10. Trusting thé&eder OlanOver and Above Eyewitnesses
... and Scripture

s | mentioned previously, | anticipated that Glenn would tpesny findings pertaining to his
conclusion that the year 68/69 CE is a “known Sabbay&al,” and it didn’'t take him long to
respond on his website. Here is his response to the dbangh Bible Quarterlyarticle:

Now let me get to the point quickly so we can continue. This article (when read in

full) takes the position that the destruction of the temple had to have happened in

a Sabbatical year based upon the usage and meaning of the word motsae, which

is translated as either "after" or "at the end of." The author of that article favors

the meaning of "at the end of." But instead of arguing over linguistics here, I

think it is best to simply bypass this issue for now and instead focus on the actual

calendar dates used by Sedar [sic] Olam. Please remember, according to several

reliable sources the actual destruction of the temple took place on the ninth of Av-

-so any verifiable calendar evidence will certainly override any linguistic

uncertainties.!

As noted above, Glenn uses his understanding, or as hi, pugsifiable calendar evidence” over
and above what he considers “linguistic uncertairiti®ease bear in mind that the “linguistic
uncertainties” referenced above by Glenn include intectsalaly research proving that the Hebrew
word motsaemeans “at the end of’ and natfter.” This includegwenty-seververifiable instances in
Scripture in whichmotsaecannot possiblye construed so as to mean “after.” Here againpe&tment
guote from the Jewish Bible Quarterly article:

We first look in the Scripture, where the wondtsaoccurs twenty-seven times. In Psalm 19:7 (19:6,
English Bible) it refers to the "going forth" of the sun.Psalm 107:33,35 and Il Kings 2:21 it is
translated as "watersprings” or "spring of the watek8.0f the usages in Scripture can immediately be
associated with the idea of going forth or going out. Ncare be associated with any idea of "after" or
"the thing after.”

Apparently, to Glenn, the fact that in all of those 2#ifiable instances in whiamotsaecannot
possibly mean “after” is of no consequence. He préfestake his belief on what he terms “verifiable
calendar evidence,” which, as we have already sh@~anverifiable calendar evidence.” Nevertheless,
Glenn believes he has verifiable calendar evidence geptr¢o his reading audience, so let’s take a look
at what he has to offer:

The chronology of Sedar Olam is not always accurate, for it leaves only 34 year
for the rule of the Persians. However, this is thought to be an attempt to make
the prophecy of Daniel 9 somehow apply to Bar Kochba. It is very likely that the
rest of the Sedar Olam dating of events is correct. With all of this in mind, take
note of seven important points which will help us identify the exact date of the
destruction of both Solomon's and Herod's Temple:

1. The author of Sedar Olam believed that the prophecy
of Daniel 9 was based upon the Sabbatical years--which
would make them continuous Sabbatical years (490
years is divisible by 49, not 50), with no allowance for an
additional 50th year.

! Taken from Glenn Moore’s website page entitled “Answe®@bjections,” located at
http://www.itsaboutthattime.net/answer_objections.hifhis particular objection was added sometime betwamch ' and
March 6, 2009.
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2. The author of Sedar Olam believed that both temples
were destroyed on the 9th of Av in the Hebrew Calendar.

3. The author of Sedar Olam believed both temples were
destroyed either on or after the Sabbath day, depending
upon which translation you accept.

4. The author of Sedar Olam believed both temples were
destroyed either on or after a Sabbatical year, depending
upon which translation you accept.

5. Since we know the temple was destroyed in the year
70 CE, it is simply a matter of determining when the 9th
of Av was in that year and also 490 years earlier. If we
can discover the actual date, we can also discover the
day of the week that it happened on.

6. If we can determine which day the 9th of Av that year
was on (either a Sabbath or a Sunday), then we can also
deduce how motsae was intended to be translated as it
relates to the Sabbatical years.

7. Since the Sedar Olam also taught that the first temple
was destroyed exactly 490 years prior to the destruction
of the second (both on the 9th of Av), we also have a
means of comparing the two dates (August 5, 70 CE and
August 22, 421 BCE [i.e., the presumed (not actual) date
of the first temple's destruction].?

Okay, now that we see Glenn’s seven points in tbdlicbntext, let’s review a couple of them before
proceeding. Glenn’s first point isTte author of Sedar Olam believed that the prophecy of Daniel 9
was based upon the Sabbatical years--which would make them continuous Sabbatical years (490
years is divisible by 49, not 50), with no allowance for an additional 50th year.” | suppose Glenn
feels this is an important point because perhaps théhaicthis ancient author agreed with Glenn’s
position adds weight to Glenn’s argument. However,ribisecret that, even in the second century CE,
the length of the Jubilee cycle was debated within thisraf Judaism. As we read earlier in this study,
2nd century rabbi Judah haNasi supported the 49-year cyclé beka though the majority of Jews
regarded the Jubilee cycle to consist of 50 years. Thusy the fact that the author of tBeder Olam
agrees with Glenn’s view regarding the length of the Jalojele hardly adds any weight to Glenn’s
position.

Glenn’s second point isThe author of Sedar Olam believed that both temples were destroyed on
the 9th of AV? in the Hebrew Calendar.” This would be a great place for me to remind you thaeJand
| do not necessarily put any stock in the date on whicbwswriters, including the author of tBeder
Olam believe the Temple was destroyed. Indeed, it appleatrshieSeder Olanforms the nucleus
around which Glenn bases his dating methods.

As we wrote at the conclusion of our previous chaptefcourse, with whichever year we conclude
was the Sabbatical year at or near the year the Bengd destroyed, we are leftgeesumehat Judaism
was correctly reckoning Sabbatical years at that tiduge and | personally remain opposed to relying on
man’s attempts to date ancient historical events fodathg one’s understanding with regard to when a

2 .
Ibid.
3 “Av” (Also spelled “Ab”) is the name given to théth month on the Scriptural Hebrew calendar.
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Sabbatical year or Jubilee year was observed.” The saasoning can be applied to the calendar date
on which the Temple was destroyed. Glenn appears tahtakedar Olamauthor’s statements as
“gospel.” In fact, he wrote Please remember, according to several reliable sources the actual
destruction of the temple took place on the ninth of Av.” By now, we know that one of Glenn’s
“reliable sources” is th&eder Olam As we are about to see, Glenn does not (and canmbctipture

as one his “reliable sources.”

Now would be a great place to bring up a point that | shbaVe made earlier, but didn’t think of it.
Bear in mind that, according to tBeder Olamthe Temple was destroyed on Av 9. This is what Glenn
accepts, but this isot what is presented in Scripture. Of course, I'm refgrto the first Temple. If we
can believe Scripture, the Temple vgal standingon Av 9:

2 In the fifth month, on the tentday of the month, whichwas the
nineteenth year of Nebuchadrezzar king of Babylon, caeteudir-adan,
captain of the guardyhich served the king of Babylon, into Jerusalem,

13 And burned the house of Yahweh, and the king’s house;adinthe
houses of Jerusalem, and all the houses of the greatburned he with
fire: (Jeremiah 52:12-13

Again, if we can believe what the Prophet Jeremialteythe Temple was still standing on Av 9,
untouched by fire. It wasn't until the ®@ay of Av that Nebuzaradan came into Jerusalem and burned
the Temple. For anyone to suggest that the Templelesisoyed a day earlier than thd" 1§ nothing
short of a blatant disregard of the Scriptural accodreover, although it is extremely vital to Glenn’s
position that the Temple was destroyed the day followhegveekly Sabbath, the word “Sabbath” is
mysteriously missing from any of the Scriptural accounsemileing the destruction of the Temple.

Let's Allow Glenn Moore to Break In With His Reaction ...

Upon reading the above in the original version of¢hepter, Glenn Moore responded with an
attempt to “turn the tables on me,” pointing out thaml the one exhibiting a “blatant disregard of the
Scriptural account” by omitting what he feels is a keyspgs of Scripture from the ®Shapter of Il
Kings. In this chapter, we read that Nebuchadnezzakjngeof Babylon came against Jerusalem, and
his army built forts all around the city. This waghe tenth month of the ninth year of King Zedekiah’s
reign. As time progressed, the inhabitants of Jerusadg@rienced a famine, which grew to severe limits
by the fourth month of the eleventh year of his reighen, we read that in the fifth monthyj, on the
seventh day of the monthe captain of king Nebuchadnezzar’s guard, Nebuzar-adarg “unto
Jerusalem.” In the next verse, we read that he bloertouse of Yahweh, the king’s house, and all the
houses of Jerusalem.

With this backdrop, Glenn’s explanation is that, to prlypeconcile the account from Jeremiah
52:12-13, we must believe that Nebuzar-adan entered Jerusaldm seventh day of the month, but
didn’t get around to burning the temple until late in the aayhe ninth of Av, just as the #@vas about
to begin. Let’s read Glenn Moore’s commentary/rebttalur position that the temple was still
untouched by fire all day on Av 9. The following is talterm his updated “Answers to Objections”:

QUESTION: There is a text in Jeremiah 52:12-13 that plainly states that the
Babylonians led by Nebuzar-adan destroyed the temple on the 10th day of Av, not
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the 9th of Av as you have asserted. As someone has said, "For anyone to suggest
that the Temple was destroyed a day earlier than the 10th is nothing short of a
blatant disregard of the Scriptural account." What is your response?

ANSWER: That is not the only text which talks of this issue. The other text which
speaks about that event is found in II Kings 25:8-9. Here, let's quote them both:

Now in the fifth month, in the tenth day of the month,
which was the nineteenth year of Nebuchadrezzar king of
Babylon, came Nebuzaradan, captain of the guard, which
served the king of Babylon, into Jerusalem, And burned
the house of Yahweh, and the king's house; and all the
houses of Jerusalem, and all the houses of the great
men, burned he with fire: (Jeremiah 52:12-13)

And in the fifth month, on the seventh day of the month,
which is the nineteenth year of king Nebuchadnezzar king
of Babylon, came Nebuzaradan, captain of the guard, a
servant of the king of Babylon, unto Jerusalem: And he
burnt the house of Yahweh, and the king's house, and all
the houses of Jerusalem, and every great man's house
burnt he with fire. (2 Kings 25:8-9)

How do we reconcile these two apparently conflicting texts? The most logical
answer is that the siege itself began on the 7th day of the 5th month, and ended
on the 10th day of the 5th month. If the temple was set ablaze toward the end of
the 9th day, it could have continued on into the 10th day. While there are those
who may wish to assert that the temple could not have been destroyed on the 9th
of Av (because of the text in Jeremiah 52). this would seem to be a premature
conclusion. Regarding this issue, it would appear that the rabbinic answer to this
apparent contradiction (in Judaism 101) is worthy of our highest consideration:

"How then are these dates to be reconciled? On the
seventh the heathens entered the Temple and ate therein
and desecrated it throughout the seventh and eighth and
towards dusk of the ninth they set fire to it and it
continued to burn the whole of that day. ... How will the
Rabbis then [explain the choice of the 9th as the date]?
The beginning of any misfortune [when the fire was set]
is of greater moment. -Talmud Ta'anit 29a
[http://www.jewfaqg.org/holidayd.htm]

Now I would like to ask a question of my own: How is it that the author who said
my study was a "blatant disregard of the Scriptural account,” simultaneously
ignored the other parallel account in II Kings 25 which says it happened on the
7th day of the 5th month? Obviously, the author of that quote has failed in the
very area in which he has accused me--a blatant disregard of both of these
Scriptural accounts. Regardless, these conflicting dates require us to reconcile
them and not assume that either one is the actual date that the destruction of the
temple began.

The Jubilee Cycle
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CONCLUSION: It is entirely plausible that the actual burning of the temple began
on the 9th of Av, and none of these Scriptural accounts can be used to prove
otherwise.*

| don't really enjoy doing a “point/counterpoint” witmyone, but sometimes it seems like we have ng
choice, and this is one of those instances. In resgorGEnn’s “counterpoint,” | would like to think he
knows better than to believe | never considered theuatdémm Il Kings 25:1-10 when composing my
response. Quite frankly, as we are about to seepdbisage changes nothing, but for the sake of
responding to Glenn’s argument, | will explawhyit changes nothing.

| should point out that | never really intended to authstudy on the Jubilee Cycle in the first place,
but when put in the position of needing to explain whglidve as | do, | expressed my reasoning in
written form, understanding that | would probably not catemms that are of minor significance to me,
even though they may be of immense importance to soneese Secondly, | certainly never intended
for this study to balloon to over 200 pages. As it culyestands, it is the longest study on the Jubilee
Cycle that | have ever encountered. Neverthelesgpitia of its length, there will always be someone to
say, “You left out that part!” or “You didn’t answeil af my questions!” Glenn is currently fulfilling that
role. The question, then, is whether or not thereamgsneed for me to include the passage from Il Kings
25. | do not believe there was, but since Glenn addrdssasformation provided in that chapter, | will
respond here.

As we examine Glenn’'s commentary above, it doeské lang to expose his first mistake. He wrote,
“How do we reconcile these two apparently conflicting texts? The most logical answer is that the
siege itself began on the 7th day of the 5th month, and ended on the 10th day of the 5th month.”
This comment is simply not correct. The word “siegedefined as “The surrounding and blockading of
a city, town, or fortress by an army attempting to captureAccording to Il Kings 25:1-3, the siege (i.e.,
surrounding and blockading Jerusalem) began during thenb@th of the 8 year of King Zedekiah's
reign, and wastill going onduring the fourth month of the $¥ear of his reign:

'And it came to pass in the ninth year of his [Zedekiah'’s] réigthe tenth month,

in the tenth day of the month, that Nebuchadnezzar kiab§lon came, he, and
all his host, against Jerusalem, and pitched agairatdtthey built forts against it
round about.

And the city was besieged unto the eleventh year of king Zafuleki

3And on the ninth day of the fourth month the famine predaiitethe city, and

there was no bread for the people of the land.

Again, contrary to Glenn’s understanding that the siegeib on the"7day of the 8 month (which
was the eleventh year of King Zedekiah's reign), adiogrto the Scriptural record, the siege actually
began during the f0month of the ninth year of King Zedekiah’s reign. THien, is the first mistake
that Glenn makes in his attempt to reconcile the Il KRgaccount with the Jeremiah 52 record.

* From the “Answers to Objections” page of Glenn Mtoreeb site. This particular question/answer was updagtelen
March ¢" and March 13, 2009. This page may be read in its entiye#gcessing the following URL:

http://www.itsaboutthattime.net/answer _objections.htm
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Glenn’s second mistake is to contradict the clear regivath by the prophet Jeremiah. Jeremiah
states that the captain of king Nebuchadrezzar’s guard icéongerusalem on the %@ay of the fifth
month, whereas the author of Il Kings indicates thatamae into Jerusalem on th& day of that month.

If we’re going to properly reconcile the two accoumis,cannotbelieve that anything was done to the
temple prior to the I0day of the month! Otherwise, we’ve just contradicleremiah’s account, which

is precisely what Glenn Moore does in his attempt toma®the two accounts. This is simply a mistake
on his part ... the second one he makes in attemptingiltblis case. To put this in layman’s terms, if
we are going to accept Jeremiah’s account as corretir(gpired by the Almighty), then waust
understand that the temple was untouched by fire pridv th0.

Glenn’s third mistake is to offer “highest consideratitma writing other than Scripture. He writes:

Regarding this issue, it would appear that the rabbinic answer to this apparent
contradiction (in Judaism 101) is worthy of our highest consideration.

Giving his highest consideration to a non-Biblical texymagplain why Glenn is unable to properly
understand that Scripture does not support believing thdietimple could have been destroyed a moment
sooner than the beginning of Av 10. According to Jeremittsunt, on the f0day of the fifth month
(Av) Nebuzar-adaiil) came to Jerusale&ND (2) burned the house of Yahweh. Unless Glenn is able tg
devise a way wherein it would have been possible for Nebagan to have physically set fire to the
Temple before entering Jerusalem, | am left to beltbat he is indeed giving his “highest consideration”
to rabbinic commentary instead of the plain sequencedged\iy Scripture. If we were to accept Glenn’s
model, we would be compelled to believe that, as Nebadan-was about the enter Jerusalem, the
Temple waslreadyengulfed in flames. This is because, according to GlaenT¢émple was already on
fire beforethe tenth of Av.

Let’s take a brief look at the above rabbinic explamathat Glenn suggests merits “our highest
consideration”:

How will the Rabbis then [explain the choice of the 9th as the date]? The
beginning of any misfortune [when the fire was set] is of greater moment. -
Talmud Ta'anit 29a [http://www.jewfaqg.org/holidayd.htm

Our reply: This explanation is worthy of our “lowesnhsaleration” because it begs the following
qguestion: “If the beginning of the misfortune is the ‘geeanoment,” then please explain why Yahweh
Himself didn’t choose to mention this ‘greater dateaiy Scriptural account?” If Av 9 is the “greater
date,” then shouldn’t that be the date that we readtabd&cripture? How’s come Jeremiah narrows it
down to Av 10, and how’s come Josephus (as we are abeete) agrees with that date instead of the
“rabbinic choice” of Av 9? It appears that Glenn’s res@would be that the “rabbinic answer” should
be given our “highest consideration” over and above Soapt. and over and above the words of
Josephus, who was an eyewitness to the Temple’s d&struc

How, then, do we reconcile Il Kings 25:8-9 with Jerenbatil2-13? It is very simple. According to
the account in Il Kings, Nebuzar-adan came to Jerusatetineo?' day of the month. | believe this is
accurate. During the next three days, his armed foocegled up the people of the city who were to be
exiled to Babylon. Not only that, but we read in verses 18¥df7/the Chaldees also plundered the temple
of all its furnishings, including the bronze sea, the imsedironze pillars, the pots, shovels, snuffers,
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dishes for incense, and all the bronze vessels. @W&epthere were also vessels of gold and silver. If we
think this through logically, we can understand that tbéario didn’'t unfold over the course of only one
day.

For one, | believe it should be obvious that the inhatsitahJerusalem weren't just “rounded up.”
They were most likely divided into groups, where theyevdentified and catalogued. The same may
well have been true of the temple furnishings. | amyaelsd that Nebuzar-adan and a sizable remnant ¢
his army remained stationed outside of Jerusalem, preparadyf attacks that the now-depleted Judeans
may have wished to attempt in the face of their aedamise. Once the orders to remove the inhabitants
from the city were completed, and once all the valgeluding the Temple furnishings, were carted
outside of Jerusalem, Nebuzar-adan entered the neaelgtetbsity and gave the horrified onlookers a
final, lasting, memory of their beloved city and the @diZ’emple. This lasting memory was watching the
immense bonfire created by the burning of the Temple gfisa®/the other impressive structures,
including the king’s palace. As | have just explained,¢h&n of events would not have transpired over
the course of only one day. We thus see that there conflict between Il Kings 28:8-9 and Jeremiah
52:12. The author of a study entitled “Alleged Bible Conttaxhs,” in his comparison of Il Kings 25:8
and Jeremiah 52:12, agrees with my understanding and tféefsllowing commentary:

2 Kings 25:8

Why does 2 Kings 25:8 say that it was on the 7th day of the fifth month that
Nebuzaradan came to Jerusalem when Jeremiah 52:12 tells us it was the 10"
day of this month?

Second Kings 25:8 says that it was on the seventh day of Ab (fifth
month) that Nebuzaradan, the servant of the king of Babylon, “came to Jerusalem.”
However, Jeremiah 52:12 tells us that it was on the tenth day of this month that
Nebuzaradan “came into Jerusalem.” The Soncino Books of the Bible comments
on this, saying: “The interval of three days may be accounted for as representing
the date of Nebuzaradan's arrival on the scene and the commencement of
operations.” (Edited by A. Cohen, London, 1949) It would appear, then, that
Nebuzaradan arrived at Jerusalem on the seventh day, made his survey from his
camp outside the city walls, and gave directions for the demolition of the city
fortifications and the plundering of its treasures; finally, on the tenth day of the
month, he entered the city and its holy temple. According to Josephus (The Jewish
War, VI, 250, 268 [iv, 5, 8]), Herod’'s temple was burned by the Romans on the
tenth day of the fifth month (70 C.E.), and Josephus makes note of the precise
correspondency of this date with the burning of the first temple on the same day by

the Babylonians.”

Of course, as | mentioned when | introduced the aboreventary, | agree with the author’s
reconciliation of Il Kings 25:8 and Jeremiah 52:12. Wéhlagree that Nebuzar-adan came to Jerusalem
(at least to the outskirts) on Av 7. He enteredcityeitself on Av 10, the day of the tragic destruction of
the Temple, as well as all the other major structwitgn the city. Glenn Moore is certainly free to
believe however he chooses with regard to the day ociwthée Temple was destroyed ... or even the day
on which the flame#&rst began to consume the Temple; however, according eéonign, the Temple

® Taken from “Alleged Bible Contradictions,” author uniwto The entire article can be read online by accessing
following website: http://www.scribd.com/doc/12363029/Alleged-Bible-ContradictioAthough | am uncertain of the
author’s identity, his argument is sound and concise.
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could not have been set on fire a moment before tielap of the month. | thus continue to maintain, as
expressed previously, that for anyone to suggest that thpl@evas destroyed a day earlier than tHe 10
is nothing short of a blatant disregard of the Scriptwwedant, and anyone claiming that the Temple was
destroyed the day before the weekly Sabbath is addiig té/ord (since the word “Sabbath” is nowhere
mentioned in the Scriptural accounts of the Temple'srdetson).

The author of the “Alleged Bible Contradictions” ael¢ialso addresses a point that | had mentioned in
the original version of this chapter — the fact thakjbsis describes a Temple that watouched by fire
on Av 9 In fact, if you follow along with Josephus’ accowudu will find that the Temple wasn’t set on
fire until at least the second hour of the day on AViE0, between 7:00 - 8:00 AM). Thus, not only is
the Scriptural account at variance with the author@8eder Olambut so is the account authored by
first-century Jewish historian Josephus. We havadyreeen from Scripture that the first Temple was
still standing on the™of Av. According to Josephus, teecondTemple waslso still standing on the
9™ of Av! For us to fully present this fact, we would dee devote several pages to quoting Josephus’
account. Inthe interest of conserving space, we paltes you the complete details, and instead quote
only from the pertinent portions of Josephus’ record, wisdbund inThe Wars of the JewBook VI,
chapter IV. In section 1 of chapter IV, we read that 6f the Roman legions completed their banks
against the wall of Jerusalem on tiedy of the month:

1. And now two of the legions had completed their samk the eighth day of the
month Lous [Ab]°

According to Glenn, the day on which the Romans comgltteir banks, theé"&day, was a weekly
Sabbath, and the following day the Temple was destrolgethis how Josephus remembered it? No,
according to Josephus the Temple watdestroyed the next day. We should keep in mind that Josephu
was present when these events occurred, so he shoul@riave! How do we know that Josephus
didn’t record the Temple’s destruction as being on thefav? Well, if we continue reading Josephus’
account, we learn that eventually the Romans setditiee gates of Jerusalem. If we presume that the
gates were set on fire on th @ay of the month, we need to bear in mind that thess gaintinued
burning “during that day and the next aloThus, according to Josephus, the gates burned off tred8
9" days of the month, yet the Temple ve&i#i standing

We then read, in the very next section of this chafBer, then, on the next day, Titus commanded
part of his army to quench the fire, and to make a roatthéomore easy marching up of the legions,
while he himself gathered the commanders together.” tignext day” the 8 or the 18'? Josephus
doesn’t say, but we can presume that it was still theay of Av. Was the Temple destroyed later that
day? No, it wasn’t. As we continue reading, we conmgetdion 4 of this chapter, where Josephus writes,
“Now it is true, that on this day the Jews were sanyeand under such consternation, that they refrained
from any attacks: but on the next day [Av 10] they gaithéheir whole force together, and ran upon
those that guarded the outward court of the temple,bady}y, through the east gate, and this about the
second hour of the day.”

® The Works of Flavius Joseph#olume |, Translated by William Whiston, A. Mche Wars of the JewBook VI, Ch. IV,
sec. 1, Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, M, 1992, p. 445.
" Ibid, sec. 2, p. 446.
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This brings us to section five of this chapter. It ithis section that Josephus plainly records the
destruction of the first Temple as having occurred od@leday of the month (just as recorded by the
Prophet Jeremiah):

5. So Titus retired into the tower of Antonia, and resdlto storm the temple the next day,
early in the morning, with his whole army, and to encampdabout the holy house. But as
for that house, the Almighty had, for certain, long ago dmbihto the fire; and now that fatal
day was come, according to the revolution of ages; it wasetite day of the month Lous,
[Ab,] upon which it was formerly burnt by the king of Babylofthaugh these flames took
their rise from the Jews themselves, and were occasiondtkeby for upon Titus's retiring,
the seditious lay still for a little while, and theriagked the Romans again, when those that
guarded the holy house fought with those that quenchefiréhthat was burning the inner
[court of the] temple; but these Romans put the Jews td,figld proceeded as far as the holy
house itself. At which time one of the soldiers, withoutis@gjor any orders, and without any
concern or dread upon him at so great an undertaking, argitheried on by a certain divine
fury, snatched somewhat out of the materials that werf@e and being lifted up by another
soldier, he set fire to a golden window, through which thexs avpassage to the rooms that
were round about the holy house, on the north side of ih&#ames went upward, the Jews
made a great clamor, such as so mighty an afflictiqoired, and ran together to prevent it;
and now they spared not their lives any longer, nor sufferedhémy to restrain their force,
sigce that holy house was perishing, for whose sake it lveaishitey kept such a guard about
it.

Thus, we see that both Jeremiah and Josephus regardks$thection of the first Temple as having
occurred on the bday of the fifth month, not thé"9as favored by Glenn Moore, who bases his
conclusion on th&eder Olam Moreover, as we read in the above account by Joseghieusecond
Temple wasalsodestroyed on the T0day of the month, and it wasn’t set on fire until stime after the
second hour of the day. In fact, whatever fires haghlpreviously burning had been quenched by that
time, and the soldier who set the Temple on firbisttorch from "materialshat had been burning — not
from an already-burning Temple. Josephus affirms his stateting that both Temples were destroyed
on the same day{ 10) in the next section of hi/arsaccount:

8. Now although any one would justly lament the destruction of swetrk as this was, since
it was the most admirable of all the works that we tseen or heard of, both for its curious
structure and its magnitude, and also for the vast weattowed upon it, as well as for the
glorious reputation it had for its holiness; yet might suchna comfort himself with this
thought, that it was fate that decreed it so to be¢hvisi inevitable, both as to living creatures,
and as to works and places also. However, one cannot but wanthes accuracy of this
period thereto relating; for the same month and day werealserved, as | said before,
wherein the holy house was burnt formerly by the Babyloriians.

Josephus has already explained to his reading audieatadetfirst Temple was destroyed on Av 10,
and here he is telling us that the second Temple wa®gedton that same "month and day." We thus
see that, contrary to Glenn’s expressed belief, whiblsed upon the trust he puts in the writings of the
Seder Olamboth Scripture and the Jewish historian Josephusuaéribe date of both Temples'

8 Ibid, sec. 5, pp. 448-449.
° |bid, sec. 8, p. 450.
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destructions to th&0" day of Av, not the 8 day of Av. Needless to say, since we cannot rehhen t
Seder Olanfor the day of the month on which the Temple wasrdgst, how can we trust it for

affirming either the day of the Sabbath or whetheratitimat year was a Sabbatical year? Obviously, the
Seder Olams hardly a document that any of us should use to deatgrgear as a “known Sabbatical
year,” but at the same time, since tisisa work that Glenn Moore trusts for promoting the year 68/69

as a “known Sabbatical year,” it is worth noting ttregt scholarly community has demonstrated that the
Hebrew wordmotsaewas incorrectly translated by Benedict Zuckermann, the imwhose translation
Glenn has placed his trust.

What | find especially interesting is Glenn’s open kigmf “selective scholarship” as it relates to his
use of Josephus’ writings. On the one hand, Glenn nedtensive use of Josephus in coming up with
what Glenn terms “known Sabbatical years.” For eXxammte the following excerpt from Glenn’s
“Answers to Objections,” in which he claims to produce eweédhat the Temple was destroyed in a
post-Sabbatical year:

n177 (136/35 BCE) is a known Sabbatical Year based upon Josephus, Antiquities,
xiii, 8, 1. (See A Treatise on the Sabbatical Cycle and the Jubilee, p. 46-48,
Benedict Zuckermann, Hermon Press, NY., 1866 (Reprinted in 1974).

~N275 (38/37 BCE) is a known Sabbatical Year based upon Josephus, Antiquities,
xiv., 16, 2.; Antiquities xv., 1, 2.; and Clinton, Fasti Hellenici, iii, 220. (See A
Treatise on the Sabbatical Cycle and the Jubilee, p. 45-46, Benedict Zuckermann,
Hermon Press, NY., 1866 (Reprinted in 1974). In this year Herod attacks and
takes Jerusalem.*°

A trademark of selective scholarship is to call upoarsr (or someone whom an author may
considerto be a scholar) when something that scholar wrote e&y $o validate a certain belief that we
hold dear, but then ignore (or even disparage) that sahwdar when he testifies against another equally
precious conviction. Glenn calls upon Josephus for suppweatiaghating his notion pertaining to “known
Sabbatical years,” bubmpletely ignoredosephus’ testimony that it was well into th& @iay of the fifth
month when the second Temple was set ortfire.

I have only commented on two of Glenn Moore’s sevenrsdi but by now it should be clear to
anyone who re-reads his “points” that there is realy@ed for me to comment any further. My previous
paragraph pretty much sums up the dilemma faced by GlemaSé&der Olams at variance with both
Scripture and the men who actually witnessed the destnuatiboth Temples: Jeremiah and Josephus.
Both of these men were there; the author of3&der Olanwas not. Whose writings woujebu trust?
Those of the eyewitnesses or those of a man wheevatmiut it nearly a century later?

Glenn goes on to explain why, in this instance, hedrtingt writings found in the Talmud:

% From the “Answers to Objections” page of Glenn Maoveeb site. This question/answer was updated betweechM&"
and March 20, 2009, and the page may be read in its entiratycbgsing the following URL:
http://www.itsaboutthattime.net/answer_objections.htm

1 To be fair, Glenn eventually responded to this chargesuptisingly, he concludes that Josephus describes that the
destruction of the"d Temple began oAv 9 not Av 10. For a more in-depth treatment of Glenrsitil, please see Part Il

chapter 11, entitledGlenn Defends His Use of Josephus’ Writifigs
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Counting the days from the first possible sighting of tles@ent moon until the 9th of Av,
421 BCE (which is 490 years prior to 70 CE) we find a strange ideimce--the 9th of Av
falls on a Sunday, just as it did in 70 CE. Now we knaat the first temple was destroyed
about586 or 587 BCE. The Talmud is not always a reliable sanfrbestorical information.
However, it is _likelythat these are not coincidences, but instead show thd egkeladar date
for the destruction of these two temptkd indeedtake place on the 9th of Av. And since we
know that the 9th of Av in both of these dates was mkslylia Sunday, that would indicate
the translation of Sedar Olam_is more likebybe "after the Sabbath" instead of "at the end of
the Sabbath."--for the astronomical observation showsbi¢ tafter the SabbatH?"

| find it fascinating that Glenn, albeit in clandestiasHion, reveals that he isicértain of any of the
information he provides above. He uses the words “ljkétgost likely” and “more likely,” respectively,
while promoting his perspective of truth. When we sayething idikely, this effectively means that we
aren’tcertainof its veracity. The reader is left, then, witless-than- confident promotion of Glenn’s
theory. Glenn dubs his theory as being a “likely” possibilityert concludes that since his theory is
“likely true,” it must be an established fact. In theafianalysis of Glenn’s commentary above, he puts
the date found in the Talmud (th8 8f Av) over and above the date given by Scripture (tffeof@v).

Karaite Jew Nehemia Gordon recognizes that the Talsmat the best resource to turn to when
validating one’s belief pertaining to the Jubilee CycleteA&ll, as he points out, the rabbis admit in the
Talmud that theybolishedthe Jubilee after the destruction of the Second Temple

In the Torah, the Jubilee year is the fiftieth year following seven Sabbatical cycles. The fifty-
first year is then the beginning of the next Sabbatical cycle after the Jubilee. All of the rival
rabbinical traditions about the timing of the Sabbatical year disregard the Jubilee, creating a
perpetual count of seven-year cycles. The result is a non-Torah system of counting the
Sabbatical and Jubilee years. The rabbis themselves admit in the Talmud that they abolished
the Jubilee after the destruction of the Second Temple. As a result the perpetual cycle of
Sabbatical years observed by many Jews in Israel today is actually one of the Takanot or
rabbinical enactments.*®

Based on what we have just demonstrated, we can se@léimm Moore’s misplaced trust in tBeder
Olamand the Talmud leads him to reach the following dogneaticlusion:

Regardless of the linguistic arguments surrounding the mgaofi the wordmotsae the
second temple (based upon that tecdluld not have been destroyed in a Sabbatical year,
anymore than it could have been destroyed on the Sabbatfioddle direct astronomical
evidence shows that the day of the week it was actually dedtayyevas a Sunday, the day
"after the Sabbath." That means also that the yeastdestroyed waspmstsabbatical year.

Again, for those of us who prefer to go by the dates exdféry Scripture (dates which were
corroborated by eyewitnesses), we don't need to woytataving to redefine a Hebrew word (as Glenn
does with the wordnhotsa¢ in order to make it fit our doctrinal stand.

12 Taken from Glenn Moore’s website page entitled “Answe@lijections,” located at
http://www.itsaboutthattime.net/answer_objections.hifhis particular objection was added sometime betwamch ' and
March 6, 2009.

'3 Nehemia Gordon, from Karaite Korner Newsletter #36@bbatical Year and Aviv,” 03/06/2009.
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| find it interesting that Glenn, who has been follogvalong with the progress of this study, remains
steadfastly adamant over my abject failure to cov&irngs 25 in the original version of this chapter, yet
chooses to ignore the above testimony of Josephusnv@ienn must certainly regard as a confused
eyewitness or, worse yet, a lying eyewitn&ssnstead, Glenn focuses on the fact that | failed¢uite a
commentary regarding 1l Kings 25 in our original chapteere is Glenn’s latest revised paragraph:

Now I would like to ask a question of my own: How is it that the previously cited
author would state that my study regarding this was a "blatant disregard of the
Scriptural account," while simultaneously ignoring the other parallel account in 2
Kings 25, which says it happened on the 7th day of the 5th month? Obviously,
the author of that quote has failed in the very area in which he has accused me--a
blatant disregard of both of these Scriptural accounts. His response is that he
does "not believe . . . there was any need for [himself] to include the passage
from II Kings." However, it is apparent that he failed to include the other text in
his original analysis. But it is clear from reading these two texts that they are
both parallel texts that directly address this issue! Therefore, the inclusion of both
in this study is of vital importance. Regardless of which date we believe is of
premier importance regarding the destruction of the first temple (the 7th or the
10th), these conflicting texts naturally require us to reconcile them and not just
assumelzsthat one or the other is the actual date that the destruction of the temple
began.

My response to Glenn: First of all, if you wish tg faat it is “apparent” that | failed to include the
other text (Il Kings 25:8-9) in my original analysiiat is your prerogative based upon your perception of
my “analysis.” Your judgment is wrong, but thankfulhetonly One Who needs to know for sure is our
Heavenly Father. If you wish to try to “get into my miratid determine how my reasoning/analytical
process works, and that | failed to ewemsiderll Kings 25:8-9 in my original commentary, then go right
ahead! From my perspective, your assessment aboutahytieal process is about as accurate as your
judgment that it would (“apparently”) not be possible f@& tm produce a table containing exactly 70
Sabbatical/Jubilee years within a period of only 430 ygesieg 50 year cycles in place of 49 year
cycles). We both know hothat one ended (yes, you broke your vow to “heartily embrae&0 year
cycles and abandon the 49 year cycfésThus, Glenn, you're just going to have to believe menwhe
say that, indeed, | deliberated over whether or not tapacate 11 Kings 25:8-9 into my original
commentary pertaining to the date on which the first Temas destroyed. In the end, | concludasl I(
still maintain) that the testimony of Jeremiah is sufficient tover that the first Temple was still standing

14 Although for several weeks Glenn remained silent regardtisgphus’ testimony about the date on which the Tengue w
destroyed, he eventually produced an explanation ... but an exptattzt defies all logic: Even though Josephus plainly
wrote that both Temples were destroyed on Av 10, and tedabthh which served as the catalyst of the second E&fjple
wasn't lit until the second hour of that"l@lay, Glenn maintains that the fiaetually begaron the §' ... and strangest of all,
Glenn believes that this is what Josephus actually wrdteus, | was mistaken in presuming that Glenn “must” regard
Josephus as being either a liar or a confused eyewitridsad not considered the possibility that Glenn migimterpret or
otherwise subvert Josephus’ writings. For more detalésse read Part Il, chapter 11 “Should We Be Alarmed Rieggr
Glenn’s *Selective Scholarship’?”, the section entitl&elective Scholarship and Glenn’s Use of Josephus’ Writings
5Taken from Glenn Moore’s website page entitled “AnswefBhjections,” located at
http://www.itsaboutthattime.net/answer_objections.htifhis particular objection was added on March 16, 2009,aanoff
August 2009, it is still there.

16 See Part I, Chapter 7 “The Prophecy of Daniespgcifically the section entitlédSlenn Moore’s Response to Our

Interpretation of Daniel 9... And His Rash Vow (Which He Chose tkBte
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on Av 9. Thus, in the final analysis, your argumentits deremiah, not with me. Nevertheless, in order
to accommodate your need thatidoaddress Il Kings 25:8-9, | have now done so. If my incorpaa
commentary on this passage will allow us to move am thonderful. If it’'s important to you, then it’s
worthy of my consideration, so | have now accommodgted need.’

As | move on, | can only wonder why Glenn, in his comtagy above, writes that Il Kings 25:8-9
and Jeremiah 52:12-13 are “conflicting texts™? Indeed, |\xelidhave succeeded in demonstrating that
they arenot conflicting texts at all. As | have shown, Il King5S:8-9 reveals the date when Nebuzar-adan
came untalerusalem (Av 7). It doesn’t say he “came’id@erusalem on that date. Jeremiah 52:12-13
explains when he “came iritderusalem (Av 10) and what he did upon entering the tihave never
regarded the two texts as “conflicting texts.” As alludeddrlier, when we give “highest consideration”
to a text other than Scripture, as Glenn does to theuBalinfollows that certain texts of Scripture that
are at variance with any such text will be regarde@tasflicting texts.™®

The bottom line is this: If we had no Scriptural textestthan Il Kings 25:8-9 to refer to with regard
to the date of the first Temple’s destruction, it woudd be considered unreasonalite(gh certainly
not conclusivito regard the Talmud’s date of Av 9 as a possibleidatel Of course, since that passage
only references Av 7, the date Av 7 or even Av 8 waldt be possible candidates! However, the fact of
the matter is, welo have another Scriptural text that addresses the gemeeaiframe of the first
Temple’s destruction, and that text is the account geavby the Prophet Jeremiah, who validates that
the Temple was still standing, untouched by fire, on AGBce Nebuzar-adan didn’t come into
Jerusalem until Av 10, and since he didn’t burn the Hoid&hweh untiafter he came into Jerusalem,
it is plain that Jeremiah intended for his readers to staled that the Temple was still fully intact
throughout the day of Av 9.

" Apparently, my decision to accommodate Glenn by addreskiKimgs 25:8-9 didn't satisfy him. On his web site, he
continues to berate me (I'm now known as thw®yal oppositiofi) for “failing” to address 1l Kings 25:8-9 in my original
commentary pertaining to the destruction of the firshpke. As of July 26, 2009, Glenn siitoclaims his original criticism,
but with an additional charge (underlined):. the author of that quote has failed in the very ameahich he has accused me-
-a blatant disregard dfoth of these Scriptural accounts. His response is thaloes ‘not believe . . . there was any need for
[himself] to include the passage from Il Kings.” Howeveisiapparent that he failed to include the other texidrotiginal
analysis. But it is clear from reading these twddéhat they aréoth direct parallel textghat directly address this issue!
Therefore, the inclusion dfoth in this study is of vital importance. Regardlessmbiich date we believe is of premier
importance regarding the destruction of the first tenffile 7th or the 10th), thesparently conflicting texts naturally
require us to reconcile them and not just assume thabwttee other is the actual date that the destructidheotemple
began”

8 Glenn later modified his commentary so as to reg4rentlyconflicting texts’ While this modification may appease
some of his readers, it certainly does not satisfyAsswe have already explained in this chapter, we do notdébKings
25:8-9 and Jeremiah 52:12-13 as being conflicting &xdl, nor do we regard them as being “apparently” coiriigct They

are easily reconciled without any need to perceiveogflict” ... unless one wants to attempt to make a &@san Av 9
destruction of the Temple.
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