaders involved with them could tell us.--C. A. Taylor.

“THAT CIRCULAR LETTER FROM LOUISVILLE”

The Gospel Advocate of December 20th, 1934, published an
editorial from the pen of Brother F. B. Srygley, under the above
heading. I had received from different persons three copies of that
same letter. I suppose these copies of the letter were sent to me
because of the reflection cast upon “Haldeman preachers,” I suppose
I have conducted more meetings for the Haldeman Ave. congregation
in Louisville, Ky., than any other man now living, that is counting
the meetings before and since the building of the present house used
as a place of worship by this congregation. I shall later give at-



392

tention to what is said in the letter about Haldeman Ave. But first
I notice briefly, item 1 in the letter, to which item, Brother Srygley,
who was present at the Winchester debate replied in his own
inimitable way.

T HE W I N C H E S T E R  D E B A T E

That item asserts that the doors of the meeting house of the
First Christian Church at Winchester, Ky. were closed against the
debate “for one single solitary cause. The vicious spirit and method
of the negative.”

From the printed debate and from the testimony of competent
witnesses who attended the debate, it develops that Brother Neal
after boldly challenging the brethren anywhere and everywhere to
debate with him, when his challenge was accepted, objected to hav-
ing moderators, selected a chairman to preside, and when his chair-
man assumed the functions of moderator, and practically, the functions
of dictator, he uttered no word of protest. Foy Wallace did not
tamely submit to being told what he should say or not say in the
debate. I have no doubt that Brother Wallace spoke very plainly
and positively. I have heard him speak very emphatically when
condemning error, but to say that his course was “vicious” or “un-
christian” would not be true. “Vicious” is a very ugly word, espec-
ially coming from one of a group of brethren for whom special piety,
long suffering and mildness in manner are claimed. Every time one
of these disturbers of Zion is criticized, an apologist arises to tell us
of the piety, self-sacrifice, devotion to Christ that these brethren dis-
play. I find that these sweet-spirited brethren can actually, when
their pet theories are called in question, apply very ugly epithets to
their brethren.

Let those who attended the Winchester debate after it was moved
to the court house, answer as to whether Brother Neal displayed
the same sweet spirit that he seemed to possess while in the house
of the First Christian Church.

T HE LO U I S V I L L E  C H U R C H E S

But here is item 4 in the above named letter:

“There are in Louisville and in this immediate district (on
the Kentucky side) thirty simple congregations of Christ. This
count goes no further out than many of our brethren go for an
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evening’s service. In three of these, and in three only, Boll, Janes
and Jorgenson are not fellowshipped by the leaders. The three
are Haldeman Ave., and the two selected groups; Atwood (which
is Haldeman’s mission) and Napoleon (which is the group
formerly at Highland). At one time there was a small group
led off from Longfield Ave. by one Pendergrass who is now
gone; whether they meet any more or not I do not know. One
could almost say the only division in Louisville is Haldeman
against all the rest.!  For all the opposition has grown out of
opposition from Haldeman preachers.”

This makes the impression that Haldeman Ave. congregation,
and “Haldeman preachers” are a perverse group. No mention is
made of any cause for opposition on the part of Haldeman Ave.
nor of any cause why “the group formerly at Highland’ is not
still there.

I formerly lived in Sellersburg, Ind., in the days before the
divisive speculation was thrust upon the churches of Christ, by a
“group” that would not listen to counsel or advice from any source.
In those days I attended union prayer meetings at Portland Ave.,
in Louisville, Campbell St. (now Haldeman Ave.) and at High-
land. There was beautiful fellowship among all these congrega-
tions. You could not tell who was a member of any particular con-
gregation unless you should ask the question. All the “groups”
in Louisville know this is a true statement.

I happen to know that Haldeman with its “selected groups”
teaches and practices just what it taught and practiced when fellow-
ship among the Louisville congregations was intact. Who broke the
fellowship and provoked the opposition?

Have you ever known division in the body of Christ, when those
who stood firm for the plain, simple teaching of Cod’s word were
not accused of causing the division? The Louisville case is not
an exception. Let us note some facts of which the Jorgenson letter
gave no hint.

H I G H L A N D’S “ HI G H-H A N D E D  W I C K E D N E S S ”

In May, 1918, Janes, Jorgenson and their associates in the High-
land church, Louisville, Ky. withdrew Christian fellowship from
R. 0. Rubel and C. A. Taylor, two as fine specimens of Christian
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manhood as I have ever known. This piece of high-handed wickedness
was pretty thoroughly discussed in the Gospel Advocate of June
20th, and 27th and Oct. 10th, 1918.

The Haldeman Ave. congregation and hundreds of other brethren
condemned that presumptuous course knowing that the reason for
such action against these excellent brethren was their opposition to the
speculative guesses about unfulfilled prophecy that these disturbers of
the churches were and are still pressing. We are commanded to mark
and to turn away from such, and inasmuch as that wrong has never
been righted, Haldeman Ave. and others for 16 years have observed
the apostle’s instructions in Rom. 16: 17. When congregations can
withdraw fellowship from good brethren for opposing factions and
divisive teachings, and go unrebuked, it is time to do some serious
thinking and praying.

The late J. C. McQuiddy, writing about the Highland Ave.
outrage, in Gospel Advocate Aug. 14, 1919, page 789 said:

“Christians should withdraw fellowship from him (E. L.
Jorgenson) and in a spirit of gentleness should plead with him
to repent and beg forgiveness for his unwarranted and unchrist-
ian conduct. No other course will satisfy the demands of justice.
. . . Those responsible for the withdrawal have failed to give a
scriptural reason for their conduct, though most earnestly en-
treated to do so. Is such vicious conduct to go down as an
example to the churches of the future, unrebuked and unreprov-
ed? It is not an ordinary case. For an utter disregard of the
Scriptures it has few, if any, equals. Every Christian should
rebuke the wrong, not in a spirit of vengeance, but in a spirit of
meekness. They should do it first for the salvation of E. L.
Jorgenson and those responsible with him. Second, they should
do it that other churches may not fall into a similar sin.”

Does some one say I should not quote from Brother McQuiddy,
since he had gone to his reward ? Well, I have not misquoted him.
And others have gone to their reward, between whom and Brother
Robt. H. Boll there was, and remains to this day, a question of
veracity.

T HE Q U E S T I O N  O F  V E R A C I T Y

That Brother Boll is the chief man in advocating the peculiar
views that have disturbed the churches in Louisville and elsewhere,
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cannot be successfully denied nor evaded. When the controversy
between the Gospel Advocate and Brother Boll first arose, my confi-
dence in both the management of the Advocate and in Brother Boll
was such that I hoped matters would be righted in a little while.

My confidence in Brother Boll was shaken when in 1915 such
men as E. G. Sewell, M. C. Kurfees, F. W. Smith, J. C. McQuiddy
and A. B. Lipscomb claimed that there was an agreement between
them and Brother Boll, that he, R. H. Boll, would cease to feature
his teaching on unfulfilled prophecy, which agreement Brother Boll
denied. It did seem strange to me that the five brethren had falsified
and that Bro. Boll alone had uttered the truth, and yet either the five
brethren or Brother Boll did falsify.

Now four years passed and the matter stood thus, a question
of veracity. In 1919 Brother Boll made a statement, in substance
this: There are two senses in which the word agreement is used,
and that he had made an agreement in a sense. I was forced to
believe that Brother Boll was uncandid, and that he was bound to
know that he had not “come clean.”

When he later made ugly, grievous charges, embodied in epithets
which he applied to Advocate editors, my faith in the man simply
died.

Here are the names of the Advocate editors at that time: E. G.
Sewell, T. B. Larimore, M. C. Kurfees, E. A. Elam, F. W. Smith,
J. C. McQuiddy, A. B. Lipscomb.

All these men save A. B. Lipscomb have gone hence. Brother
Lipscomb lives at Valdosta, Ga., and may be consulted by any who
are interested, as to his earnest, yet unavailing effort to induce the
Highland Ave. brethren, those guilty of the high-handed outrage
against C. A. Taylor and R. 0. Rubel, to make some amends for
their action. These men Taylor and Rubel were and are in fellow-
ship with Haldeman Ave. The faithful soldiers of the cross, listed
above, as deceased editors of the Gospel Advocate, lived and died
in the fellowship of Haldeman Ave. congregation.

B O L L’S V INDICTIVE S P I R I T

Now here are some of the epithets hurled at these men whose
memory loyal churches of Christ delight to honor, by R. H. Boll
who is almost worshipped by some of the admirers: “The Nashville
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Council”; “These Scribes and Pharisees”; “false brethren”; “I know
the men who are back of the Gospel Advocate today are false and
unrighteous”; “they have inaugurated a campaign of wilful mis-
representation”; “they sit in judgment on men, and even on congre-
gations--they brand, stigmatize, and ostracize whom they will, while
they themselves are responsible to no man.”

All these charges and epithets are found on page 5 of “A
Statement Of Facts About R. H. Boll,” published by the lamented
F. W. Smith. Shall all this pass without rebuke?

That there is a serious division in Louisville over the teaching of
Brother Boll and his associates cannot be ignored. That these
brethren of the “Word and Work” have pressed their views on
unfulfilled prophecy, to the disruption of congregations cannot be
denied. It is not with me a question of how many or how few
fellowship these brethren; but I shall still hope and pray that
fellowship among the congregations in Louisville may be restored.
But such fellowship can never come until those who have broken
that fellowship, make amends for their course.

I have tried to write in the spirit of love. I know that I cherish
no animosity toward any one. I write in the spirit of fairness, and
I know it is unfair to charge Haldeman Ave. and “Haldeman preach-
ers” with the responsibility for the division in Louisville, Ky.

T. Q. Martin.

A DOCTRINAL MANIFESTO
(Editorial by R. H. Boll, in Word and Work, 1932)

In view of recent utterances of some religious journals, some
editorial, some otherwise, the editor of Word and Work feels im-
pelled to state again and anew his doctrinal position and church
relationship. It appears that some editor and some other writers,
and perhaps some other brethren, are not wholly decided as to
whether they should any longer continue in fellowship with some
of the rest of us who do not share their views of prophecy. In
fact, they are almost decided to sever relationship with the brethren
who so differ, unless, of course, those brethren would come across
and fall into agreement with their views, which views they seem
to have set up for a standard of soundness and basis of fellowship.
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Now, in order to clarify things and to make it easier for those
writers and their friends to decide whether they can consistently
fellowship with the brethren whose prophetic views are obnoxious
to them, I thought good for my part to state my position, which is
the only position and creed to which I can and will subscribe. I
feel assured that the rest of the objectionable brethren (though
I have not consulted any of them) will indorse the same position.
To this position I shall be true; and if any o f  us must be rejected
from fellowship on such grounds, I can see no other chance. They
will just have to put us out!

I shall not, however, try to formulate any statement. I simply
quote from my tract, “The Church I Found,” published about ten
years ago. In the tract I outlined what I still believe to be the
simple, nonsectarian Christian position.

IN REGARD TO STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE

How as a babe in Christ I conceived of the Christian’s freedom
in personal responsibility to his Lord--comes back to me in the
remembrance of little casual disputes. On one occasion a man said
to me: “I know what you people believe on the intermediate state
- - I  heard one of your preachers on it not long ago.” “That
doesn’t signify anything,” I answered him. “The preacher you heard
may have been right; or may have been wrong. We are not bound
to our preachers, nor by anything any man among us may say. Our
only appeal is to the word of God.” That was a month or so after
my baptism. I have had no occasion to alter my position on that
matter. To this day I take it that no man or set of men, however
learned, venerable, and good, can be authority to a simple Christian.
If any man is so scholarly or so deeply versed in the Scriptures, it
ought to enable him to point out and set forth that much more
clearly what the Scriptures say on any matter in question. If he
cannot do that, his reputation is vain. It is certain that, for all his
reputed knowledge and ability, we will not take his word. When
he can point out God’s word on the matter, so that I myself can see
that it is God’s word, I accept it--not because that able brother
pointed it out, but because it is God’s word. To this day, in my
judgment, the consideration that this or that great man taught thus
and so, or that the editors of such and such a religious paper stand
for this or that, or even that "the brotherhood" believes thus and so,
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weighs absolutely nothing, so far as the determination of the faith
of the humblest Christian is concerned. . . .

Such was my understanding when I became a Christian, and
such I conceived to be the position of the one and only church to
which I ever expect to belong. To these principles I have never been
unfaithful.

In accordance with this principle, I have never set up my find-
ings in the Word of God as the standard of truth and test of fellow-
ship for any one, nor allowed any one else’s views to be set up as
a standard for me.

I will quote a little further in order to help those militant
brethren better to judge whether I belong to the church of Christ,
and to their fellowship:

“ THE C REED Q U E S T I O N”

I do not belong to any “church of Christ” which stands on any
other platform, nor do I own any doctrine of any “brotherhood”
which narrows down, or superadds to this simple basis of faith any
doctrines of men, or any creed formulated by men. As I would not
subscribe to a human creed that contained error, or any tenet or
article of faith contrary in my judgment to the word of God--so
neither would I subscribe to any man’s creed if that creed contained
to the dot all I now believe, and all I understand the Bible to teach.
I can accept no human creed, good or bad. The moment a Christian
bows to a human creed he ceases to be a simple follower of Christ.
An alien authority has intruded between him and his Lord; and his
claim to be a member of the church of Christ requires the explana-
tion that he belongs to that particular party which holds to such and
such a creed as the authoritative expression of its faith. If a man
thus bound to a creed should see occasion (as any living, growing,
thinking man must) to correct past views, or to enlarge past con-
ceptions, and to take in new truths from the storehouse of God, he
would either have to shut his eyes to light, or break away from the
old creed, and formulate a new one every time he made a step for-
ward. Thus comes the multiplication of sects. But the true Christian
is committed simply to the word of God in the sight of the Lord--
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all of it, and it alone, and that is his ultimate and only standard of
truth and doctrine, in which lies boundless scope for his growth and
progress, and correction.

Now, if those brethren, over and above the fundamental state-
ment of the faith, that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and the
acceptance of the Scriptures as the word of God and only authority
in faith and practice-if in addition to this they demand that in
order to fellowship certain beliefs of theirs on certain points of
prophecy shall be accepted, there is no alternative, but they must
exclude us from their sect; for some of us certainly will never sub-
scribe to their human creed. Of course they think their creed is
true and correct--I give them credit for honesty of conviction.
But what creed-makers ever thought otherwise than that their articles
of faith were the Simon--pure truth? Indeed, they may have been for
the most part and so far as they went true and correct. But I came
out from an organization which set up a man-made creed, and I do
not propose to belong to another of like sort. I quote again:

" THE C H U R C H  I DI D N’T JO I N"

After all the writer has gone through, would he have to fear that
while endeavoring to stand simply as a Christian, and to belong only
to the church spoken of in the New Testament, he might inadvertently
have fallen in with a sect which, while calling itself by that good
name, stands upon something else than the whole inclusive and ex-
clusive basis of the whole word of God ? I cannot admit such a
thought for a moment. When I say that I stand absolutely and four-
square upon the word of God, all of it and nothing but it--not any
creed or theory of any man, either of my own or any other’s, and
that by that Word and with it I am content to stand or fall--1 am
declaring the fundamental position of the church of Christ, and of
many thousands of simple Christians, my brethren in the Lord. If
there be any organization that stands for less or more than this; if
there be a party holding articles of faith and tenets of man’s de-
duction and manufacture as a creed and standard of doctrine, written
or unwritten--I do not belong to such a party organization, let its
name be what it may. If, for example, there is a body of religionists
who, in order to fellowship and unite with them, would demand
submission to tenets such as--that Dan. 2:44 was (or was not)
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of the kingdom; or that Christ will not come until the world is
converted; (or that Christ now is, or is not, on David’s throne) ; or
perhaps, that certain portions of Scripture (say, the prophecies) are
not to be taught, or if taught not to be insisted on for what they
plainly say and mean in simple, faithful acceptation of the inspired
words--if, I say, there were such a body demanding submission
to such or such like articles of faith, on pain of ostracism and ex-
communication from their brotherhood and fellowship--they do
well to count me out, for indeed I belong to no such sect.

Now, this ought to make the matter perfectly clear. If, then,
those brethren insist that certain of us must subscribe to their views
on prophecy (or else promise to keep silent on the subject), we
must regretfully permit them to draw their line on us, and sorrow-
fully leave them to their human sect which they have formed and
which they call “church of Christ.” But with the rest (who are
many) who are merely simple Christians, I stand fully and whole-
heartedly identified. May I quote once more from the same tract:

“But from the people who call themselves simple Christians--
with whom also I am wholly at one in all understanding of all that
is required to make a man a Christian, and in all matters of congre-
gational practice; who stand upon the whole word of God, willing to
test all things by that word alone, in brotherly fellowship with all
who stand with them upon the same broad (and narrow) basis
--from them I would not be severed or distinguished for any
consideration, nor for all the world excluded from their Christian
fellowship. To that following I belong; of that people I am one,
though the very least and unworthiest. Were I  cut off from them,
I should be at a loss indeed, for I have no other plea than theirs,
and nothing else to preach or teach, nor any sort of distinctive
doctrinal principles to found a sect upon, even if I were capable
of so evil a thing--which please God, I am not.”

Here I must rest my case. I should be sorry to see a con-
tingent within the professing church of Christ forget their prin-
ciples and degenerate into a creed-bound human sect. But for no
fear or favor, nor for the sake of any specious plea for unity,
can I subscribe to anybody’s creed or join their sect. So make up
your minds, brethren, as to how it shall be. (Word and Work)
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BROTHER BOLL’S PROPOSITION

(Editorial in Gospel Advocate by Foy E. Wallace Jr., Replying
to Boll’s “Here’s My Hand” and “A Doctrinal Manifesto,” 1932)

In a recent issue of Word and Work, Brother R. H. Boll ex-
tends his hand to us on a proposition regarding the teaching of
certain prophetic theories which have been sponsored by that mag-
azine. His proposition sets forth exactly the principles for which
the Gospel Advocate has contended all the time, and we stand
ready to complete the gesture toward unity so far as the editorial
responsibility of the Gospel Advocate extends.

“ HE R E’S M Y H A N D. ”

Under this heading Brother Boll delivers his proposition to us
as follows:

“If any are sincerely troubled with fears lest any false
doctrines, theories, speculations, etc., may rise up to disturb
the unity of the church, I would like for my part to go on
record on my behalf, and so far as my responsibility for the
Word and Work extends, that nothing shall be taught on
any prophetic theme except what can be read from the Bible.
On the question of the kingdom, for instance, the Word and
Work is willing to set forth and emphasize any and every
statement found in God’s book, in its own fair light and
context, without addition, subtraction, or alteration, and without
regard to any theories on the subject. On the Coming of
Christ, on the Thousand Years, on the Throne of David; on
all disputed and prophetic themes, in short, I am willing to
let God alone speak. In all discussions and expositions of
passages bearing on these matters I propose to regard care-
fully, even scrupulously, what the passage in question actually
says; to draw no unwarranted conclusions or unnecessary in-
ferences, to build up or defend no human theories, to avoid
mere philosophical and syllogistic argumentation on Bible themes.
I feel sure that all the friends and writers of the Word and
Work will indorse such attitude. If the brethren who have
pressed the other side of the controverted matters will bind
themselves in like manner, harmony ought to be complete.”

If Brother Boll will live up to this proposition, harmony will
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be complete. And if he had never pursued any other course than
the one he now proposes, there never would have been anything
except harmony on these questions. He proposes “that nothing
shall be taught on any prophetic theme except what can be read
from the Bible.” This proposition bars all “interpretations” and
“views” of prophecy beyond what the Bible “actually says.” We
accept it. It is exactly what “the brethren who have pressed the
other side of the controverted matters” believe. Brother Boll has,
in fact, conceded that position to us by the admission that we have
“pressed the other side of the controverted matters.” Since his
side has been, by his own admissions, dealing with interpretations
of prophecy which destroy harmony, “the other side,” by his ad-
mission, has been against these interpretations, and stands, there-
fore, upon the exact proposition on which Brother Boll offers his
hand.

In view of this proposal, Brother Boll’s references, in the same
issue of his paper, to what the pioneers taught on these questions
is untimely. He is not proposing to do or teach as they did, but to
teach only what the Bible “actually says.” Nearly every man who
has ever had a peculiar position to defend has claimed “the pioneers”
on his side. If we were at present devoted to the task of defending
the teaching of the pioneers on the issue involved, it could be suc-
cessfully done, at least, to the extent of proving that they did not
hold the views advocated by Brother Boll. But that is not the
proposition. Brother Boll has offered his hand on an agreement
to teach only what the Bible “actually says” and only “what can
be read from the Bible”--“without addition, subtraction, or alter-
ation, and without regard to any theories on the subject.” While
this will require that Brother Boll repudiate some of his own books
and withdraw them from the market, we hope that he will not
recede from his proposition, which we wholeheartedly accept with-
out modification.

“A D OCTRINAL M A N I F E S T O. ”

While waiting for us to accept or refuse his proposition Brother
Boll issued another number of the Word and Work containing “A
Doctrinal Manifesto.” Concerning this number he says: “Of all
the issues (of his paper), our preaching brethren must have this
one; we send it to them all.” He further states that this is not the
first time all the preachers have been treated to a free edition of
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his magazine. “Once before, for four consecutive months,” he says,
“we ventured by faith to send the Word and Work to an extra
fist of two thousand preachers.” And between these “specials” we
all know that he has been diligent in the propagation of his peculiar
theories. Still, we have been supinely told that they have not pressed
these theories and that we should not have opposed them. But even
after extending us his hand on a proposition for unity our brother
editor felt called upon for some reason to issue a “speculation spe-
cial " in an effort to proselyte all the preachers. And worse still,
in this issue he refers freely to those who differ from his views as
“creedists,” “creed-bound,” “a self-constituted ecclesiasticism,” and
“a human sect which they call ‘church of Christ.’ " Aside from
being extremely untimely, with his proposition pending acceptance
or rejection, the language is hardly consistent with our brother’s
professions of piety and reverence, if not entirely incompatible with
his own standard of integrity. Really, his proposition ought to be
amended to include a retraction of these charges and an apology
for his hard sayings; but if he will stand by the proposition on
which he extends his hand, we will not require it of him.

But while we are waiting for his proposition to be confirmed,
some strictures on our brother’s “manifesto” are in order.

1. Our brother editor says: “In view of recent utterances of
some religious journals, some editorial, some otherwise, the editor
of Word and Work feels impelled to state again and anew his
doctrinal position and church relationship.”

This declaration is hardly true to the facts in the case. Brother
Boll would leave the impression that “recent utterances” of others
impel him to make a declaration of his doctrine. But all informed
brethren know that he has been at it all the time. His own un-
yielding attitude toward the propagation of his objectionable doctrines
has called forth all the opposition. The suspension of the discussion
of these questions in the Gospel Advocate over a period of time
was, it seems, construed as a surrender of the issues involved, and
the effort to advance their theories was given impetus. Thus an
undue advantage was taken of a gesture for unity. It was this atti-
tude of the editor of Word and Work, with his increasing propa-
ganda, that called forth the “recent utterances” in the Gospel Ad-
vocate.
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2. Our brother editor states further: "Some editor and some
writers are not wholly decided as to whether they should any longer
continue in fellowship with some of the rest of us who do not share
their views on prophecy."

This statement is a cunning but very ignoble effort to shift the
responsibility of division and disfellowship. Brother Boll plays ven-
triloquist and makes it sound as if the voice of “views on prophecy”
were coming from some other than his own direction. But his spec-
ulations are too notorious for this device to work. His name is vir-
tually a synonym for theorizing. Any attempt to absolve his own
guilt by adroit references to other prophetic views, as though it
were just a matter of choosing between views held by others and his
own, can only be classified as a shrewd maneuver. It is the editor
of Word and Work, not “some editor and some other writers,”
who has been imposing “views of prophecy” upon the brethren.
Who does not know that the church was not bothered with these
questions until he himself formulated his system of prophetic teach-
ing and attempted to foist it bodily upon the churches? Brother
Boll admits this himself when he speaks of “the good old days”
when there was no “trouble” over these issues. Let him be as the
brethren were in those days and there will be no trouble now.
Whatever “views of prophecy” the brethren before us had, they did
not feature them. They held them only as opinions. Brother Boll
does not do this. He asserts that his theories are plainly taught in
the Bible, and it has been observed that eighty per cent of the space
in his paper the last few years has been devoted to the agitation of
these divisive questions.

“ TH E Y  W ILL J U S T  H A V E  T O  P U T  U s  OU T”

3. Our brother editor further deposes after this fashion: " I f ,
then, those brethren insist that certain of us must subscribe to their
views on prophecy (or else to keep silent on the subject), we must
regretfully permit them to draw their line on us, and sorrowfully
leave them to their human sect which they have formed and which
they call "church of Christ."

If by “those brethren” Brother Boll means the Gospel Advo-
cate, we gladly inform him that we are not now, nor have we ever
been, interested in getting anybody to subscribe to anybody’s “views
on prophecy.” Contrariwise, we have earnestly sought to induce
“those brethren” who are teaching “views on prophecy” to abandon
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peace, and things wherewith one may edify another.” This statement
of Brother Boll’s in itself amounts to a confession of heresy. It is
a tacit admission that his views are so far out of line with the body
“which they call ‘church of Christ’ " as to require much forbear-
ance and toleration in order to fellowship him. Our much-exer-
cised brother pays himself no compliment in holding himself in
such an attitude before the churches. Hear him again: "If  any of
us must be rejected from fellowship on such grounds, I can see no
other chance. They will just have to put us out.” Who does Bro-
ther Boll think can disfellowship him ? The Gospel Advocate claims
no such prerogative. Our understanding of what the New Testament
teaches is that only the local church with the divine arrangement of
elders and deacons can withdraw fellowship. We believe and teach
this autonomy of the local church, and could not be so inconsistent
as to contradict it by disfellowshiping Brother Boll or anybody else.
The purpose of the Gospel Advocate is to advocate the gospel, not
disfellowship people.

But what does all this mean appearing in the next issue after
an extended hand on a proposition for unity? Does it mean that
he withdraws his proposition before it is accepted? Does he now
mean to say “Fellowship me, fellowship my theories”? Then who
draws the line of fellowship.? In his proposition Brother Boll pro-
poses to “regard carefully, even scrupulously, what the passage in
question actually says; to draw no unwarranted conclusions or un-
necessary inferences, to build up or defend no human theories,”
etc. Now he says he will “regretfully permit” somebody to “draw
their line” on him before he will “promise to keep silent on the
subject.” We are unable to interpret these “recent utterances” of
his in the light of the proposition he made in the preceding issue
of his paper.

4. Regarding creeds, Brother Boll says that no line of fellow-
ship should be drawn. "Over and above the fundamental statement
of faith that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and the acceptance
of the Scriptures as the word of God and only authority in faith and
practice.” He further avers: “I am standing absolutely and four-
square upon the word of God, all of it--and not any creed or
theory of any man, either my own or any other, and that by that
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declaring the fundamental principle of the church of Christ.”

His statement of the Scriptural creed is correct, and we promptly
accept and avow it. But that he is “standing absolutely and four-
square” upon it we positively deny. He is standing absolutely on
his own opinions and theories, all of them “over and above the
fundamental statement of faith” which he has laid down as his creed.
Brother Boll himself does not practice what he preaches concerning
“drawing the line of fellowship” on this statement and nothing
more. Hear him: “The Word and Work has repeatedly and with
much care and detail shown that the charges of teaching 'Russellism'
and ‘Adventism,’ which have been brought against its editors and
some other brethren, are wholly untrue; tbat the Word and Work
and all its friends stand opposed to both these false cults and against
every distinctive doctrine of both Russellism and Adventism.”

Here Brother Boll finds himself drawing the line of fellow-
ship “over and above” the fundamental statement of faith he avows.
On what grounds does he draw the line on the Russellites, Adven-
tists, and Fundamentalist Baptists who hold views so similar to his
own on prophetic subjects.? They will all subscribe to his state-
ment of faith. Yet he indignantly disclaims any part or lot with
such “false cults” and “stands opposed to” and is “against every
distinctive doctrine” of these people. We would like for him to
itemize the difference between his “views of prophecy” and theirs,
so we can all see it, and then explain to us where, how, and why
he can draw his line on them without making a creed “over and
above” the one upon which he predicates fellowship. “Happy is
the man who condemneth not himself in the thing that he alloweth.”

All the talk about an unwritten creed is for effect. It is not
even new. It is an old, tattered scarecrow. Every innovation has
sought justification in this creed-bound cry. Thus came instrumental
music and all the talk about “the creed in the deed” when loyal
brethren resorted to legal protection of property rights against the
innovators. It is precisely this same spirit crying in these brethren,
"Creed, creed !" when they encounter opposition to their efforts
to foist a new system of prophetic doctrines upon churches of Christ.
We shall not be weakened in our opposition to this or any other
form of error by any such feint.
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5. Here is the final deposition
“Here I must rest my case. I should
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M UST R E S T. ”

of Brother Boll’s manifesto:
be sorry to see a contingent in

the professing church of Christ forget their principles and degenerate
into a creed-bound sect. But for no fear or favor, nor for the sake
of any specious plea for unity, can I subscribe to anybody’s creed or
join their sect. So make up your minds, brethren, bow it shall be.”

Does this mean that Brother Boll has made up his mind not to
stand by his proposition ? There seems to be quite a contrast between
the statement of the previous issue, “Here’s my hand,” and the
closing statement of the current issue, “Here I rest my case.” He
has not made a consistent witness in his “case.” He failed to talk
the same way under cross-examination. In one he made a proposition
for unity; in the other he calls on the brethren to make up their
minds to fellowship his theories or disfellowship him on his own
proposition, and all but dares them to do the latter. Verily, Ephraim
is joined to his idol ! This “manifesto” is about to become a declar-
ation of stubbornness and selfwill. Indeed, it is a pitiful begging of
the question, a bid for sympathy, and a mighty poor apology for the
injury he has done the church of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Where does the case rest? Just here--on the proposition
Brother Boll made upon which he extended his hand. We accept it.
Will he stand by it ? It is within his power to restore the unity in
which he so ardently professes to believe. Think, for instance, what
the difference would have been if he had followed up his first
proposition with an issue of his paper dedicated to common ground,
accompanied by his assurance that he would cease to advocate his
divisive doctrines. Will he yet do this on his own proposition? If
he will, “here’s my hand”; if he will not, the responsibility for di-
vision and alienation must rest solely upon himself.

BROTHER BOLL WITHDRAWS HIS HAND

(Editorial in Gospel Advocate by Foy E. Wallace Jr., Replying
to The Final Statement of R. H. Boll Withdrawing His Offer of
Harmony, January, 1933.)

There have been three novel issues of the Word and Work since
October. In the, October number Brother R. H. Boll said “Here’s
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My Hand” on the proposition “that nothing shall be taught on
any prophetic theme except what can be read from the Bible” and
“to regard carefully, even scrupulously, what the passage in question
actually says.” But immediately succeeding this offer came the No-
vember Word and Work with a triple “Doctrinal Manifesto” pub-
lished in special edition and sent free to all the preachers. With
strictures on the manifestoes, the Gospel Advocate without reserva-
tion accepted Brother Boll’s proposition. Brother Boll said: “If the
brethren who have pressed the other side of the controverted matters
will bind themselves in like manner, harmony ought to be complete.”
If by “the other side” another theory is meant, the Gospel Advocate
is left out, for we advocate no theory. But assuming that Brother
Boll meant those who oppose his theory, and therefore included us,
we accepted his proposition. Believing that he was sincere in making
such an offer, we expected favorable results. Instead, the December
Word and Work brings us the following statement, given in full as
it appeared in that paper:

“When a fair and brotherly proposition like that presented
in the October Word and Work (“Here’s My Hand”) is made
an occasion of further denunciation and misrepresentation, it is
evident that the trouble lies deeper than mere disagreement on
prophetic teaching. Harmony can never “be complete,” even
with the extremist adherence to the letter of Scripture, unless
there be a disposition to deal kindly and uprightly with brethren.

When a group of men set up their own prophetic views as a
standard of sound doctrine, and on the penalty of ostracism
demand submission to the same--that is making a creed; and
that--not mere difference and controversy, or brotherly cor-
rection of what they believe to be error--is “the insidious peril
that is threatening the churches.”

If our October proposal might yet be accepted in that fraternal
spirit in which it was offered, and as intended to apply, not to
one side only, but to all parties involved, there would still be
hope that something good would come of it. Meanwhile we
assure our readers that the Word and Work shall not be drawn
into unpleasant and unprofitable controversy. Beginning with
the New Year, the Word and Work intends to make no further
reference to adverse utterances in the papers. With malice toward
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none and charity toward all, we shall try simply, and to the best
of our ability, to teach the word of God, and by the manifestation
of the truth commend ourselves to every man’s conscience in the
sight of God.”

The foregoing “utterance” is rather a tame sequel to the virulent
outbursts that have appeared in the Word and Work lately. In order
that the issue be kept clear and the record straight before the brethren,
a few final observations seem necessary.

First: It was immediately after this “fair and brotherly proposition
like that presented in the October Word and Work” that Brother
Boll featured his triple “Doctrinal Manifesto” in a special edition of
his magazine which he sent free to all the preachers.

Second: In this special edition, sending forth three editorials
encyclicals, harsh and denunciatory terms, even to the point of re-
dundancy, were hurled at the brethren who oppose Brother Boll’s
positions on prophetic subjects. We pointed out a list of seventy-five
words in one issue of the Word and Work the use of which was
more severe than anything that has appeared in the Gospel Advocate.
In fact, Brother Boll’s doctrinal manifesto could quite appropriately
have been named “A Doctrinal Denuncio.” His talk about dealing
“kindly” and “uprightly” with brethren would be received with
better grace, as would also his protestations of charity, if he would
remember that “charity begins at home.”

Third: It is evident that Brother Boll insists on making a per-
sonal matter of these differences. But it is not a personal matter.
We are interested only in the issue. There are thousands of brethren,
the writer included, who could not make it personal if they wished,
for there are no personal differences or partisan feelings involved.
Why should Brother Boll withhold unity from the brethren on such
grounds and thereby try to force personalities upon them when they
are interested in nothing except the issue of truth and unity upon it?
It is hard to harmonize Brother Boll’s valediction of “malice toward
none” with his action in withdrawing his hand on his own proposition.
The inevitable impression on the minds of many brethren just as
sincere will be that his action in this matter is a betrayal of his own
heart-that in his soul is the smouldering fire of malice toward
brethren who have opposed him, deeper, indeed, than his love for
unity.
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Fourth: It is further evident that Brother Boll did not expect us
to accept his proposition; but we did, unreservedly. But since he
followed his offer of unity with three editorials virtually daring
brethren to disfellowship him, it became necessary for some strictures
to be offered on his bold declarations. Brother Boll now makes this
the ground of withdrawing his hand. If that be the ground, then
he furnished it himself. On the same ground, could we not have
refused just as consistently his offer? If not, why not? It is a poor
rule that will not work both ways.

Fifth: Brother Boll says his proposition was not accepted in
that fraternal spirit in which it was offered. But when did our
brother become a discerner of spirits? His proposition was offered
along with a three-header doctrinal manifesto, and it was accepted
with our editorial respects and logical strictures. But here is the
issue: Brother Boll made us the proposition “that nothing shall be
taught on any prophetic theme except what can be read from the
Bible; . . . to regard carefully, even scrupulously, what the passage
in question actually says,” etc. And now, because he thinks the
proposition was not accepted in the right spirit, he will not do that
--he will continue to teach and preach more than he can “read
from the Bible” and will not “regard carefully and scrupulously
what the passage in question actually says” ! Before he will do that,
some one must accept his proposition in the right spirit! This is a
tacit admission that his theories are beyond what the Bible actually
says, and he has inadvertently conceded the point. If Brother Boll’s
proposition is a righteous one, why should he not stand by it, re-
gardless of the spirit in others.? In so doing, if there be those who
do not have the right spirit, will he not have disarmed them in their
opposition to him ?

Sixth: Our brother editor now assures his readers that the Word
and Work will not be drawn into an unpleasant and unprofitable
controversy. A belated decision, indeed!--after five special editions
of his paper carrying his doctrinal manifestoes to all the preachers.
He fires the cannon, forms the line of battle, and ignobly retreats,
casting aspersions on others. The controversy has manifestly been
unprofitable to his failing cause, for brethren are getting their eyes
opened to see that his system of heresy is not as harmless nor its
advocates as innocent as they have appeared to be.

Seventh: Finally, Brother Boll makes a New Year’s resolution
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--he will “make no further reference to adverse utterances in other
papers.” His doctrinal manifesto was issued just in time, for now
he could not publish it without breaking his resolution. Therefore,
if his manifesto was right, his resolution is wrong; and if his reso-
lution is right, his manifesto is wrong. We think both of them are
rather oblique.

If Brother Boll had published a New Year’s resolution to cease
the agitation of his peculiar and heretical notions, it would have been
much the better part of valor, far more honorable, and would have
received the universal applause of the brethren. Instead, he issues
an obstinate resolve to continue his course. S o  the case is resting
with Brother Boll’s refusal to accept our hand on his own proposition.
It is well that the brethren know henceforth where to place the re-
sponsibility for alienation and disfellowship. It rests upon Brother
Boll himself. But if he will yet come to his own terms in that fra-
ternal spirit he has extolled, but failed to practice, our hand is yet
extended; for upon the proposition to teach only what we can “read
from the Bible” and “to regard carefully, even scrupulously, what
the passage actually says,” we shall stand whether he does or not.
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