



















































































































































































516 “Of the Apocalydfe. - cCHAP, xXX111.
ignorant monks of the middle .ages.fhiould have.been
'ﬁe firlt to find the true key to fo. difficult a book. I
-grant, that as the ‘monks of the middle ages had little or
‘no knowledge of hiftory, they could not have explained
prophecies, which were fulfilled long before their time :
but if a prophecy was completed in their own time, they
might have underftood it better than the moft learned -
- men of former ages. The very preflure under which
the Francifcans, and other diffatisfied members of the
church, at that.time laboured, added to the corrup-
tion of the church, muft have rendered fuch a prophecy:
‘more intelligible to them, than it could have been to
the moft enlightened commentators before it was ful.
filled. Another of Webfter's objections is, that who-
ever follows the Francifcans, in interpreting the beaft of
‘the Pope, ought, in order to be- corfiftent, to follow
%hem alo in believing that the fratres fpiricuales formed
‘the only true church. Now this objeétion is. unreafon-
table ;- for it is furely allowable to adopt one part-of an
‘interpretation, and reject the other. '

- But a very material obje&ion to the .commentaries of
.this clafs may be founded on the third part of the firft
chapter. The greateft part of the prephecies in the
‘Apoealypfe refate to:the fufferings of the. church and
the punithment of -its adverfaries : and in the twentieth
‘chapter is defcribed tthe happy kingdom of a thoufand
:years, which was to put an end to all former forrows.
“When, therefore, the prophet-fays, at the beginning of
“his work, ¢ Blefled is he that readeth, and they that hear
"the words of his prophecy, and keep thofe things, .which
are written therein, for the time is at hand,” every man
‘would fuppofe, unlefs he were already biafled by com-
‘mentators, that fome at leaft of thofe readers, to whom
‘the book was delivered and recommended, would live
‘to fee the happy period of the:prophecy.or. the millen-
‘nium, For how can a.reader -be called: blefled, who
fees nothing but:the pedfecution of the. faithful,  and
‘the dpwnfall of .ftates?:: ¥et,,-omoa. 'comparifon : of
the twenticth: with  the precediag ‘chapters, it ip%eqrs
St P evident
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evident that the deftru&ion of Babylon, and of the-

beaft, was to take place before the commencement of

the millennium. . L .

2. To the fecond clafs belong thofe .commentaries,’

which confine the prophecies of the Apocalypfe to the

three firft centuries, at leaft fuch as relate to perfecution

and punithment; for the happy Millennium may, ac-
cording to thefe commentaries, be made to commence

with ‘the converfion of Conftantine the Great. = = ' .

The obje&tion grounded on ch. i. 3. and,on the Millen,

nium, ay be made likewife to the comrentaries of

this clafs. 3 , ‘ '
- 3. Athird clafs of commentators find in the Apoca-

- lypfe nothing but the deftru¢tion of Jerufalem, and the
* flight of the Chriftians from that cityto Pella before the
commencement of the fiege. This interpretation has

been fupported by Harenberg, in his Expofition of the
Apocalypfe, publifhed in- 1759:-and, in order to avoid s
the objetion, that a. prophecy. relating only ta Jeru-
falem was not a proper work to be dedicated to feven
churches in-Afia Migoer, he contends that the .fe
churches, mentioned..in .the Apocalypfe. denoged. fevé
{ynagogues in Jerufalem, which were.called the fynay,
gogue of Ephefus, the fyqag;w?ue of Smyrna, of, Laoe,
dicea, &c, becaufg they. were refpectively built by the iny
habitants of thofe -citiesy who frequented Jernfalem. 'Now,
as, .according to this interpretation, ‘the prophecies were
fulfilled in a thort time, agreeably to ch. i..3, I thould bg
difpofed to adopt it; if difficulties of anather kind did nof,
prefent themfelves as obftacles to it’s reception. Tgq
mention only one: ¢ That great city which reigneth
over -the kings of the earth,’ mentioned .ch. xvit, 18,
can hardly denote Jerufalem ; for it clegsly chara&erifes -~
Rome, and is, as it. were, the name of that great ca ‘
' ital.' E . 3 ’ .
P. Laftly, if the: Apocalypfe wepe explained withoug
previoufly fuppofing that it was a divine work, an inter,
pretation. might be made .of a tatally diffegent turn from

any of the preceding. ..In this cafe, as it: is not taken
o . KK 3 ' for
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for “granted, that the Apocalypfé contains prépheécies,.
\ﬁhic%xrlia('c been really fulfilled, we- fhiould have t6 in.
quire, not what events in hiftory had refemblance to’
vifions in fhe Apocalypfe, but merely what . the
duthor of this work propofed te himfelf in the de-
?c‘l:'ipﬁbn of the vifions, what events lie himfelf fuppofed
would hapgeﬁ, and what expeQations the readers of this
work, in the age when it was written, probably formed
fromit, But this is an inquiry, which I have never in-
ﬁ'ﬁ?d( and theiefors 1 cannof fay, what would be the
e, ’ . - ~

A 3

OF skt Hime when the Aporalypfe was wristen.

FROM Whit has Been already faid: in the fixth fece
- tiotr of this &hapter, it appears, that the queftion,
at what tithe (e Apocalyplé way written, very miate-
riglly cOnettns the' gueftion, whethet it be a divine
work. Fok i its firlt prophecics telaie to the deftroc-
tith of Jertfdlem; it Hiuft have begh written before the
Jewilh war: But-ff €he autliot of it wrdte afier thé
© Jewith wir! ehd, 48 is cotmimefily {uppofed, in the teign -
‘Domitidd,: the hxth chaprer of the Apocalypfe can-
fidt poflily prediét the deftruction of Jerufalem, and in
this cdfé I'd0 fot fe¢ Bow We ¢an vindicate the affurance
%Wc,n Ik ch: 4. ‘g;:*"eh&ﬁme is at hanhd,’ and, ch. xxli, 26.
He thint weitificth thife thimgs; Bith, Surely 1 tome
qQuiickly; Anien TF thé Apscalyple Was written before
- the deftruction of Jerufalem, this coming of Chrift may .
" b¢ unertodd 6F Ll coming 1o judge Jetuflem, to
which the- expiclioh, ¢ dil'] €ome,’ uled ifi St John's
Gofdel, 'tH %ai. 20 likéwife' pefks. - O ke other
Bard, i the -Aflochlypfé- wh Witten it the feigh of -Do-
T [EEIRY ) e mitian‘.
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mitian, the commg of Chrift admits of tio. othu::xph»
nation than his coming to judge the world, or at leaft
to put 3n.end to the reign of the bealt, and to eftablifh -
his théufand years kingdom, But in the courfe of fevens
teen hundred .years, neither of, thefe evemss has taken
place: and to affert that the term ¢ quickly’ is.confife
tent with {o. h:mg, a duration, becaufe fevenicen aoenmnes
_is nothing in comparifon .of Ged’s eternity, is a mere
{ubterfuge, in which the love.of truth is facrificed to tht
- {upport of a pre-affumed opinion. -
. As Lardner has already :given a wery full and very '
excellent éxanmination of the queftion, when the Apoca-
lypfe ‘was awitten®, it is-the lefs neceffary for me to be
diffule on ithis fubje& : and on. two points I may refer
the reader entirely to Lardner, namely, the examination
" of the dentiments of thofe ancient wrsers, who on'the
authority of Irenzas affert, that the Apocalyple was writ- |
ten in the' reign of Domitian, and the invetigation of
Newton’s hypothefis, which reférs it to-a much earlier -

period:  Kninel likewife in his ¢ Criticifrps.on the Re- . .

welation of 8t. John,’ has admirably written on this {ub-
joct, and has‘introduced much new matter; which is of
amportance ‘in e&xmatmg the various oplmc)ns, which
have been ‘maiatained in refpect go the um:e, when the
Apocalypfe was;written: - :

Six different (ppimons "have been advanced I. It has
been aflertod; that the Apocalyple was written in the
réign of the! Emperor Claudivs. 2. Others refer it to .
the reign of Mero. 3. Qthers leave it undetecmined
whether it ems written "underClaudius or Nero, but
<ontend, that it was written before the reign of Domi-
tian, and befove. the Jewilh war. 3. According to she
. arfual opinidd, it was: written in the reign.of Donsitian.
§. It has been refesred to abe neign of iGrajan, 64 To :
_that of Hadriaa: :

1. 'The opinion, that thc Apocalypfe was wisitten ia

e!hc relgn of Claudn us,has no other te{’mmony in .ts.famm
than

)

“Volmss >
XX4
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than that of Epiphanius®, who in his fifty firft herefy'
ufes the expreffion  after his (St. John’s) return from

. Patmos under the Emperor Claudius,” and prefently -

sfter fays, ¢ when St. John' prophefied in the days of
the Emperor Claudius, while he was in ‘the ifland of

*. Patmos.’

Jbithop, of the church: and J remember to have read in

. To this fingle teftimony of a writer, who lived three
hundred years later than St. John, two very material
objections have been made. -In the firft place, no traces
are to be difcovered of . any.perfecution of the Chriftians
in the reign of Claudius: for though he commanded
the Jews to.quit Rome, yet this command did not affet
the Jews who lived out of Italy, and ftill lefs the Chrif-
tians. Confequently the banifhment of St. John to the
ifland of Patmos, can hardly be referred to-the reign. of
Claudius. Secondly,, that the feven flourithing Chrif~
tian communities at Ephefus, Smyrna, &c. to which the
Apocalypfe is.addrefled, exifted fo early as the reign.of
Claudius, is an opinion not.eafy to be reconciled with
the hiftory, which is given .in the Acts of the Apottles,
of the firft planting of Chriftianity. in Afia . Minor.

‘Befides, it. is hardly credible,. that St. John refided at

Ephefus, (from which place it is pre-fuppofed thathe
was fent into- banithment).fo early as the time of Clau-
dius: for the account given, Afts xix. of .St. Paul’s
ftay and conduét at Ephefus, manifeftly implies that no
Apoftle had already founded and governed a Chriftian
charch there. And whén St. Papl Jeft .the. place, the
Ephefians had na bifhop : for in an Epiftle to. Timothy .
written for .that purpofe, he gave orders:to regulate the

- church at Ephefus, and ta ordain bithaps: . This argu-

ment may perhaps be¢ ftrengthened by obferving that the
fecomd apocalyptical Epiftle ch. ii. 1. is addrefled to the
angel of the church of Ephefus, that is, as i3 commonly
underftood to the bithop of that chureh. ;. It -has been
doubted however, whether the expreflion. alysaos ¢
soomcias, ufed in the Apocalypfe, . really, denotes the

y

. an
¢ See Lardner, Vol. I, p. 356,
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. an Englith penodlca,i publication, a fhort eﬁ‘ay by an
anonymous' author, in whick this expreffion is fendered
by © Meflenger of the church,’ the author: being of
opiniofi, that the feven chureheb, to which the feven’
Epiftles in.the Apocalypfe are addreffed, had fent me(-
fengers Yo ‘St. John, while he was in banifiment in the
ifland’ of Ratmos. But as each of thefe Epiftles is ad-
drefled vy afyery ms éxAncias; the word afyeres cannot -
denoté a meflenger fent to St. John, for with fuch 4
perfon; the Apoftle had a verbal conimunication, and
was therefore under no neceflity of writing to him.

. 2. Thé fecond opinion, that St. Jehn was bamfhed/
to Patmos; and wroteithe- Apocalypfe there,.in the reign
of the. Eniperor Nero, is' not: liable to: the obje&nons,
which are made to the preceding opinion. It has how-
ever only one evidence in its favour: and this® evidence;
as Lardner- obfefves?y is not only without name, biit
without dite. . I mean the fubfcription to -the Syriac
wvetfiort-of - the Apocalypfe, which is: ¢ The Revelation,
which was ‘hade by God to- John the Evangélift in the
ifland of Patmos, wh&ther he was banithed by the Em’l
peror Nero.’ e

‘But fince the Syriac verfion of the Apocxlypfc is now

 known to"be a part of the Philoxenian vetfion, which
was made by Polycarp at the beginning of the fixth cen*
“ tury, and afierwards correted by Thomas -of Harkel,

the fubfcription to it cannot be-faid to-be wholly ane

nymous, and it-may be regarded.as the evidence of a
writer, who lived in the beginning of the fixth century.
If .the fame fubfcription- was annexed to the more anci-
ent verfion of the Apocalypfe; ufed by Ephreém and the
Manichees, it might 'be called indeed anonymous, but
then. its importance would be increafed on another ac-
count, by its being fo much.motre-ancient. .-
The o%mon that the Apocaly Ffe was written in tbc
reign of Nero has been ftrongly fupported by Newton, _
and Harcnberg, whoﬁ: argu&mnts have beeri: ably eka- '

’ mined
. ¢ 8upplement, Vol I P 374

e See this Introdudtion, Vol. II, ch, vii. fe&, xi. g
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mined by Lardner, to whom I refer every one who withes
to know what may be faid for and againft the queftion,
And as the inquiry is of fuch a nature, that an abfolute
decifion is not to be expeted, I fhall osly bbfewe that
feveral arguments in favour of this -apinion, efpeciidlly
thefe ufed ‘by Harenberg, prove nathing more, than
that the Apocalypfe, if it is-a diwine work, .canpot, hawe
been written later than the wign of Nero.. Confequently,
unles - the divinjty of the -Apocalyple be taken for
granted, fuch reafoping is without focce, © ~ .

3. According:to the ‘third. opinion, the Apocalypfe
was written before the time of Damitian, and befpre the
Jewith. war, but whether. in the reign of Clapdins or ia-
the reign of Nero, is-left undetormiged. , Now, when
the words .of an evidence are.fo indecifive as to be ca»
pable af ‘a two-fold interpretation, it is confiftent with
equity to admit that, which.is the moft probable: and, -
fince for the reafons above-snentioned, it is hiardly pof-
~ fible that the, Apocalypie thonld have besn written in the
seign’ of Claudius, I will fuppofe that according to this
opinion likewife, the. Apocalypfe was written in the
reign of Nero. B

Argthas, who according to fome critits Jived in the
fixth, according.to otliers in the tenth ¢entury, wrotea
commentary on the Apoacalypfe, in which he exprebly

~ yefers it to.a period, prior to the coipmencament of the

Jewith war. Lardner indesd obferxes,- and:not witheut
seafon, that Arethas is.aot 2 writer of fufficient aatiquiey
f¢ be -here:regarded as-a witnefs : but as what Arethus
fays, feems 40 1mply really ancient teftimony. I will exa-
_ maine his account more mimptely’, . . . .

" In his,explapatian of the fixth feal ichs Vi. 121
" Asethas fays, thet fomw vadenfkood it Sigumtively, and
explained 1t of the congueft of Jernfudra:: by tfc:nm;’

& Thie gdition jof Mthdsﬁmm. which I hew quote, is
ghat' which is printed at the end of the fecond volume of the Paris
edition of (Ecumenius, - . s —_—

NP SO A
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though moft perfonts reférred it to Antichrifts.’ Now
whoever explains ch. vi. 12——17. as a prophecy of the
deftru&tion of Jerufalem, mwuft pre-fuppofe that the
Apocalypfe was written before that event, for otherwife
fuch’ an explanation would be an inconfiftency: But 1
will not puth this infererice too far, becaufe Lardner ob-
ferves®, that Arethas might have believed, the vifions
in the fixth chapter were reprefentations not of future,
" but of paft events. However there is another paffage
in the commentary of Arethas, which puts the matter
out of 'doubt, and’ clearly fhews that in his opinion the
Apocalypfe’ was written before the Jewith war.- For

after he has explained what is faid of the four angels,

which ftood on' the four corners of the earth, ch. vii.
1-—3. as relating, to what happened to the Jews asa
punithment: for their conduét toward Chrift, and has in-
terpreted the hundred and forty four thoufand, who
‘were fealed’ ch. vii. 4=8. of the Jews, who believed it
Chrift, and bad ho part in the unhappy fate of Jeru-
falem’; he'erdds: “For deftruftion by the arms of the
Romans was not yet come upon the Jews, when he
received thefe ‘prophecies.” Here it muft be remarked
that Arethas was pot an original commentator, but that
he exhibited in his own work a' fynopfis of the commen-
taries of Andrew of Czfarea, who lived about the year goo,
and of others who had written on thé Apocalypfe. But the
explanation of the fixth chapter, as réferring to the deftruc-
* tion of Jerufalem was not taken froni Andrew: for though
Andrew quotes it in his commentaryas an explanation;,
which had been given, yet he himfelf reje@s it*. We
- o ‘muft

[ Pag;;709.lth. xeill, Twe & raves ug T :'rro Onoxaciam -

gus:mp @orioguiar wfirabor, watte Te Tgapen TEoRIMIYNEBITIG.
- 1]

wAnSos Tov dgunnuTer FuCUN T pivalacw HONLATE Ton awe

Ty 8 Toig ?m Xoisor }ww&m Yeropminy sis Tor Xaya T8 A.fm‘fp
kspor, ‘ - o

- Supplement, Vol L p. 372. : e
! 1b.'p. 713. T , h
¥ Ch. yviil, xix, p. 37. 39. ed, Syllburg. /

i
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muft conclude therefore, that Arethas borrowed this
explanation, and confequently the previous fuppofition,
that the Apocalypfe was waitten before the Jewith war,
from fome more ancient writer. But we know of no
other commentator on the Apocalyple before Andrew of
Cefarea, than Hippolytus, who lived at the end of the
fecond century. It is therefore not improbable, that
Arethas borrowed it from Hippolytus: and if he did,

it is fupported by the authority .of a very ancient

writer, S

Perhaps alfo Irenzus may be quoted in favour of the
fame opinion, at leaft, if the conftru&@ion, which Knittel
has put upon his words, be the trye one. This how-
ever .is a queftion .which will be examiped in the next
article. At prefent I will only obferve, that if Irenaus,
the {cholar of Polycarp really referred the Apocalypfe to
a period prior to the reign of Domitian, and if he thus
geafes to be the grand fupport of the oppofite opinion,
that. it was' written during the reign of Domitian, an

- opinion ad:fpt‘ed by. his fucceflors on his authority, we
e

may with fafety affume, that the Apocalypfe was written
befare. the time of Domitian, before the Jewith war, and
probably in the reign of Nero. .. = - , e

4. The common opinion that St. John was banithed
to.Patmos, and faw the vifions related 1n the Apocalyple;
during the reign. of Domitian, is grounded on a paffage
jn the works of Irenaus’, the Greck text of which is
thus quoted by Eufebius™ Tea@uv yerps 6 Espmonsos wegs
THg \Imq)u ¢ xara Tow Avrixoisov wpornyopias Pepepuemns e 7y
Twawe Acyopern Amoxarves, avrais cvAralass 1w Tepmry Tww
ireo: Tog m'eum; TRUTG Wegs TH Ioavs Qnewy. ¢ Ei de edes
avaPavdoy v 19 wy xaspw xmpurrecdas Tovvoua Tere, df’ exmre
av spgefn 7% xas v Amoxadvdi swpaxeros. Oude ywp wpo
woNdx, ) pove twpaln, adra cxedov.exs Tag ApeTepas Yeveas, weos
o Tihos T Aouemians apyns.” This quotation from Ire-
haus has 'been generally interpreted thus. < If it had
been proper, that this name fhould be proclaimed in the
o prefent

I' Adv. Hares. Lib. V. cap. 30. § 3.
= Hift. Eccles. Lib. IIL tap. 18.
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-prefent_time, it would have been made-known by, him,
who faw the Revelation. For it was feen only a thort
time ago, almoft. in our own .age, toward the clofe of
the reign of Domitian.” And almoft all the ecclefiaftical
writers, who have fpoken of the time, when the Apo-
calypfe was written, have followed this account.., ;.
But feveral modern commentators, who wifh to 'refer
the Apocalypfe to the reign of Nero, that they may be bet-
ter.able to explain its prophecies, contend that the words
of Irenzus have been mifunderftood by ecclefiaftical
writers, and thit Irenzus did not mean to fay, that the
Revelation was feep in the reign of Domitian.. Wetftein
for inftance, affests that.the verb swpaln refers, not to
Azoxarvis, but to Iwawng, and that the words of Irenzus
fignify only. that 'St. John was feen at the end of Domi-
tian’s  reign® - And Harenberg®, though  he admits
that ewpabn fhould be conftrued with Awoxaavdis, yet he
aﬁigns to the expreﬁion, iuemOn' Aquc}\v\luc a meaning
totally different from that which is ufually affigned to it,
and explains it as denoting, not that the vifions were feen
by St. Jobhn, fo late as.the reign of Doniitian, but that
" the Apocalypfe, namely the book fo called, was firfk
feen by the Chriftians of Gaul (where Irenzus refided)
in the reign of Domitian®. Both of thefe interpreta«
- tions appear to.me very improbable. , S
: : e . -However .
" » Ubi nihil cogit, sweabn interpretari de apocalypfi vifa, aut cum
interprete Latino Irenzi de nomine vifo, cum commodifime et verife
fime de ipfo Joanne dici poflit, eum fub exitum imperii Domitiani
confpetum fuifie. ‘Wetftein, N. T. Tom, IL p, 746.
» *'Pag; 6, 7. 64. of his Expofition of the Apocalypfe. ‘

.? He likewife takes the name Domitian in a figurative fenfe, and
*fuppofes that it denates, not the emperor, who properly bore that
. name, but either Marcus Aurelius or .Septimius Severus, to each of
whom, on account of their perfecution oﬁthe Chriftians, he fays the
name of Domitian was applicable, Now the only reafon, which can
be-afligned. for this very, farced interpretation is, that Irenaus ufes the
expreflion axador 1wy w5 wuszegas ynas, whi:;l Harenberg tranflates
¢ th_hln, dwlaﬁ thirty years,” afcribing to yevse the fenfe, which gene- '
alogifts afcribe to the very word ¢ generation,’ and. at the fame time
wholly. overlooking osgedor, Now thongh I grang that in genealogical -
N Slpl e ey CRMpURAtions

’



526 Of thke Apocaypfe.  cmaP. xxX1tL,

However thére is a third interpretation given by
Knittel, which is lefs liable to. objeftion, and which
though it is the moft new, may in fome meafure be faid
to be the moft ancient. According to this interpreta-
tion, swpals is referred to 7o mems, that is, to the
name :)?thc beaft, whofe number is 666 : for on this
number, Irenzus is difcourfing in the paffage in quef-
tion, and explains it as denoting Titan, which, when
written in Greek TEITAN, contains fix letters, which
make out the number 666. This name Knittel con~
fiders as an allufion to the prenomen of Domitjan, which-
was Titus, and fays, that the name of Titan was juftly
applicable to Domitian, becaufe toward the clofe of his
reign he mfifted on divine honours being paid him, and
was therefore a Swopayes, as the Titans were. It is true
that moua is not {o fuitable to eupads, as it would be to
waeofn : but cven this difficulty will be removed, if we
only fupply the word ¢ Titan.” According to this ex.
planation then, the meaning of Irenzus will be, * Titan
fhewed himfelf not long before our time, toward the
clofe of the reign of Domitian;® for this emperor exhi.
bited his bad qualitics, chiefly in the Jatter part of his
reign, when he condutted himfelf in fuch a manner as
might be expeted from the Antichnift, or the thireatened
Titan. Irenzus indeed did not believe that Domitiars
was the real Antichrift predited in the Apocalypfe,
whofe coming he ftill cxpetted: yet he might regard

. o , .
computations the. word yeex may be taken in this reflrited fenfe, -yot-
when an author fays in.indefinite terms oygedor sws ¥n; NTIEES YEIURSy
he can mean only ¢ not leng before our time,’ that is, ¢ not long be-
fore I, or at leaft many perfons now living were born.” And fince
Irenaus himfelf was born in the year 130, he might without impeos

iety apply the exprefion to an event which happened at the end of
Emitinn’a reign, efpecially as he fpeaks in the plaral-mumber, and

« there were undoubtedly many perfons alive when he wrote, who were
bern fill earlier than himifedf, I might furely Tay, in the prefent year
1786, that Profiia was eréfled into- a2 menarthy ‘almoltiin -otr oma
time : for, though this-event: took -place feverteen yeirs before I -was
born, yet the die of the pasticle ¢ almofP’, and éf thic plurdd ‘mimber,
many perfons being now alive;.-who were born- befare: thap event, -reti-
ders-thic £xpreffion perfely admiffible. \ -
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Domitian as a forerunner and type of the trae Antichrift,
Such 'is Knittel's opinion-: and this at leaft- muft be
* admitted, that his conftru&tion of ewpaln with aopa.is fup-
ported by the authority of the old-Latin tranflator of
Irenzus’s works, who hasrendered the paffage in queftion
in the following manner. Si oporteret manifefte prefent}
tempore praconari nomen ‘ejus,’ per ipfum utigue
edi¢tum fuiffet, qui et Apocalypfin viderat. Neque
enim -ante multum temporis vifim ¢ff, fed pene fub poftro
feculo, ad finem Domutiani imperti, Further, Knittel
appeals to the context of the Latin tranflation, and fup«
- ports his opinion by very plaufible arguments. If he is
1n the right, the Apocalypfe: was not oply written before
the reign of Domitian, but conmains prophecies, which
relate to him. © - - : BT
- 5. In a Latin work, containing the lives of the Apofe
thes, afcribed to Dorotheus, who lived at the end of
the third and the beginning of the fourth ceatury, and
who is faid to have been bifhop of Tyre, the banithment
of St. John to the ifland of Patmos is placed in the reign
- of Trajan: ‘but at the fame time it is obferved, that 1n
the opinion of others he was banifhed inthe reign of
Domitian®. , Of thefe Latin lives there exifts a Greek -
tranflation, made by a perfon unknown: and this
Greek tranflation, as publithed by Cave, mentions like
wife Trajan. i ,
6. On the other hand, according to another copy, -
~which Knittel found -in a Wolfenbiittel manufcript of
the Apocalypfe, ¢ St. John was banithed to Patmos by
the Emperor Hadrian™." Thefe two laft dafes are fup-
ported by only one evidence, and itis moreover uncer-
tain whether he meant Trajan or Hadrian. For this
reafon I barely mention thefe dates, without inquiring
into their probability. - . - '
-Among thefe different opinions. relative .to the time
“when the Apocalypfe was written, our choice muft in a
great meafure depend on the opinion which-we entertain
a Biblothieca Patiim' maiSJimm.T&nIfVﬁ.’ "pf‘xzz'. / }Of
* Ses Knittel, p. 88, 8gv, . ). .. - ’
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of the work itfelf, whether we confider it as an mfpu'cd
book, or regard it only as a Kuman compoﬁnon '
- If we confider the Apocalyp{'e as a divine work, I think.
we muft conifine our choice to thofé dates which- prccede
the commencement of the Jewith war: for thus oply -
fhall we be enabled to thew that its firft prophecies were
fulfilled ina fhort time. And{ grant that if it is referred
to the reign of Claudlus, the explanauon of it is ftil}
cafier, than when it is: refezred £o the reign of Nero : for
the fcarcity predicted, -ch. vi. 6. is de% criptive- of that
which toak place in the time of Claudine’ ‘ )
Ifit. be confidered as a mere hbuman
‘be cither afcribed to Cerinthus, or a :
unknown writer, ‘who lived betwecn t B}
and that of Juftin Martyr*: in the lat '
. bave been written in the reign of - Hac
be really a fosgery, if it contains prophe
war made after the eveiits- themfelves
we have reafon to wonder; that the au
phefy more  circumflantially, and that he appears fo
h(dc acquamted with the. events of, tha; war-’..

L. . L.SECT. X..
' cOf l}ie Greek ﬂyle of lﬁe Apota{ypfe.
IN examining the queftion, whether St. John the

le-was the author 6f the Apocalypfe;. its Greek
Tryle, . Whlch différs from that of every other book in the

. New Teftament, deferves particular attention. But the

application of the remarks to be made on this fubjett

wﬂl depend on the queﬁ:wn exa.mmed in the preceding
fe&ion,

' ¢ See what was faid of Paplas and Juftin Martyr in the. fecond
feQion of this chapter.
t See the latter part of the feventh feétion, - *

b}
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fection, .namely, at what time the Apocalypfe was
written: . for it cannot be denied, that the fame author
may at one period of his life make ufe of a ftyle, which
is very different from that, which he had nfed at apother.
~ That the ftyle of the Apocalyple is very wnlike that
of any other book of the New Teftament, is a fad,
which na man, who underftands Greek, and is capable
. of judgieg impartially, will deny. Nor is this difference
of fuch a kind only, that we might afcribe it w0 the
psculiasity of the fubject, apd fay, that the fame authosy
when he wrote in the charagier of & prophet, would ufe
different. modes of expreffion from thok, which he had
adopted as an hiftorian : whenes might be explained the
contraft. between the fimple unadorped fiyle of St. Jahn’g
Gofpel, and the rich figysative language of the Apo-
calyple. But when the rules of the Greek grammar are
accurately obferved in Sr. Jobn’s Gofpel, and are fres
quently violated in the Apocalypfe, we have a differencey
which cannot be aforibed w the diffimilituds of the fub-
jct: for the fame author, who wrate correlly as ag
hiftorian, would:not ba guilty of falecifms even in writ+
mg. prophecies. - S
Dionyfius of Alegandria, whofe medefty dnd gentles -
nefs of temper I gommended in the fecond fadtion of this
~ chapter, was well aware of the difference between the
ftyle of the Apocalypfe, and that of St, John's genuine
.writingss and for this very reafon, though be did not
venture to_deny that the Apacalypfe was a facred book,
yst be afferted -that St. Johp the Apoftle was not the
aathor of it.. The differance in queftion may be reduced
to the following beads. ; R o
1. The Apocalypfe abounds with barfhk conflru&tions,
in which a nominaive is placed, whete another cafe
ought to have been ufed. Of this fort the following
inftances have begn slleged by Bengel®: ch. i: 5. ame
Incs Xoiss, o pagrus ¢ wisps ! 11,20, TW JVIRIZRS'S ArYuris :
jil. 12. 7ng xawng ‘Iegscarns, 2 xarabamscx: Vill. 9. 7o
TgiTor Ty xviTpoTey v axovra Juxas: iX. 14. Ty ayprdied
: : . o o
% Apparatus Criticus: Fundam. crif. Apec. § [ e
Vou, IV, - L1
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(W TH caTiyya Xiv. 12. v ayum of Tagewsst KViil.
11, 12. Tov yopoy avrew wdsis ayspales ouners; Yopues Jopude:
XX. 2. Tov dpaxovra, 0 o o @pywies: XXl JO. 12, T
woan—sexsse. - He further adds : nec’ longe abeunt illa,
Xiv. 5. 79 Sngig, xas THv sixove avry: XVl 4. - Blervypcrn,
xas 7o axafapre 1 vel etiam iv. 4. vii. 9. Xiil. 3.+ -

To thefe examples feletted by Bengel may be added
"7 ng. Inch.i 6. the reading of moft manu-
roincer vpas Bacireiay iegess, which is taken from

w text of Exod. xix. 6. ¢ a kingdom of priefts,’

: feventy have rendered it in a different man-

¥» Baciresoy isgarevpeas i but the author -of the

¢ follows not the Greek, but the Hebrew, and

:main with its termination unaltered to denote -

' In-ch. ii. i3. according to the -common

xt, mention is' made of a martyr Antipas,

« , ---.. unknown in ecclefiaftical hiftory: but four
manufcripts, inftead of a proper name Avrizag, have the

- verb avrsiwas, ahd with the following ftrange conftruttion,
© aig avTenrag o puapTus M o Wistos, ¢ 1n which though haft
fpoken againft my faithful witnefs.” The reading avrei-
wa¢ i3 fupported alfo by the authority of the Syriac

" verfion, and of the Arabic verfion publithed by Erpenius,
which in other places of the Apocalypfe does not ufually
follow the Syriac. Both of thefe verfions exprefs in qui-
bus contendifti cum tefte, &c. - I

. Conftrutions of this kind were probably not uwnufual

- among the Greek Jews: at leaft I have found feveral

examples.in thofe books of the Septuagint, which are not

{o well trapflated as the Pentateuch*; for inftance,

2 Sam. Xv. 31. xas amnyyen Azuid Aeyorss, and Tfaiah

xxiv. 16. vas vois abericw of abevwvres rov vopov. But: we

find no fuch examples in the Gofpel and Epiftles of St.

John: and this extraordinary ufe of the nominative for

another cafe will hardly be confounded with'the nomi-

native abfolute of Attic writers. SRV

=¥ Even in the.Pentateuch, according to the text of the Codex Alex-
andrinus we meet with fome examples of this kind: Gen. xiv. 13. o
72 3¢vs 71 MapCen & Auoguiss Xl 50 Sgaais T8 wvmue avry, § fsgxoo\o-\
Y0906 K@i QIITITOTOIOS, ‘ ' :
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: But'before I preceed, I muft acknowledge, that the

ema)ples of harfh conflru&tion above-quoted from the

* Apocalypfe, if we except that which was taken from

ch, i; 5. though they are found in good manufcripts are

' mot-contained in all, and that they have been adopted in

very few printed edmons, in moft of which the nomina-
tive s converted into a cafe more fuitable to the context.’
Here .then it may be objected, that when we have the
choice of two readings, one of which is grammatically
correct, while the other contains falfe grammar, we
ought to afcribe the latter, .not to the incorrettnefs of
the author, but to-the inaccuracy of a tranfcriber. Now-
if a grammatical error was found in a manufcript of

. Cicero’s works, no doubt could be entertained that the

ungrammatical reading did not proceed from the ‘pen of
the author : but that the ungrammatical conftru&tions
in the manufcripts of the Apocalypfe cannot be afcribed
wholly to the: copyifts*, w1ll appear from the following
argumerits, ' '

. Fuft, though an illitefate tranfcriber may fometxmcs
co?y fallely--and convert an accurate expreffion into a
folecifin, .yet- it is incredible that feveral tranfcribers
fhould agree not only in ¢opying falfely in the very fame-
places, but_ likewife in fubftituting the fame miftaken’
readmgs, and in converting the true cafe into a nommatlvc

without any affignable reafon. '
‘ Secondly, thefe unufual conftruﬂuons occur too ﬁ'e-

quently; in- the Apocalypfe to be imputed wbolly to

" tranfcribers: for, if they arofe merely from the inaccu-

racy of tranfcribers, we fhould as frequently. meet with
fuch ‘examples in the other books of the New Teftament,

_as in'the Apocalypﬁ:, many of the tranfcribers of wluch

i
W

have not ‘copied this book alone.  Since then thefe un-
grammatical conftrutions occur. fo frequently in the
Apocalypfe, :but not in other books of ‘the New Tefta
ment written by the fame tranfcribers, the ‘only inference
o be"drawn xs,' that they procecded from the author

himfelf. :
. Thu'dl
x Bengel fays of the examples above-quoted, Smgulaum hae eﬂb«
larer facile eft: umverfa nemo convellet.

LL2
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. Thirdly, it is certain that thefe ung
firuQtions exifted in the Apocalypfe lony
ancient manufcripts were written: an
eannot be afcribed to the ignorance of
middle ages. For even in the thir
ancient Greek was ftill a living la
therefore it cannot be {uppofed that%
would in copying make grammatical mi
of Alexandna delivered his ‘opinion. of
the Apocalypfe in the following word
language ufed by the author not good
disfigured by barbarifms and fometit
which I.do not think it neceffary to q
intention not to ridicule, but only to
of thefe writings * is not the fame*.

CHAP. XXXI11.,

© atieal e

v -

. 2. The Apocalypfe abounds with Hebraifis mt_ic_h

more than the writings of St. John.

It is true-that fome critics have ¢
affertion, and have reprefented St. ]
fectly pure Greek °, while the Z
charged with Hebrai{ms in places,
none. - But that the Hebraifms ir
mord numerous and mare harth, th
pel and the Epiftles of St. John, i
he fo. vifible to every one, who L
" knowledge of Hebrew, that I thit
‘ta quate examples. A

- * ¥ Rufeb. Hift, Bcclef, Lib. VII. caP-IZQ'-

' 2 Namely St. Jéhn's Gofpel and the Apocalypfe.

& It is nat improbable that many of the fi
fids fpeaks in the third century were gradually
See Vol. 1. Ch. V1. Se&. XI. of this Intradt
- MS$8. of the Apacajypfe hitherto cellated is ir

Gible thpt into all of thefe the grammatical c«
 ‘way. Attention therefore muft be paid to 1
found ‘in fingle manuferipts of the Apoc
remnants of the'aneient reading: for inftanc

!nanufcgtipt, Ch, viii. 2. 3ebn avrois smra carmivysee . .
- " Por infltance Dionyfius of Alexandria, at th¢ end of the paflage

quated by Eufobius,

. .3'; »Théugw

i
[
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~ 3. Though the figurative language of the Apecalyple, '

When compared with the fimple ftyle of 8t. John’s Gof- °
peky carinot be alleged as an-atgument that the two books
were written by different authors, fince the fame auther, .
when anitriated by 4 fpirit of prophecy will write in a
differect manner from that in which he had written as
dan hiftorian, yet there is a certain chara&er in the lan-
guage of the Apocalypfe, which'is hardly to be.recon-
tiled with the manner, which is vifible in St, John’s
Gofpel. Throughout almoft the whole of the Apo-
calypfe we find the author an imitator of the antient
prophets, from whom he borrows his images, and renders
thenr more beautiful than they were in the originals: but
St.. John’s Gofpel has a foft and gentle chara&er fo
peculiar to itfelf, as to exhibit no trace of imitation.
?’urther, the author of the Apocalyple (whom from the

title of the book I will call St. John the Divine in con-
tradiftinction to St. John the Apoftle) has not borrowed
his: imagery merely from the canonical books of the Old
Teftament, for he has taken a great part of it from the
Jewith antiquities, and the theology of the Rabbins, fo
- that his work has almoft a cabbaliftic appearance. And
he not only feems himfelf to be intimately acquainted
with thefe {ubjects, ‘bur to prefuppofé the fame intimacy
in his readers, and to have written for thofe only who
were initiated in the abftrufeft dotrines which were
" taught in the fchools of the Rabbins : nor does it even
once occur to him, that what he fays may appear foreign
‘or obfcure. But St. John the Apoftle feems. to have
been well aware that not all his readers had this kind of
knowledge : for he has frequently explained circum-
_ftances relative to the city of Jerufalem, and the cuftoms
of the Jews, with mote hiftoricdl perfpicuity, than- we
find even in the other Evangelifts. -~ -~ - .
. 4. On the othér hand, the language of the Apocalypfe
is beth:beautiful and fublime, is affecting and animatimg:
-and-this tiot only. in the original, but in every, even the
worft, tranflation’ of it. - Who can read, if he rexds
withgut prejudice, the following addrefs of Jefus to
’ R A 1.!'% ! S Jo}m
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John finking to the ground through fear, and " rfiot’be
affeCted by the greatnefs of the thoughts and the expref-
fions. ¢ Fear not, I am the firft and thelaft: T.am he .
that was dead, but now liveth: behold, I am alive for
- evermore, Amen, and have the keys of hell and’ of
death!” The Apocalypfe has fomething in it, which
enchants, and infenfibly infpires the reader with the fub~
lime fpirit of the author. - When future bleflednefs is
promifed, or the New Jerufalem defcribed, 2 man muft
be devoid of feeling, who is not affetted: and when the
author denounces judgement to the wicked, and repre-
fents the fmoke of their torment afcending up for ever
and ever before the throne of God and his angels, one
muft be either prejudiced before one reads, or one can-
not read without terror. A great part of the imagery is
borrowed from the ancient prophets: but the imitation
is for the moft part more beautiful and more magnificent
. than the original, which is particularly true of what is
borrowed from Ezekiel. And the imagery which is
‘taken from the theology of the Rabbins, acquires in the
Apocalypfe a tafte andg);loquencc, of which the Rabbi-
nical writings themfelves are wholly deftitute. .

St. John’s Gofpel has likewife its beauties, but then
-they are beauties of a very different kind.  For while
the author of the Apocalypfe hurries us away to enchanted
ground, and refembles a torrent which carries every thing
before it, St. John the Apoftle is plainnefs and gentle-
nefs, and is like a clear rivulet, which flows without
rapidity and vialence. Is it poffible therefore that St.
" John the Apoftle, and the author of the Apocalypfe,
.called ‘St. John the Divine, were one and the fame
perfon? L

5. Dionyfius- of Alexandria remarks, that St. John
the Apoftle has not mentioned his own name either
-his Gofpel, or in any of his Epiftles, but that, when he
Jhas occafion to {peak of himfelf, he makes ufe of a cir-
cumlocution.  On the other hand, St. John the Divine
mentions his' own name, not only in places, where it was
d Ch. ‘i. & (Y 18.
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requifite, as in the addrefs to the feven churches, ch. i. 4.
but, likewife in places where the fingle pronoun ¢ 1,’ or
the expreffion ¢he who faw this,” would have been full
as proper.as the term ¢I John.’  The one appears to
bave an exceflive modefty, and. to avoid even the thadow
of egotifm : the other avoids it fo'little, that'he is lavith
n the .ufe of his name. And what renders this differ-
gnce  the.more remarkable, is, that the circumlocution
by.which St. John the Apoftle denotes himfelf, namely,
¢ the difciple whom _Jefus loved,’ is not once ufed by St.
John, the Divine. , ' . :
It is an undeniable fa& therefore that the ftyle of the
Apocalypfe is very different from that of St. John’s Gof-

: pe? It is true that fome commentators, in order to
thew a fimilarity between the language of the Apocalypfe
and that of St, John’s Gofpel and Epiftles, have feleted
expreffions from the former, which refemble thofe, that
occur.in the latter. - This has been-particularly done by
Leonard Twells, whofe defence of the- Apocalypfe is in~
ferted in Wolfii Cure®.  But in Lardoer’s opinion, to
whofe judgement I fully accede, the examples. felected by
Twells are by no means fufficient to prove a fimilarity of
ftyle: and, even if they were feleGed with more judge-

ment, and the refemblance in thofe particular inftances,
admitted of no doubt ¥, _ﬁiu the diffimilarity will remagn ‘

. mn
¢ Vindiciz Apocalypfeos p, 309 —404. : o
f I will mention one or two examples, which have occurred tg' me

ot Mot ey s

in reading the Apocalypfe. The word agno» which occurs fo fre- -

quently in the Apocalypfe, (a word feldom ufed in the LXX) is found
no where elfe in the whole N. T. except in the Gofpel of St. John,
ch,, xxi. 15. .The expreflion. wounii aAnbua and moin Jevdog is pfed
Apoc. xxii 15..and in the firft Epiftle of St. John, ch. i. 6, Further
in Apoc. 1. 7. there is a quotation from Zech. xii. 10., not according

to the text of the Septuagint, ‘but with a different feading, 'as in St,

Johw’s Gofpel, gh. xix. 37.: and it is vemarkable that this: ]
frolr‘: Zechariah, which ogcurcd to St. John, whgn'hg_fggqpaﬁ
ierced on the crofs, is quoted by no other of the facred writers, Tbi’s
ﬁﬂ: example has been already noted by Twells, but he tds ot glven
it the force, of which it is capable. See my Hiftory of the Refurrec-

tion, p. 31. However thefe inftances will not prove that-the Apo-

calypfe was written by St. John the Apoftle : for the author of it ma

in fome cafes have imitated St. John’s manner, in order to make his -

work pafs the more eafily for the compofition of St. John.
' LL4
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in other places, and will remain fo great, that they who
have thence infetred, that the Apocalypfe was not writ-
ten by St. John the Apoftle, have drawn an inference,
which is not devord of probability.

To this inference however it may be ob{c&ed, that 4
coutfe of years might liave made a rhaterial alteration in -
8t Jobn's ftyle, fince the manner of wr =~
have adopted in the eatly part of life
changed in a later part of it, efpecially w
mannet ‘was imperfe®, and ftood in pee
ment. It is oFofﬁblc therefore, that St.
earlier patt of his life, might have writte
which is vifible in" the Apocalypfe, and,
time les convérfant with Greek, wrote ir
retained alfo much of the oriental maan
his old age, he wrote with that gentlenefs
in his Gofpel, dnd likewife, in confeque Cee o
refidence at Ephefus, more corte&t Greek. ‘All this
may be inferred on the fup}éoﬁtion that the Apocalypfe
was written in- the réign of Claudius or of Nero: but if
It was written in the reign of Domitian, its ftyle is an
irrefiftible argument, that St. John the Apoftle was fiot
the authot. For in & work written by St. John in his
old age, after he had long refided among the Greeks,
he would hardly have violated thofe very rules of gram:

"e had obferved in his Gofpel : his ftyle
1ave become more otiental : not would he
. that fire of compofition, which he had
n his earlier works. o
m thérefore whether the Apocalypfe is 8
depends’ again on the time, when it was
et o ‘early as the reign of Claudius or of
te as the reign of Domitian.. Jf according
on opinion,- it was' written- in the reign of
lo #ot fee in what maaner its diviity an

i r e T SRSV
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$ECT. XL ,
 Whéther the Apocalypfe was originally written in Hebrew.

. . ., . [}
. SOME commentators have fuppod +h- st~

s calyple was originally written in
. pur Greek text is only a tranflation.

denied, that the. inod)/’: of writing is g
fince the teftimony of no ancient write
in favour of the opinion that it was w
Hebrew, and its oriental ftyle may
on the fuppofition, that the author -
by birth, and though, in his nat
wrote in Greek, to which he was le!
notion of a Hebrew original, appe.. ..
foundation, . §

But that I may not be unjuft to an opinion, which I

do not think proper to adopt, I will obferve that one
might allege in favour of it feveral various readings, -
which have the appearance of being different tranflations
of the fame Hebrew word. = For inftance, inftead of the
-very improbable reading ® dvo pugsadis pupiaduw (two hun-
dred millions} ch, ix. 16. feveral manufcripts have, as I

think more properl """ is an inde-
terminate expreffio. .an hyper-
bole, denoting a ral. Here
§f the Hebrew wor .1 the ori~
ginal, it might hay fon. for the
plural and renderec ‘her for the
dual and rendete . the fame
~ fhanner as SYM]* e explaiged
¥ two myripds.'— ch. x. 11.
pine MSS. quoted ¥, be added
the Wolfenbiittel thefe may

¥ ‘The reafon why T confider this reading as very irnPréba.bl}e is
afigned in the Orient Bib. Vol. VIIL p. 158, 150
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be two different tranflations of the Hebrew—'o SN,
one tranflator rendcrir;_g literally, the othertaking, ON
imperfonally in the fenfe of ¢ one fays,” or ¢ they {ay,’
in which manner the word is frequently ufed by modern
rabbins.—Inftead of xaromwrras, ch. xiv. 6. the Com-
plutenfian edition, fixteen MSS.  quoted by Wetftein,
the Wolfenbiittel MS. Origen, Andrew, Arethas, and
the Vulgate, have xabauous. Thefe two readings may
be different tranflations of the Hebrew 'aen'. a

“However fuch examples are by no means fufficient to
prove a pofition, which is wholly unfupported by hif-
torical evidence. For thefe vanations may be eafly
explained on other fuppofitions: the laft variation for
inftance xadnuers, which is a harfh Hebraifm, is pro-
bably the genuine reading, and xaromwras, added .
the margin as an explanation of it, was afterwards in
fome manufcripts inferted in the text.

L ) . e ——

. SECT. XIIL
Remarks on the. doéirine delivered in the Apocalypfe.

UTHER in his preface to the Apocalypfe pre-

fixed to the edition, which was printed in 1522,
objects, that Chrift was not taught in the Apocalypfe,
which an Apoftle is above all things bound to do, fince
Chrift himfelf fays, A@si. ¢ Ye fhall be my witneffes.’
Now this objeGtion, delivered in fiich general terms, is,
1 think, without foundation:. and ] capnot conceive
how Luther could fay, that Chrift is ‘bt taught in a

‘book, in which fo- frequent mentidr is made, and that

too in very affeting tetms, of our redemption by Chrift’s
blood ‘and death.” ‘But the true dnd'&ternal Godhead
of Chrift is certainly not taught in.the Apocalypfe fo
clearly as in St, John’s Gofpel, thopgh ‘the author

: : '{, K .l o Lo "’ : ‘fpca'ks

-
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.fpeaks in enthufiaftic language of the greatnefs of
“hrift’s miniftry, and the glory communicated to his
human nature. At the very beginning of the book
Chrift is placed after the feven fpirits, who ftand near
‘the throne of God: noris he ever called God, or the
creator of ‘the- world, throughout the whole work.
Even the form, under which Chrift appears, ch. j.
13—14. i3, with only a few alterations, borrowed from
Dan. x. 5, 6. where is given. the defcription of an
angel. Itis true, that Chrift is called o Aoyos 75 ey,
ch. xix. 13.: but this appellation is not decifive, for
it appears from the antithefes, which St. John in the*
beginning of his Gofpel makes againft Cerinthus, that
even falfe- teachers could give to Chrift the title of
¢ Word of God,’ without ackdowledging, that he was
God himfelf. And on account of this very appellation
ufed ch. xix. 13. the fufpicion arofe, that Cerinthus
was the author of the Apocalypfe, becaufe itis ufed by
no other of the facred writers than St. John, but was
the common -appellation of Chrift’s divine nature
among the Gnoftics. St. John in his Gofpel was under
the necefity of retaining this expreflion, becaufe. he
' makes antithefes againft the' Gnoftics: but in the
Apocalypfe, no fuch motive could have taken place,
and if this book was written in the time of Nero, be-
fore the breaking out of the Cerinthian herefy, and long
before St. John’s Gofpel was written, it is difficult to
comprehend how St. John, at fo early a period, came
to apply the appellation of ¢ Word of God * to Chrift’s
divine nature. -Further, it is true, that Chrift is called
in the Apocalypfe, ch.i. 17. ¢ the firft and the laft:”
and this expreffion, if taken in thefame fenfe, as that,
in which it is ufed, Haiah xli. 4. xliv. 6. xMviil. 12..
may denote Chrift’s eternal Godhead.. Yet it is not -
ablfolutely decifive :” for the meaning of ch. i. 17. may
be, ¢ Fear not, I am the firft (whom thou kneweft as
mortal), and the laft (whom thou now feeft immortal},
ftill the fame, whom thou kneweft from the beginning.
The fame explanation’ may be given of ch. ii. 8. where
NEES ' - the



the exprefifon ¢ the firft and the laft” again occurs 3tid

is ufed in connexion with Chrift’s refurreition fréin thie

- dead. On the other hand, in ch. ix: 11. where the words .

are lefs dubious, agyn xas vinos I8’ a fpufious addition.* -

' In the twelfth chaptér of the Apocalypfe is defivertd

an extraordinary dotrine relative to an heavenly njo-

ther, who bare in heaven a child, who was to rule 4l

nations with a rod of iron.  This is a docrine, which

is taught in no other part of the Bible: but it refeh-

bles what was taught by fever ’

the ‘mother of life, who~ bare t

that is, the heavenly Jefus. Am

'doftrine, the prince of darknef:

armour of the firft man, fo in

Apocalypfe, the dragon endeaveo

" born child, who is caught up t

as the firft man was according

15th verfe refembles likewife w

the drowned Jefus, with only th

‘they faid of Jefus is here faid

whole of this chapter may be ex)

a manner, as té remove all off

to read it, 'without thmkmg 1 171 R

Gnoftic, and what in later ages were Manichaan doc-

trines, efpecially if one has examined what Beaufobre

has written in his Hiftoire des Manichéens, Liv. V1.

ch. 3. Liv. VIIL ch. 3. - e A
The feven fpirits of God, from whom a falutation is

fent, ch. i. 4. and who are placed before Chrift himfelf,

create likewife 'a difficulty, which' commentators en-

deavour 'to remove by faying, that nothing mdre is

meant than the finglé perfon of the Holy Ghuft : but

as the Jews really fpeak of fevén archangels, who 'had

- ateefs to the throne of God, the feve fpitits before the

“throne of God; mentioned c¢h, i. 4. can' hardly” be

interpreted of the Holy Ghoft. One may imngine, that

infpiration is afcribed to thefé feven fpirits, and that

hefice they are called in'the Apocalypfe, not angels; burx

fpirits. The image of.the feven lamps, under which

N ' they
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they are reprefented, ch. iv. 5. is..very fuitable to this
notion ¢ and the expreffion ¢ he hath the feven {pirits of
God,’ eh. ii:.3. may denote the highelt degree of
infpiration. -, . .But the moft important: paffage is, ch.
xxut. 6...according to the reading, Kugeos ¢ Dsoc Tay mvew-
paTey ey waadrry amesuis o ayyio avss, where feve-
- ral {pirits.are mentioned, wha infpired the prophets, and
one of them appears o be the fpirit, who (hewed to
- the author of the Apocalypfe the pringipal vifions.
In no baok of the. New Teftament is' fa frequent
mention made of angels, as-in the Apocalypfe, in which
they appear to be appropriated ta pariicularcountries
and.elements. . This however may be cenfidered. as
mére imagery, and explained accarding to the principles
laid dawn .in the fixth feétion .of this. chapter. The
worthipping of angels is clearly forbidden in the Apo-
calypfe :* but in ch. viil. 2, 3. a high facerdatal office
. is affigoed..to:an angel, which we . are accuftomed to
" affign only.to aqur Redeemer. - AR
. The. do&rine of the Millennium is ‘that; which
created the :greatef}. .aumber of adverfaries: to the Apo-
calypfe in the early ages of Chriftianity, and excited
¢he fufpicion, that it was. a forgery .of -Cerinthus. .
They were particularly difpleafed with the reprefentatjon,
that afier the refurredion of the dead a worldly kingdom
- ¢hould ‘be ‘eflablithed on earth for a thoufand years.
Even 10 usthis daftrine appkars ftrange.and incredible:
but_to the ancient fathers, who, agreeably to the com-
monly received philefqphy in thofe days, derived all fin
from the grofs particles of matter, of. which.the body
18 compoled; it neceflarly gave more offence. And
if in this kingdom marriages were. to be. celebrated, -
and feftivals. held, which however is pot exprefsly af-
fected .in the Apocalypfe, all thofe fathers; who de-
claimed againft bodily pleafures,. and regarded the ftate
of celibacy as a fiate of holinefs, of courfe difapproved
of the Jife to be led in this kingdom, as being, according
0. their notions, much' teo. fenfual,. even if the rhare
tigges and feftivals. were confined wholly to thofe, who
- S thould
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thould. be alive at the general refurreftion. - The duc-
trine of the Millenniom was rejeQed- by. the reformers
in the fixteenth century on a very different account,
and was condemned, not merely:as a fpeculative, but
as a dangerous pra&:cal error. Fot the ‘expeGation of
@ kingdomr in which -pure. faints fhould tule over the
unregenerate. children of the world began-to «€xcite a
fpirit of fedition, as it is very eafy for the wnroly mem-
bers of 1 difcontented party to fancy, that they themfelves
are the faints, and their opponents the unrtgencrate':
and for this very reafon the Augfhurg: Confeffion * von-
demns the do&rine of the Millenniuny in exprefs tefms.
+ Further, .according to the reprefentation of. the ancierit
Chiliafts, oﬁ'enngs and oﬁ'crmg-fc&wuls were to.be
celebrated in "this- kingdom : but {uch-sotions are in-
confiftent with St. Paul’s-doétrine condetning 'the im=
perfection and. abolition of the Levitical law.. -
v, On. the: other hand it .muft’ be “granted, that- the
twentieth chapter of the Apotalypfe, i whichcis de-
fribed the kingdom. of -a thoufand years, does not -
cograin- all: that: the ancient Chiliafts affigned: o their
Millenninm.. It contaias hothing of offerings and of ‘a
~ Jewith temple, and this. addition was pade by the
Chiliafts. from the nine Jaft ghapters of “Ezekiel, which
they interpreted. literally..” Nor is. mention: made of
matriages .in. the :twentieth. chapter of the Apocalypfe;
but in the ‘defcription, wiich :Ezekiel - makes-of his
temple, - are: given laws for.the martiage >of prieftd, to
which. the: Chilrafts: probably appealed. in- fupport “of
their‘ opinion, - That the faints fhould rule over the
unregenerate, is a do&trine, which ftands more plainly-.
in the Apocalypfe : but by-the faints ‘we may ‘under-
- _ftand either the church of God, or the Jewith nation
returned tq their own .country. - The firft: refurrection,
which is to precede the kingdom:of ‘a thoufand years,
15 clearly taught i this chapter, if we take' the words
- as they.are, and do not. have recourfe- to figurative
explanations: and though they, who nfe ﬁ!om the dead,
b an XVIL, de redita Chrifa ad jodicium, ’
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" ave} aecording -to this chapter, not to be the onlyin-
habitants ef the kingdom, - it appears, that they are to
take part in it ‘as princes and magiftrates, and to return
from a better life, which their fouls enjoyed,  to .this
earthly ope, which i a humiliation. In order tp re-
move this dificulty, thofe commentators, who are ot

Chiliafts, explaid the firft refurreGtion as a mere figure.
 --The twentieth ‘chapter of the Apocalypfe, which oc-
cafioned the greateft part of the obje&ions made by the

Antichiliafts, feems to have been formed from the

thirty-feventh, thirty-eighth, and thirty~ninth chapters

of Exzekiel; only what Ezekiel had faid s fhortened,
and the pi&urelque -beauties,’ as in ‘other parts of rhe

Apocalypfe, greatly improved. - Ezekiel prophefies-an

~ ‘igvafion. of Magog, - which' was certainly not fulfilled

when the Apacalypfé- was written, and, if we take his
words literally; féems ‘to threaten the Jews, who lived
in-the promifed land,: with a fong interruption-of their
profperity. - Immediately befofe, in-the thirty-feventh
chapter, Ezekiet had feen a ‘réfurreCtion of ‘the- deads
whiéh however ‘13" ¥0 - be 'interpreted, not literaﬂy-'fof
the caming ‘of ‘dead bodies to life,-but according

Ezekiel’s -owii-explanation, of ‘the refurrection -of -the
Jewith ftate after the captivity, though many of the

~ Jewith commentators themfelves have taken Ezekiel in

a firict fenfe. In like manner the author of the Apo-

calyple prophefies. a firft refurreétion, -which is to tmke
place before ‘the profperity of the church is interrupted
by Magog. Whether that firft refurre&ion is to be
underftood literally or fighiratively is a queftion, into
which I cannot enter at prefent. Whoever regards the

Apocalypfe: as a mere human compofition, may fay,
that the author of it mifunderftood Ezekiel, and in-
terpreted him more literally, than the prophet himfelf -
intended. - On the other hand, they, who receive the
Apocalypfe as a divine work, will find in a comparifon of
the Apocalypfe with Ezekiel the beft means of freeing

the dotrine of a firft refurrection of “its improbability':

** for. they need only fay, that the author of the former

treats
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treats, the fame fubje®, which Ezekiel had prophefied
more clearly, and that he took for gransed, his readers
wauld underftand himn in fuch a manner, as Ezekiel
intended to be underﬁ:ood

The defcription given in the Apocalypfe of the lsmgq
dom of the beaft is taken from Daniel, buz s
mepted by the addition of variows circumflances,. t
muft be remarked however, that in the Apocalyple the
beaft is never called Antichrift, a name, which occurs
no where, but in the Epiftles of St. John, apd is there
ufed in a fenfe, which has no relation fo the apocalype
tical beaft or harlot. - If the term Antichrift thereforg
be taken intits biblical fenfe, the dotrine relativg to
Antichrift cannot be proved from the Apocalypfe.

Thus much have I thought it neccﬂ'ary to fay, rather
hiftorically than dogmatically goncerning the do&sines
delivered in the Apocalypfe, becaule jt is-of importance
ta.know, whether they contradit the other doGings -
of the New Teftament., | confefs; that during; this
mquu;y ‘my belief in the divine authorify of the Apoa-
“calypfe- has received no saore confiymation, shan it bad
before ;- and I muit leave: the decifion of this i imparant
queﬁtoa ;o every man’s pnva.ta Judgemem:. :





