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before him?  Or are-we, as some have slily hinted, to regard him agin &
state of hallucimation when he wrote the Apocal ? Or if any one
alleges that some notioe of the great apostasy in the church was surely
to be expected, then may I ask again : In what way could it coneole ox
encourage John's readers, to be told that at some-future day s great
part of the church would become heretical, or act the part of apoestates,
and persecute and destroy true Cliristians as badly as the heathem
wero then doing? And 18 this comsolatory to poor fainting spirits,
filled with &res? lest the light of divine truth’ might be quenched in
‘the blood of its friends, and anxious for one ray of hope that the chureh
‘would yet rige’' and triumph aver all its enémies? It would in faot
scem not unlike some degree of hallucination, to engage in making
such disclosures, with the exXpectation of reviving the drooping spirite
of suffering Christians by them.. ‘It is out of reasonable question, then,
that we should take, and be able to support, such a view of this subject
as the popular exegesis demands. In truth, it requires us virtually to
set sside the idea, that John had in view any present, important, and
appropriate objeet in the writing of his book ; or if he had such an ob-
ject in view as appears to lie upon the face of that book, then, accord-
ing to the exegesis which we are contraverting, he took the strangest
eourse hnaginzgle in ordér to accomplish it, i. e., he wrote a syllabus of
the civil and. ecclesiastical ,histor{ of distant ages, the highest end of
which, in respect to those whom he addressed, could be only to gratify
their prurient historical euriosity. ) , ’

% Such a view of the book will not bear & sober examination. It is
too improbable, incongruous, and inapposite to the necemsities of the
times. A church bleeding at every pore, and ready to faint or to apos-
tatize—such a church addressed by a grave writer who has a superin-
tendenoce over its concerns—and merely or principally told what things
will happen in distant future ages, things civil, ecolesiastical, and even
appertaining to the natural world, most of which were to be developed
a thousand years or more after all the members of that church were
dead ! Nothing short of the most express testimony of John himself,
that he meant to address them in such s strain, ought to satisfy us that
he has done it.” A

Here then we are told that the popular exegesis of this book
demands such a yiew of the subject.. That is, if we understand it,
if we apply the latter portions of the book to papal Rome, and not
to pagan Rome, it involves all this, and is totally at war with all

- that is pertinent and congruous in prophecy. It implies that John
had no present, important, and appropriate object in writing his
book, or else that he took the strangest course imaginable, in order
to- accomplish it, <. e., he wrote a syllabus of civil and ecclesiastical
history of distant ages, the highest end of which in respect to
those whom he addressed, could be only to gratify their prurient
historical curiosity. The same ideas are re&eat, again in'§ 28;
and indeed in every variety of form in both volumes they occur
again and again. Not unfrequently, too, reference is made to the
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popular exeﬁsu of the book in a manner adapted to render it

idiculous. He speaks of it as involving ¢ merely imaginative
and ever floating exegeses.” He speaks of ¢ volumes without
number, of prophetical or theological romances, that have already
been poured forth under the excitement and guidance of such views
as I have now been characterizing.” He says, ¢ it is high time for
all men to call to mind that the apostles did not occupy themselves
with writing conundrums.and charades.” C e A

Any intelligent person who is accustomed to apply the Apoca-
lypse :to .paplf.l Rol::e, is not likely to be much sl?apkt}a'n by mﬂ:(l’l? a
mode, either of argument or of ridicule. - He will reflect that the
general view he adopts does not, by any necessity, involve any
absurd or ridiculous minuteness of detail. He will reflect that it
is just as possible to interpret symbols. generally, when applied to

apal Rome, as when applied to pagan Rome. He will remem-

T, 00, that Professor Stuart does net dismiss with ridicule the
fundamental ideas of Eichhorn, and others, concerning the -book ;
although they are, undeniably, ‘connected with ‘mest ridiculous
errors of detail. He retains their ground-work, and rejects what he
deems their errors. And does not evén-handed justite demand
that the same measure shall be meted to the other view? Ought
it not to be stated with discrimination and precision, and separated
from all pon-essential adjoncts? And if 1t can be done, ought it
not to be shown that, in no form, does its fundamental idea admit
of defence ?

But when it is nowhere stated with that discrimination and pre-
cision which the subject demands; when it is assailed by scat-
tered assertions, here and there, from the beginning to the end of
the work, its advocgtes may feel themselves harassed and dis-
quieted, but they will not be convinced. Especially will it seem
to them in bad taste, to say np more, to assail with ridicule the sys-
tem which cheered the minds and sustained the hopes of such men
as Edwards, Bellamy, Hopkins, Newton, Fuller and Scott, at least
until it has been thorough]g and effectually subverted by fair argu-
ment. - . ' '

. But the mtelligent advocates of the view thus assailed, thou
they will not, as easily they miglit, return ridicule for ridicule, wll
not rest here. Not only do they see that the deep foundations of
their beltef have not been sh:‘{en, but as before intimated, they
see that their view is so inwrought into the fundamental structure
of the Apocalypse, that it'is impossible to remove it without doing
violence to the book, The proof of this is simple, brief, and direct.

None of those against whom we now reason, deny that the
events of the twentieth chapter are future. Satan is not yet bound.
The millennial reign is yet to come. No less plain is it that the
closing conflict of the nineteenth chapteris the immediate antece-
dent and cause of the binding of Satan and the millennial reign.
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As the defeat of Bobaparte in the battle of Waterloo was the im-
mediate antecedent and cause of his capture and confinement in St.
Helena, so the defeat of Satan and the destruction of his forces in
the last great conflict, is the immediate cause of his capture and
confinement in the abyss. C .
Again, it is’no less plain, that the main organs of his antecedent
wer have been two, the beast and the false pr’o(i)het. To the
st the dragen gave his power, and his throne, and great author-
ity (13: 2). And the second beast, i.e. the false prophet, ex-
ercises all the power of the first beast (13: 12), Moreover they
are tgowm‘s of long duration. For these identical agents of Satan
are the leading combatants in the final battle, that precedes'and in-
troduces the millennium. Then, and then for the first time, are they
taken and radically destroyed. Let any one who doubts, read and
see.- Theinference is irresistible. They are both alive now. And
ifthey are, then as Rome is definitely declared to be the centre of the
system, the Romish Hierarchy under the Pope is the false prophet,
and the civil system in league from age to age with this hierarchy,
is the beast,and the general view which we have given of the
scope of chap. 13—19 is undeniably true. -

- This ment, we have said, 1s simple, brief; and direct. It
lies npon the very face of the book. True, it is but one; but one
such argument js enough. At mid-day there is but one sun in the
heavens; but let him who can eclipse it. The Pacific is but one
ocean, but let him who can, stride across its limitless expanse.
The Andes are but one chain of mountains, but let him who can
leap their sky-piercing summits; So this one argument, simple,
magnificent, and sublime, is enough for ever to settle the question.

f any should suggest that the beast and the false prophet in ch.
19: 19, 20, are merely generic symbols, and not the identical
beast and second beast spoken of in ch. 13, we reply that this
assertion is in direct conflict with the express words of the Apos-
tle. He declares as plainly as language can declare, that they are
the same ; yea, he takes special pains to identify them. What are
the most striking acts and characteristics of these two great con-
spirators against God and man in .ch. 13?7 The second beast
makes an image ; both conspire to compel men to worship it. The
beast has a:mark ; both conspire to compel men to receive it. The
second beast deceives those who dwell on the face of the earth by
lying wonders, wrought before the first beast. Had it been the
purpose of God to identify these conspirators, what more-could he
do than to say, they are those by whom these very guilty deeds
were done? But this is the very thing he has said— .

¢¢ The beast was.taken, and with himn the .false. prophet, that
WROUGHT PRODIGIES before him, with which he pEcEIVED them
that had received the Mark of the beast and them that worshipped
his neaee” (19: 19, 20). : o
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That this is so, is plain from the fact that eltheugh that remark-
able symbolical agent, known in this book by way of eminence as
0 Oygiov, is manifestly spoken of as one and the same agent, yet
when the common interpretation is rejected, it becomes necessary
to use the expression o frgiwo in four different senses.

1. It is used specifically to denote an individual Roman Em-
peror, 4. e. Nero. L . :

2. It is used generically to denote the Emperors of Rome eol-
lectively. R :

3. Ityis used in a still more generic and indefinite sense, to de-
note the abstract idea of hostile civil power, as existing just before
the millennium. : C

4. It denotes the devil, without an{ particular reference to ciwil
power at all, or else it is uncertain what it does denote.

Of the first sense Prof. Stuart thus speaks, vol. ii., )? 361.—
“ That Nero is mainly characterized in XIII., XV1., XVII., we
cannot well doubt.” °~  ° : : -

Of the second sense, he says, “ the beast generically cosisidered,
represents many kings, not.merely one.” ¢ Insensibly almost, at
least so it is to the reader, this specific meaning appeears to be
drg'pped,'and the more generic one to be-employed again in chap.
XVIII., seq.” A

Concemin%lv the still more generic sense which refers to a time
far beyond the era of the pagan Roman Emperors, even on thé
verge of the millennial day, he thus speaks,  As soon as the writer
dismisses the case of Nero from his consideration, he deals no
lon?er with an)'thing but energetic representations. Persecutions
will revive. ‘The war will -still -be wa.ﬁed. ‘AT LAST, the great
Captain of Salvation will come forth in all kis power, and make an
end of the long protracted war. - Then, and not till then, will the
millennial glory dawn on the Church.” o

And yet during all of the book from ohap. 13 to 20, it lies upon
the very face of the language, that John 18 speaking of one and
the self-same beast. Even Prof. Stuart is compelled to amit this;
for he says, ¢ Insenstbly, almost, af Zzast so- ¢ is to the reader, this
_specific meaning appears to be dropped,” &c. 'Asthe language
in question was no doubt intended for the reader, so if it gives him
no proper indication of a change in the sense of the words vo Gyger,
then we have every reason to helieve that there is no such cha
Most of all are we campelled to believe, that in chap. 19: 19,
the beast and the false prophet, who are so carefully identified with
those of chap. 13, by a reference to the delusions practised by
them, the image, the worship of which was exacted by them, and
the sign which tixey demanded men to receive, are not mere gene-
ric representations, totally disconnected from ' the beasts of chap.
13 ;'but are identically the same with thein : so that if the beast of
chap. 13, is Nero, then it follows that just before the millennium,
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Nero is to encounter Christ, and be taken and cast, into the lake
of fire. ) ' PR : '
~. Goncerning the fourth sensé of vo Oyglor, 4. e. the devil, Prof.
Stuart thus speaks, commenting on chap, 11 :7—% The beast' that
ascendeth out of the bottomless pit, shall make war against them,”
1. e/ the two witnesses. < Here 70 fygior is vaid (o ascend from
the abyss ; and who is it that dwells in the abyss, and is an enemy
to Christians, and can come forth from that place to oppose them ¢
‘Who but Satan or the dr ” o -

~ Yet he.is forced to admit that the beest of chap. 17: 8 is repre-
sented as coming from the abyss. Thus are they clearly iden-
tified. Rev. 17; 8, the language is Onglor 8 sldes 4» xai odx Yow,
wal udlhes avafairesy b 1ig affbooov. -~ Rev. 11: 7, the words are, 9
Gnploy 10 dvafivoy kx tijs éfboeov. - . ‘

But the general theory of Prof. Stuart as to the slaying of the
witnesses, forbids him to admit the identity of the beasts of these
two chapters. ' o : . ’ ‘

Now -consider how great, how prominent the part assigned to
the beast in this book—consider how he is referred to xas’ efoyyy
as 30 Gggrov—consider the distinct individuality of his character and
deeds, and can that be a true theory which demands such a fluctu-
ation and confusion of senses, in which one sense is-dropped,-and
another taken ¢ tibly to the reader, whilst he clearly does
perceive that one and the same agent is spoken of ? “That is, now

ecific; meaning Nero; now more generic, meaning the Roman

mperors collectively j now indefinitely generic, meaning certain
unknown deeeivers tp be eneounteretl just before the millennium ;
and now specific again, meaning neither Nero nor the Roman Em-
perors, but the devil? Can this be true, especially when the last
time the beast appears on the y in the closing ente-millennial
battle, he is minutely and carefa 1y identified with the beast, who
came upon the stage in chap. 131 . , - )

Indeed so strong is the evidence that the beast is still alive, that
Prof. Stvart is obliged expressly to say, vol. ii., p. 309.— It is
only in the course of time (which is not limited), when the Re-
deemer himself shall come at the head of his victorious army, that
the final extinction of the power of ¢he beast takes place.” And
yet such is the confusion of idea, of necessity xoduced by the sys-
tem, that on the sime page, he says, % The death of Nero was in-
deed the destruction of the beast for the time being, and it made a
* temperary end of persecution. * But the beast still came up again
from the pit; the contest was renewed, and, with many remmssions,
eonﬁnuéf down to the time of Constantine. Rome, as heathen,
then' finally ceased to persecute.. THE BEAST WAS FINALLY
sLAmN.” lnd et, after all, it seems that the final extinction of
the power of the beast was not to take place till more than fifteen

’
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hundred. years after, when the Redeemer himself shall come at the
head of his victorious army. : <

Truly this is more obscure than the double sense. We have
a cqnadruple sense of one and the same expression, and without rule
or law, nay, against all rule.and law ; the mind is made to flit from
one to the other, and in the confusion of the transitions can retain
no definite idea what THE BEasr is, though it is the most promi-
nent figure in the whole camposition. |

All this confusion of necessity results from the vain effort to
make a crisis and a’catastrophe in the days of Nero, where there
i§ manifestly none. . : . :

There is glauﬂ’y‘ but.one catastrophe of the Beast, and the false
prophet, and that occurs in Chap. 19, at the close. That this is
the final catastrophe even Prof. Stuart is compelled to admit.
And it is no less plain that this is future, Prof. Stoart is also
obliged to concede this. Of course, the beast and the false
phet are yet alive. Their final defeat is yet to come. -The
* splendor and the terror of the battle of the great day of God Al-
mighty are yet to be revealed. If now, we try to split up-into
Eqrts a catastrophe that is manifestly simple and one ; if one part

ies in the yet distant future,. and another part is placed nearly
eighteen hundred years in the past, in the days of Nero, and
another part in the days of Constantine, how can anything but
constant mental confusion be the result? But most manifestly,
in the days of Nero there was nothing like a grand catastrophe in
history. Much less was the conversion of Constantine anythi
like a terrific catastrophe, a catastrophe of wrath. And.yet the
catas{.lrophe of the beast, whenever it takes place, is such a cata-
strophe. - . .

ut apply the passage to the papal power, and to the civil s

tem in lesgue- witl.)h it, and all isl:le%nit%o and simple. It premi:
a sublime view of the past, and a glorious victory of \God in the
future, when the beast and the false prophet shall finally be con-
sumed, in the fierceness of his wrath. From what has been said
then, it is plain that this view is 86 jawrought into the funda-
mental structure of the Apocalypse, that it is imposslble to remove
it without doing violence to the book.

Of this we shall adduce further evidence as we proceed directly
to examine the German theory as propounded and defended hy
Prof. Stuart, : : ‘

This theory is based chiefly on certain -undeniable principles of
interpretation, ¢. e. That we must regard the circumstances of the
writer and his readers, and his end in writing. These, it is
alleged, forbid the application of the book to the papacy,as involving
a syllabus of civil and ecclesiastical history. Aiﬁle tendency of
these i)rinciples thus used, is to crowd everything back, as far as
possible, into the days of John, and the Christians among whom
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he wrote, on the ground that he must have written for their conso-
lation and support, and that what he wrote mést bave been intel+
ligible to them. But a syllabus of history could have seryed no
end but to gratify a prurient historical curiosity. Therefore he
did not write such a syllabus—but was mainly intent on con-
soling Christians during the Neronian persecutions. This.is the
subatance of the principles and their applieation. They are indeed
presented over and over- again in every variety of form, unti] the
mind becomes weary of the repetition. But the essence is what
we have stated. Now that the Holy Spirit would, to a great
extent, regard the wants of the generation for whom. John wrote,
cannot be denied ; and this he plainly didin theintroductory chapters,
and in the letters to the seven churches. In these are abundant
warning, censolation, and reproof, enough undeniably, to meet all
rresent emergericies. But let us remember, that John was the
ast of the inspired writers, and that by him the canon was to be
closed. Of course, the necessities of the coming two thousand
or more years befor¢ the millennial day, were also. ta be re%a;ded,
as well as those of the generation among whom he wrote. ould
they be.agonized by no persecutions? Would they never bleed
at every pore under cruel tyrants? Would they never need consola-
tion and support? - Shall God’s communications be expended to a
wasteful extent, in view of a persecution ander Nero, which even
if it did spread beyond Rome, of which there is no certainty, and
little probability, was yet so near to its end, that John’s book could
scarcely reach the sufferers before it was over, whilst. the transcen-
dently bloody persecutions of the Church of Rome for long and
gloomy centuries, are overlooked? - \ o
But it is alleged that it is the law of prophetic writing to expand
what is near, and to give.but brief glimpses of the future. 'Why.
then’is there such a minute and vivid expansion in chaps. 21, and
22, of the most distant. future in the book? 1Is it said that the
future glories of God and the church in Heaven would console
the church in the days of Nero? And would not the vision
of a fature glorious triumph of God over the most terrific ene-
mies that Satan could raise up op earth, also console them?
Prof. Stuart, we are aware, asks how could it console Chris-
tians to be assured that there would be a great apostasy, and that
the nominal church would .become a bloody persecuting power
No one was ever simple enough to su&posc that there was any
consolation in this, But this is mot the whole. It is no less
clearly revealed that God will destroy, in a manner equally glori-
ous and terrific, this great conspiracy, against his cause. And
is there no consolation in this? Neither is there any consolation
in knowing that there will be a great tépostaa after the millennium ;
but is there none in knowing that God will most signally defeat
and destroy its power 1 . Co

&
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The triith is, we are not oém{vebnt to'say @ priori, how mueh, in
revealing the closing historical book of the New Testameat God
ought to regard the them present gemeration, and how much the
future. If John were a mere uninspired man, as most of the Ger-
man commentators suppose, we should not expect that he would
see much beyond the horizon of present events. But the foresight
of the future, and the judgment what to present, belon‘fed not te
John as a man, but to John as an inspired man. He did not calt
up the splendid panorame of symbols on which he gazéd, but the
Spirit of God caused it to pass before his mind, and it came and
disappeared not as John, but as God, judged and chose.

It 15 also alleged that John must have written to be understood
by the generation among whom he wrote. No doubt he did to a
certain extent. But we know well, that even uminspired men
often are conscious of thinking far in advance-of the generation in
the midst of -which they live and write ; and we know that they
often write far more with a reference to posterity than to those by
whom they are surrounded. They expect indeed to be understood
in part by the present-generation, but not to be fully understood
except by future generations. For this reason the illustrious Lord
Bacon committed his reputation to the care of future ages—nor
did he do it in vain.” And shall the thoughts of God, and the vast
interests of his eternal kingdom, be cramped down till they can
enter the contracted minds of the generation that happens to live
when they are disclosed ? . Co '

8ome things indeed may be very intelligible, but if God speaks
Rke himself, many will not be 80 ; and he may well commt the
judgment on them to future ages.. And if Prof. Stuart’s view. of
the Apocalypse is true, so he did ; for there is not the least evi-
dence, or even probability, that the book was ever understood as
he now understands it, till since the Reformation.

" True, he assumes that the Christians under ‘the persecutions of
Nero must so have understood it, and been consoled by it. - Bat
of this there is not a particle of proof. Prof. Stuart says, “ We
cannot, indeed, make out the history of Apocalyptic €xegesis, in
the apostolic age, 1. e. during the firét century, from any written
documents, for such we do not. pessess.” But if the book was
once understood as Prof. Stuart now expounds it, would all traces
of this’ view, written or traditional, have utterly disappeared?
Yet they have. The earliest traces of any kind of interpretation
of the book are visionary and erroneous to such a’degree as to
injure the authonty of the book. Prof. Stuart says,  We only
know that soon after this age (the apostolie), readers of the Apo-
calypse began to explain some parts of it in such a literal manner
as to throw in the way very great obstacles to the reception of the
book as canenical.”—(i., 4561.) He refers chiefly to the millen-
narian views of Papius and others. But in' the third eeptury he
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says, ‘ Hitherto all in the exegesis of the Apocalypse is fluctuati
n.rgi.trary, aud of course uncertain. No ideap:fcaaxg'p:eegqxhr pla.nh::ﬁ
connexion througheut this book, seems to have suggested itself to
the minds of the writers of that day.”’— (Vol. i., p. 4563.) o
Of the work of Victorinus, the earliest commentary on the book,
Stuart says, “ No plan of the whole work is sought after, or even
conceived of; no effort to get at the circumstdnces and relation
of the writer of the-Apocalypse and his times, and bring them to
bear on the explanation of the book.”’—(i., 466.) At the close
of the eighth century, he informs us, * no real and solid advances
were made.”—(i., 458.) From this period to the Reformation, he
says there was ¢ ing important in the way of exegesis.” The
Reformers, also, in applying it to the papacy, according to Prof.
Stuart, erred, and no elear and definite light dawned till the Jesuit
Ludovicus ab Alcassar wrote in ‘1614, He introduced substan-
tially the view that Prof. Stuart now advocates, to the great grati-
fication of the Romanists of his day. Grotius and others followed
him, till at last Eichhorn presented this view in its most brilliant
form. Of the main features of his exegesis, Prof. Stuart says,
¢ they substantially agree with the general tenor of the book.”—
(i., 472.) Such, according to Prof. Stuart, are the facts of the
case. And in view of them we ask, is it at all likely that the true
inte‘l;premion of the work was at first plain and actually under-
, and yet that all traces of it were 80 soon and so utterly lost ?
We have not the slightest belief that the book was ever under-
stood as Prof. Stuart now interprets it in the apostolic age, nor
indeed ever until the days of the Jesuit Alcassar. ~
. But mere general principles can never settle the interpretation
of the book. In ordeg to do this, it is necessary to examine their
application in detail. Although a minute examination of all of
Prof. Stuart’s exposition is impossible in our limits, yet enpugh
can be considered to aid us in forming a judgment of his funda-
mental view. - This we shall next attempt. .
Meantime we will remark, that although it would be a great
error, to misinterpret the Apocalypse for the sake of assaili
Rome, it would be no less an error, on the eve of the coming an
greatest conflict with that power, to throw away-weapons of hea-
venly temper expressly provided for the confliet by Ged. If God
has specifically spoken of the Romish- hierarchy in words of con-
- suming fire, then no indefinite human theory of ‘a general certainty
of the destruction of all God’s enemies, can make good the loss
of God’s own words. We all know that God’s enemies will fall,
but who are they? The mother of harlots will of course be
destroyed, but who is she? 1Is it nothing to have in God’s own
words a description of the very powers with whom we are to con-
tend? No words have an edge and a power like those of God.
If the Spirit has given us a sword against the greatest enemy of
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God and man now on earth, well may the Christian soldier say in
the words of David, ¢ there is none like that ; give it me.”” The
interpretation of the Apocalypse, then, is not a question of mebre
abstract theory. It is vitally connected with the ‘greatest moral
conflict of this or any other age. e

Professor Stuart has followed the fundamental principles of the
Jesuit Alcassar, as ‘the basis of his -exposition, 1. e. he regar
the Apocalypse as ““a gontinuous and connected work, making re-
gular advancement from beginnini_to end, as parts of ore general

lan in the mind of the writer. Ch. 5-11, he thinks, applies tothe
gewish enemies of the Christian Churchj; ch. 11—19 to heathen
Rome and carnal and worldly powers ; ch. 20—22 to the final con-
quests to'be made by the Church and also to its yest, and its ulti-
mate glorification.”” (i. 463, 464.) ~ = . _

Of course he regards the fall of Jerusalem as the great cata-
strophe of the first part, and the development of this catastrophe he
findsin ch. 11: 15—19, and all that precedes from ch. 6, is designed
to prepare the way for this result. A prominent part of this pre-
paration is ta be found in the slaying of the witnesses, which occu-
pies the greater part of ch. 11. Now, it is our conviction that this
part of the theory cannot becarried out, without doing.greater,
violence to all true laws of prophetic interpretation than is to be
found in all the works of Bi's{mp Newton, Scott, Fuller, Edwards,
or any of the defenders of the common English theory. = :

In the first place the languagein ch. 11: 15—19, has no fitness
to describe such a catastrophe as the fall of Jerusalem. It is upon
the face of it, a song of triumph for the eonversion of the world to
God, after a divine inquisition and judgment, and a retribution to

rood and to bad, and a glorious victory over hostile nations ; and
if it were not a case of lifé and death to the theory, no man, we are
assured, would ever conjecture that there was the slightest refer-
ence to the fall of Jerusa{em or to Jewish affairs in the whole pas-
sage. To make if so apply, requires the utmost violence in fore-
ing the words to say what they obvicusly do not say, and not {o
say what they obviously do say, as we shall soon show. .

Again, this view disagrees with the declaration of the angel in
ch. 10: 5—7, that in the days of the sounding of the seventh angel
the mystery of God should be finished, as he has declared to his ser-
vants the prophets. Now itis plain that the existence of the papal
anti-christian power and her civil allies ruling the world in the name
of Christ, corrupting society, and preventing the conversion of the
world to God, is the great mystery spoken of by Paul, in 2 Thess.
- 2: 1—12; and the destruction of these powers by the glorious ad-
vent of Christ is the finishing of that mystery. Moreover, the
general scope of prophecy in both dispensations, is to hold up the
universal prevalence. of the kingdom of Christ over manifold oppo-
sition, as the finishing of the mystery of- God. .The solemnity of
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the wholescene, the oath of the angel that there should be nolonger
any delay, but that when the ‘seventh angel should sound the mys-
tery should be finished, all imply a loexf rotracted series of antece-
dent events, on a great scale, followed by the full development of
God’s system, the triumph of his principles, and the cessation of
that mysterious and long continued triumph of Satan, that had se
severely tried thé people of God. All the expectation' thus excit-
ed, the language of ch. 11 : 15—19 in its obvious sense; perfectly
gratifies. It implies that the exercise of the great power of God
has been for ages ‘withheld, and therefore Satan had come in great
power, and organized vast systems to desolate and destroy ‘the
earth; but that at length God had taken to himself his great power
and reigned. 'The nations indeed rage and oppose; but the time
of divine judgment and recompense has come. Saints and mar-
tyrs are to be rewarded, and those who have destroyed the earth
are to be destroyed. Hence the all-comprehending idea of the
whole is to be found in the anthem that bursts from the lips of the
angelic host, ¢ the kingdoms of ‘this world have become the king-
dom of our Lord and of his Christ; and he shall reign for ever and
ever.”” The fundemental ideas of this passage are precisely those
of ch. 19, 20 ; so much so, that those may be regarded as a mere
expansion of these. . : ’ -

And now, how are these things to be changed into a mere
catastrophe of wrath, like the fall of Jerusalem? The nature of
that catastrophe can be easily gathered from the ample and un-
doubted predictions of Christ with reference to it. It is a day of
j(;lggment and of wrath ;-but not of the conversion of the world to

.. Christ anticipates no such result. Jerusalem is rather to
be trodden down of the gentiles for a long period, even until the
times of the gentiles shall be fulfilled. Moreover, as it regards the
catastrophe itself, our Savior is full and precise. Is there even-a
hint of this catastrophe in this passage? - Not one. Even Prof
Stuart virtually admits this, for he endeavors to account for it thus:
¢ the writer is a Jew, and how can he dwell on the destruction of
his beloved city and people with a minuteness of representation ?
He turned from the scene with weeping as a sympathizing Jew,’
&ec., ii. : 145. Again, ¢ The shouts of victory in heaven, fill the
ears and occupy the mind of the geer, and turn away his attention
from the sad spectacle of the overthrow of his beloved city and
people.”” We confess that this account of ‘the matter, in view of
all the circumstances of the case, is little less than ludicrous. The
fall of Jerusalem is assumed to be the great.catastrophe for which,
during six whole chapters, John has been preparing the way. He
had heard the words of Christ describing that catastrophe. Six
seals haye been opened full of omens of wrath. Six trumpets have
sounded their blasts of vengeance ; every form of terror has been
accumulated ; but just when the final catastrophe comes, and the
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highest development of wrath is demanded, alas! the heart of John
is Yoo tender to present it. He omits it entirely, and his ears are
filled and his mind is occupied by the shouts of vietery in heaven;
and those shouts have no reference to the fall of Jerusalem, but
solely to the conversion of the world | :
It is so'plain that the fall of Jerusalem is not here represented
that Bleek, Ewald and others deny. that there is here any cata-
strophe at all. Prof. Stuart regards this as unaccountable ; to us
it is pot. It is far more rational te deny any catastrophe at all,
than to find thefall of Jerusalem in such a passage as this.
Mareover, there is other internal evidence against this view.
The enemies over whom God trinmphs are indicated in a way that
clearly shows that Jews are not meant. They are called za sbry
(11:18.) the nations, or the gentiles. They, and not the Jews, are
angry, and resist God. This is perfectly decisive, for never are
the Jews called 1a s6vy, in the general and unlimited sepse. This
is the common and universal antithesis of the Jews. In opposi-
tion to this, Prof. Stuart quotes some passages in which the Jews
are called a nation, in the singular, <. e., Gen. 12: 2. Ps. 33: 12.
Is. 1:4. 9:2, 26: 2, 49: 7. But how manifést is it that to call
the Jews a nation, is not the same as to call them ta &6y, the
nations. A nation they were; the nations they never were.. Nor
were they ever so called. . Neither does the passage in Gen. 35:
11, to which he appeals, sustain Prof. Stuart. Here God says to
Abrabam, ¢ a nation and a company of nations, shall be of thee.”
Now the Jews were not in the strict sense a company’ of nations,
but of tribes. Therefore, Rosenmiiller says, ¢ Propagatio e patri-
bus undecim tribuam am natis, et Benjaniine mox nascituro indi-
eatur ;”” and he quotes Le Clerc to the same effect. DY) is here
®sed in a peculiar and unusual manner ; and the use is decided by
the context. But never are the Jews called absolutely and inde-
pendently ra ¢6vy. Prof. Stuart also appealsto Ps. 2: 1. ¢ Why

do the nations s»y D13 and the people aos DfﬁN'? imagine a vain

ing 17’ The raging of  the nations here, he says, “ applies prin-
cipally to rebelhous Jews.”  (ii., 242.) Yet the inspired apostles
in Acts-4: 27, do not take this view. Afier quoting the ‘pusage
from Ps. 2, they say, in explanation of its fulfilment, « for of a
truth, against thy ho‘l‘y child Jesus, both Herod, and Pontius Pilate,
with the gentiles and the people of Israel were gathered together,
&c.” So then inspiration has decided that by the gentiles, the
Jews.are not here meant, for they are distinguishéd from the peo-
ple of Israel. There is then, as we have before stated, no casein
which the Jews are called ra efvs, and of course the enemies here
referred ttt),h are ll:o;. the Jewa,tll:nt the hoctille nations of the Iquorll!d at
large, as the whole scope of the p ainly shows. Nothing
therefore, but the utmost_Pe thm fl:)m this passege into a



1847.} Stwart’'s Commientary on the Apocalgpse. 289

description of the fall of Jerusalem ; and yet to the theory of Aleas-
ear, Eichhorn and Stuart, such an application is essential. That
. theory therefore must be false. - AL ;

- Still further, the same-theory renders necessary either an-obscure
or an imaginary interpretation of the slaying. of the two witnesses.
It compels the interpreter to find the fulfilment of this prophecy in
events preceding the fall of Jerusalem. - But it lies on the very
face of tge prediction that the witnesses were of such power and
influence as to terment thase that dwelt'on the edrth, and that their
death would arrest the attention of the people and-kindreds, and
tongues, and nations, and fill theth with joy—that their resurrec-
tion. would fill them with terror, and be attended with great convul-
sions. ‘ T : =
* Let us now call to mind that eur Savior took especial pains te
point out to his disciples the signs by which they might foreknow
that the fall of Jerusalem was at hand, and enjoined it on them to
escape. Moreover, the general belief of the Christian world, ever
since, has been, that they did escape,-and that no- Christians were
in Jerusalem when it was compassed about by the Romans. -

‘And yet this theory compels us to find these two illustrious wit-
nesses of God in Jerusalem at this  very time, and to diseover
events corresponding ‘to their death and resurrection, and the
great convilsions attending it. . . iy o

Now by a stern necessity, either an absurd or an imaginary
exposition must be adopted. If it is admitted that there were no
Christians in Jerusalem, then the interpretation is absurd, for it
finds God’s two illustrious witnesses either among the abandoned
Jews or the heathen. Herder and Eichhorn look for them among
the Jews, and select the- Jewish High Priests Ananys and Jesus,
whom the zealots slew. That is, the guilty leaders of God’s aban-
doned enemies on whom his vengeance was soon.to fall, are God’s
two witnesses, whom the beast from the bottomless pit will slay,
and whom' God will raise to glory? ‘Where in Mede, Newton,
Scott, Fuller, or Edwards, can anything be found comparable to
this for intense absurdity? Prof. Stuart has taken good heed to
avoid this Scylla, but in doing it, he is obliged to fall into- the
Charybdis of purely imaginary interpretation.

There is not a solitary scrap of histery by which it can be made
to appear  probable that there were any Christians in Jerusalem—
much less, that there were tWwo or more teachers deserving of -a
description so magnificent—much less that they were put to death,
—much less that ‘it excited the attention of people, and kindreds,
and tongues, and .nations—till less that they rose, and great fear
and cenvulsions attended their resurrection. - -

What then is Prof: Stuatt’s ground? ' He admits, that ‘“accord-
ing to the testimony of the ancients, the great body of Christians
fled beyoud-the Jordan to Pella, when Pulestine was invaded by

THIRD SERIES, YOL. IIl. NO. 2. 7
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the Romana.’ That Judea could successfully resist the Roman
power, no considerate person would believe. Hence the flight of
Christians in accordance with the warnings of the Savior. But
still the case can hardly be imagined, where all would be able to
make good their escape. The sick, the aged, paupers, persons ofa
‘hesitating or doubting turn of mind, must, or at least would, delay,
or give up an effort to fly. 'Then, among the faithful and zealous
teachers of Christianity in Palestine, there must haye been those
who chose to remain and preach repentance and faith to their
perishing countrymen. These I regard as-symbolized by the twe
witnesses in 11: 3.7 (i : 227.) . - e

But is there any historical proof that such illustrious preachers
did stay, contrary to the express directions of Christ? None at
all. Is there aay proof that they tormented those who dwelt on
the earth ; that. nations and peoples and tongues rejoiced in their
death, and were terrified by their resurrection in any sense? Not
a particle. If there were any teachers, or dcath, or resurrection of
any sort, it excited so little attention and made so little impression,
that the general and constant impression of the ancients was, that
there were no Christians there at all. But Prof. Stuart. finds it
hard to imagine that all could escape, and thinks that some teach-
ers must have chosen to stay and preach, and that the zealots
would probably kill them; and that the Christian religion would
prevail notwithstanding, and this is the death and resurrection of
the witnesses! .

And now we ask any man to sit downand read ch. 11 : 1—14,
and compare with it an jinterpretation so furely imaginary and
conjectutal, an interpretation that cannot call in one historigal fact
to its support, and then to say whether it can be the true interpre-
tation of a passage so striking and sublime? Ought we not rather
to find the terpretation of such a passage in a series of events
that deeply affected and agitated the world, and not in a series
that made so little. impression that no record of them ever was
made, and even the memory of them has entirely faded away?
It is of mo avail to say that we must not interpret too minutely
and specifically, the drapery and costume of prophecy. We admit
it. But it is a still greater offence utterly to evaporate the yital
energy of such a passage, by applying the most moving and striking
symhols of the book to purely imaginary and utterly improbable
events. . . : .

. But Prof. Stuart says, that Christ has plainly foretold the Nrero
. secutien of Christians at the time in question, and refers to Matt.
24 :9—13. Mark 13 : 9—13. e 2] ; 12—16. No doubt
he foretold persecutions in these words, but they were plainly to
precede, not to follow, the flight of Christians from Jerusalem. For
the persecutions were included among the preceding signs; and
after thew, he says, when ye shall see certain other signs them
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lee from Jerusalem to the mountains. See Luke 21 : 20, 21.
Mark 13: 14, 16, Matt. 24: 15, 16. His words, therefore, indi-
cate no persecution of Christians in Jerusalem after the flight to
the mountains, but clearly imply the reverse. Plainly then, that
theory must be wreng which compels us to look for tie two wit-
aesses in Jerusalem, just before its fall. ] :
~ Nor is this the end of .the violence which this theory compels us
to do to the laws of praphetic interpretation. It compels us to find
in Jerusalem some organized civil power tq slay the- witnesses, that
can be called the beast that asceadeth from the bottomless pit.
Prof. Stuart (ii : 232) bas well! set forth the perplexity of inter-
preters on this point. Eichhorn says that 6ygwr is generic, and
18 put for ez, and that Oxpee means the locusts, in ch. 9: 2.
That-is, THE beast means bedsts in general, and beasts in general,
means locusts -ip patticular. Grotius and Hammond. say that it
means the famous impostor Barochchab, &c.; but enough of such
‘theories. According to Prof. Stuart, it should mean the Zealots ;
for he thinks it extremely probable that they. killed the Christian
teachers, who probably remained at Jerusalem.  But as it would
be hard to show in what sense the Zealots were the beast that
ascendeth from the bottomless pit, he finally, as a last resort, fixes
on Satagn—though he is nowhere else in the whole Bible thus
designated, and though the word plajnly denates a civil organi-
zation and pot an individual person. . All this violence results of
necessity, from endeavoring to convert a song of triumph over the
conversion of the world, into an account of the fall of Jerusalem.
Let the language of ch. 11: 16—19 be taken in its -plain and
obvious sense, and there will be na difficulty in knowing who the
beast is; for, as we have seen, he lives till just before the conver-
sion of the world, and the slaying of the witnesses also takes place
80 near to that great event, that we are not obliged to hunt up
some new and strange meaning of the word beast, or to consider
it as denoting the devil. The one great beast fulfils all the condi-
tions of the case. . B : :
But Prof. Stuart relies on what is said as it regards the slaying
of the witnesses in_the city in which our Lerd was crucified, as
‘that the literalrJe em is meant. ,fhet he lis |tlltlterly unable
to carry out the literal interpretation, through the passage.
Spesking of ch. 11: 1, 2, he srzys, % How can we Aconsfder the
representation before us as anything more than mere symbol ?  Is
it to be onee hctually imagined, that John actually expected the
QGentiles who would tread down the holy city, a;:l:l the exterior
of the temple (v dvdiy wi» ¥wlsr) to spare the interior part
E?rtthe temple and (t.he worshippers there? Thiza would be to
suppose him wholly ignorant of the manner. in which war was
ucted at the time when he lived. Moreover, as to matter of
fact, the reverse'of what is implied by such a suppesition actually
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took place. ~ The temple—thé very sanctum itself~~was the afreat
shughter house ‘at the time of the Roman invasion, and all the
sacred building was destroyed together, at one and the same
period.® He resorts of necessity, therefore, to a-spiritual interpre-
tation of the temple, and of measuring its parts and worshippers,
and preserving a part, and giving-up a part to the Gentiles. - ‘But
we have the same right to interpret the ¢ity spiritually, that he
has so to interpret the temple. Moreover, consistency requires
it, for mixed interpretation is worse than mixed metaphor.. Indeed,
Prof. Stuart, in reply to Ewald and Bleek, says, “ Why should
‘we adopt an exegesis which is half literal and half figurative 27
{(ii: 215.) - So say we; and yet see how this" very thing is dome
m this passage (i: 184): ¢ The city where our Lord was cruci-
fied, was abott to be destroyed.” This he takes as a literal fact,
and thus proceeds :. ¢ There was-the temple of God, and there in
former days he had dwelt. The most holy place i¢ therefore
measured off, for exemption from destruction, i. e. the spiritual
part of the ancient dispensation is-still to be preserved.” Ys not this
exegesis half literal and half figurative? ~ So too, he refers the
sealing in ch. 7, to the literal -Jewish -nation (ii: 139), although
the transaction mamfestly indicates merely the salvation of &
portion of God’s elect, i. e., the true spiritual Israel, from impend-
ing perils, just as the names of the twelve tribes of \the children of
Israel on the gates of the heavenly city (21 : 12), denote that all
‘the elect of God have finally reached their ‘eternal home in that city.
We regard, therefore, all arguments derived from a reference to
“the city called Sodom and Egypt, where our Lord was ‘cruci-
fied,” in favor of thé idea that chr. 11: 15—19 refers to the fall of
Jerusalem es utterly baseless. A figurative interpretation is in
Kart indispensable, as Prof. ‘Stuart h#s clearly shown (though we

o not regard his particular one as correct), andboth consistency and
the_exigency of J;e case demand a spiritual interpretation through-
out. In short, it is not possible to introduce the fall of the literal
Jerusalem here, as we have abundantly shown, without the utmost

violence of every kind. But a spiritual interpretation will render
all symmetrical and consistent,” -« A
_ Thus have we examined the general outlines of what is regarded
by Prof. Stuart as the first catastrophe, and shown that they do
not present to us the harmonious parts of & consistent system, but
warring elements that refuse to combine in harmony either with
eachr other, or with the providence of God. ‘It woald be easy still
further to illustraté and prove this by descending to minuter
“details, but this gencral view of the so called first catastrophe, is
all that our limits will admit. ~ c
Wﬁ will now proceed to consider what is called the second; cata-
strophe. e )

“We have atready indicated thet upon the fice of it; as presented
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by Prof. Stuart, it is a most singular and -unexampled catastrophe,

beginning as. it does nearly 1800 years ago, and stretching over, the -

middle ages, and about to be completed at some indefinite future
time. Indeed, it is difficult to conceive of more ingongruities and
inconsistencies than are involved in-the endeayor, to blend Nero,
the Roman Emperors collectively, and the future enemies of the
Church, together with all intervening eneraies, in one and the same
catastrophe. It sets at defiance-all laws, poetical, historical, exege~
uw,qrpropheﬁc, . o . s o .
. The centre of. this theory, as presented; by Prof. Stuast, lies in
the assumption that Nero is the beast deseribed in chap. 17. This
view exerts-in this theory @ wide-reaching inflaence through.the
Apocalypse. It is made extensivelyto control its interpretation,,
and to reverse, en grounds of internal -evidence, the prevailing
opinion of the ancients, that it was written in the time of Domi-
Uan, and to fix. it before the fall-of Jerusalem. How then is this
theory established? .It 18 by. assuming that John has in chap. 17,
in direct terms, asserted the truth of certain rumors concerning the
death of Nero, and his return to life, and ta the imperial authority,
which heathen s_oathaay&m had circulated in the Roman empire,
not because he believed them, but to point out Nero as the beast
Now this, we do net hesitate to say, is at war with every sound
principle of interpretation, The words of Jobn are—¢ The beast

which thou sawest was and is net, and shall ascend from.the abyss,

and go'into perdition, and all who dwell upon the earth, whose
. nameg were not written from the foundation of the world, in the

Lamb’s book of life, shall. wonder when they. behold. the beast,
that was and is not, and yet is.” (17 : 8. N

‘These are -as absolute and solemn - tions as it is in the
power of language to make, and they oceur in 3 series, the rest of
which is admitted to consist of absolute affirmations; e. g. The
seven heads are seven meuntains, on which the woman sjtteth
(v. 9) ; and there are seven.ki:ﬁ: five have fallen, one is, the other
not yet come, &c. (v. 10). g ten horns mf ten kings (v. 12).
They shall fight with the Lamb, and he shall overcome them (v.
14). God hath put it in their heart to give their kingdom to the
beast (v. 17). The.woman is the great city, &ec. (v. 18). All
these -are .not. rumors, but. direct assertions of facts. But verses
8 and 11 are.in the same style of affirmation, and are closely in-
terwoven to the series.. Whe, then, has a right to break out
these -links from the chain of assertions, and to declaré that thejr
design is not what it seems to be, and what the words imply—-—to
assert real facts, but something quite different; ¢. e., to retal un-
founded rumors of heathen soothsayers concerning Nero, in such
a way a8 to poini him out as the beast? We. protest most ear-
nestly against -such a violation of every spund law of interpreta-
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tion. © When the editors-of the improved version of the New Tes-
tament came to John 1: 10, “He was in the world, and the
world was ‘made by him, and the world knew him not,”" they
merely inserted meguriousvos after syswero, and then all became
¢ facile and congruous.” “He was in the world, and the world
was enlightened by him,” &c. But with what indignation was
the question’ asked, what right have you to insert wmegwuioparos?
John says nothing about it. But this is a small affair, compared
with the insertions needed to bring out the new sense of Rev.
17:8. Let us listen to Prof. Stuart. We have enclosed his ad-
ditions in brackets, in order that the reader nray see at'd glance
what John actually does say, and.what additions are needed to
bring out the new sense. B :

“What the angel says, seems o be () equivalent to this. ¢ The
deast [means the Roman emperers, specifically Nero, of whom the
report spread through the empire 1s, that he] will revive, after
being [apparently] slain, and will: come [as it were] from' the
abyss or g{’a‘des; but he will still perish, and that speedily. [The
beast symbolizes him, of whom it is saeid that] all the world will
wonder at [and worshii] him when they see him thus~returned
Las they suppose] from the under world, lEtlm!: is, all) whose names

ave not been inscribed in the book of life, before the world was
made.’”’ (ii : 323.) T :

Now, it will be seen that the effect of the additions is not merely
to modify, but directly to centradict, what John .actually sa
Johin affirms, that the beast will revive after being slain, and that
this fact shall excite universal wonder. The additions imply that
nothing at all of this kind will take place, but that it is a mere un-
founded rumor. g ’ : T

But there is one part of this verse that no violence ean per-
vert or silence. "It is the exception of those whose names were
written in the Lamb’s book of life. Was this a part of the
heathen rumor? ' Did the soothsayers declare that all should
wonder at the return of Nero from the abyss, except those whose
names were written in the Lamb’s book of life from the founda-
tion of the world? The ‘supposition is absurd. What did they
know orbelieve concerning the Lamb’s book of life and ‘election
from eternity 7 This exception, then, can'be no part of the heathen
rumor—of course the universal wonder to which it is an exception,
is no part of that rumor, but a reality ; for would the inspired a
tle John gravely make so solemn and emphatic an exception,
to an unfounded heathen rumor about a universal wonder, which
be well knew never would take place? But if the universal
wonder is ‘a reality, the canse of it is also a reality ; that is the
coming up of the beast from the abyss is-a reality, and not a hea-
then rumor about Nero. Therefore, the whole statement is a
reality and not a rumor. Thus, not only the whele scope of the



1847.} Siuart's Commentary on the Apoculypse. 205

passage, but also a most irresistiblé exvgentia.loci, refute. and ex-
plode 4he. theory that would force the languiage of John into a
reference to heathen rumors concerning Nero. ‘ .
We do not know, in the whole history of interpretation, of a
case of 'such violence done to' the plainest laws of language ag is
found in this effort to turn aside and nentralize the. pointed asser-
tion of John. With sach laws of interpretation, it is possible to
make aliquid ex-aliquo. - - . o R
True, Prof. Stuart asserts that the object of John is dilucidation,
and not prediction, in this passage. . But how are we to know that?
Out of a given series of similar assertions, who can select some,
and say these are meant for dilucidation, but the rest are meant
for prophecy ? And if once such a principle is introduced; who is
to limit its use? It is easy to raise the devil, but not so to
lay him when once raised. And so Prof. Stuart has fo it.
For in v. 16, Ewald interprets the assertion that the ten horns and
the beast should hate the -whore; as having referemce to- the
rumored return of Nero from the East, and his union with certain
kings to destroy. Rome. But Prof. Stuart tells us, ¢ kere there is
. not so much of explanation on the part of John, as of prediction;”
and then gives a lame account of what seems to be the sense:
But finally he says, ¢ after all,.there would not perhaps be much.
to object t0 Ewald’s exegesis here, provided it should be re-
garded merely in the light of a'diluctdation.” Thus does one
false principle, or: precedent, like the dry'rot in timber, corrupt
and destroy the whole framework of interpretation. For if - Prof.
Stuart has a right to say that in one case John is not predicting,
thongh he seems to predict, why has not Ewald or any oneelse, a8
ood a right to make the same assertion anywhere else 7 Indeed
the thing does not stop here. "In chap.'16 : 12; Ewald and others
refer the pouring out the vial on the river” E*:Eh'mte,s, and pregnr-,
ing the way for the kings of the East, “ta the hariolation which
predicted, that Nero should flee to the East, and there rouse up
and unite many kingdoms, and then come and invade Italy and
burn .Rome.” Prof. Stuart admits the existence of such rumors
concerning Nero in the East, but still he assures us deﬁﬁiﬁlg; that.
¢ John is here predicting a reality, something which will take
place, not merely, as In some other cases, saying- something
concerning Nero, which might serve to make him known to his
readers.” It is easy to make such assertions, but we should
be ‘gratified to know on what principle they are made. Who i
to tell: us when John is prophesying, and when not 7y We have a
great respect for Prof. Stuart’s assertion ; but'we 1n§mt.ely prefer
one definite principle to his or any other man’s assertion, But he
has destroyed the principle that ds- essential to our defence, and
in place of it; seeks to erect a mere barrier of assertions. .
ut he informs us ii : 442, that .some.circumstances, which he
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has not seen distinctly noticed by .any of the comméntatars, tend
to oonfirm his view. ¢ These are the somewhat veiled, but stll
sufficiently plain, intelligible, and oft-repeated.cautions of the writer
of the Apocalypse, that the readet should weigh his words, and not
give them an inferpretation such as a superficial reading .might
suggest.”” We do not wonder that none of the commentators have
noticed these cautions. One is, 13: 9, © if anyman have an ear,
lethim hear.” A caution often repeated by our Savier, and found
in all the letters to .the churches. Does this intimate that these
letters are  not-to be interpreted by the letter or aceording to the
first appearance of the words > That they are not to be ““inter-
preted in the ordinary way 7’ If they do net, why give the same
words that foroe here 1 : o :
Again, the assertion, ver. 10, ¢ he that leadeth into captivity, shall
g»einto captivity, he that killeth by the sword must be kitled by
sword,” is said to point out Nero. But these words have no
more a natural reference to Nero, than ‘the assertion of Christ,
¢ they that take the sword shall perish by the sword.” :
Again, in 13 : 18, and in 17 : 9,'it .is intimated that peculiar
wisdom is needed in order. to get at the meaning of Jobn ; and
from this he infers that the passages were not intended to be
£ interpreted in the- ordinary way.”” He says, ¢ Interpreted in
the ordinary way, we might make out from our text the meaning
that Nero had been already wounded,” &c. Of course, according
to Prof. Stuart, the text is not to be interpreted in the ordinary
way. ' And are we then, in order to manifest peculiar wisdom, to
abandon the ordinary laws of interpretation, and to attach a mean-
ing to the Word of God by a reference to unfounded rumors-and
beathen hariolations? For our part, we cannot see that this is any
more consistertt with the true dignity of prophecy than the practice,
so soundly reprebated by Prof. Stuart, of interpreting it as if it
were a series of “ riddles and conundrums.” \{ge oconfess that this
whole effort to force Nero into ch. 17, as the wounded beast, and
the beast that ascends fram the bottomless pit, savors toe much of
that German infidelity that regards- John as little better than a
soothsayer himself, and does not hesitate to affirm that he believes
the rumors concérning Nero. - They are at least consistenit, for
they teach thet.John really thought that Nero would come
to life, and they are not ob{iged to neutralize his assertion by
saying that he did not mean what he actually says. But Prof:
Stuart of eaurse, abandons -this ground. He says emphatically,
“Ido No'r:&y, that John meant to convey the smpression that Nero
would actually revive and re-appedr on the, stage of -action ; for
this. I do not belseve.”’ (ii: 441.) -And yet he asserts that he spoke
as if he believed it, and that in order to'get at his true mean-
ing, we are not to interpret his words in the ordinary way. For
ourselves, we decidedly reject not only the root of this German
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infidelity, but-all thiat has ever grown from. it. ¥ This theory as to
Nero has decided, infidel associations. It is perfectly consistent. .
in the hands of one who denies the inspiration of John; but it
cannot be so grafted on the tree of tyue Christian interpretation,
as to appear like one of its true and genuine branches. In short,
we are deeply eonvinced that it is no part. of a true interpretation
of the word of God. . T . .

Still further, we objeet to this theory that it eonverts prophecy
into an undjgnified syllabus of minute contemporanepus évents,:
and .does not give to its symbols that sublime. magnitude and
far-reaching scope, which accord with the magnitude.and vast ex-
tent of the system:of God. 'To a fini{e mind, near events assnme
a disproportional magnitude and importance. But an infinite
mind -can see all events in their true magnitude and relations,
and sketch the bold outlines, and omit the minute details.

Now let us look at a few facts as given by Prof. Stuart: ¢The
persecution of Nero began in the middle of Nov. A. D., 64 (ii:
279). It ended with the death of Nero, A. D., 68, June 9; for
Galba was proclaimed Emperor on the 8th of June in the same
year, and Ngro was assaseinated ‘on the same day. It is not im-
probable that Galba was on his march from Spain when the Apo-.
calypse was written, so. that the time of deliverance for the church
was very near when the book was written (ii : 280). Again, the
evidence that the persecution d frem Rome into the provinces
is so feeble; that ablest modern historians deny that it did, e. g.
Neander, Liicke, Giesler and others. Stuart, indeed, labors to
controvert their views ; but this state of facts showa of itself, that
the persecution was not great and prominent, except at Rome, else
it would have made a d impression and left stronger evidences
of its existence. Not zg;ris this true, but it was also just at ite
close. The Apocalms,' we are told, was writtei ‘during the
year in which Nero died; and yet its main- end was to console
and sustain the chutch under his persecutions. Is not this toe
much like crying fire, after the fire is. put out? Before the book
eould be ﬁniabl:g, copied and circulated, Nero would be dead and
the persecution over. Now, doesitcomport with any just sense of
the elevated and expanded views of God, to suppose that he would
devote so much space, in such circymstances, to a minute syllabus
of events, and even rumors. about Nero? After- presenting the
beast in ch. 13, the development of omens of wrath goes on, tll at
the end of ch. 16, the seven vials are all poured out, all aimed at
the beast. Then comes np the question who is this beast ?. And
in ch. 17, in a rhost mysterious way, John intimates that it is Neuz
by a minute detail of pagan rumors about him ; and then the fin
catastrophe comes on, and somewhere.at last, though Prof. Stuart,
Gaes not indicate wherne, Nero is slain. Now after all that has been
said-about the msthetical merits of this theory, it seems to us.a de-
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gradation of prophécy, thus to exhanst all its emblems of magnifi-
eence and terror on an occasion so little calling for it. Even a
heathen could say, nec deus sntersit nis