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ABSTRACT i

This dissertation is a study of the most important Greek patristic commentary on
the Book of Revelation, composed in 611 by Andrew, Archbishop of Caesarea,
Cappadocia. The dissertation consists of two parts: Part 1, Studies on the Apocalypse
Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea, and Part 2, Translation of the Apocalypse
Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea.

Part 1, Studies on the Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea, consists of
an analysis of the commentary and an explanation of the Book of Revelation in the
history of Eastern Christianity.

Chapter 1 is an introduction to the commentary and to the historical context,
audience, purpose and motivation for its composition.

Chapter 2 discusses the Book of Revelation in the canon of Eastern Christianity
through an historical overview of the place of Revelation in the canon of the East from
the second century through the present day. The chapter considers which factors
accounted for the early and immediate appeal of Revelation, examines the attitudes
toward it as revealed in primary sources, and demonstrates that the Apocalypse was
consistently recognized as an apostolic document from the second century through the
early fourth century. Revelation eventually came under attack due to its association with
controversies such as Montanism and chiliasm. Doubts about its authorship were raised
to discredit it in order to undermine the controversial movements which relied upon it. It
remained in an uncertain canonical status until relatively recently and is now presumed to
be part of the New Testament by most Eastern Christians but the question of its status in
the canon has never been “officially” resolved.

Chapter 3 explains the importance of the commentary from a text-critical
perspective and for the purpose of studying the history of the Apocalypse text itself. A
large percentage of Apocalypse manuseripts contain the Andreas commentary, which has
preserved a text type of its own, and the study of the Andreas text type facilitates the
analysis and evaluation of other text types by comparison. This chapter also discusses the
dual textual transmission of the Book of Revelation, unique among the books of the New
Testament, since manuscripts of Revelation are found both in scriptural collections as

well as bound with a variety of spiritual and profane writings.
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Chapter 4 discusses Andrew’s commentary in the context of the trajectory of
other ancient Apocalypse commentaries, East and West, and how the interpretative
history proceeded along a dual stream of tradition. The first commentators greatly
influenced those who followed them, but only those who wrote in the same language. The
Latin tradition did not influence Greek interpreters, nor vice-versa, and commonalities
between Greek and Latin writers can be traced back to the earliest Fathers and to the
perspectives, Scriptures, exegetical techniques and traditions common to both East and
West from the first centuries of Christianity.

Chapter 5 commences an evaluation of the commentary itself, including
Andrew’s purpose, motivation and orientation, as well as a discussion of the structure,
style and characteristics of the commentary. This chapter also explains Andrew’s
methodology, techniques and use of sources.

Chapter 6 explores Andrew’s theology, including his doctrine, view of prophecy,
history, eschatology, angelology and salvation.

Chapter 7 reviews Andrew’s influence on subsequent Eastern commentators, the
translation of his commentary into other ancient languages, its impact on the reception of
the Book of Revelation into the Eastern canon and the commentary’s lasting pre-

eminence and importance,

Part 2 of the dissertation, Translation of the Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew
of Caesarea, is an English translation of the commentary with extensive explanatory

footnotes.



FOREWORD iii

Revelation’s shaky canonical status and association with heresy caused the East to
lag behind the West by three hundred years before producing a commentary on
Revelation. Not until the end of the sixth century did the first Greek commentary appear,
authored by Oikoumenios, a Monophysite philosopher. Serious crises in the Empire
contributed to a sentiment that the end of the world might be near, renewing interest in
apocalyptic writings. As the only Greek commentary on Revelation, Oikoumenios’
interpretation would have found a ready readership. But due to his philosophical
background and obvious lack of exegetical training, Oikoumenios’ quirky commentary
expressed theological, eschatological | and exegetical conclusions which were
unacceptable in mainstream ecclesiastical circles.

Mot long afterward, a second Greek commentary appeared to respond to
Oikoumenios. This second commentary was composed by Andrew, Archbishop of
Caesarea, Cappadocia, a well-known and respected exegete during his time. Andrew’s
superior skill and exegetical training produced a commentary that quickly eclipsed the
work of Oikoumenios to become predominant and the standard patristic commentary for
the East, including the Greek, Slavic, Armenian and Georgian Churches.

Andrew demonstrated that he stood in the stream of patristic tradition, even if it
amounted to no more than a trickle, Although composed in 611, (a specific date
proposed here for the first time), Andrew refers to many interpretations of Revelation
found in passages by earlier Fathers as well as citing the opinions of anonymous teachers,
pointing to a heretofore unexplored rich oral tradition of interpretation of the Apocalypse
in the Greek East reaching back into the centuries preceding Andrew’s time.

The totality of the ancient Greek tradition for the interpretation of the Apocalypse
was preserved in the commentary of Andrew of Caesarea, who succeeded in drawing
together the various strands of ancient tradition. His thoughtful, balanced and well
written commentary was quickly embraced and became extremely important. His
accomplishment was widely recognized and is evidenced by the existence of eighty-three
complete manuscripts of Andrew’s commentary, along with countless abbreviated
versions.

Andrew’s commentary also influenced the textual transmission of the Apocalypse

and created a unique text type. Moreover, Andrew’s commentary is responsible for the
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eventual acceptance of Revelation into the canon of the Oriental and Eastern Orthodox
Churches as well as influencing Eastern Christian eschatology.

The commentary was published in Migne’s Patrologia Graeca, vol. 106 (Paris
1863) 215-458, and also exists in Latin, Georgian, Armenian and Old Slavonic
translations. Until now, no complete translation of Andrew’s commentary has appeared
in any modern language and no significant amount of scholarship has been devoted to his
commentary, undoubtedly the most important ancient Greek Patristic commentary on
Revelation.

Many of Andrew’s opinions are reported by George Mavromatis in his book,
‘H AmoxdAvyis 100 Twavvov ué Matepixn Avdivorn (Athens: Apostolike Diakonia,
1994). Some excerpts of the commentary already existed in English translation. An
exposition on the Book of Revelation composed in Russian by Archbishop Averky
Taushev quoted portions of the Old Slavonic text which he had translated into Russian.
This work was thereafter translated into English by Seraphim Rose and published under
Archbishop Averky’'s name as Apocalypse (Platina, CA: Valaam Society of America,
1985). Additional excerpts from Andrew’s commentary were very recently published as
volume XII, “Revelation,” (ed. and trans. William Weinrich), as part of the Ancient
Christian Commentary series, ed. Thomas C. Oden, (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 2005) along with other comments from various ancient authors, This volume was
published after the present translation had been completed and therefore did not factor
into the present translation.

A thorough analysis of Weinrich's rendition of Andrew’'s comments is not
included in the scope of this dissertation, however a cautionary note is appropriate.
Weinrich states that his translations are based on Schmid’s eritical text, however, they are
lifted out of the context of the commentary and at times can mislead the reader with
respect to Andrew’s true opinion, the discernment of which requires a careful reading of
the entire relevant portion of the commentary.

Weinrich’s compilation highlights the significant problem created by the fact that
a complete translation of Andrew’s commentary has not heretofore existed in which one
can read the work in its entirety and truly understand Andrew’s thoughts, analysis and

style. This problem has arisen repeatedly among authors who discuss Andrew’s work and



v
is demonstrated on the very first occasion in which Weinrich includes an excerpt from
Andrew’s commentary. Weinrich presents Oikoumenios’ opinion as that of Andrew on
Rev. 1:4: “Grace to you and peace from the One who is, and who was, and who is to
come, and from the seven spirits which are before his throne.” (Weinrich,
3) Andrew believes that specifically in Rev. 1:4 this statement refers to the Father, nor
to the Trinity, and he goes to great lengths to explain why Oikoumenios is incorrect
exegetically even if he is correct theologically. Averky makes exactly the same mistake
as Weinrich (Averky, 44). Without the complete commentary as a guide, isolated
passages from Andrew’s commentary are translated and carelessly presented as Andrew’s
own opinion because Andrew often reported the opinions of others as alternative
interpretations.

The piecemeal approach to Andrew’s commentary, translating bits here and there
while making no effort to understand the flow and content of the commentary as a whole,
not to mention its historical context, has even affected disciplines outside the history of
biblical interpretation. Misunderstandings and erroneous conclusions have been drawn by
Byzantine historians, no doubt based on the assessment of Andrew by scholars in the
history of interpretation field. For example Paul Magdalino, probably relying on earlier
mistaken assessments, states in his article “The History of the Future and its Uses:
Prophecy, Policy and Propaganda,” (The Making of Byzantine History, Roderick Beaton
and Charlotte Roueché, eds. [London: Variorum, 1993], 3-34), that Andrew was under
the sway of apocalyptic fervor and even that Andrew systematically tried to relate
Revelation to the Roman Empire. (Making of Byzantine History, 11) The truth is actually
the opposite: If anything, Andrew was attempting to quell apocalyptic fears through his

commentary, not inflame them.

The following dissertation consists of two parts: Part 1, “Studies on the
Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea,” an analysis of the commentary, and
Part 2, “Translation of the Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea.” The
translation is based on the critical text of the commentary produced by Josef Schmid, Der
Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia, vol. 1 of Studien zur Geschichte des

griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, 3 parts (Miinchen: Karl Zink Verlag, 1955-56).
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Schmid employed brackets | | in the publication of his critical text to indicate
doubtful words or passages, and | have retained these brackets. Therefore, instead of
brackets, which would normally be used to insert words into the translation for clarity of
reference, parentheses ( ) were employed to indicate words which [ supplied to make the
translation more accurate, more understandable or more readable in English. References
to the critical text will begin with Andrew’s own chapter numbering, indicated as Chp.,
followed by the page number in Schmid’s critical text, given as Text, and finally the page

number as found in the present translation of the commentary, cited as Comm.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 The Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea

By far the most important ancient commentary on the Book of Revelation produced
by the Greek East was composed by Andrew, Archbishop of Caesarea, Cappadocia. It not
only became the standard patristic commentary in the Eastern Christian tradition and
significantly influenced all subsequent Eastern commentaries, but decisively influenced the
reception of the Book of Revelation into the canon of the Orthodox Church. Long after the
canon was fixed in the West, the East still wavered in its attitude toward the Apocalypse of
John. Certain councils, bishops and patriarchs accepted it, while others rejected it.

This uncertain canonical status continued well into the second millennium and was
probably only fully resolved after the invention of the printing press, which standardized the
production of the Bible. By this time, Revelation had gained widespread acceptance in the
Orthodox world. Moslem conquests and occupation of many traditionally Orthodox lands
renewed Eastern interest in Revelation. The fall of Constantinople in 1453, and the Greek
Orthodox experience of more than four hundred years of subjugation, persecution and
martyrdom under Islamic rulers, furthered interest in John’s apocalyptic vision. Doubts
raised commonly during the fourth and fifth centuries regarding the apostolic authorship of
Revelation — due to its association with heresy, strange imagery and Semitic style of Greek
— had nearly excluded the Apocalypse entirely from the canon. Eventually, these doubts
faded away. This occurred in no small part because of the existence of a commentary on
Revelation penned by Andrew, a respected ancient bishop and thoughtful orthodox
interpreter of the Scriptures, who occupied the celebrated see of Caesarea, Cappadocia.

Andrew’s commentary exists in its entirety in eighty-three manuscripts. In addition,
thirteen abbreviated versions of the commentary survive, as well as fifteen manuscripts with
scholia from Andrew. It was published in Migne’s Patrologia Graeca, vol. 106 (Paris 1863)
215-457, however, the first critical edition of the Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew of
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Caesarea was published in 1955 by Josef Schmid.! Before Andrew’s commentary was ever
printed in the Greek original text, the Jesuit scholar Theodore Peltanus, a professor at the
University of Ingolstadt in the mid-sixteenth century, had created a free Latin translation
which appeared in print in Ingolstadt in 1584 and is reprinted in the Patrologia Graeca

volume. Several additional Latin editions were also subsequently print&d.z
1.2 The Life and Work of Andrew of Caesarea

The person and work of Andrew of Caesarea is veiled in mystery. Virtually nothing is
known about his life. Of his exegetical work, little remains except for his Commentary on
the Apocalypse and a few small fragments consisting of questions and answers.” While
scholars have placed Andrew’s episcopal tenure as early as the fifth century and as late as the
ninth century, today most locate him in the mid to late sixth century or early seventh.

The ancient city of Caesarea was located in eastern central Asia Minor, in the
geographical center of modern-day Turkey, approximately 150 miles almost due north of the

extreme northeastern corner of the Mediterranean Sea.' For centuries it was the civil and

! Josef Schmid, Der Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia, vol. | of Studien zur Geschichte des
griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, 3 parts (Minchen: Karl Zink Verlag, 1955-56). The sections consist of the
following: (1) Der Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia, Text (1955), which I will refer to as
“Texr," is the Greek critical text of the commentary, (2) Die alten Stdmme (1955), or "Alten Sidmme,” is a
study of the textual tradition of the Apocalypse itself and the relationship of the Andreas commentary to the
textual transmission of the Apocalypse, and, (3) Historische Abteilung Ergdnzungsband, Einleitung, (1956) or
“Einleitung,” is a review of the manuscript tradition of the commentary and the subsequent history and
reception of the Andreas commentary. For purposes of clarity, 1 will cite to each section, rather than giving
citations to volumes, since the number and composition of the volumes can differ,

* Schmid, Einleitung, 122. An earlier Latin translation may have already existed, since the famous Armenian
bishop, Merses of Lampron, describes the discovery of a commentary on Revelation by Arethas, (who was
heavily dependent on Andrew), in a Latin monastery in the city of Antioch. It was in the “Lombard language,”
and Merses was unable to find anyone who could translate it into Armenian. Nerses eventually found a copy of
Andrew's commentary in the Greek language at the “Roman” (i.e., Greek Orthodox) monastery of 51, Pathius,
After earnestly begging for the manuscript, Nerses acquired it and then had it translated into Armenian, Nerses,
the Archbishop of Tarsus (d. 1198), is considered responsible for the acceptance of the Apocalypse into the
Mew Testament canon of the Armenians and his discovery of the Andrew commentary played no small role,
Schmid, Einleitung 107-108. Also see chapter 7.2.1 of this dissertation,

* These fragments were published by Friedrich Dickamp in Analecta Patristica (Rome, 1938) 161-72, and came
from a work entitled Bepaneviues,  Andrew produced at least one other commentary, Commentary On Daniel,
which is attributed to him in a catalogue of the Patriarchal Library of Constantinople, printed at Strasbourg in
I5T8, but that commentary is otherwise entirely unknown as no manuscript of it has been found. Bibliotheca
Sive Antiquitates Urbis Constantinopolitanae (Argentorati, 1578), 22. See Clavis Patrum Graecorum T4T8,

* Present day “Kaysari.”



religious center of the Roman province, and later the Byzantine province, of Cappadocia. The
episcopal see of Caesarea was among the most prominent of the Byzantine Empire. Indeed,
the metropolis of Caesarea was second in importance only to Constantinople itself. The
bishop of Caesarea held the titular rank of “Archbishop™ and his see was designated as
protothronos, giving the Archbishop of Caesarea a precedence which is consistently recorded
as such in the Notitiae ep[&cﬂpﬂmum.s

Little can be said about Andrew with certainty except that he was the Archbishop of
Caesarea in the late sixth and/or early seventh centuries. Apart from his ecclesiastical rank
and see, and his authorship of a commentary on Revelation, we only know that Andrew
wrote other commentaries, now lost, and responded to exegetical questions. Therefore, he
must have been a well known and respected expert in Scripture interpretation. He confessed
in the opening lines of his commentary that he was pressed by many people to undertake the
job of writing a commentary on the Book of Revelation, which until then he had repeatedly
declined.

It is not surprising that Andrew had previously denied requests to comment upon
Revelation, despite his expertise in Scripture, Due to the very nature of the book itself, an
interpretation of Revelation is challenging and difficult for anyone. In addition, almost no
Greek exegetical tradition existed for the Apocalypse that Andrew could rely upon for
assistance. But his statement that numerous persons appealed to him to assume this difficult
task reveals that he was recognized as a proven exegete, technically and theologically well-

qualified, and a respected hierarch.
1.2.1 Dating Andrew’s Episcopal Reign

In recent years, scholarly opinion has finally reached a general consensus that

Andrew flourished in the late sixth and early seventh centuries.® Andrew’s episcopal reign

* Daniel Stiernon, “Caesarea, Cappadocia,” Encyclopedia of the Early Church, (2 vols.)) vol. 1, ed. Angelo Di
Berardino, trans. Adrian Walford, (Cambridge, Eng: James Clark & Co., 1992), citing Jean Darrouzes, Notitiae
epsicopatunm Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae (Paris, 1981).

6 However, arrival at this consensus has been ridiculously slow. Even very recently scholars appear entirely
unaware of the discoveries (now more than 100 years old) which have affirmatively and unquestionably
established the parameters for dating Oikoumenios, the author of the first Greek commentary on Revelation,
and Andrew. For example, Manlio Simonetti, Bibfical fnterpretation in the Early Church, trans. lohn A,
Hughes (Edinburgh: T and T Clark, 1994), 112, writes vaguely that Andrew and Oikoumenios “followed each
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has been dated from 563-614.” While this is a useful approximation, it is highly unlikely that
Andrew reigned for fifty-one years as a bishop, although it is not entirely impossible. It is
more plausible that another bishop or bishops held the see during an intervening period of
time between the end of Theokritos’ episcopacy in 563 and Andrew’s ascent. Andrew could
have occupied the see as early as the end of the sixth century, but internal evidence in the
commentary suggests that he most definitely served as the bishop during the critical first
years of the seventh century.

We know for certain that while Andrew was wriling his own commentary he had
before him the earliest Greek commentary on Revelation, which had been authored only a
few years prior by Oikoumenios. Oikoumenios provided us with a rough date for his own
commentary when he remarked that he was writing more than five hundred years after John
experienced his revelation.® This places Oikoumenios’ work at the end of the sixth century
and provides the first parameter for dating Andrew’s commentary. Since Andrew’s
commentary followed that of Oikoumenios, Andrew could not have written prior to the very

end of the sixth or early part of the seventh century.

1.2.2 Dating Andrew’s Commentary on the Apocalypse

Many scholars surmise that Andrew’s commentary was composed not only prior to

other at an uncertain date in the sixth or seventh centuries” Georgios B. Mavromatis,
H Amoxdivyig o0 Twdvvou pe Hatepin Avddvoy, (Athens: Apostolike Dianoia,1994), places Andrew
in the 5" century and, even more surprisingly, places Oikoumenios around 600, well affer Andrew
{Mavromatis, 21). Frederick W. Morris, likewise dates Andrew in the fifth century. “Andrew of Caesarea,”
Encyclopedia of Early Christianity, ed. Everett Ferguson (Mew York: Garland Publishing, 1990), 38,

" The terminus post quem is that a previous Archbishop of Caesarea, Theokritos, died in 563 and Andrew
followed him at some point thereafier. We know the names of the archbishops of Caesarea from the year 500
through 563. See Franz Dickamp, Analecta Patristica (Rome, 1938), 162, and Panagiotis K. Chrestou,
‘Eddminrj Narpodoyia, 5 vols. (Thessalonika: Kyromanos, 1992), 5:514, and also Chrestou in fordpeg
xal Beoddyor ot Xpronaviouod, 2 vols. (Thessalonika: Tehnika Studio, 1971), 1:338. Chrestou correctly
states that Andrew lived in the 6™ and 7" centuries. The terminus ante guem 15 the date of the destruction of
Jerusalem by the Persians, an extremely significant event about which Andrew gives no hint of any knowledge.
Diekamp believes the last possible date of composition is 637, the date at which time Moslems took control of
Jerusalem. But Andrew presents Jerusalem as still under the rule of “pious™ kings, i.e., Christian Roman
emperors. Chp, 52, Texr 178, Commentary Translation, (hereinafter “Comm.™), 171,

8 “But what does he mean by adding what must soon take place since those things which were going to happen
have not yet been fulfilled, although a very long time, more than five hundred years has elapsed since this was
said?" (Oikoumenios 1,3.6) Oecumenius: Commentary on the Apocalypse, trans, John M. Suggit, Fathers of the
Church Series, vol. 112 (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2006), 22. Oikoumenios’
identity and dating are discussed in greater detail below.



the sack of Jerusalem in 614 as Chrestou proposes, but also prior to the Persian sack of
Caesarea in 610 and that Andrew’s episcopal reign had ceased by then. This conclusion is
based on the observation that Andrew made no explicit reference to the sack of Caesarea in
his commentary on the Apocalypse. However, the commentary contains three references to

barbarian invasions’

as well as other clues that Andrew had in fact experienced the conquest
of Caesarea. Another reference also indirectly hints at important details which help to
narrow the time frame and suggests that Andrew had witnessed disasters on a great scale.'
Internal evidence thus strongly suggests that his commentary was written in the context of
the traumatic events of the early seventh century, including the Persian invasion and sack of
Caesarea.

Unfortunately, the seventh century, especially the earliest years, is among the worst
documented periods of Byzantine history, Not only are sources very limited, but the few
dates available among the sources frequently conflict, often by a year or more."" Recently,
however, consensus seems to be gaining among scholars that Caesarea, Cappadocia was
actually taken by the Persians twice within two years, the first time in 609 or 610, and then

again in 611." The first capture occurred while the Empire was engaged in a civil war

* Twice Andrew refers to “bloodshed” by barbarian hands, (Chp. 22, Text 90, Comm. 102; Chp. 27 Texr 103,
Comm. 113), and later Andrew refers to the unspeakable misfortimes encircling us by barbarian hands (Chp.
49, Text 169, Comm. 165). A fascinating and easily overlooked clue can also be found in Andrew's comments
about the swiftness of the fall of Babylon in Rev, 18:8. The biblical text reads: “So shall her plagues come in a
single day, pestilence and mourning and famine, and she shall be bumed with fire; for mighty is the Lord God
who judges her.,” Andrew mentions how quickly evils and deaths of various kinds can take place after enemies
take the city. But there are no “enemies” in the scenario presented in the text of Revelation: God destwoys
Babylon, Andrew’s comments reflect his own recent experience: ({7 is) in the course of this {same) day in which
these things prophesied will prevail over her, For afier the enemies have taken control of the city, if suffices thai
in one day all of the evils are 1o be brought upon the defeated ones and various manners of death... (Chp. 45,
Text 196, Comm. 184).

" Chp. 16, Text 65-66, Comm. 77. Andrew quotes from a section of Eusebius® Ecclesiastical History 9.8, which
describes famine, plague, an Armenian revolt, and refers o casvalties so numerous that there were not enough
people to bury the dead. Andrew then remarks, fn owr own generation we have known each of these
happenings.,

"' See JLF. Haldon's prefatory chapter about the sources of the period, in Byzantium in the Seventh Century,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990, revised edition, 1997), xxi—=xxvii. Haldon writes, “For a
historian of the seventh century, the interrelationship between evidence and hypothesis plays a more than
usually central role.” [bid, xxviii. See also Warren Treadgold, 4 History of Byzantine State and Society
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1997), 903, on the problems with sources,

" Haldon, Byzantium in the Seventh Century, 103. Treadgold, A4 History of Byzantine State and Society, 288;
Andreas Stratos, Byzantium in the Seventh Century, vol. 1 (5 vols.) trans. Marc Ogilvie-Grant (Amsterdam:
Adolf M. Hakkert, 1968), 104-5.



between factions led by Phocas, a usurper to the throne, and Heraclius. The Persians took full
advantage of the chaos to make an incursion westward toward Constantinople, which they
never actually reached. In the meantime, Heraclius arrived in Constantinople in 610 and
killed the tyrant, Phocas. He was crowned emperor, began to restore order, and immediately
mounted a campaign to push the Persians back. The second capture of Caesarea occurred in
611 during the return of the Persian army on its way back to Persia. In that instance, they not
only sacked the city but occupied it for one year until a Byzantine siege forced them to quit
the city in 612." As they withdrew, the Persians set fire to Caesarea.

While Andrew makes veiled references to these traumatic events, he does not suggest
any knowledge of a far more momentous historical event: the Persian sack of Jerusalem. This
took place in 614 and resulted in unspeakable carnage. As was the case for many other
eastern cities, the Persian assault on Jerusalem was nothing less than catastrophic. Thousands
of people were put to the sword and survivors were taken away into slavery. For the sheer
scale of human suffering both the events at Caesarea and Jerusalem would have had an
immense effect on Andrew. But in the case of Jerusalem, the trauma rocked the entire
Christian world. Not only did Jerusalem experience bloodshed and destruction on a massive
scale, as did Caesarea, but in Jerusalem the Persians destroyed countless monasteries and
churches on holy sites. The staggering losses included the Church of the Resurrection which
contained both the site of Golgotha and the tomb of Christ. The Persians even captured the
“True Cross.” Those who escaped the initial massacre'* were made captives and taken back

to Persia as slaves."”” Among them was the Patriarch of Jerusalem, Zacharias.

"Clive Foss dates the capture of Caesarea at 611 and states that the Persians occupied the city for one year and
burned it when they withdrew. Foss, “The Persians in Asia Minor at the end of Antiquity,” The Englich
Historical Review 96 (1975): 721-743. Kaegi concurs. See W.E. Kaegi, Jr., “New Evidence on the Early Reign
of Heraclius,” Byzantinische Zeftschrift 66 [1973]: 308-330, 323, This was only the beginning of many such
tragic occurrences for the city. In fact, Caesarea was sacked four times between 636 and 740 (Haldon,
Byzanitivm in the Seventh Century, 107), most notably in 647 by the Syrians and in 726 by the Arabs. The city
was later sacked again by various parties: in 1067 by the second sultan of the Selisak, in 1243 by the Mongols
and finally by the Ottoman Turks, also in the 13" century.

" The number of dead, arrived at by an actual count of the bodies, was 66,509 people. “Antiochus Strategos:
The Capture of Jerusalem by the Persians in 614 AD,” trans. F.C. Conybeare, English Historical Review 25
(1910): 502-517, 515-516. Details about the sack of Jerusalem, as well as what transpired for the captives who
were taken back to Persia, were preserved in a very gripping and heartbreaking account composed by a monk,
Antiochus Strategos, who was an eyewitness to the events and recorded them,

" Approximately 35,000 captives were taken to Persia as slaves from Jerusalem. Sebeos, 24, The Armenian
History Anribwted to Sebeos, trans. LW, Thomson and commentary by James Howard-Johnston, Translated
Texts for Historians series, vol. 31 (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1999),



Drawing conclusions from silence is hazardous. The absence of reference does not
necessarily mean an absence of knowledge. However, in the context of a commentary on the
Book of Revelation, the absence of any express or implied reference to the sack of Jerusalem
is far more significant than the absence of explicit references to the sack of Caesarea because
of Jerusalem’s special historical, spiritual, theological and prophetic importance, especially
in relation to Revelation. This, in addition to Andrew’s reference to Jerusalem as a
Christian-controlled city,'® allows us to conclude with nearly absolute certainty that
Andrew’s commentary was written after the initial capture of Caesarea in 609/10, but prior to
the sack of Jerusalem in 614."

At the very end of Andrew’s commentary is a paragraph consisting of an epilogue by
a compiler or an editor who explains that he put the commentary together from rough drafis
with the help of the author.'® It seems that Andrew must have died shortly after the
commentary was completed. This also helps to narrow the date of Andrew’s episcopal reign.

It also seems unlikely that Andrew would have devoted time to writing a commentary
immediately after either of the sacks which Caesarea experienced, since he would probably
have been leading efforts to provide relief for the populace, ransoming captives and
organizing reconstruction efforts. One would expect at least a year to elapse before the worst
effects of the sacks had subsided and some measure of stability and normalcy was restored in
the city. If the first sack of Caesarea occurred in 609 or 610, we should allow for a reasonable
intervening period of time in the aftermath to address the needs and problems of the

population which would have demanded Andrew’s time and leadership. It is reasonable to

" The city is ruled by “pious ones,” i.e. Christian kings. Chp. 52, Text 178, Comm. 171.

' One might expect that the sack of one's own city would more likely warrant a specific reference than the sack
of another city, even that of Jerusalem. But notice that the anonymous compiler of the Chronicen Paschale,
writing in Constantinople not many years later, simply observes that numerous cities were destroyed by the
Persians during this period without mentioning any of the cities by name, except for Jerusalem. He devotes a
detailed paragraph to the sack of Jerusalem, which reads as follows: “In this year [614] about the month of June,
we suffered a calamity which deserves unceasing lamentations. For, together with many cites of the east,
Jerusalem too was captured by the Persians, and in it were slain many thousands of clerics, monks, and virgin
nuns, The Lord’s tomb was burnt and the far-famed temples of God, and, in short, all of the precious things
were destroyed. The venerated wood of the Cross, together with the holy vessels that were beyond enumeration,
was taken by the Persians, and the Patriarch Zacharias also became a prisoner.” Chronfcon Paschale, trans,
Michael Whitby and Mary Whitby, Translated Texis for Historians series, vol. 7 (Liverpool: Liverpool
University Press, 1989), 156.

¥ Text 267, Comm, 242,



conclude, therefore, that he wrote the commentary in 610/611, after the first conquest, but
before the return of the Persians in 612.

An alternative possibility is that Andrew wrote the commentary subsequent to the
second sack, after the occupation of the city had ended. In that instance, again, allowing time
for his efforts to help the city rebuild and recover, the commentary might have been written
in 613. However, since we know that upon their return the Persians occupied the city for an
entire year and burnt it as they withdrew, considering the likely devastation to the populace
and to the city’s infrastructure, a date of 613 for the composition of the commentary seems
unlikely.

We do not know the extent of Caesarea’s destruction following the second sack, but it
is difficult to imagine that Andrew would have found time to compose the commentary after
the second sack but prior to the shocking destruction of Jerusalem in 614, A year-long siege
by the Roman army to liberate the city would have depleted all the resources within the city
and greatly ravaged the surrounding countryside as well. Agricultural production would have
been disrupted, leading to food shortages within the city and its environs. These difficult
conditions would have continued long after the Persians had withdrawn. This second sack
would have involved the destruction of city walls and the destruction by fire of many homes,
merchant establishments and other significant infrastructures needed for daily life. In
addition, the second sack and the resulting fire would have meant the destruction of many
churches and the destruction or theft of many valuables, including liturgical items, and
possibly even the loss by fire of the episcopal library which Andrew would have needed for
the composition of his commentary.

The question must be asked whether Andrew would have had the resources available
to write a commentary even after the first capture of Caesarea. The Persians were known for
their devastating destruction of cities and the massacre of populations. Not long before the
capture of Caesarea, Khosrov had captured Dara in 604, approximately 400 km from
Caesarea, where he not only destroyed the walls and plundered the city but “put all [the
inhabitants] to the sword.”"® When Khosrov had returned to Persia from Dara and the other

expeditions he had conducted at that time, he organized yet another army for an invasion of

" Sebeos 31. Armenian History, 58.



.

Roman territory to be led by his famous generals Shahin and Shahrbaraz.”® According to
Sebeos, “He gave them the following order: “Receive in a friendly way those who will
submit, and keep them in peace and prosperity. But put to the sword those who may offer
resistance and make war.”*! Syrian cities which submitted, such as Edessa, were spared
destruction.” Soon after this, Sebeos briefly chronicles the first capture of Caesarea when the
Persian general Shahin “made an incursion, raiding the regions of the west and reaching
Caesarea of Cappadocia. Then the Christian inhabitants of the city left the city and departed.
But the Jews were out to meet him and submitted.” Since the Jewish citizens surrendered
and opened the city gates, the city would have been spared destruction at that time and
Andrew would still have his library available to him during this period.**

Even if most of the Christians left the city, it is almost certain that Andrew would

have remained in Caesarea.” Although some bishops departed in the face of danger,”® most

™ Stratos, 63-5. They captured many cities in Mesopotamia, including Edessa.
! Sebeos, 33. Armenian History, 62-63.

2 Seheos, 33, Armenian History, 63.

2 Sebeos, 33, Armenian History, 64.

* The inhabitants of Jerusalem also surrendered and the city was not desiroyed initially. After the Persian army
had continued on its way toward Alexandria, a few vouths killed the Persian officers who had been left in
charge at Jerusalem. When the Persians learned of the revolt, they returned and destroyed the city, killing
approximately 66,000 people and leading the survivors back to Persia into slavery. Sebeos, 34.115-16,
Armenian History 68-9, See footnote 17 above,

# As the bishop, Andrew would have shouldered a significant amount of responsibility for the city. Treadgold
notes that "With the decline of city councils, bishops were often the most powerful men in their cities, and were
on a par with the provincial governors whom they helped to select. Bishops judged court cases and conducted
civic business whenever those involved the Church, and sometimes when they did not. The clergy and monks,
all subject to their local bishops, numbered in the tens of thousands, far surpassing the burcaucracy and
approaching the army in size. The churches of Constantinople, Alexandria, and Antioch possessed a great many
church buildings, monasteries, and charitable institutions, besides wholly secular properties with income that
contributed to church salaries and charities. Lesser sees had smaller but still substantial buildings, endowments
and incomes.” Treadgold, 259, “Few of the remaining decurions were still influential in their cities, where the
leaders were men of higher rank, and increasingly the bishops. Beginning with the reign of Anastasius, bishops
had a voice in choosing local officials, including provincial governors, Justinian gave bishops jurisdiction over
many civil cases in their courts and in some cases precedence over governors.” Treadgold, 257, Siratos also
writes about the significant involvement of bishops in the administration of the Empire. Andreas Stratos,
Byzantium in the Seventh Century, vol. 1 (5 vols.) trans. Mare Ogilvie-Grant (Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert,
1968), 8. See also AFL.M lones, The Greek City from Alexander 1o Jusiinian, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1940), 209, on episcopal involvement in electing city officials and 253-53 on cpiscopal responsibilities for
providing not only charitable services, but also assisting with various public expenditures normally borne by
the city, such as the construction of baths and aqueducts,
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would not have abandoned their sees.”” Some sources suggest that the Persians remained in
Caesarea, whereas others suggest that they moved on and later returned. What is certain is
that the Romans arrived at Caesarea and besieged the city for one year in an effort to push the
Persians out. When the Persians left they set the city on fire.” Taking into consideration all
of these factors, the most likely date for the composition of the commentary is 611,

subsequent to the first capture of Caesarea but prior to any catastrophic destruction.

1.3 The Audience and Purpose of the Commentary

1.3.1 The Request From “Makarios”

In the opening sentence of his commentary, Andrew refers to a number of unnamed
persons who had appealed to him to write a commentary on the Book of Revelation.
Apparently he resisted until he received a request from an individual whose exact identity is
unclear. This person, whom Andrew addresses as “Makarios,”” apparently made a request
that could not be denied, thus compelling the composition of Andrew’s commentary. The
commentary is addressed to Makarios. The only concrete clue as to Makarios’ identity, other
than possibly the name itself, is found in the very first line: Andrew refers to Makarios as my
lord brother and co-celebrant®® This can only mean that Makarios was a clergyman. Had it
not been for this detail, our search for the man who prompted this commentary could have

included men of political or social prominence. With this detail, we can safely exclude

* If Andrew had fled the city he would have almost certainly gone to Constantinople because of his rank within
the Church and the safety of its fortification. When the Armenians rebelled against the Persians in 571-2 and
revolution erupted, the Armenian Palriarch, Catholikos John, sought refuge in Constantinople. Stratos, 22, When
the Persian general Shahrbaraz was marching toward Egypt in 616, John, the Patriarch of Alexandria, left for
Constantinople. Stratos, 113. 1f Andrew had fled to Constantinople, he might have been urged to write the
commentary during his stay there, since he would have had the patriarchal library at his disposal. But if he had
indeed fled the city in advance of the Persian army it would be difficult to explain his comments, such as the
unspeakable misfortunes encircling us by barbarian hands. Chp. 49, Text 169, Comm. 165.

" A memorable example is the Patriarch of Jerusalem, Zacharias, who could have fled but remained in the city
when the Persians attacked. He was captured and taken to Persia as a slave. Chronicon, Whitby, 156,

* Sebeos 34.113, Armenian Histary 66,
® Prologue, Text 8 (line 13), Comm. 7.

0 sulhertoupyoe.
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them.”!

Even though “co-celebrant” might include any clergyman, we can confidently
exclude men holding only priestly rank and look instead for a fellow bishop, on account of
the additional title “lord™ and other clues regarding Andrew’s relationship to Makarios. Most
likely, Makarios was a hierarch of great importance in the church, probably ranking higher
than Andrew. We can assume this for a number of reasons. First, Andrew is pressed to write
a commentary on Revelation, which he would rather not write. Second, the commentary is in
fact personally addressed to Makarios, and to him alone. Third, despite the fact that “many
people” had requested that Andrew write this commentary, he had declined these requests
repeatedly, But when Makarios made the request, Andrew acquiesced. In addition, we can
safely assume that Andrew was entirely sincere in his reluctance to assume this task and not
expressing feigned or false modesty. Of all the books of the Bible, Revelation is by far the
most difficult to interpret. Many famous exegetes shrank from the task. Hence, Andrew
writes from a sense of obligation, out of obedience or, possibly, out of great affection, More
than once in the early lines of the commentary, Andrew mentions a sense of obligation to
Makarios. Consequently, Makarios is a man to whom Andrew feels significantly obligated,
possibly as a close personal friend, but most likely as someone to whom Andrew must
obediently acquiesce by reason of his superior rank.

Furthermore, Andrew addresses Makarios with a degree of deference which we can
be certain does not simply reflect the ordinary expectations of ecclesiastical protocol.
Andrew writes the commentary only at the request of Makarios, noting three times his
“obedience™ to the request and stating that he hopes to shortly complete the task which had

3

been “assigned” to him.*  Finally, Andrew was the highest ranking bishop in the region,

second only to the Patriarch of Constantinople. If Makarios is not a close personal friend,

*! Had this detail not been included, one might also argue that “Makarios” (“Blessed One™) might refer to any
reader of the commentary, in the same manner that some have suggested that the recipient of the Gospel of
Luke and Acts of the Apostles, Theophilus, (whose name means “One who loves God” or “Friend of God™),
was not a real person but a literary device employed by the author of Luke-Acts to address the books 1o anyone
who loves God, Absent the descriptive detail “co-liturgist,” a persuasive argument could be have been made
that Makarios represents the reader of the commentary, especially since Revelation contains seven beatitudes,
all of which begin “Makarios™ (“Blessed is the one who..." in 1:3; 14:13; 16:15; 19:9; 20:6; 22:6; 22:14), and
some of which are directed specifically at the reader of Revelation.

= umakof. See Prologue, Text B, Comm. 7and Texr 10, Comm. 11

" oh emayBév, Text B, Comm, 7.
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someone to whom Andrew acquiesces out of affection, then Makarios could not have been an
ordinary bishop. Since Andrew himself held such a high rank in the Church, Makarios must
have been a bishop of even higher rank, one whose request Andrew feels obligated or
compelled to accommodate.

A review of the names of the bishops on the five patriarchal thrones during the late
sixth and early seventh centuries reveals no one bearing the actual proper name “Makarios™
who fits our time frame, a time frame for which we have significant confidence as outlined
above.” Had we found a patriarch or other notable hierarch with the name Makarios, we
might conclude that we had found our man. Since we have found no hierarch ranking higher
than Andrew who bears the actual name, “Makarios,” we must consider another possibility,
While Makarios is in fact a proper Greek name, it could have been used by Andrew as a title
of address according to its literal meaning: “Blessed One.” Andrew only addresses Makarios
once, in the prologue of the commentary,” and in that instance the name takes the form of a
direct address, necessitating the use of the vocative case: “Muaxapie.” Because it appears in
the vocative case, it 15 impossible to ascertain whether the word was being employed as a
title of address or an actual name.

The actual given name of the addressee might in fact be “Makarios.” But since we
know that someone of higher rank induced Andrew to write the commentary and we have no
one on record by that name occupying any of the Patriarchal sees within our approximate
time frame, it appears more likely that “Maxipie” is employed by Andrew as a deferential
title, “Blessed One,” or a form of address equal to “Your Beatitude.”*® The most likely

person to have been the recipient of the commentary, the only bishop ranking higher than

M A certain Makarios 11 served as Patriarch of Jerusalem in 552, was deposed, and then restored to occupy the
see again from 563-575. It might have been appropriate to consider him as a potential recipient of this
commentary since his name was Makarios and a possible start for Andrew's episcopal reign has been given as
early as 563, But because we know that Andrew wrote gffer OQikoumenios, the date of our commentary depends
upon the dating of Oikoumenios, who wrote at the very end of the sixth century. The date for the Oikoumenios
commentary must be resolved first and has been addressed in more detail below.

® Prologue, Text § (line 13), Comm. 7.

* Precedent exists for this use of the word as a term of address for bishops and also simply as a literary device
to address the reader. As a matter of fact, it is so used by two of the authors which Andrew employed for his
commentary. It can be found in the prologue to Methodios® Symposium, Proem. 6.13, as a simple mode of
address. It is specifically to the reader in Pseudo-Dionysios' The Divine Names 1.1 and in Athanasius’ Against
the Gentiles 1. See, A Greek Patristic Lexicon, ed, G.W H. Lampe (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961), 822,
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Andrew within his jurisdiction, who also would have been in a position to pressure a
reluctant Andrew to write this commentary, would be the Patriarch of Constantinople.’’

If Makarios was not a higher ranking bishop being addressed with an honorific title,
we might consider a secondary possibility, but a far less likely prospect: that Makarios is the
actual name of an individual who stands in a unique relationship to Andrew, a relationship of
great respect and affection, which would prompt deference and compliance to such a request.
This could be Andrew’s spiritual father or possibly even a very close friend. Could Makarios
be monk-priest or a monk-bishop who served as Andrew’s father confessor? This is certainly
conceivable, but the likelihood of this scenario appears far less plausible, considering that:
(1) Andrew was probably advanced in years and approaching the end of his episcopal reign,
(2) Andrew’s own rank in the Church was extremely high, (3) the many burdens of his office,
especially during such turbulent times, and (4) his reluctance to undertake this task.

1.3.2 Response to Oikoumenios

For centuries, Andrew’s commentary was believed to be the first Greek commentary
on the Apocalypse. But in fact, that distinction must go to Oikoumenios, a late sixth century
writer. Oikoumenios” commentary was not known to have preceded Andrew’'s until the

discovery of an Oikoumenios manuscript in 1901 at Messina by Friedrich Diekamp.” First

7 If our dating is correct, “Makarios” would be Sergius I, whose reign lasted from 610-638. That Sergius might
have pressured Andrew to underlake this work is not incompatible with other details that we know about
Sergius and about the literary atmosphere in Constantinople during his tenure. Michael Whitby, in his
introduction to his translation of Chronicon Paschale, notes that during the time of Sergius’ episcopacy
“classicizing historiography was being revived” by Theophylact Simocatta and that Sergius was serving as his
patron in this endeavor. (Chrowicon, xiii) *While Heraclius was absent on campaign against the Persians,
Sergius was the dominant figure in the civil administration of Constantinople, a suitable patron for any aspiring
writer, and the most likely person to commission an established author to produce a particular work.” Michael
Whitby, The Emperor Mawrice and His Historian: Theophylact Simocatta on Persian and Balkan Warfare
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 33. Whitby also remarks generally that there “seems to have been a revival
of, or increase in, literary activity at Constantinople in the 620s." This coincides with the latter period of
Sergins’ reign. Whitby also believes that Sergius was the patron of the anonymous author of the Chronicon
Paschale (The Emperor Maurice, 357, Chronicon, 149, fn 419). Also operating within Sergius® circle during
this period was the poet and deacon, George Pisidia. See George Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State,
irans, Joan Hussey (Mew Brunswick, MJ: Rutgers University Press, 1957), 79,

* Friedrich Diekamp, “Mittheilungen Gber den neuaufgefundenen Kommentar des Oekumenius zur

Apokalypse,” Sitzungberichie der Koniglichen Prewssischen Akademie der Wissenschafien 43 (1901), 1046-
1056. A commentary had circulated under the name of Oikoumenios since 1532, when Donatus had edited a
work falsely attributed to him. The discovery of the Messina manuscript, now entitled San Salvatore 99, also
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published by H.C. Hoskier in 1928,% recently both a critical edition and an English
translation have been published.” The discovery and publication of Oikoumenios’
commentary proves conclusively that his commentary preceded Andrew’s, since Andrew
mentions Oikoumenios” opinions frequently, usually to refute them, but sometimes to add to
them. Prior to Diekamp's discovery, it was impossible to attribute the references in Andrew’s
commentary to Oikoumenios, since Andrew never refers to Oikoumenios by name. Instead,
Andrew prefaced references to Oikoumenios’ opinions with vague statements that gave no
clue as to authorship, such as “some say.” Since we now possess Oikoumenios’ complete
commentary we know that Andrew was in fact frequently referring to Oikoumenios.
Ascribing a reliable date for the life and work of Andrew is vitally and inextricably
connected to the commentary of Oikoumenios. The latter’s identity and dating are also nearly
entirely unknown except for one small piece of crucial information found in the prologue to
the Oikoumenian commentary: Oikoumenios remarks that he is writing more than five
hundred years after John witnessed the Apocalypse. This would place his work toward the
very end of the sixth century, since Qikoumenios believed that John wrote the Apocalypse

during the time of Domitian."
1.3.2.1 Who was Oikoumenios?

Oikoumenios’ commentary is critical to understanding the Andreas commentary not
only because it provides a clue for dating Andrew, but because the existence of the
Oikoumenian commentary was likely a primary factor prompting the request by Makarios

and motivating Andrew’s subsequent composition.

revealed that the works previously attributed to Oikoumenios which were edited by Cramer in Catenae
Graecorum Partum VI (Oxford: University Press, 1844) 497-582, proved to be nothing more than a
conflation of the commentaries of Andrew and Arethas, a tenth century bishop of Caesarea, Cappadocia,

" The Complete Commentary of Oecumenius on the Apocalypse, ed., H[erman] C[harles] Hoskier, University
of Michigan Humanistic Studies series, vol. XXIII (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 1928).

* The first critical Greek edition was Qecumenii Commentarius in Apocalvpsin, ed. Marc De Groote, Traditio
Exegetica Graeca series, vol. 8 (Louvain: Peeters, 1999). The English translation, only recently made available,
is Oecumenins Commentary on the Apocalypse, trans. John N. Supggit, Fathers of the Church series, vol. 112
(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2006).

" Oikoumenios, 1.21.1, 2.13.9 and 12. 20.6; De Groote 75, 98, and 291; Suggit 28, 47-48 and 203.
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Determining the identity of Oikoumenios is extremely difficult, partly due to
confusion created by a conflation of sources, and partly due to an absence of historical
information. Oikoumenios has been misidentified and confused with a tenth century bishop
of Trikkis by the same name and further confused with a sixth century Monophysite rhetor
and philosopher of the same name.** Diekamp conflated all of these details and concluded
that Oikoumenios lived in the first half of the sixth century, that he was a Monophysite and
follower of Severus who later became bishop of Trikkis in Thessaly.” Diekamp’s efforts to
harmonize the traditions about Oikoumenios are obviously untenable,*

It is now almost universally acknowledged that the Oikoumenios who authored the
commentary was not the bishop of Trikkis. However, some still believe him to be the sixth
century Monophysite rhetor. During the first half of the sixth century a certain well-educated
man named Oikoumenios was the governor of Isauria, a province bordering Cappadocia to
the south and west. He received two letters from the Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch,
Severus (+533)‘“ and would have flourished in the first half of the sixth century. But the
Oikoumenios who wrote the commentary clearly indicates that he is writing at the very end
of the sixth century. Commenting on Rev. 1:1, The Revelation of Jesus Christ which God

gave him to show his servants what must take place spon, Oikoumenios writes:

* Chrestou, [Marépes xai Ocoidyor w00 Xpmoraviopod, 1: 338,
* Diekamp, “Mittheilungen iiber den nevaufgefundenen Kommentar des Oekumenius zur Apokalypse,” 1046f,

* But the errors and inconsistencies continue 1o be repeated, most recently by Charles Kannengiesser,
Handbook of Patristic Exegesis, 2 vols. (Brill: Leiden, 2004), 11:937-38. In the entry under “Oecumenius,” he
describes Oikoumenios as “Count of Isauria,” “philosopher and rhetor,” and “a Monophysite in line with
Severus ol Antioch” who wrote the first Greek commentary on Revelation five hundred years after the
Apocalypse (fbid, 937). In that entry Kannengiesser does mot refer to Ojkoumenios as a bishop and omits the
fact that Count Oikoumenios was an actual correspondent with and friend of Severus (not simply “in ling
with™), in the first half of the century, a fact which renders his authorship of the commentary five hundred years
after the Apocalypse practically impossible. Compounding the confusion is Kannengiesser's description of
Oikoumenios in his entry for Andrew on the very next page. There, Kannengiesser describes Oikoumenios as
“the Thessalian bishop who, a few decades earlier, had written the wvery first Greek Commentary on the
Apocalypse™ (fbid, 938), with no reference to Oikoumenios being a rhetor, Monophysite, Count of Isauria, or
writing five hundred years after the Apocalypse. Kannengiesser presents all of the ideas about Oikoumenios
absolutely uncritically, without analysis, disregarding the fact that they are contradictory. Unforiunately, an
unwillingness to confront, analyze or resolve the discrepancies about Oikoumenios has not been uncommon.
Possibly Kannengiesser believes there were two different Oikoumenioi, which may in fact be the case, but they
could not bosh have been the author of the firse Greek commentary,

** Chrestou, "Edlgvixyi fTatpoloyia, 5:512.
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“But what does he mean by adding what must soon take place since those things
which were going to happen have not yet been fulfilled, althu%h a very long time,
more than five hundred years, has elapsed since this was said?”

Numerous efforts have been made to circumvent the problem of Oikoumenios’
identity by challenging the date which clearly places the Oikoumenian commentary at the
end of the sixth century. Scholars such as Schmid®” and more recently (and quite strenuously)
John Lamoreaux™® argued that the author of the Oikoumenian commentary is the same
Oikoumenios who was a Monophysite correspondent of Severus of Antioch in the earlier part
of the same century.” An earlier dating of Oikoumenios would neatly provide us with an
important bishop named Makarios as a potential recipient of Andrew’s commentary.
However, after objectively analyzing the evidence, the opinion that the earlier Oikoumenios,
Monophysite rhetor and friend of Severus, wrote the commentary must be rejected. A desire
to neatly wrap up Oikoumenios® identity by brushing off Oikoumenios’™ own reference to the
date as a mistake, as Schmid does, or straining to interpret the five hundred years as a
reference to Christ’s incarnation, as Lamoreaux does, is unsupportable and lacks credibility.
Lamoreaux’s logic is weak, somewhat circuitous, and his reasoning is not persuasive.

The greatest weight must be given to Oikoumenios’ clear statement that he is writing
more than five hundred years after the Revelation was received by John, (“since this was

said™), not since the Incarnation. Any scholar would have to counter the author’s own

* Oik. 1.3.6, De Groote 68, Suggit 22.
" Josef Schmid, “Die griechischen Apokalypse-Kommentare,” Biblische Zeitschrift 19 (1931): 228-54.

“ John Lamoreaux, “The Provenance of Ecumenios’ Commentary on the Apocalypse,” Vigiliae Christianae
52, no. 1 (1998): 88-108. One of Lamoreaux's primary arpuments is that it is highly unlikely that two highly
educated men with the unusual name of Oikoumenios could have lived in the same century. This is an
extremely weak argument, given the fact that local preferences exist for certain names, and furthermore
Lamoreaux does not seem to consider even the simple possibility that the commentary could have been falsely
attributed to the well-known earlier figure of Otkoumenios. The earlizst manuseript of Oikoumenios does not
bear his name. See Adele Monaei Castagno, *11 Problema  della datazione dei commenti al® Apocalisse di
Ecumenio e di Andrea di Cesarea,” Awi della Accademia delle scienze di Torino H, Classe de scienze morali,
storiche e filologiche 114 [1980]: 224-246, 227, Castagno and Marc De Groote place Oikoumenios at the end of
the sixth century. However John Suggit seems to be persuaded by Lamoreaux’s arguments and dates
Oikoumenios to the first half of the sixth century, despite Oikoumenios' own statement, because of
Oikoumenios’ many peculiar inconsistencies and because Oikoumenios cites Evagrius, whom Sugpit and
Lamoreaux believe Oikoumenios would not have cited after 553 (Suggit 4-6). See also footnotes 626 and 820,

* Oikoumenios states more than once that John wrote in the time of Domitian, so no one can argue for an
earlier date based on the idea that Oikourmnenios might have believed that the Apocalypse was written during the
reign of Mero. (See fn41.)
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statement with overwhelming evidence to convincingly argue that the Oikoumenios who was
the correspondent of Severus at the beginning of the century and the man who wrote a
commentary on the Apocalypse the end of the sixth century are the same individual.

As satisfying as it might be to resolve the mystery of Oikoumenios’ identity by
connecting the two, Oikoumenios’ unequivocal statement about the dating of his commentary
makes this association impossible, Despite concerted efforts to explain away, discount, or
creatively reinterpret the plain meaning of that statement in order to identify Oikoumenios
the author of the commentary with Oikoumenios the friend of Severus of Antioch, the two

cannot be reconciled. The identity of Qikoumenios the Commentator remains a mystery.

1.3.2.2 Oikoumenios’ Commentary Was Unacceptable

If Oikoumenios’ commentary was available to Andrew for his use, it follows that it
was available to others as well. Since it has been established that Oikoumenios’” commentary
is, to our knowledge at least, the first full Greek commentary on the Book of Revelation, it is
a curious phenomenon that this commentary has been scarcely been utilized by the Christian
East. After five hundred years without a Greek commentary on the Apocalypse, one would
expect Oikoumenios’ work to be eagerly embraced and enthusiastically employed by Greek-
speaking Christians in the centuries that followed. But it was not. In fact, Andrew’s
subsequent commentary was so well received that it eclipsed Oikoumenios’ commentary to
the extent that it was almost entirely lost to history. Ignored and apparently rejected by the
Church at large, the Oikoumenian commentary must have been viewed as unacceptable or
unsuitable.

Does any evidence exist that Oikoumenios’” commentary was in fact unacceptable or
unsatisfactory? Yes, on several counts. First, if Oikoumenios’ commentary was acceptable
according to the prevailing ecclesiastical standards of the time, it hardly seems likely that
Andrew would have felt compelled to undertake such a difficult task as to explain the
Apocalypse, by far the most difficult book of the Bible to interpret. Indeed, as we have seen,
Andrew openly expresses his reluctance to attempt the effort. If Oikoumenios”™ commentary
had been satisfactory, Andrew could have referred people to it and would have used it

himself.



Secondly, few copies of Oikoumenios® commentary survive. This manuscript witness
is perhaps the most compelling evidence. The meager number of existing Oikoumenios
manuscripts is strong proof that the commentary was unacceptable. Only one complete copy
of the commentary exists along with only a few manuscripts with portions of the
commentary.”” Andreas manuscripts, on the other hand, number eighty-three complete
copies, thirteen abbreviated versions, fifteen manuscripts with scholia and numerous other
manuscripts with notes from the commentary. In addition, Andrew’s translated commentary
exists in manuscripts in Georgian, Armenian, Latin and Slavonic. Had Andrew’s
commentary preceded Oikoumenios, the scant number of Oikoumenios manuscripts might
have been more easily explainable: one could surmise that Andrew’s commentary was copied
more frequently because it was the first, and for that reason Oikoumenios was overlooked or
perceived as less necessary. But strangely, the reverse is true: although Oikoumenios’
commentary came first, it was Andrew’s which quickly became predominant.

Andrew’s commentary was earnestly translated, prodigiously copied, and became the
standard and authoritative Eastern Christian commentary on Rewvelation. In contrast,
Oikoumenios’ commentary was almost entirely lost to posterity. Why was Oikoumenios’
commentary not well received or widely accepted? This is a basic question, since it bears on
Andrew’s purpose and motivation for composing a commentary, and possibly has a bearing
upon other underlying premises, presumptions, objectives of his interpretation and
conclusions in the commentary.

Andrew must have found the Oikoumenian commentary unacceptable overall. We
reach this conclusion for several reasons. First, when Andrew was pressed to write a
commentary on Revelation, he could simply have referred people to Oikoumenios’
commentary. Second, Andrew could have borrowed heavily from Oikoumenios without
citing him to produce his own commentary, but he did not.”' Third, Andrew never names

IS?

Oikoumenios, although this in itself is not surprising or unusua However, if Oikoumenios

" De Groote discusses the Oikoumenios manuscript tradition and describes in detail the complete manuscript,
the partial manuscripts, as well as existing fragments and scholia. De Groote, 9-21,

! Ambrose of Milan, in his composition, On the Six Days of Creation, borrowed heavily from Basil the Great's
work of the same name without crediting him. This was considered acceptable by ancient standards.

* Chrysostom, for example, never referred to other exepetes by name when citing the opinions of others.
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were a respected ecclesiastical figure and commentator, Andrew might have referred to him,
not as a patristic authority, but in some favorable fashion as a contemporary expert, authority
or source.” Instead, Andrew usually mentions his views to refute him, disagree with him, to
distinguish himself from Oikoumenios, or to add something to Oikoumenios’ opinions.

Oikoumenios’ commentary cannot be presumed unacceptable solely because
Oikoumenios was a heretic or schismatic, if indeed he was one. If in all other respects
Oikoumenios’ work was acceptable, Andrew could have borrowed heavily from
Oikoumenios and still produced his own orthodox commentary. This pattern has been seen in
the case of Tyconius, the Donatist commentator on the Apocalypse, whose work was
extremely influential in the West. Latin writers from Jerome and Augustine all the way down
to Bede borrowed heavily from Tyconius, usually without naming him.” But although
Andrew frequently refers to Oikoumenios he does not rely upon Oikoumenios for his
conclusions. Clearly, he did not find Oikoumenios’ exposition acceptable overall.

We have established that Oikoumenios’ commentary was unacceptable to the Church
at large, by virtue of the fact that it was not copied, and it was unacceptable to Andrew
personally, by virtue of the fact that he wrote his own commentary. But the question remains,
why? What characteristics of Oikoumenios® work rendered it unacceptable? If this question
can be answered, it may reveal some insights into the purpose or aim of Andrew's
commentary. In the end, the answer to this question must remain only speculation; however
several possibilities may explain this lack of popular acceptance of Oikoumenios’

commentary.

** An example of this type of citation can be seen in the correspondence between Augustine and Jerome, each of
whom cites ecclesiastical writers to support his particular interpretation. See, for example, Jerome’s letter to
Augustine in which Jerome refers to numerous ecclesiastical authorities, past and contemporary, in his famous
exegetical dispute with Augustine. Augusting’s Ep. 75, Awgustine: Letters (5 vols.), trans. Wilfred Parsons,
Fathers of the Church series, vols.,, 12, 18, 20, 30 and 32 (Washington, D.C: Catholic University Press, 1951-
56), 12:345-348, 364. See also, Augustine’s Ep. 148 to Fortunatianus, in which Augustine cites Ambrose,
Jerome, Athanasius the Great and Gregory Nazianzen as authorities. FC 20:228, 229, 231 and 232, respectively.

"‘ Tyeonius was so popular that even though his original commentary is no longer extant, it can be recreated in
its entirety from guotations and other references found in subsequent Latin authors who borrowed from him
extensively, including Jerome (in his revision of Victorinus of Pettau's commentary), Caesarius of Arles (aka,
Pseudo-Augustine), Cassiodore (Complexiones), Pseudo-Jerome (Commemoratorium), Bede the Venerable,
Ambrosius Autpertus, and Beatus of Liebana. See Kenneth B Steinhauser, The Apocalypse Commentary of
Tyeonius: A History of lis Reception and Influence (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1986), 2. Steinhauser
provides examples of the work done by Jerome to excerpt the chiliastic portions and correct any theological
weaknesses in Victorinus® work (Steinhauser, 32). He certainly would have done the same for any errors he saw
in Tyconius, Jerome's revision of Victorinus also serves as an example of what Andrew might have done 1o the
Oikoumenian commentary if he had believed that Oikoumenios’ commentary was acceptable for the most part.
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First, it is likely that Oikoumenios was not Chalcedonian, but probably was a
Monophysite and perhaps an Origenist. Modern readers may be in the dark about
Oikoumenios’ identity and theological affiliation, but these details would have been well
known to Andrew and other contemporary church leaders. Secondly, perhaps Oikoumenios
himself was not objectionable, but his commentary was simply perceived as too influenced
by Origenism, or possibly too Hellenistic, too philosophical, or too Monophysite in tone.
Third, Oikoumenios’ commentary may not have been sufficiently orthodox in style and
methodology. Long on imagination and short on traditional explanations, Oikoumenios often
surprises the reader with extremely unusual interpretations which might easily have led one
to question the validity or soundness of his other opinions.”* Modern commentators and
writers on the history of exegesis often prefer Oikoumenios to Andrew. They treat Andrew as
a lackluster compiler of chains and praise Oikoumenios for his innovation and originality.*®
However, these would not have been considered admirable traits in ecclesiastical circles in
Andrew’s time, or even now in the Orthodox world.

Another possibility is that Oikoumenios was not a clergyman, or perhaps he simply
was not a bishop. Nearly all of the notable interpreters of the Bible in the early centuries of
the Church were bishops, or at least presbyters. A final reason for Oikoumenios’ lesser
popularity might have been his style: the commentary is neither easy to read nor easy to use.
Qikoumenios does not quote the text of Revelation and then comment upon it in an orderly
fashion, as do most commentators. Rather, the text of Revelation, other biblical quotations,
and his comments flow into and out of each other in a continuous stream, It is often difficult

to distinguish the text of Revelation from biblical allusions and citations, as well as from the

% One example of Oikoumenios’ imaginary propensity is his interpretation of the twenty four elders (Rev, 4:4),
whom interpreters almost universally consider to be representatives of Old and New Israel. Bul Oikoumenios
believes these to be specific persons whom John saw in heaven, twenty one personalities from the Old
Testament and three from the New. Oikoumenios even names them. Another example is his interpretation of the
four animals by the throne (Rev. 4:6), widely interpreted in the patristic tradition as representing the four
evangelists, Oikoumenios believes they represent the four basic elements: earth, fire, water and air.

i Among them, Adele Monaci Castagno, “I Commenti de Ecumenio e di Andrea di Cesarea: Due letture
divergenti dell’ Apocalisse.” Memaorie delfla Accadmeia delle scienze di Torino I, Classe di scienze morali,
storiche e filologiche ¥, Fascicolo IV, (1981) 303-424, 423, Castagno concludes that Cikoumenios is more
original and more educated than Andrew. [bid, 426. She finds Andrew's commentary rather disappointing and
believes it is akin to a catena (1bid, 423), but later she expresses some appreciation for Andrew's preservation of
the Greek tradition of Apocalypse interpretation. fbid, 426,
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comments of Oikoumenios himself.”’

The precise reason why Oikoumenios’ commentary was not more widely embraced in
the Christian East may never be known with certainty. However, it is without question that
the commentary was unacceptable or unsatisfactory, at least in Chalcedonian circles. The

paucity of extant manuscripts is the best evidence of that fact.
1.4 Motivation for Andrew’s Commentary

The Greek-speaking half of the Church had existed for five hundred years without a
commentary on the Apocalypse. In Andrew’s time the Book of Revelation was still generally
rejected in the Eastern Church and formed no part of the lectionary. Up to that point there
appeared to be little interest in a commentary nor any pressing need for one. Why would

Andrew write one?

1.4.1 The Historical Milieu

A sad and tragically pivotal era in the history of the Roman Empire provides the
context for the composition of this important commentary. A series of calamities from the
middle of the sixth century through the beginning of the seventh brought about the end of late
antiquity in Asia Minor and has been identified as the beginning of the dark ages for
B},rzaa.nl:il.m'x.ﬂI First, bubonic plague broke out during the reign of Justinian in 541, killing
over one quarter of the inhabitants of the empire” with 230,000 deaths in Constantinople
alone.* Six more epidemics of the plague occurred between its initial outbreak in 541 and

610.°" Over the course of two generations the empire lost one-third of its population.®

* “In the original document the commentary sweeps along without halting between the sections of text and is
without the slightest mark to guide the reader as to what is text and what commentary.” Hoskier, The Complete
Commentary of Oecumentus on the Apocalypse, 4. This is also discussed below. See chapter 5.3, page 156.

** Foss, 747, Ostrogorsky, 76.

* Treadgold, 276.

“ Treadgold, 196 and 279.

* Treadgold, 276.
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The plague caused tremendous loss of revenue, diminished the strength of the empire
by the loss of money and manpower, and created enormous disruption in trade and
agriculture leading to many outbreaks of famine.” Famine also resulted from a severe
winter® and from the civil war which raged in the empire for several vears, from 602 to
610.% Famine grew even worse from the disruption of ordinary planting and harvesting and
the interference with trade due to the Persian invasions. The masses of people who crowded
into walled cities to escape invaders and the number of troops confined inside the cities with
them compounded the effect, putting the food supply under even greater strain.%

In 602, the Emperor Maurice was murdered by a usurper, Phocas, an army officer
who took the throne. The event was a great shock since it was the first time that the throne of
the Roman Emperor had been forcibly seized since the founding of *{3un|s;t&l;nﬂ;il'ul::}::]lw:."’q Phocas’
ascent inaugurated a period of horrific anarchy and upheaval,”® not only in the capital but in

cities throughout the empire.”” Phocas was eventually opposed by Heraclius who mustered

* Treadgold, 278.
* Treadgold, 276.

™ A severe winter in 601-2 and bad weather impeded the grain shipments (Stratos, 41) and led to riots in
Constantinople (Treadgold, 235) and in 609 the sea even froze at Constantinople. Theophanis Chronographia,
Carl de Boor, ed. 2 vols., (Leipzig: Teubner, 1883, 1885), 1:297. Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor, trans.
Cyril Mango and Roger Scott  {Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 426, See also Treadgold, 240, Many people
and animals died of hunger in 608 and 609, Stratos, 78,

* Heraclius, who was in Egypt when Phocas seized the throne, prevented grain shipments from Egypt and
Carthage to the capital as part of his strategy to remove Phocas from power. Almost all of Constantinople's
grain supply came from Africa. Treadgold, 239. The remainder came from Asia Minor which had been
severely impacted by the Persian invasions,

¥ Foss, 746.
* Treadgold, 235.

® “The capital was a perpetual scene of torturing and executions. Phocas had killed all [former Emperor)
Maurice’s relations, many leaders and senators. Many more had been exiled. Michael the Syrian says succinetly
that while the Persians were capturing territory, Phocas was killing everybody so that nobody was left to fight
them.” Stratos, 79, citing Michael the Syrian 2.378,

" This situation in Thessalonica has been vividly described: “...the demes, not satisfied with shedding the
blood of their fellow demesmen in the streets, have forced their way into each others' houses and mercilessly
murdered those within, throwing down alive from the upper stories women and children, young and old, who
were oo weak to save themselves by flight; in barbarian fashion they have plundered their fellow-citizens, their
acquaintances and relations, and have set fire to their houses...” Ostrogorsky 77, fn 3, citing Miracula 5.
Demetrii, Acta Sanctorum 1V, 132 (Antwerp, 1643), Migne PG, 116, 1261F. Long before the seventh century,
the deme factions had spread throughout the empire along with their enmity and rivalry.



an army in Egypt and arrived in Constantinople, defeating and killing Phocas, and becoming
the emperor in 610. Meanwhile, in the west and north, numerous nations and tribes, such as
the Huns, the Visigoths, Lombards, Avars, Bulgars, and Slavs had been invading and
attacking various parts of the empire for decades while the Persians had been raiding the
eastern areas. Several years of civil war had left the empire especially vulnerable to attack by
the Persians, historically the empire’s most troublesome and feared enemy.

The Persians took full advantage of the upheaval caused by the civil war to invade the
empire. They besieged, conquered, occupied and plundered many leading cities, including
Caesarea, Cappadocia,” often completely destroying them and taking their inhabitants back
to Persia as slaves. For the first time in three centuries the interior of Asia Minor, which had
only known peace and prosperity since the time of Diocletian, experienced war and
devastation.”" In the midst of all of this, massive earthquakes in Antioch killed tens of
thousands in 526 and 588 and other quakes in the empire wreaked havoc and took lives,”
including large tremors in Constantinople in 554 and 611.™

These traumatic events led people to wonder whether the prophecies of Revelation
were indeed coming true and if the end of the world had arrived. Apocalyptic expectation
was growing in the empire at the time Andrew composed his commentary. The situation was
so dire that people living during the opening years of the seventh century could hardly have
imagined that worse disasters were yet to come.” “City life, as it had been known for

centuries under the Greeks and Romans, almost entirely disappeared.”™® Clive Foss

™ Although the Persians had invaded during the late sixth century, those incursions had the nature of raids
which had no lasting effects on the empire, Foss, 722, fn 3.

” Foss, 722.

™ Treadgold, 279.

™ Chronicon, Appendix 2.8, Whitby, Translated Texts, 196,
" Chronicon, 702, Whitby, Translated Texis, 153,

" Terrible destruction continued in the years immediately following the composition of Andrew’s commentary.
Foss notes the Persian capture of Ancyra, Rhodes, Cyprus, Alexandria and Chalcedon, not to mention the
destruction of Jerusalem, Ephesus, Sardis, Pergamum and Magnesia. The war with the Persians lasted until 628
when Heraclivs finally triumphed. In the meanwhile, losses to the empire were equally dramatic to the west
where the Avars and Slavs reached the Aegean and took all of Greece. See Ostrogorsky, 74-76 and 84-5. Only
Thessalonica was spared. Chronicon, Whitby, xii.

™ Fogs, 747,
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poignantly describes how people reacted during the first two decades of the seventh century.
“Panic and desolation struck every province of the empire, and those who feared the end of
the world were in a sense justified, for the society which they and thirty generations of their
ancestors had known was never to be restored.””’

The considerable vicissitudes of plague, famine, civil war, incursions by barbarian
invaders, and the general weakening of the empire, led to a renewed interest in apocalyptic

writings, and prompted requests for a commentary on Revelation.’

1.4.2 An Orthodox Response to Oikoumenios

Was it only dissatisfaction with Oikoumenios’ work that may have motivated Andrew
and Makarios? Might there be another possibility? Perhaps the Oikoumenian commentary
was gaining influence and readership, if for no other reason than simply the lack of an
alternative Greek commentary, This, just as easily, could have provided at least some
motivation for Makarios to pressure Andrew to write his commentary.

Writing so soon after Oikoumenios had composed his commentary, and considering
the content and tone of Andrew's commentary, it is evident that Andrew wrote for the
purpose of providing an acceptable, sanctioned, orthodox guide to Apocalypse, so that
Greek-speaking Christians would not be forced to resort to Oikoumenios’ commentary, and
s0 that Andrew might refute points made in the Oikoumenian commentary itself.

Andrew wrote his commentary at least in part as an alternative to Oikoumenios and to
usurp any growing influence it might have gained. He and Makarios simply could not allow
Oikoumenios’ interpretation to stand without a response from an intelligent and educated

ecclesiastical representative of Chalcedonian Christianity.

" Foss, 746. For more details on the apocalyptic mood in the empire during the late sixth and early seventh
centuries, see Paul Mapdalino's article, “The History of the Future and its Uses: Prophecy, Policy and
Propaganda™ in The Making of Byzantine History, eds. Roderick Beaton and Charlotte Roueché (London:
Variorum, 1993), 3-34. Magdalino mistakenly believes, however, that Andrew of Caesarea was also swept up
into this apocalyptic fervor and that in his interpretation of Revelation Andrew “iries systematically to relate its
prophecies to the Roman Empire.” Making of Byzantine History, 11. Magdalino badly misreads Andrew. If
Andrew wished to relate the events of the Apocalypse to current events he easily could have done so, but he
does not, Rather, he makes very clear his belief that the final times have not arrived. He does believe that the
Antichrist might come in the future as King of the Romans, because of the traditional patristic interpretation of
the succession of kingdoms. This is primarily because he cannot imagine a kingdom afier the Roman Empire,
{(which the Fathers characteristically believed was the final kingdom in the sequence), but he does not believe
that the end times have arrived. For Andrew’s view of history and eschatology see chapter 6.4.1.
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1.4.3 The Chalcedonian Alternative

Oikoumenios’ commentary contains many fanciful interpretations and questionable
conclusions. A careful reading of his commentary reveals clear indications that Oikoumenios
was a non-Chalcedonian, or “Monophysite.””® We do not reach this conclusion because the
Monophysite bishop Severus of Antioch had a friend named Oikoumenios, whom we have
already concluded could not have been the author of this commentary, but based on the
terminology of the commentary alone. Two lengthy Christological statements can be found

in Oikoumenios’ commentary, one near the beginning and one near the end. The first reads:

It is a sign of genuine theology to believe that God the Word has been
begotten from God and the Father before all eternity and temporal interval,
being co-eternal and consubstantial with the Father and the Spirit, and joint-
ruler of the ages and of all spiritual and perceptible creation, according to the
saying of the most-wise Paul™...But it is also a sign of genuine theology to
believe that in the last days he has become for us and for our salvation a
human being, not by divesting himself of his divinity, but by assuming
human flesh, animated by a mind (d¢lAd mpochiyer capkdc avOpomivig,
epyruyouévng voepac). In this way, he who is Emmanuel is understood to
have been made one from two natures (éx 800 ¢puoewv), divinity and
humanity, each being complete according to the indwelling Word and
according to the different specific characteristics of each nature (xota
noidTta dooikhy 1616Tta), without being confused or altered by their
combination into a unity, and without being kept separate after the
inexpressible and authentic union.*

It has been said, based on this passage, that Oikoumenios was not Monophysite
because of his acceptance of the phrase “two natures.” But the key word here is “from,”
which signals the beliel in one person (hypostatsis) a term which was sometimes used

interchangeably with “nature” (physis). “One nature” or “one from two natures, affer the

™ Those who belong to the “Oriental” Orthodox Churches object to this term as misleading, since they in fact
do believe that Christ is both fully human and fully divine. Some even consider this term offensive and
pejorative. The term is emploved here simply because il has historically been the term used to describe those
Christians who rejected Nestorianism but who also did not accept the Ecumenical Council at Chaleedon, The
term is accurate to the extent that it describes the reason why Monophysites were so labeled: they insisted on
the terminology of “one nature” (pio fbog) after the Incarnation of the Logos,

" Citing Colossians 1:18 and 16.

* Dik. 1.3.2-3, De Groote 67, Suggit 21,
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union,” was the Monophysite position, as opposed to the Chalcedonian concept of one person
“in two natures” (év §vo dpdoeowv). Monophysites believed that maintaining the distinction of
“two natures” after their “union™ in the person of Christ created a Nestorian-type of division
between the natures which amounted to two Christs, Oikoumenios frequently emphasizes the
union of the divine and the human in Christ*! and specifically refers to the quality of the
“hypostatic union.”* He also uses other common Monophysite phrases, such as the Lord’s

dnﬂ'i-

body “animated by a min 1%

as well as terms which refer to the
8s

or “animated by the sou
specific properties or qualities of each nature preserved as they were prior to the union.
Also noteworthy is Oikoumenios’ use of “Emmanuel,” which was a favorite title of
Monophysites for Christ® and the citation of Fathers who were especially favored by
Monophysite theologians.”” The emphasis on union is not necessarily contrary to Chalcedon.
In fact it was the entire point of the decision of Chalcedon, but the Monophysites remained
convinced that Chalcedon had in fact maintained a Nestorian separation of the humanity and
divinity in Christ. For this reason, the emphasis in Oikoumenios on the unity of natures is not

only anti-Nestorian, it is anti-Chalcedonian.®™ Other shorter Christological comments are

oik. 133, 1.11.1, 2.13.13, 10.13.20, 12.3.20.

* Including  wo®' dndataoiy Evelijvar (2.13.13), kol indotaoy évabele (10.13.20), and xad dmbotamy
& Adyog fivaron (12.3.20).

B euyoyapévng voepdc, 1.3.3, Suggit 21, and voepd euyugmpuévou odparog 3.3.3, Suggit 50.
" enyuxopévog voepds 12.3.20, Suggit 193,

¥ ki mowbenta dueteiy 15dmnen “specific characteristic of each nature.” (Suggit 21), and W xata rowbenTe
pomeiv ibidmng “peculiar quality of each nature” (Suggit 200). For a concise discussion of the use and
meanings of all of these terminologies as classic Monophysite expressions, see Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christion
Tradition: A History of the Development of Docirine, volume 2 The Spivit of Eastern Christendom (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1974), 48-65. See also I.N.D. Kelly, Early Chrisitan Docirines (London: Adam
and Charles Black, 1960, 2™ ed.) 310-343, John Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology (New York: Fordham
University Press, 1974), 32-38, Mevyendorff, Cheisi in Eastern Christian Thoughr (Washingion, DC: Corpus
Books, 1969), 3-31, and Meyendortf, fimperial Unity and Christian Divisions (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's
Seminary Press, 1989) 177-8 and 216-230.

¥ pelikan, 58-9.

& Pelikan, 51. Athanasius, Basil, the Gregories (Mazianzus and Nyssa) and Cyril of Alexandria, each of whom
is used by Oikoumenios. They are also mentioned in his introduction (1.1.5), except for Gregory of Nyssa,

* The use of similar terms by Chalcedonians and Monophysites also leads Castagno to say that Oikoumenios
could be either Monophysite or a neo-Chalcedonian, but concludes that he probably was not Monophysite
because after Justinian’s failure to achieve union in the Church, subsequent emperors persecuted the
Monophysites, especially toward the end of the sixth century, She assumes that he would show hostility toward
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sprinkled throughout the commentary, but the second lengthy statement made by

Oikoumenios is also very telling:

He is Emmanuel in his divinity and in his humanity, each of the two natures
being complete according to their respective qualities, without confusion
(dovyyirmg), without change (dtpéntmg), immutable (avahiolotng),
unimaginable (Gpavtacidotwng). We believe that after the inexpressible union
there is one person, one hypostasis, and one activity (Ev npdoenov Kai piav
unootacty kol plav evépyewav), “even if the difference of the natures, from
which we say that the ineffable union has been effected may not be
overlooked,” as well as the peculiar quality of each nature (1 katd mowOTTO
puoLkhy 1616Tne), according to the words of our blessed father Cyril.*

Again, the similarity to the statement of Chalcedon has led some to conclude that
Oikoumenios was not Monophysite.”” However, the important details here remain the
emphasis on the union of the natures and that the union has been affected from the natures. A
new detail in this quotation provides additional proof: Oikoumenios’ reference to “one
activity,” to further accentuate the unity of the person of Christ. This eventually led to the
doctrine of Monoenergism and later Monotheletism, both of which were efforts to create a
union between the Chalcedonians and the Monophysites and were later rejected. The
combination of Oikoumenios’ theological expressions are proof positive that he was
Monophysite. Monophysites would not distinguish between nature and hypostasis. Only one
nature/hypostasis could exist after the union. “Energy™ reflected the hypostasis, person, agent
or actor.”’ To accept two “activities” or two “energies” meant to have two Christs.

Another significant clue that Oikoumenios was Monophysite can be found in his
pointed assertion that the hymn of the seraphim was sung to Christ, a reference to the
Trisagion Hymn which had become a focal point for dogmatic debates between

Monophysites and Chalcedonians.”

the empire if he were Monophysite. Since Oilkoumenios' theology is nol easily defined, he does not rely on the
Cyrillian formula “one nature of the incarnate Logos,” and his commentary does not rellect any tensions with
the figure of the emperor, Castagno concludes that Oikoumenios leans more toward the Chalcedonian camp. 1
Commenti de Ecumenio ¢ di Andrea di Cesarea,” 303-424, 324-26.

#12.13.6, Suggit, 200. Oikoumenios is quoting Cyril of Alexandria, Episile to John of Antioch 8.
o Castagno, “1 Commenti de Ecumenio e di Andrea di Cesarea,” 313-324.

* Byzantine Theology, 38.
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1.4.4 Hope and Vigilance

Andrew does not believe that the end of the world is near, despite the desperate state
of the empire. But perhaps many among his flock were not so convinced. Rather than allow
them to sink into despair or hopelessness, Andrew would need to bolster their spirits,
encourage them to continue with their lives and to maintain Christian hope, along with the
appropriate spirit of vigilance which is expected of all Christians, even in the best of times,
so that spiritual laziness and indifference do not result in exclusion from the kingdom of
heaven. It is very possible that Andrew’s attitude in this area, which shines through in the
commentary, was also a motivating factor for “Makarios,” Patriarch Sergius, in ordering its
compasitinn.m

The fighting spirit and optimism exemplified by the Patriarch of Constantinople,
Sergius [, in the face of overwhelming difficulties in the darkest moments of the empire have
been well-documented. Sergius® personal determination and his partnership with Emperor
Heraclius literally saved the empire during the troubled times of the early seventh century.
Sergius never showed any belief that the end was near, In fact, he effectively rallies the
demoralized people to courageously resist the invaders. Sergius led religious processions on
the walls of Constantinople when it was surrounded and besieged by Avars, Slavs and
Persians,™ including bringing the icon of the Theotokos and her relics to the walls.”
Sergius’ impact on the populace, not only the people of Constantinople but throughout the
empire, has been well expressed by Dimitri Obolensky who describes the crucial role played
by Sergius while Heraclius was absent on a military campaign against the Persians and the

capital was surrounded by the Avars:

" 2.13.1. On the use of the Trisagion hymn during this controversy, see Meyendorff Imperial Unity, 200 and
224, Mevendorff, Byzantine Theology 36-38, and Pelikan, The Spirit of Easiern Christendom, 59-00), Castagno
does not notice this detail. She focuses on the similarity of terms used by Monophysites and neo-Chalcedonians,
and Oikoumenios’ lack of animosity toward the Empire to conclude that he was not Monophysite. “
Commenti,” 323-4.

* See above, page 13, fn 37.

" See Chronicon, Whithy, 173, fn 462, citing Theodore Syncellus 305.13-28, Theodore Syncellus, ed. L.
Stemback, Analecta Avarica (Cracow, 1900),

% Chronicon, Whithy, 180, fn 476, citing Theodore Syncellus 301.17-335,
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[n the absence of Heraclius, the citizens of Constantinople were inspired
during the siege with civic and religious fervour by the Patriarch Sergius, the
head of the Byzantine Church. He, no less than his sovereign, instilled a fresh
spirit of resistance into the people of Byzantium, and provided this resistance
with a new spiritual and moral foundation. The belief that the empire was
divinely protected, and that its victories were those of the Christian religion,
was not new in Byzantium; but it acquired a more compelling force in the
reign of Heraclius, whose victories over the Persians, the Avars and the Slavs
were hailed as the triumph of Christ and his Church over the forces of pagan
barbarism. This conviction....sustained the citizens of Thessalonica and
Constantinople during the sieges of their cities by the Avaro-Slav hordes in
the early seventh century; and it led them to ascribe the salvation of their cities
to the personal intervention of their supernatural defenders, St. Demetrius, the
patron saint of Thessalonica, and the Mother of God, the heavenly protectress
of Constantinople. Nowhere is this belief in the heavenly protection
vouchsafed to the empire more eloquently expressed than in the words of the
Akathist Hymn still in current use in the liturgy of the Orthodox Church,
which was probably composed by the Patriarch Sergius after the Avars and
the Slavs retreated from Constantinople in 626.%

Andreas Stratos agrees that the role played by Sergius was monumental, but not only
in raising the morale of the people but also helping the Emperor Heraclius on a personal basis

psychologically and financially:

From the beginning he ranged himself on Heraclius® side and helped him in a
variety of ways. He was constantly with him. He exercised an immense
influence over him and succeeded in encouraging him in his moments of
despair and raising his morale.... He was not concerned with religious duties
alone, but tried to turn the situation in favor both of Christianity and the
Empire. When he saw the danger threatening Byzantium he did not hesitate to
place the Church treasure at Heraclios® disposal, with which the latter was
able to confront the situation. This act alone is sufficient to show his courage
and high quality. During the emperor’s absence he acted as Regent and was
the real inspiration of the people during the siege of Constantinople in 626.%

Whether Sergius was already convinced that the end-times were not at hand prior to

reading Andrew’s commentary, or whether Andrew’s opinion influenced Sergius or inspired

“ Dimitri Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth: Eastern Ewrope, 500 -1453 (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1971}, 54.

" Stratos, 96.
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him to this spirited resistance, we can never know. Certainly, Andrew’s commentary itself
played a role in lessening apocalyptic expectations. In light of all of the tragic events that
befell the empire, and the quest for insight and understanding for which people hungered
during those troubled times, Andrew’s commentary offered a traditional, spiritual, well-
thought, and rather reassuring analysis of Revelation. The effectiveness of Andrew’s
commentary in shaping Eastern Christian eschatological attitudes is confirmed by the
numerous manuscripts which preserved the commentary, the fact that his commentary has
never been superseded by any other ancient interpretation of the Book of Revelation, and by
the eventual acceptance of Revelation as canonical by the Orthodox Church,
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Chapter 2

An Overview of the Book of Revelation
in the Canon of the Eastern Church

2.1 Creating a Christian Canon

2.1.1 The Need for a Canon

The process by which the Book of Revelation found a place in the New Testament
canon of scripture for Eastern Christianity is obscure and complex. Although a number of
books were disputed, the Apocalypse traveled a particularly bumpy road on its way to
canonical status. An examination of the process by which the Apocalypse ultimately found
acceptance is impossible without a rudimentary survey of the formation of the New
Testament canon, at least with regard to the broad issues and movements which prompied the
creation of a fixed canon and shaped its ultimate form, eventually incorporating the Book of
Revelation.

Fundamental questions must be posed to unravel the process of canonization for the
Apocalypse and by extension such questions are applicable to the entire New Testament: On
what basis were certain books accepted and others rejected”? What criteria were used? Did the
authority of the book precede its canonization or was it recognized as authoritative because
of its history or a particular quality that ultimately rendered it officially canonical? Which
qualities were most important? Apostolicity? Prophecy? Spirituality? Perceived inspiration of
the writer? Inspired reaction in the reader? Dogmatic importance? Orthodoxy of doctrine?
Use by the community of faith? Didactic usefulness? Resonance with Christian experience?

A combination of the history of the reception of the text, the internal qualities of the
text and external factors (heresy, other controversies or its acceptance by a key ecclesiastical
figure) seem to have pushed the consensus of the Church in a particular direction for any
given book. In the earliest years of the Church, no Christian writings were considered “Holy
Scripture.” During this period the primary method for passing on Christian ftradition,

especially stories and sayings of the Lord, remained oral. In fact, a preference for oral



=32 -

tradition remained even well after written gospels existed” and the presence of floating
logia in the second century Fathers confirms the continuing rich oral tradition of the “words
of the Lord.”

Until the end of the second century, the term “Scriptures,” referred exclusively to the
Jewish scriptures. Just as they had been the sole Scriptures for Christ and the apostles they
remained the only Holy Scripture of the Church for many decades. Christ himself had quoted
them, appealed to them, interpreted them and, most of all, fulfilled them. The Law and the
Prophets had been normative for so long that it was difficult to conceive of any other writings
achieving such high status. Although it appears that Christian documents were read within
the context of Christian worship services by the early second century, another hundred years
passed before they were recognized as possessing a level of authority that placed them on par
with the Old Testament.

Christian writings were clearly subordinate to the revered Jewish Scriptures, writings
which the Church had appropriated as its own. Scripture was sacrosanct. Scriplure was
unalterable, Scripture was holy. Even the four gospels — while respected as “the memoirs of
the apustles”w were not truly considered Holy Scripture in this highest and most definitive
sense until the end of the second century.'” The earliest evidence supporting this conclusion
can be found within the gospels themselves. The evangelists themselves and their disciples
never thought of either their own writings or the earlier sources they relied upon for their

pospels as Scripture. Our present gospels are the products of a certain amount of editorial

** Eusebius records Papias as writing in Papias® no longer extant work Expavition of Dominical Oracles: ©1 do
not suppose that information from books would help me so much as the word of a living and surviving voice.”
E M. 3.39.3-4, Busebius, The Ecclesiastical History (2 wols.), trans. Kirsopp Lake (vol. 1) and J.E.L. Oulton
{vol. 2), Loeb Classical Library series, vols. 153 and 265 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1926, 1932,
reprint 1998, 1994), 1:293, See Harry Gamble who comments that the same sentiments were also found in
pagan literature and cites L. Alexander “The Living Voice: Skepticism towards the Written Word in early
Christian and in Graeco-Roman Texts,” in The Bible in Three Dimensions, ed. DA Clines (Sheffield: 180T
Press, 1990), 221-247. Harry Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: 4 History of Early Christian
Texrs, (Mew Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 31-32. Gamble believes that Papias seems to be stating a

preference for first-hand information and personal instruction, and was not necessarily disparaging the writien
word,

™ Justin Martyr, First Apology 67.3. Justin Martyr, The First Apology, trans. M. Dods and G. Reith, The
Apostolic Fathers with Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, eds. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson. Ante-Nicene
Fathers series, vol. | (Grand Rapids: Wm B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, reprinted 1989), 186.

" One hint of this fact is that the term “New Testament” first appears around this time, placing Christian
writings on par with the Jewish Scriptures. The term was coined by an unknown author writing against the
Montanists in 192 CE. He was quoted by Eusebius Ecclesiastical Hisiory 5.16.3,
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shaping. While none would dare to tamper with the text of the Jewish Scriptures, one need
only look at the complex and carefully crafied structure of the gospel of Matthew,'"" or read
the prologue to the gospel of Luke'™ or the appendix added to the gospel of John'™ to
recognize that in their earliest decades the gospels, and the proto-gospels upon which they
were based, were not considered holy and inviolate,

Even during the second century, well after the gospels had acquired a relatively fixed
text, they still had not achieved the status of Holy Scripture comparable to the books which
came to be known as the “Old Testament.” Proof of this is evident in the activities of
Marcion and Tatian.'™ Each felt free to take the acknowledged written gospels, cut them and
shape them to suit their ideology. Marcion, a presbyter, came to Rome in the first half of the
second century from Asia Minor and began teaching that the God of the Old Testament was
not the God of the Christians. He rejected the Jewish heritage of Christianity including the
Jewish S:;ri[:-l;m,ums.”‘"5 He produced his own gospel, which is no longer extant, but which

For an impressive analysis of the amazingly complex structure of Matthew's gospel, see Peter Ellis,
Maithew. His Mind his Message (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1974).

L

2§ uke 1:1-4.
' John 21,

"™ See Adolph Harnack, History of Dogma, vol. IV. (3" German ed.), trans. E.B. Speirs and James Millar,
{London: Williams and Norgate, 1898), 38-43.

"> In the years immediately prior to Marcion's arrival in Rome, the Jews had revolted against the Roman
Empire, for the second time, in the Bar Kochba Rebellion of 135 CE. The first rebellion resulted in the Roman-
Jewish war of 63-73 C.E.,, dwing which the Second Temple and all of Jerusalem were destroyed. The Bar
Kochba Rebellion is named for the man who claimed to be the Messiah and led the revolt, Simon Bar Kochba.
The rebellion ended in a crushing defeat. Jerusalem was once again left in complete ruin and all Jews were
forbidden ever again to set foot on the site of the holy city, or even to live in Judea at all. Justin Martyr
mentions Hadrian's edict forbidding Jews to enter Jerusalem on pain of death (Drall 16, also First Apal. 47).
The banishment lasted hundreds of years. To Marcion, it seemed to be a conlirmation of his vision of a Pauline
inspired, gentile-oriented Church against a more Jewish imbued Christianity, In light of those historical
developments, Marcion considered the Old Testament Scriptures to be the history of a nation and people which
for all purposes appeared finished forever, William Farmer and Denis Farkasfalvy, The Formation of the New
Testament Canon, (Mew York: Paulist Press, 1983), 62. Furthermore, Marcion asserted that the God of the
Jews was not the God of the Christians, and therefore the Jewish Scriptures ought to be rejected by the Church
and Judaic passages in Christian writings, including the gospels, should be removed, Farmer and Farkasfalvy,
63, Instead it was Marcion who would be rejected by the Church after a hearing in 144 CE,  Although
excommunicated, Marcion devoted the rest of his life to an energetic missionary effort designed to persuade the
Church to completely break away from its Jewish foundation. He established many communities and produced
a document, The Antitheses, which listed the conflicts he perceived between the Jewish Seriptures and the
Christian Faith. Marcion's gospel, a Pauline-inspired redaction, was accompanied by a corpus of Pauline
epistles which themselves had been edited to remove those portions which had a Jewish inspiration or flavor, or
which advanced or affirmed the Church’s Jewish heritage,
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some described as a heavily edited version of Luke. It also bore similarities to Mark in that it
contained no birth narratives and it omitted precious “words of the Lord,” such as the Lord’s
prayer. It also appeared to contain some material from Matthew. Marcion’s gospel clearly
followed the synoptic tradition and took an overt stance against the gospel of John.'%

The period of Marcion’s activity represents a stage in the development of the canon
during which tampering with a gospel text was a possibility not so unthinkable as to be
entirely rejected, not even by a presbyter such as Marcion. But at same time the text had
reached a sufficiently fixed form that his version was clearly seen as a redaction so extensive
that it was denounced by the majority of Christians.'"” This is confirmed by Tertullian who
complains that Marcion’s gospel is merely a mutilated recension of Luke’s gospel which had
been preserved in the apostolic churches.'™ Irenaeus also complains about the material which
Marcion had removed from Luke’s gospel.wg Marcion’s activities generated a great deal of
controversy, and prompted discussions about why Christians retained the Jewish Scriptures at
all and which Christian writings were authoritative. Marcion probably sparked the first real
stimulus toward the formation of a specifically Christian canon.

Another example from the mid-second century, Tatian and his activities, confirms the
status of Christian writings during this period. Tatian had come to Rome from Syria. Then
after returning to the East around 170, he produced a gospel version which combined the four
gospels into one continuous Syriac narrative called Diatessaron, literally “through four,” or
four-fold. The fact that Tatian, like Marcion before him, felt free to rework the gospels in this

way shows that he and others did not consider the gospels Scripture, although their contents

1% Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 59.

""" Hamack believes that the texts could not have been fixed before 150 and that this is certainly proof that even
the gospels had not attained “full canonical awthority.” History of Dogma, 42,

"8 Tertullian, Against Mareion 4.5. Against Marcion, trans. Peter Holmes, Latin Christianity: Its Founder,
Tertullian, ed. Alan Menzies, Ante-Nicene Fathers series, vol. III (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., reprint, 1989.)

1o Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.14.4. Jfrenaeus, Against Heresies, trans. Alexander Roberts and James
Donaldson, The Apostelic Fathers with Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, eds. Alexander Roberts and James
Donaldson,  Ante-Nicene Fathers series, vol. 1. (Grand Rapids: Wm B, Eerdmans Publishing Company,
reprinted 1989.)
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were certainly authoritative." 1" Eusebius reports that Tatian even tried to improve the gospels
by rewriting them.'"' Clearly, by the time Tatian had left Rome in 170 the gospels
themselves had not achieved the status of consecrated Christian Scripture: venerated,
inviolable and equal to the Jewish Scriptures.''> But by the third century, such liberty with
the gospels had disappeared. Tampering with an acknowledged text was no longer
acceptable.'™ Troublesome passages in existing acknowledged texts could only be countered
through interpretation since the New Testament books had achieved true “Scripture” status, if
not universally, at least within certain Christian areas.

One factor which contributed to the difficulty of defining the limits of a canon or
even thinking about Christian writings as a set of Scripture which could stand alongside the
0ld Testament, was that physically each book had a separate existence.''* Today we think of
the New Testament, (and even the entire Bible), as a unit, but initially each book was
contained in a separate manuscript.”“" Furthermore, no standardized Christian collection
existed since each congregation possessed a different collection of books."'® Books circulated
slowly, often by happenstance as Christians changed domicile, traveled for other purposes, or

through deliberate exchanges of documents between communities. Even the most widely-

" Bruce Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development and Significance (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1987), 116,

M EH 4206

"% The Diatessaron was a great success among Syrian Christians, but it was ultimately rejected by the Church
in favor of four separate gospels. Theodoret of Cyrus reports that he had confiscated two hundred Diatessaron
manuscripts and replaced them with the canonical gospels. (Metzger, Canon, 218, citing Theodoret, Treatise on
Heresies 1.20) A small Greek fragment of the Diatessaron was discovered in 1933 (Metzger, Canon, 115). An
Arabie version of the Diatessaron exists which was published in 1888, but no copy of the Syriac exists. Edgar
Goodspeed, The Formation of the New Testament (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1926), 116,

' Harnack remarks that “the canon emerges quite suddenly in an allusion of Melito of Sardis preserved by
Eusebius.” History of Dogma, 43, “Accordingly, when | went to the East. .. [ learned accurately the books of the
Old Testament...” EH 4.26.13. This presumes the existence of a New Testament,

" This is even more so in the case of Revelation, which has a manuscript tradition entirely distinct from the
rest of the Mew Testament. See chapter 3.

"* Collections of Paul’s letters probably began to be created early, however, even 2 Peter, unquestionably
pseudonymous and a second century or later composition, seems to indicate an existing Pauline collection. “So
also our beloved brother Paul wrote to you according to the wisdom given him, speaking of this as he does in all
his letters. There are some things in them hard to understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own
destruction, as they do the other scriptures.” 2 Pet. 3:15-16 (RSV)

e Moetzger, Canon, 6.
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traveled second century Christian who had visited many different congregations would
probably never encounter the entire New Testament canon we now possess.

As books were exchanged, the rapidity of a given book’s acceptance by a
congregation could depend upon a number of factors, including but not limited to whether
the book appealed to the congregation on a spiritual or inspirational level, whether it
contained words of the Lord, and whether it was of apostolic origin. Initially no apparent
need to delineate a canon existed. But as the number of Christian writings grew and dogmatic
questions pressed upon the Church, heresies took hold and began to threaten orthodox
Christianity. Apocryphal books soon mushroomed, both in an effort to promote divergent
views and to preserve earlier oral traditions. Consequently, lists of acceptable Christian
writings began to be drafted. Harnack remarks that the process of creating a Christian canon
was “a kind of involuntary undertaking of the Church in her conflict with Marcion and the
Gnostics.”''” The only way to accomplish this was for the Church to collect “everything

apostolic and declare herself to be its only legal possessor.”'"*

2.1.2 Factors Influencing the Formation of the Canon

It was not at all inevitable that the canon would take the shape of our present list of
twenty seven books. The New Testament could easily have evolved in a very different
direction. Harnack lists seven “embryonic collections™ which might have led to collections of
works that would have formed a very different canon. According to Harnack, one collection
could have been Jewish and Christian prophetic books, standing “side by side with the Old
Testament. ... The Revelation of John...was meant to stand side by side rather than inside the
Old Testament.”''"” Johannes Leipoldt elevated the importance of the apocalyptic tradition,
after he surveyed the development of the canon and concluded that the apocalypses were

foundational for the New Testament canon.'”” Harry Gamble believes that another factor

""" Harnack, History of Dogma, 45.
" Hamack, History 46.

" Adolph von Harnack, The Origen of the New Testament, trans. by JR Wilkinson (London: Williams and
Morgate, 1925), 169-178, cited by Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 27.

2 Johannes Leipoldt, Geschichte des neutesiamentlichen Kanons, 2 vols, (Leipzig: 1.C. Hinrichs, 1907, 1908;
reprinted, Leipzig: Zentralantiquariat der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik, 1974.)
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influencing canonicity was whether a congregation was accustomed to hearing a book read in
church.'?! James Brenneman emphasizes a particular book’s use and importance in the
worshipping community.'**

The most obvious and oft-cited criterion for canonical status was apostolicity,
undoubtedly the most important factor. But the formation of the canon was never an
organized or centralized process supervised by any single authority. No consensus existed,
either as to the choice of books, the criteria for their acceptance, the relative importance of
the criteria, or the manner in which the criteria would be applied. The formation of the canon
proceeded in a haphazard manner, and the process took the form of a disorganized discussion
spanning many centuries, with any given book’s prospects rising or falling according to the
critiques rendered, the persuasiveness of the arguments, the prominence of the critic, and the
use or reputation of a book in a given locale.

But the same criteria were not applied to every book with equal force. Apostolicity
might be emphasized for one book while it was conveniently overlooked in the case of
another.'"” Every disputed book was discussed on its own merits and its case considered
independently of the other disputed books.'** So while apostolicity and antiquity of witness
was an important factor in the West in the case of Revelation, this was clearly less important
or even ignored in the case of 2 Peter or Hebrews.

In the West, explicit endorsement by a key ecclesiastical figure or authority such as
Augustine or Jerome, or its usage by the Church of Rome, significantly bolstered a book’s
acceptance, But it was much more difficult to reach a consensus in the East which enjoyed a
far greater number of important and influential ecclesiastical figures and larger number of
ancient and important sees, not to mention many famous centers of ecclesiastical learning:

Antioch, Alexandria, Constantinople, Jerusalem, Caesarea Palestine and Edessa,

! Harry Gamble, Books and Readers, 214-218.

' James Brenneman, Canons in Conflict (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), Brenneman points to the
lesson learned from the Dead Sea Scrolls, that “single communities can appeal to multiple traditions of
authority and multiple communities ereate multiple canons.” Canons in Conflics, 62.

' Hebrews, as an anonymous book, did not claim any apostolic authorship, but was so admired in the East for
its inspired Christology and theological insights that its lack of apostolic pedigree and non-Pauline style were
ignored and it was attributed — quite conveniently — to Paul.

'* With the probable exception of 2 and 3 John, which were discussed and adjudged as a unit.
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In some respects, it is remarkable that a consensus for the canon of Scripture occurred
at all. No apostle, no bishop, no synod, no emperor, no event was the determining factor
which would ultimately shape the New Testament canon. The earnest debate over the
Christian canon spanned at least three hundred years and featured the participation of the
greatest minds of early Christianity. While regional synods at times addressed the question,
no Ecumenical Council defined the limits of the canon.'”

The canon had certainly become an issue by the time of the First Ecumenical Council
at Nicea in 325, yet Nicea did not address the question of the canon. By that time, certain
books were unquestioned, while most apocryphal works were recognized as such and
universally rejected. But individual churches and bishops exercised their own discretion
among disputed works. Clearly the issue was not resolved at Nicea because no pressing need
to create a definitive canon was perceived: the question of the canon was simply not a
divisive issue. This lack of concern among the participants of the Nicene council with respect
to the canon indicates that opinions about the canon were not essentially dogmatic. Two
persons could disagree about the canon and both could be entirely orthodox in doctrine. This
also indicates that dogmatic issues were not ultimately resolved by appealing to the
Scriptures, since the Arians also argued their case by quoting the Scriptures. Rather,
dogmatic issues were resolved by appeal to the tradition of the Church, or at least to the long-
standing interpretations of those recognized Scriptures.

Therefore, the simplistic conclusion, commonly given, that the New Testament
canon was “fixed” in the fourth century (usually with the appearance of the Paschal
Encyclical of Athanasius in 367) is untenable, especially in the case of the Eastern Church,
and most especially in the case of the Book of Revelation.'” In the 5" century, the opinions

'** Later Ecumenical Councils ratified the New Testament canons of numerous local synods, which only added
to the confusion, since the canons they ratified did not agree. John Cheek believes that the attitude shown
toward the canon indicates that the canon remained fluid, with Christian tradition setting limits of what may be
used as authoritative writings as opposed to requiring conformity. The “Christian canon of Scripture is largely
permissive rather than obligatory.” John Cheek, “The Apocrypha in Christian Scripture,” The Journal of Bible
and Religion 26 (1958) 207-212, 207.

1% Syurprisingly, the mistaken belief that Revelation was largely accepted in the East in the fourth century
because of its acceptance by Athanasius remains alive. See Eldon Jay Epp, “Issues in the Interrelation of Mew
Testament Textual Criticism and Canon,” in The Canon Debate, eds. Lee Martin MeDonald and James Sanders
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, Inc., 2002, second edition, 2004), 485-515. Epp writes: “[T]he place of
the Revelation to John in the canon of Eastern Christianity was not certain until the late fourth century, and
even later in some places.” Epp, 505, citing Harry Gamble “Canon: Mew Testament,” Anchor Bible Dictionary
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of Augustine and the adoption of Jerome's Vulgate were very instrumental in standardizing
not only the Latin translation but the canon itself for the West.'”” The Greek-speaking East
had no such opportunity for standardization since earlier Greek manuscripts and lectionaries
were simply recopied repeatedly, thus retaining the status quo and having no impact on the
canon.'®

It can only be said that by the end of the fourth century a consensus existed in both
the East and West for the core of the canon: our present fourfold gospel corpus, Acts of the
Apostles, thirteen Epistles of Paul, 1 John and 1 Peler. However, Hebrews, James, 2 and 3
John, Jude, 2 Peter, and Revelation remained disputed at least to the extent that they were not

universally accepted.'”

2.2. The Book of Revelation in the New Testament Canon

Every disputed book which ultimately found a place in the New Testament canon has
a story of its own. But the story of the Apocalypse of John is especially unique and peculiar.
Of the books which eventually did become part of the New Testament, it can be said that
those which enjoyed early and universal acceptance and were never in serious dispute

remained undisputed, such as the gospels and the thirteen epistles of Paul. Other New

1:853-56, Helmut Koester, Introduction to the New Testament: Histovy and Literature of Early Christianity (2
vols.) 2" ed. (New York: de Guyter, 1995-2000), 2:6-12.

127 But even then, some aberrations remained, and it took time for uniformity to become the norm. Even into the
Reformation era, variations persisted in the Latin canon. For example, the apocryphal epistle of Paul to the
Laodiceans, was included in many pre-Reformation and Reformation era bibles. Metzger, Canon, 2391,

1% Metzger believes that the Latin Church “had a stronger feeling than the Greek for the necessity of making a
sharp delineation with regard to the canon™ and that “it was less conscious than the Greek Church of the
gradation of spiritual quality among the books that it accepted.” Metzger, Canon, 229, Arthur Darby Nock
agreed that the Greeks were more flexible in their attitudes toward the canon, whereas in the West there was “a
tendency to define, not only de facta, but also de jure, what is permissible” “A Feature of Roman Religion,”
Harvard Theological Review, vol, 32, no. 1 (1939) 83-94, 95.

' The canon was not officially fixed for the Roman Catholic Church until the Council of Trent (1546). The
Eastern Orthodox Church does not recognize Trent or any synod beyond the Seventh Ecumenical Council as
“ecumenical” in character, that is, possessing the highest degree of authority. For the Orthodox East, it can be
said that the canon stilf has not achieved that level of established status which Trent created for the Catholic
Church since the issue has never been resolved by an Ecumenical Council. However, for all practical purposes
it is inconceivable that today any Orthodox Christian would seriously question or challenge the New Testament
canon. Henee, the Orthodox canon has been settled in a de faefo manner, nonetheless in classic Orthodox style:
by consensus over time.
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Testament books of dubious background were disputed early in the process by many
individuals but slowly gained acceptance and were eventually received into the canon, such
as James, Hebrews and 2 Peter. But the Book of Revelation alone is peculiar and unique in
that it did not follow either pattern toward canonical acceptance in the East. Instead,
Revelation appears to have been undisputed and widely accepted extremely early, from the
first quarter of the second century, as were the gospels. But later it became highly disputed
and remained rejected or ignored by many in eastern Christian circles into the Ottoman
period. Unlike other disputed books, which were initially disputed but slowly gained
acceptance, Revelation was widely accepted initially then quickly lost acceptance, in contrast
to the normal pattern. The two criteria which had originally gained favor for the Apocalypse
(apostolicity and prophecy) were assailed, disputed and impugned in the process.

Another oddity regarding Revelation is that among all the books seeking acceptance
into the New Testament canon, Revelation alone claims divine inspiration."*" It describes
itself as prophecy in its opening and closing. It blesses those who read it and curses those

who alter it

and it also recommends that it be read publicly in the churches. No other New
Testament book makes such claims or expects itself to be treated as Scripture,

The question of the authorship of the Apocalypse is a complex one which has been
discussed at length by numerous modern scholars. The issue of the actual authorship of
Revelation is not under consideration here. The only issue for our purposes is when, where
and by whom was Revelation considered apostolic and authoritative? Our investigation is not
into whether these ancient witnesses were correct, but what we can uncover regarding the
attitude of ancient Church toward the Book of Revelation.

It is also not necessary for our purposes to resolve the question of which factors most

"™ Revelation is the only possible exception to the rule that no part of the New Testament was recognized as
inspired and authoritative, “Only the book of Revelation claims for itself such a lofty position that would come
close to the notion of inspiration and Scripture... Even the Gospels do not in themselves claim final authority.”
Lee McDonald, The Formation of the Christian Biblical Canon (Peabody MA: Hendrickson Publishers, Inc.,
1995y, 9,

Pl wThe writer, John, is evidently a prophet, and if his prophetic vocation be acknowledged, it is a natural
conclusion that his book is inspired prophecy and therefore Seripture. The striking thing is that it is so intended,
and by virtue of this fact claims for itsell a place of permanent authority, side by side with the Jewish
Scriptures. In this new type of Christian literature we see the welding of the new prophetic sense of inward
spiritual endowment with the old Jewish idea of inspired books. It thus foreshadows a Christian Scripture.
Alone among the books of the New Testament the Revelation claims for its whole contents the authority of
divine inspiration.” Goodspeed, The Formation of the New Testament, 14- 15,
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contributed to the shape of the entire New Testament canon. Therefore, the remainder of this
discussion will examine the stance taken by various ecclesiastical figures, local churches or
synods, as well as various other factors, which directly impacted the acceptance or rejection

of Revelation in the ancient East."**
2.3 The Early Appeal of Revelation

[t has been argued that the primary factors which contributed specifically to the early
acceptance of Revelation were its antiquity, its prophetic character'” (including chiliastic
elements), its support for Christians in a climate of persecution and martyrdom,"" and its
apostolicity.® Secondary factors which have been raised to explain its early appeal are that

it contained words of the Lord"*® and that the letter genre within Revelation was known to

Christians and present in acceptable books.'"?

" In a recently published work, Charles E. Hill, The Johannine Corpus in the Early Church (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2004) exhaustively examined all of the historical sources to determine the status of the
Johannine corpus in the second century. It is an outstanding resource and provides a detailed investigation of
evidence related to the attitude toward Revelation in various sources, about which the present work can only
give an overview.

M gae Adolph von Hamack, The Ovrigin of the New Testament, trans. J.R. Wilkinson {(London: Williams and
Morgate, 1925).

'™ This is William Farmer’s opinion in his book with Denis Farkasfalvy, The Formation of the New Testament
Canon, (Mew York: Paulist Press, 1983). Farmer takes the position that the Mew Testament canon is a “martyr's
canon which can be traced through Origen, Hippolytus and Irenaeus to a particular traditional idealization of
Christian martyrdom exemplified by Polycarp and Ignatius and reflecting the influence of the martyrdoms of
Peter and Paul in Rome.” Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 8 According to Farmer, the three major factors which
contributed to the shaping of the New Testament canon were: (1) the persecution of Christians, which not only
evoked martyrdom but also stimulated a whole set of responses by the Church to strengthen the faith and the
discipline of its members, (2) diverse systems of Christian theology, and (3) Constantine’s legalization and
promotion of Christianity,” Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 8. “Diverse systems of theology” refers to diversity
concerning the value of martyrdom (mainly questioned by Gnostics), which weakened Christian resolve in the
face of persecution. Having a canon that affirmed martyrdom would be beneficial,

U3 NB. Stonehouse, The Apocalypse in the Ancient Church (Goes, [Holland): Qosterbaan and Le Cointre,
1929).

1" John Elliotson Symes, The Evolution of the New Testament, (London: John Murray, 1921), 331. Symes
believed that three factors determined canonicity: “(1) the authority of the Church, (2) evidence that these books
contain the teachings of the Apostles and their immediate disciples, and (3) the internal evidence — the
response of Christian hearts (o the Wew Testament teaching. None of these answers may seem quite satisfactory,
il taken separately: but, in conjunction, they have been found by almost all Christians to provide an adequate
ground for their belief in the authorized Canon.” More recently, Lee MeDonald lists four primary factors:
apostolicity, orthodoxy, antiquity and use, with the possible additional factors of adaptability and inspiration.
Lee Martin McDonald, “Identifying Scripture and Canon in the Early Church: The Criteria Question,” in The
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2.3.1 The Prophetic Character of Revelation

The theory that the Apocalypse gained acceptance as Christian prophecy was
championed by some early twentieth century scholars, including Harnack** and Leipoldt.'*
The rationale for this theory is that in the first decades of Christianity the Old Testament
prophets were supremely important. They were thoroughly studied, analyzed, discussed, and
cited to support Christian messianic claims for Jesus, especially against Jewish rejection of
those claims. This led to the enthusiastic reception of early Apocalypses, such as the
Shepherd of Hermas, and the budding formation of an early canon of Christian prophetic
literature which would stand side by side with the Old Testament prophetic canon.'*

Under such a standard, the Apocalypse of John would have been accepted simply due
to its prophetic character. But did Christians generally regard all prophetic utterances as
divine and canonic? Was the Apocalypse accepted primarily on that basis and did its
prophetic claims give the book its authority and high status among second century
Christians? Would it have received the same reception or enjoyed as much authority were it
not attributed to an apostle but still regarded as prophetic? In light of the evidence provided
by second century sources, Harnack’s and Leipoldt’s argument cannot be supported.

It is possible that the prophetic character of Revelation at one time played a
significant role, especially in the earliest decades and in those areas where chiliasm was
prominent, Harnack assigns the Apocalypse a very strong position as the foundation of the
New Testament canon where, along with other Apocalypses, Jewish and Christian, he

believed it created a secondary canon equal to the Old Testament.'*! Stonehouse disputes the

—

Canon Debate, eds. Lee Martin McDonald and James Sanders (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, Ine.,
20023, 416-439,

"7 Denis Farkasfalvy's opinion. Farmer and Farkasfalvy, The Formation of the New Testament Canon, 156-7.
" Adolph von Harnack, The Origin of the New Testament, 169-178.

% Johannes Leipoldt, Geschichie des nenfestamentlichen Kanons, 2 vols. (Leipzig: 1.C. Hinrichs, 1907, 1908;
reprinted, Leipzig: Zentralantiguariat der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik, 1974.)

1% See Goodspeed’s comments in fn 131 above. Goodspeed notes that eventually Shepherd would be rejected
because the apostles were now felt to be inspired in a higher sense than such erratic prophets as Montanus or
even Hermas, Goodspeed, T8,

" Stonehouse, 2, citing Hamack, Die Enistehung des Neuen Testaments und die wichtigsten Folgen der neven
Schapfung (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1914), 58. Stonehouse summarizes the argument: “In the early Church with
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view that there was a canon of apocalypses which were accepted beaa#::e they were
prophetic. “The whole construction that at one time the Church possessed a canon of
apocalypses, which were accepted apart from any question as to their authorship and time of
their origin is not grounded on fact and particularly looks in vain to the Canon Muratori for
support,™*

Harnack argued that it would have been natural for the Christian apocalypses to form
a corpus of Christian prophetic writings. The reason the New Testament has no such corpus
is because later the criterion became “apostolicity,” which he believed is antithetical to the
earliest criterion of the canon, pmphecy.m But Harnack’s argument fails because its
underlying premise is unsound. Harnack presupposed the existence of a Christian canon with
authority equal to that of the Old Testament. The Jews had not even fixed their own canon by
this time, (that is, adding “The Writings"), but at least the “Law and the Prophets” were
recognized by Christians as Scripture. Christians certainly had no conception of their own
writings possessing authority equal to Jewish Scripture for at least 150 years. Furthermore,
the idea that the authority of Christian prophets was absolute is a vast overstatement of the
authority of Christian prophets as compared to that of the apostles, as we will see below.

In support of his position, Harnack calls to our attention Montanism’s revival of early
Christian enthusiasm with its claim that the Age of the Paraclete, promised by Christ, was
now ushered in by the New Prophecy. Church leaders were forced to distinguish between the
prophetic claims of the Montanist prophets and reinforce apostolic authority as against the
MNew Prophecy, and thus excluded all of the writings which were not apostolic."

However, long before the rise of Montanism, which will be discussed below, the

Church was already looking back on the apostolic era as an ideal. By the early second

its enthusiasm, the authority of the Christian prophets was absolute, and criticism of their oracles or writings
was viewed as the sin against the Holy Spirit. At a time when neither gospels nor epistles were cited as
Scripture, we find Jewish pseudepigraphic apocalypses so introduced, and new Christian apocalypses claim for
themselves the authority of and were received as Scripture.” Stonehouse, 1. Stonehouse, whose monograph on
the Apocalypse in the ancient Church extensively analyzed the sources, concluded that while various other
characteristics were coniributing factors, nothing less than a belief in the apostolicity of Revelation can account
for its early and widespread acceptance,

"2 Stonehouse, §6.
3 gtonehouse, 2.

" Harnack, Die Entstehung, 58. Stonehouse, 2.
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century, the time of composition of Ignatius’ epistles, and also possibly the Pastoral Epistles
and certainly 2 Peter, we see an emerging institutional Church. This Church 15 more
structured and more concerned with order and authority. Such a posture, which looks back on
the apostolic era as an ideal and the apostles as figures of authority, is less likely to
enthusiastically embrace the free-style spirit of prophetic utterances which can be difficult to
authenticate. The authority which Christian prophets might have held was diminishing in
favor of the authority of the bishop standing in succession to the apostles. From the
beginning, the apostles carried the greatest authority in the Church bar none except for the
authority of Christ himself. Paul’s letters contain overwhelming evidence of the importance

145

of apostolic authority.™ With the exception of a few prophets mentioned in the New

146G
Testament,

the early Church prophets are unknown fo us. A vibrant prophetic spirit
pervaded in the early Church, yet prophetic authority did not even begin to approach the
authority and influence of the apostles.

Christian prophets could never rival the importance of the apostles. Christian prophets
made exhortations in the context of worship services.'"” Although they sometimes received
revelations, the utterances of Christian prophets were not of such a character that they were
written down and preserved. Christian prophets were respected and influential, but usually
only known within their immediate communities. On the other hand, the apostles were the
spokesmen and representatives of the Lord. They were obeyed, respected and revered in a

manner and to an extent unlike any Christian prophet.'*® Papias® attitude toward the apostles

"% This is seen, if by nothing else, than the fact that Paul insists so adamantly on his apostolic status, His
authority is tied to him receiving that recognition. Prophets were consistently placed second to apostles. Eph.
2:20, 3.5, 4:11, Rev, 18:21, Didache 11:3. See Jan Fekkes, fsaiah and the Prophetic Traditions in the Book of
Revelation, Visionary Antecedents and Their Development, Journal for the Study of the New Testament
Supplement Series vol, 93 (Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.) Fekkes also notes that church
authority was not vet fixed. Bishops could and did function as prophets also, such as Ignativs of Antioch,
Polycarp and Melito of Sardis, fbid 40-41,

"¢ Such as Agabus (Acts 11:28; 21:10) or the daughters of Philip (Acts 21:9).

"7 For example, 1 Cor. 11:4-5. See David Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean
World (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1984), 198. According to Guy Bonneau,
prophecy was not limited to the Christian assembly, but it was manifested and proven in that context,
Praphétisme et institution dans le christianisme primitf (Moniréal: Médiaspaul, 1998), 58.

¥ Some argue that the Didache gives more authority to prophets, but they were not the “designated leaders™ of
the community, After the Didache expresses their “honored role in the eucharist”™ almost every subsequent
reference to prophets is “cautionary.” Aaron Milavec, The Didache. Faith, Hope, and Life of the Earliest
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was probably typical. For him, the apostles possessed pre-eminent authority. We have no
indication that Papias held prophecy in equally high regard.'*” Since Papias was a promoter
of chiliasm, the apostolic origin of the Apocalypse would have been important to him as a
source of its authority and credibility, but not necessarily because of its prophetic character.'*

Furthermore, prophets had less authority than apostles and they played a different role
in the Church. A prophet could never take the role of an apostle, but an apostle sometimes
assumed a prophetic role.”*' The visions of apostles had far more importance to the Church
than those of ordinary Christian prophets since the apostles were those who preserved
Christian tradition.""? Early Christian writers such as 1 Clement and Ignatius of Antioch
make no appeal to the authority of Christian prophets, but they do appeal to the authority of
the apostles as second only to the Lord. Ignatius himself was a prophet and spoke in that

capacity, but he does not appeal to his own authority as a prophet,'>

which may indicate that
even Christian prophets did not consider themselves on the same level as the aposiles.

If prophetic writings were ever accepted simply because they were prophetic, such a
period would have been very short-lived and quickly gave way to another phase in which the
only acceptable prophetic writings were also apostolic. The Muratorian Canon may present
an example of this phase because of its acceptance of the Apocalypse of Peter. But
ultimately, support for the Apocalypse of Peter fell away because it had no ancient tradition
of apostolic authorship to bolster its acceptancc-.,m which returns us once more to the

undeniable factor of apostolicity.

Christian Communities, 50-70 C.E. (New York: The Newman Press, 2003), 426. Far from suggesting that all
prophets be accepted, on the contrary, Didache instructs Christians to test prophets (Didache 11).

" Stonehouse, 43.
134 Stonehouse, 43.

"1 Paul (Acts 16:9 and 18:9, | Cor. 14:6, 2 Cor. 12:1f, Gal. 1:12 and 2:2, 1 Thess, 4:15 and 2 Thess. 2:3) and
Peter (Acts 11:5ff), Apostles also functioned as prophets since they were “commissioned and sent out to
accomplish a prophetic task,” following the example of Jesus, Milavec, The Didache, 440,

21 Cor. 15:1-3, 1 Cor. 11:2, 23, Heb. 2:1-3. Stonehouse, 30.

B3 ) Clement 42, 44; Ignatius of Antioch, Epistle to the Magnesians 6.13, Epistle to the Trallians 2.7, and
Epistle to the Philadelphians 5.

" Lee McDonald believes that Montanism prompted a reaction against prophetic literature, especially in the
East, and that not only Revelation suffered from it, but the Apocalypse of Peter was also quoted less frequently
afier the Montanist controversy. McDonald, *Identifying Scripture and Canon,” 433,
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Chiliasm'** was extremely popular during the second century, and many leading
Christians ascribed to this belief.'*® Unquestionably, Revelation was very popular among
chiliasts, and many of the earliest references to Revelation are quoted to support or to dispute
this teaching. Later when chiliasm was disfavored, the chiliastic component would lead to
antagonism against Revelation."””” But we also find Revelation quoted outside the context of
chiliasm and in documents that contain no hint of that doctrine, therefore Revelation was not

inextricably tied to chiliasm.

2.3.2 The Appeal of Revelation in Times of Persecution

It is William Farmer’s position that the New Testament canon was essentially shaped
by persecution and martyrdom.'*® The books which were ultimately included in the canon
mirrored the experience of early Christians: the gospels contained the martyrdom of Jesus,
Acts of the Apostles told of the martyrdom of Stephen, the epistles reminded Christians of
the martyrdom of the apostles, and Revelation concerned the martyrdom of the saints. He
maintains that carly apocryphal gospels which did not include the passion of Christ — such
as the Gospel of Thomas — held less interest for Christians. Likewise, docetic gospels, which
claimed that Christ was not really human and thus did not actually suffer, or Gnostic gospels,
which rejected the importance of martyrdom, had to be repudiated in favor of gospels that
offered encouragement to Christians in time of persecution. Hence, a Christian canon
emphasizing martyrdom was formed. “The factor of heresy joined with the factor of

|59

persecution. Farmer maintains that since Gnostic Christians questioned the value of

¥ Chiliasm, or millennialism, is the belief that the second coming of Christ will usher in an earthly kingdom
which will last a thousand years. Very closely connected with that doctrine is the belief that the resurrection of
the righteous precedes the thousand year period, while that of the unrighteous follows it. The resurrected saints
will enjoy a super-abundance of all good things on the earth in complete peace, harmony and joy, ruling over
the earth with Christ for a thousand years. Afier this period would come the resurrection of the unrighteous and
the final judgment.

5 Justin stated that not all Christians believed in the literal millennium, but the “right minded" ones did. D¥al,
B0, Justin Marty: Dialogue with Trypho, trans. M. Dods and G. Reith, The Apostolic Fathers with Justin
Marnyr and frenaeus, eds, Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, Ante-Micene Fathers series, vol. 1 {Grand
Rapids: Wm B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, reprinted 1989), 239,

"7 Since chiliasts primarily relied on Revelation, many who opposed chiliasm rejected Revelation altogether.

¥ Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 1943,

" Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 34-3,
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martyrdom, they took the position that Christians need not oppose imperial policies requiring
them to sacrifice to the gods. Without an expectation that they refuse to sacrifice, Gnostics
did not have the same need for support from other Christian communities, nor did they need
united and disciplined episcopal leadership and consultation to survive pr..=:r.:7:a*:(:ulil:m."5":I

The famous letter about the martyrs of Vienne and Lyon, to be discussed below and
dated 178 C.E,, includes the detail that the martyrs refused the title of “martyr,” and even
severely rebuked anyone who called them such, insisting that the title of “faithful and true
martyr™®" belongs to Christ alone, a direct allusion to Revelation.'™ Another allusion to
Revelation is found in the description of their contest with “the beast,” i.e., the evil one, The
martyrs showed a very forgiving attitude toward those who were persecuting them as well as
toward those Christians who had succumbed to pressure and denied Christ.'® In Farmer’s
opinion, Eusebius quoted large portions of the letter to emphasize the forgiving attitude of
these martyrs, just as Christ and Stephen forgave those responsible for their martyrdom.'*!

Farmer’s contention, that the New Testament canon took its shape because of its
support for martyrdom, is an interesting one. The martyrs of the New Testament certainly
served as Christian exemplars, and may have contributed to each book’s appeal. However,
some apocryphal books also relate martyrdoms or encourage bravery in the face of
m3.1'1::.rrr.:lm'ﬂ."5'5 Furthermore, the Apostolic Fathers also contained powerful examples of
martyrdom. Ignatius’ epistles, written literally on the road to his martyrdom, are among the
most compelling of all early Christian writings and certainly provide a paradigm for
Christian martyrdom. These epistles are contemporary with the Didache, and easily predate

Shepherd, both of which appear on some canonical lists. Yet Ignatius’ epistles are never in

1% Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 42.
" Rev. 3:14 and 19:11.

"2 Eusebius E.H. 5.2.3.

"} Eusebius E.H. 5.2.5-6.

" Luke 23:34, Acts 7:60. “We see emerging not simply a martyr's canon of Christian Scripture, We see
emerging a particular martyr's canon. This canon featured the Revelation of John, the Acts of the Apostles, the
Epistles of Paul all read in the light of the fourfold Gospel canon. Martyrs who live by this norm will not only
risk their lives for the sake of Christ and for the sake of his gospel, but they will refuse to condemn those who,
under persecution, became apostates and will in all matters strive to achieve concord and peace as they seck 1o
reunite the family of God.™ Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 39-40.

'"* Such as the Acts of Paul and Thecla, and the apocryphal accounts of martyrdoms of various apostles,
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serious consideration as Christian authoritative literature. Farmer is correct that each New
Testament book reminds one of suffering and martyrdom, but in fact, they recall the
martyrdom of Christ and the apostles, and are not simply supporting Christian martyrdom in
general. This coupled with apostolic authorship or sources, brings us back again to the
element of apostolicity in shaping the canon and Revelation’s place in it. We cannot ignore
or minimize the huge shadow the apostles cast over the Church. Revered even in their

lifetimes, after their deaths the apostles only grew in stature, esteem and importance.

2.3.3 The Words of the Lord in the Book of Revelation

Another factor which may have contributed to the early acceptance of Revelation is
that it contains words of the Lord. The sayings of Jesus continued to be actively recounted
and orally transmitted well into the second century. The written gospels had not yet achieved
prominence, and in fact probably were not preferred over the oral tradition. The only
authority higher than the apostles was Christ himself. Revelation depicts him with very vivid
imagery, walking among and speaking to the churches.'® He appears in the early chapters to
dictate the letters to the churches,'®” and also appears again at the close of the book to
endorse its contents."® Revelation asserts a self-understanding of its stature and authority,
which is not even claimed by the gospels, by virtue of its content: the words of Jesus. It was a
powerful communiqué and, not surprisingly, it was followed by other revelations and
prophetic writings, such as Apocalypse of Peter and Shepherd of Hermas, seeking to have the
same influence over the Church. The words of the Lord present in the book, coupled with the
situation of the Church facing persecution, may have been a strong factor which encouraged

early acceptance of Revelation.
2.3.4 The Epistolary Genre in Revelation

Denis Farkasfalvy proposes another criterion, which is interesting, but less

compelling than the others. The criterion was literary genre and was prompted by the Gnostic

" Rey, 1:12-20.
" Rev. 2-3.

1688 Rev. 21:5, 22:16 and 18-20.
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movement. Gnosticism “motivated the Church to set certain models of what an acceptable
‘apostolic writing’ was supposed to be”'® and Farkasfalvy believes that genre was very
important in making such a determination. He cites as an example the Didache and Shepherd
which, although popular, were ultimately rejected from the canon because, he proposes, their
genre did not comply with accepted apostolic works, The New Testament consists basically
of Gospel narratives and apostolic letters, with the only two exceptions being Acts and
Revelation. Acts was accepted into the canon as a continuation of Luke’s gospel,
Farkasfalvy correctly notes. While no Christian prophetic book but Revelation is canonical,
(so in that respect Revelation does not fit the genre of the New Testament), it contains seven
letters, enabling it to conform to the canonic pattem. Documents such as Didache, without
this genre, were never accepted into the canon.

The genre factor is an interesting argument. Farkasfalvy writes that there was an
“expectation of certain literary genres” and that the tradition of Paul as a letter writer had “a
decisive role in creating the assumption that authentic apostolic writings must be Gospel
narratives or epistles.”'”’ Nevertheless, no evidence of the criterion of the literary genre can
be found in the early Church, and apparently such a criterion was never consciously or even
sub-consciously applied. But Farkasfalvy argues that from the final outcome of the
development of the canon we might reasonably assume that as a first “screening device it
was employed to disqualify quickly other forms of literature since there was no reliable
tradition that the apostolic Church had produced any other kind of literature than these two

w17l

types. Yet by this very argument, Farkasfalvy has led us back, once again, to the

overriding significance of apostolicity.
2.3.5 The Apostolicity of Revelation

Notwithstanding the carly association of the Apocalypse with prophecy, its appeal in
times of persecution, epistolary format and content including “words of the Lord,” the
overwhelming weight of the evidence supports the conclusion that tradition connecting the

apostle John with the origin of the Apocalypse was the decisive factor in its carly acceptance.

- ' Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 156-7.

"™ Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 157.

"' Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 157.
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In Irenacus’ writings, we at last clearly see demonstrable proof of apostolicity as the
premier criterion for canonicity. Irenacus emphasizes the apostolic nature of Christian
writings and puts them on par with the Jewish Scﬁptums,'u He considers the writings of
Luke and Mark apostolic due to their association with recognized apostles.'” He continually
emphasizes the fact that the true gospels reflect what the apostles had handed down.'™
Irenaeus quotes the Shepherd only once, and then not in the context of a dogmatic dispute or
as a prophetic writing, but for didactic purpc:ses.”"‘

Appeal to “the elders,” those who were personally taught by the apostles, is in itself
confirmation of the overwhelming authority embodied by the apostles, an authority so
powerful and imposing that it seemed to “spill over” onto those who had direct contact with
them. Already, apostolicity was in place as the major criterion for the eventual canon. In the
witness of Papias, in which he explains the authorship of the four gospels (¢. 125 CE), we see
apostolic authority as the implicit yet consistent criterion. Papias describes the two
evangelists who were not apostles, Mark and Luke, in terms that strongly yoke them with the
most recognized and highly respected apostles, Peter and Paul, suggesting that but for their
association with those apostles, these gospels would not have been received by the Church.
The rise of apocryphal gospels, pseudonymously attributed to apostles, is additional
confirmation of the overwhelming power of apostolic authority and the recognition that
apostolicity was the primary criterion for canonical status.

Theories as to the actual authorship of the Apocalypse have been discussed at length
by many scholars. Those who reject apostolic authorship of the book cannot offer a
satisfactory explanation for how Revelation was indisputably accepted as apostolic by the
mid-second century and became widely accepted as authoritative in so short a period by such
leading figures of second century Christianity as Justin, Tertullian, Irenaeus and Clement of
Alexandria without any genuine association with the apostle John. While multiple factors
may have contributed to some degree in the acceptance of Revelation, no single factor or

even a combination of many factors trumps apostolicity.

"2 Heres. 1.3:6,2.27:2.
"™ Heres. 3.10:1, 6, 3.14:1-3. McDonald, “Identifying Seripture and Canon,” The Canon Debate, 424.
"™ Heres. 3.11:9, 5:1.

' Proof of Apostolic Preaching 4. Trenaeus was well aware that Shepherd was not apostolic, No one in the
ancient world claimed that it was.
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2.4 The Second Century: Widespread Acceptance of Revelation

Since our question pertains to the place of Revelation in the canon of the East, we
will confine our review regarding Revelation’s acceptance or rejection from the canon to the

evidence from Greek sources.

2.4.1 Ignatius of Antioch

The paucity of Christian literature surviving from the early second century creates
some difficulty in determining the extent of Revelation’s acceptance at that point. Ignatius of
Antioch is among the earliest of the second century writers known as the “Apostolic
Fathers.” Ignatius passed through Asia Minor on his way to martyrdom in Rome, writing
several letters along the way to communities in Asia Minor and Rome and one to the bishop
of Smyrma, Polycarp. Ignatius does not mention the apostle John, the Gospel of John or the
A.pncal;-.fpseﬁ”ﬁ which may have been written perhaps fifteen years prior. lgnatius writes to
the Asian communities of Philadelphia, Smyrna, Magnesia, Ephesus and Trallia, but makes
no reference or clear allusion to the Apocalypse in any of his epistles. However, the date of
his martyrdom is very early in the second century and Ignatius was from Antioch, not Asia.
He may not have known of the Apocalypse and may simply have been unfamiliar with both

the Johannine literature and the oral traditions about John.
2.4.2 Polycarp of Smyrna

More surprising — but also explainable — is the omission of any reference to
Revelation in the epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians. Polycarp, the bishop of Smyra, one

of the cities to which Revelation was addressed'”’

used forty-six allusions to the New
Testament in a letter to the Philippians, but none from either the gospel of John or

Ap&calypse.”a Polycarp’s stance on the issue regarding the date of Easter indicates a

"™ Charles Hill, The Jahannine Corpus in the Early Church, 25.
" Rev. 1:11, 2:8.

" Charles Hill repeatedly notes the inherent problem in concluding whether the Apostolic Fathers had
knowledge of or actually used any particular New Testament book, since they relied on common oral traditions
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dependence on the authority of the apostolic tradition in Asia, probably that of the Fourth
Gospel.'” Since there was some controversy surrounding the gospel of John and it was not
recognized as genuine by many Christians outside of Asia, it is conceivable that Polycarp
may have omitted any references to these two works for diplomatic reasons, to avoid any

controversy or offense.'™ It

is difficult to draw conclusions about Polycarp’s knowledge of
or attitude toward the Fourth Gospel or the Apocalypse since we have only the one extant
writing by him. The absence of any mention of Revelation is no proof that the book was
unknown or not accepted. Marcion’s rejection of the Johannine tradition made him quite

unpopular in Asia Minor and reportedly Polycarp himself called Marcion “the first born of

Satan.” 181

2.43 Papias of Hierapolis

Surprisingly enough, the subject of this dissertation, Andrew of Caesarea, indirectly
provides evidence for the earliest use and acceptance of the Apocalypse. In the preface to his
commentary, Andrew mentions Papias as among the earliest witnesses to the credibility of

the Apocalypse, almost certainly in Papias’ work, Exposition of Dominical Oracles. Andrew

known to all Christians, including the Evangelists themselves, who also relied upon such traditions in
composing their gospels, Reviewing the work of Martin Hengel on Polycarp’s knowledge of John, Hill
concludes that use of the Fourth gospel in Justin, Ignatius, Polycarp and Papias “is greater or clearer than is
usually allowed by critical scholarship, or that this Gospel and its author fare not much differently than the other
Giospels and their authors.” The Johannine Corpus, 41, on Hengel, The Johannine Question (London, 1989}, 5.

"™ The gospel of John was the gospel of Asia Minor, This is clear from the debate that arose over the date of
Pascha, known as the Quartodeciman (“Fourteen”) Controversy. The Churches of Asia Minor celebrated Pascha
according to the exact date on which Christ was crucified, the day preparation for the Passover, which was 14
Misan, regardless of the day of the week on which it happened to fall. Elsewhere in the Roman Empire, the
Churches always celebrated Pascha on a Sunday regardless of whether 14 Nisan fell on a Friday or not. This
eventually resulted in such a division in the Church that the bishop of Rome, Anicetus, attempted to use his
influence to force the Asian churches to comply with the date observed by Christians elsewhere in the empire,
always on a Sunday. A schism nearly erupted and was prevented by the intervention of Polycarp, who argued
that the Asian tradition was ancient and apostolic (EH 4.14.1-5). Later, Pope Victor temporarily
excommunicated all of the Churches of Asia Minor over this issue in 193 (£ A 5.23-25), But the Asian
Christians again prevailed, insisting on the validity of their tradition because it was apostolic, a tradition which
is supported only by the Fourth Gospel. See fn 198 below.

" Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 70.

"I Irenacus relates that Palycarp had publicly ignored Marcion and describes an incident in which Polycarp’s
refusal to acknowledge Marcion led Marcion to confront him, “Polycarp himself replied to Marcion, who met
him on one occasion, and said, ‘Dost thou know me?’ ‘I do know thee, the first-borm of Satan.”” Heres. 3.3.4,
ANF 1:416.
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never discusses the controversy regarding the veracity or authorship of the Apocalypse or its
place in the canon. Instead, he simply states that a discussion of the divine inspiration of the
Book of Revelation would be superfluous since its trustworthiness has been confirmed by
several patristic witnesses, including Papias. -

Papias was the bishop of Hierapolis, a city in Asia Minor near Laodicea and
Colossae. His Exposition of Dominical Oracles, a five volume treatise, was composed in the
first half of the second century. Only a few fragments remain from this work and no fragment
contains any quotations from or allusions to Revelation.'™ Most of our knowledge of Papias
comes from Eusebius of Caesarea. Although Eusebius tells us that Papias was a chiliast,
Eusebius gives no indication whether this belief was based on the Apocalypse of John or
some other tradition. Fusebius provides no information about Papias’ attitude toward or
knowledge about the Apocalypse. But Andrew is a credible source for confirming that Papias
himself confirmed the apostolic authorship of Revelation, Andrew evidently had first-hand
knowledge of Dominical Oracles since he quotes from Papias at a later point in the
commentary.'™  Hence, Andrew serves indirectly as a witness to the acceptance of
Revelation as apostolic in the early second century by an Asiatic Father.

While no exact dates can be assigned to Papias, he certainly belongs within the first
half of the second century. On what basis did Papias accept the authority of the Apocalypse?
The Eusebian passage about him reveals Papias’ enthusiasm for learning the earliest

apostolic traditions, Whether Papias was himself an actual “hearer of the apostles,”'™

or only
a hearer of the followers of the apostles, sometimes called “the elders,”"*® has been hotly
debated. Eusebius quotes Papias and his references to various apostles and elders and

concludes that Papias seems to be referring to two different men named John in Ephesus, one

"2 prologue, Text 10, Comm. 11. Stonehouse agrees that Andrew serves as a witness to Papias’ belief that the
Apocalypse was composed by the apostle John, “The credibility of Andreas as a witness is strengthened by the
accuracy of his testimony in so far as it can be tested as well as by his first-hand knowledge of the Exposition.”
Stonehouse, 8.

"3 Extant Papias fragments have been recently retranslated and republished in The Apostolic Fathers, (2 vols.)
trans. Bart Erhman, Loeb Classical Library series, vols, 24 and 23, ed. Jeffrey Henderson, (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2003) 92-119.

M Chp. 34, Text 12930, Comm. 134,
5 A Irenaeus maintains. Heres. 5.33.4.

"% As Fusebius argues. £ H. 3,38.5-7.
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187

the apostle and the other a presbyter. Eusebius states that he makes this observation
because it provides an alternative explanation to the origin of the Apocalypse: If one does not
accept that the apostle John was the author of the Apocalypse, then the author could have
been John “the elder.”

Nothing in Papias suggests that an elder named John was the author of the
Apocalypse. Quite the contrary: his purpose was to record apestolic tradition. Andrew would
not have cited Papias as part of a string of witnesses to the apostolic authorship of the
Apocalypse if Papias had not ascribed it to the apostle John, Andrew had other patristic
witnesses, and Papias was not absolutely necessary, especially since he was not an important
Father and he was a known chiliast. If Papias had stated or suggested that someone other
than the apostle John received the Revelation, Andrew would not have called attention to that
by citing Papias, who in such a case would have undercut rather than confirmed Andrew’s
point. The other witnesses whom Andrew cites as supporting Apostolic authorship — Cyril
of Alexandria, Gregory the Theologian of Nazianzus, Hippolytus, Irenaeus and Methodios —
all specifically state that the Apocalypse was authored by the apostle John. We can be certain
that a specific statement of authorship was what Andrew had in mind since Andrew cites
Gregory Nazianzus as proof of Revelation’s apostolic authorship, despite the fact that
Gregory does not even include Revelation in his New Testament canon.

Eusebius’ negative stance toward the Apocalypse was purposely designed to discredit
the book. Eusebius took advantage of a hearsay account about two tombs with the name
“John™ in Ephesus, discussed below, and combines that with Papias’ confusing statement
about the existence of the apostle John and an elder also named John, who was not even
mentioned by Papias as living in Ephesus. The most logical presumption is that Papias

accepted Revelation as authoritative because of its apostolic authorship, a fact which

"7 Stonehouse disputes this conclusion by a grammatical analysis of the text. Stonehouse, 44. The confusion
has been created primarily by Papias® imprecise use of the term “elders,” which could mean disciples of the
apostles, but in other places Papias uses “elder” to clearly refer to the apostles themselves. He mentions the
name “John™ twice, first with the apostles, and secondly together with one Aristion. “If, then, any one came,
who had been a follower of the elders, 1 questioned him in regard to the words of the elders,—what Andrew or
what Peter said, or what was said by Philip, or by Thomas, or by James, or by John, or by Matthew, or by any
other of the disciples of the Lord, and what things Aristion and the presbyter John, the disciples of the Lord,
say,” EH 3394, The Church History of Eusebius, trans. Arthur Cushman MeGiffert, A Select Library of the
Micene and Post Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, amd series, vol, 1, ed. Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids, Ml:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1989), 171. This confusion, along with the reported “two tombs™ to John in
Ephesus, helps Eusebius raise doubts regarding the Johannine authorship of the Apocalypse and undermine the
book. See the discussion below in chapter 2,7.2.
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Andrew’s citation confirms even if Papias’ exact words have been lost.

2.44  Other Apostolic Fathers

Other early writings, such as the Didache, the Shepherd of Hermas and the Epistle of
Barnabas bear certain similarities to the Book of Revelation, but there is no conclusive
evidence that the authors knew Revelation. It is possible that they simply utilized elements
common to apocalyptic literature and expressed concepts derived from a common Christian

world view.'®®

2.4.5 Justin Martyr

Justin Martyr, a mid-second century Father and apologist, provides us with the
earliest direct reference to the Apocalypse in an existing work and he is the first extant
explicit witness to its apostolic origin, which is particularly significant because he was
catechized in Asia. Justin was a pagan philosopher who became a Christian in Ephesus
around 135, where he would have been instructed in the Christian faith and traditions. He
arrived in Rome sometime after Marcion had been excommunicated (144 C.E.) during the
period when Marcion was already busy establishing his Pauline-type churches. Justin’s
Dialogue with Trypho appears to be a response to Marcion’s claims that Christianity
contradicts the Jewish Scriptures. Justin employed all four gospels in his arguments.'®

He wrote his two famous Apolegies around 150 and Dialogue with Trypho perhaps
around 160, Justin was martyred in Rome approximately 165. His Dialogue is set in
Ephesus, and even though it was written later in Rome, it may reflect early traditions of the

Ephesian Church. In the Dialogue, Justin expresses his millennial beliefs, quoting Isaiah 65

and Psalm 90, and then states: “And then a certain man among us, whose name was John,

—

" For example, Barnabas refers to a man who will deceive the world. But Paul expresses a similar idea, a
“lawless” man who will deceive many people (2 Thess. 2), a common Jewish apocalyptic expectation. The
Epistles of John also warn against deception (1 John 2:26-27 and 2 John 7, 8), as do apocalyptic passages in the
gospels (Matt. 24:4-5, Mark 13:5-6 and Luke 21:8).

""? Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 66. But the advantage of Marcion’s single gospel, free of inconsistencies, seemed
obvious to at least one of Justin®s students, Tatian, who later composed the Diaressaron. See page 35, fn 112
above,
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one of the apostles of Christ, prophesied in a revelation made to him, that those who believed
in our Christ would dwell a thousand years in Jerusalem.”'*"

Justin was far more educated and sophisticated than Papias, but nonetheless they held
the same opinions regarding the apostolic authority and authorship of the Apocalypse. The
apostles were absolute authorities. They received the power of God, taught the word of God,
and the apostolic word was indistinguishable from the word of the Lord himself.'”' It is
inconceivable that Justin would have attributed the Apocalypse to the apostle John if that
were not the tradition he had received in early second century Asia.

Like Papias, Justin was a confirmed chiliast and he appeals to the Apocalypse in
support of his beliefs, as we have seen above. Certainly, Justin considered the Apocalypse to
be prophecy and he cited the Apocalypse along with the prophetic writings of the Old
Testament. Highly significant is Justin’s remark that the John who prophesied was “one of
the apostles of Christ.”'™ This comment is the earliest statement in an extant work ascribing
authorship of Revelation to the apostle John. It also supports the conclusion that the
Apocalypse was not authoritative because of its prophetic character, but because it was
apostolic.'”

Justin’s remarks serve as a strong evidence of the high regard for the Apocalypse in
the early second century and its apostolic association. The apostolic authorship which we can
only infer from Papias is unquestionably confirmed by Justin: the Apocalypse was well-
accepted in Asia Minor in the early part of the second century and was attributed to the
apostle John. Justin’s position may also reflect the teaching of the Roman Church in the mid-

second century, but that will be discussed below.

"0 Dial. 81, ANF 1:240.
! First Apology 39, 42, 53. Dial, 42.
" Dial 81, ANF 1:240.

" This phrase he could have omitted without detracting from his argument if the Christians were ready 1o
appeal to any prophetic writing as a standard by which the true doctrine might be tested. Its inclusion gives it
great emphasis, and the conclusion is at hand that he regards the Apocalypse as he does because he accepts it as
the work of ene of the apostles.” Stonehouse, 47, “Justin is concerned with the activity of false prophets among
the Christians and one gets the impression that Justin reflects a time when there is more concern about the false
prophets than the true prophets (Dial. 82). Nowhere does he suggest that the Christian prophets added to the
apostolic teaching or leave a trace of knowledge of a body of Christian prophetic writings, and it is clear that he
would not have thought of placing them, if there were such, on a level with the apostolic writings. It is quite
possible that if he found in other apostolic writings prophetic elements which to his mind supported the chilastic
doctring he would also have appealed to them.” Stonchouse, 46,
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2.4.6  The Martyrs of Vienne and Lyon

During the second century a close relationship existed between the churches of Asia
Minor and Gaul. They were in regular contact with each other by letter and supported each
other through tribulations. An amazing letter from the churches of Lyon and Vienne
addressed to the churches throughout Asia and Phrygia survives as a witness to the esteem
which the churches of Gaul had for the Book of Revelation, and likewise, the high regard
accorded to it by the Christians in Asia. This important text was quoted by Eusebius almost
in its entirety.'™ The letter relates in detail the severe persecution which the churches of
Lyon and Vienne endured in 178 under Marcus Aurelius and describes the martyrdoms of a
number of Christians. Significant for our purpose is that in addition to five strong allusions to
Revelation, this letter contains the earliest direct quote from the Apocalypse.'” Also
particularly noteworthy is that this letter contains the first instance in which the Apocalypse

is cited as a book of Scripture, using the formula, “that the Scripture might be fulfilled.” '*®

2.4.7 Irenaeus

The Ecst source for the Eastern Christian use of and regard for the Apocalypse during
the second century is Irenaeus of Lyon. Irenacus is a key figure in our understanding of the
formation of the canon because in his work Against Heresies he associates false scriptures
with heresy. Although his birthplace is unknown, he had spent time in Asia Minor and stated

%7 There is also evidence

that in his youth he heard Polycarp, a disciple of the apostle John.
that Irenaeus spent time in Rome. Irenaeus was already well known and respected in Lyon as
early as 177 when he was elevated to the episcopacy there, succeeding the martyred bishop

Pothinus, who died in the persecutions described in the letter from the churches of Vienne

EH. 5.1.1-2.7.

" Rev. 22:11. “He that is lawless, let him be lawless still, and he that is righteous, let him be righteous still.”
Charles Hill notes that the fact that the letter contains so many references to Revelation and that it is addressed
to churches in Asia strongly supports the view that the Asian churches accepted the Johannine books “without
controversy.” The Johannine Corpus, B7.

"EH 5.1.58

"TEH 5205, Heres. 334, Seealso EH 5201 and 5.5.8.
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and Lyon. ' In Irenaeus we have a well-informed and highly important witness to the early
tradition of the Church, whose views represent the attitude of the churches in the regions of
Asia and Gaul.""

As in the case of our previous patristic witnesses, Papias and Justin, Irenacus also
transmitted information from “the elders” of Asia Minor and in that manner passed on
traditions about the Apocalypse that significantly pre-date the era in which he actually wrote.
Like Justin and Papias, [renacus was an ardent chiliast, and unquestionably the Apocalypse

must have held some special appeal to him for that reason also.

2.4.7.1 Irenaeus’ Sources

Irenaeus was more precise than Papias in his use of the term “elders.” For Irenaeus,
“the elders” were always disciples of the apostles, in this case, those who had seen and
spoken with John, the disciple of the Lord in Asia. It has been argued that when Irenaeus
appeals to the elders he is relying on Papias and that the “elders™ who are referenced do not
include the apostle John but only the presbyter John because of Irenaeus’ reference to Papias.
But Irenasus is consistent in his use of the term “elders.” It is never synonymous with
“apostle” or “disciple of the Lord” and Irenaeus cites Papias as confirmation of his own,
independent tradition regarding John.

It is perfectly logical that “the elders” represent an independent source of information
for Irenaeus. Having spent time in Asia himself, Irenaeus was not dependent upon Papias for
the teachings of the elders. Moreover, Irenaeus quotes them in a manner which distinguishes
them from Papias. While commenting on the super-abundant fertility of the earth during

Christ’s thousand-year reign on earth, Irenacus supports the teaching first by appealing to the

% Ok, 5.1:21 and 5. 5:8.

""" Farmer notes that the churches of Asia Minor were firmly tied to the gospel of John, whereas churches in
other areas preferred the synoptics and even rejected John, due to differences in style and other details regarding
Jesus' ministry. Irenaeus was very influential in championing the idea of a “fourfold gospel,” and was followed
by men such as Hippolytus, Origen and Eusebius. Farmer suggests that the ultimate reception of the gospel of
John paved the way for the reception of the Apocalypse, Farmer and Farkasfalvy 93, fn 77, But this it does not
hold true in the East, which accepted the Gospel but remained suspicious of the Apocalypse. It also would not
have been the case in Rome where it appears that the Apocalypse had already found wide accepiance, possibly
even before the gospel of John due to the Quartodeciman controversy. Furthermore, and contrary to Farmer's
conclusion, the case can be made that the Apocalypse was widely accepted and recognized as apostolic in the
East and in the West long before the Fourth Gospel was universally accepted.
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teaching “which the elders who saw John, the disciple of the Lord, related.” Then, after
quoting the elders, he remarks that Papias, a hearer of John, a companion of Polycarp, is also

a witness to these matters.””

In another passage Irenaeus again refers to what he personally learned about the
Apocalypse from an elder who had heard the disciples of the apostles. “And if any one will
devote a close attention to those things which are stated by the prophets with regard to the
[time of the] end, and those which John the disciple of the Lord saw in the Apocalypse, he

will find that the nations [are to] receive the same plagues universally, as Egypt then did

particularly s

Irenacus unequivocally attributes the Apocalypse to John the apostle.”™ He frequently
refers to the Apocalypse alongside other end-time prophetic scriptural passages, including
Isaiah and Daniel.”™ Also extremely significant about these and other references to the Book
of Revelation is that they demonstrate that Irenaeus recognized only one Apocalypse and
only acknowledged one author of that Apocalypse: the apostle John. He does not incorporate

or confuse John with “the elders,” for he writes that the elders saw “not only John but also

the other apostle 5. "2

It is reasonable to conclude that the elders are independent witnesses to the reception
of the Apocalypse in the ancient Church in Asia Minor, its authoritative status, and its
authorship by the John the apostle. Although Irenaeus wrote in the late second century, the
information he provides confirms the testimony of Papias and Justin to the authority and

apostolic authorship of the Apocalypse in the early second century.

™ Heres, 5.33.3-4, ANF 1:563. See also Eusebius who quotes Irenacus but disputes that Papias was claiming
to be an actual hearer of the apostles, EH. 3.39:1.

M Heres, 4.30.4, ANF 1:504,

“ In Heres. 5352 and 5.26.1. Irenaeus quotes many passages from the Apocalypse, which he states was
written by “John the Lord’s disciple.”

™ Heres, 5.34.2.

™ Irenaeus relates certain oral traditions he had received as coming from John and clearly distinguishes them
from what he had learned from the elders, “...as the Gospel and all the elders testify; those who were
conversant in Asia with John, the disciple of the Lord, |affirming] that John conveyed to them that information.
And he remained among them up to the times of Trajan. Some ol them, moreover, saw not only John, but the
other apostles also...” Heres. 2.22:5, ANF 1:392.
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2.4.7.2 Irenaeus’ Use of Revelation

Irenaeus quotes the Apocalypse frequently to support his eschatological views.*" The
apostolic origin of Revelation infused the book with unquestioned authority for Irenaeus who
explicitly describes the Apocalypse as “Scripture.” Irenacus states that the number of the
beast in Revelation according to people who had seen John face to face, (those whom
Irenaeus refers to as “the elders™), is 666, not 616, as some were misstating.”™ Irenaeus
condemns the variation 616 as a deviation from the original revelation, and he warns that
anyone who alters Scriptfure to suit his own purposes will face punishment. “There shall be
no light punishment inflicted upon him who ether adds or subtracts anything from the
Scriplures.“zm This passage is so explicit that no parsing is necessary to prove that Irenacus
was consciously referring to the Apocalypse as “Scripture.” He refers to the number 666 as

“the sure number declared by Sc:ri;:d;unﬂ.“z[jlt

and associates the book with inspiration by the
Holy Spirit when he explains that the name of the Antichrist was not given “because it is not
worthy of being named by the Holy Spirit.”*"

Irenaeus does not use the term “New Testament,” but he shows that he possessed
inspired Christian documents, “writings which are a second authoritative collection which he
regarded as a unity alongside the Old Testament. This is clear not only in those many
connections where he cites the writings of the new dispensation along with the old, and
expressly speaks of them as Scripture, but also in that he traces all to one source. It is the

same Spirit who speaks in the prophets and the apostles.” '

" gee especially Heres. 5.26-36.
" Heres. 5.30.1,

"1 Heres. 5.30.1 See also Rev. 22:19. This detail not only reveals a manuscript variation very early in the
transmission of the text, but, more importantly that the text had already been translated into Latin and was
circulating with this number. The 616 variation is commonly associated with the Latin translation of the Greek
lext, since 616 is the Latin numerical equivalent of Nero®s name,

U Heres. 5.30.2.

" Heres. 5.30.4. Along with referring to the Apocalypse as “Scripture,” and its content as a revelation of the
Holy Spirit, Irenaeus demonstrates his high regard for the book by repeatedly quoting from the Apocalypse in
support of his positions right alongside quotations from the Old Testament in the passage here cited and in
others,

" Stonehouse, 76, citing Heres. 3.21.4.
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Yet for all his confidence in the Spirit-inspired quality of Christian writings and the
apostolic foundation of Revelation, Irenaeus could not bring himself to introduce Revelation
with the formula reserved for introducing quotations from the Old Testament: “it is written.”
Stonehouse reasons, “This may indicate that in the mind of Irenaeus there was some

hesitation about giving this work of John a place on a level with the Old Testament

Si:ri|::-t'm'es,”2 b

Even as late as the last quarter of the second century, Irenaeus at least was
still not prepared to place Christian writings, even apostolic ones, exactly on par with the

Jewish Scriptures.

2.4.8 Theophilos of Antioch

A contemporary of Irenaeus, Theophilos was the sixth bishop of Antioch and
flourished around 180.*' In a work now lost Theophilos quotes “testimonies from the book
of Revelation” in refutation of the heretic Hermogenes., There is no trace of chiliasm in his
works2'? The New Testament books at use in Antioch during Theophilos’ time consisted of
at least three of the four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, a collection of Pauline Epistles,
and evidently the Apocalypse. The Jewish Scriptures remained pre-eminent, but the gospels
and Pauline epistles were also considered inspired and Theophilos presents them on par with

' While Stonehouse concludes that

5

the Jewish Scriptures in his apology to Autolycus.”’
Theophilos’ use of the Apocalypse signals that it was “accepted” in Antioch at this time,”'

this may be too broad a conclusion.*'® As will be seen later, opinions regarding Revelation

" gronehouse, 76.
"2 Metzger, Canon of the New Testament, 119, According to Eusebius, £ H. 4.36.1.
" See E.H. 4.24.

i Metzger, Canon, 119,
5 gronehouse, 81, i 155.

H8 MeDonald notes the flaw in reaching such a broad conclusion based on one detail, commenting on his
disappointment in finding the same reasoning in Farmer and Farkasfalvy's book, which he remarks is an
“otherwise excellent book on the canon” MeDonald justifiably faolts them for clinging to traditional
assumptions that; “(1) if ancient authors cited a NT writing they must have considered it as scripture; (2) if one
author considered a text “scripture,” then everyone in the writer's era and general location did the same, and (3)
the compilation of all of the citations, quotations, or allusions to biblical literature by an ancient author
constituted that wriler's biblical canon,” McDonald, Formation of the Biblical Canon, 3, footnote 3, McDonald
is correct and such assumptions are not only passé, but nalvely oversimplify the complex process of canon
formation, and ignore the fact that opinions differed, and opinions also sometimes changed.
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differed among bishops, even within the same locale. The sources already discussed strongly
indicate an acceptance of Revelation in Asia Minor at this time. However, with regard to

Antioch we can only say that the Apocalypse was Anown there during this time. The extent of

its acceptance is unknown.

2.49 The Muratorian Canon

The Muratorian canon is certainly an early witness for the endorsement of Revelation
in the early Church. The canon is a fragment by an unknown author. Originally it was widely
held that the canon was from Rome and was dated c¢. 170 because it refers to the recent
episcopacy of Pius | (the bishop of Rome from 142-157) and the Shepherd of Hermas as a
recent composition. The traditional date and provenance of the Muratorian Canon has been
questioned in recent years in favor of a fourth century date and Greek authorship.”'” But
some scholars hold to the original dating since the internal evidence of its date is formidable.
Whether this Latin text is a translation from a Greek second century document or fourth
century original is immaterial for our purposes since during the second century the language
at the Church of Rome would have been Greek and this investigation focuses on Greek
sources and the Eastern tradition.

The author of Muratorian canon clearly indicates that his criterion for canonicity is
apostolicity: Luke is linked to Paul, John is one of the Twelve, and Acts is associated with all
of the apostles. The canon accepts the Apocalypses of John and Peter, although it admits that
some do not accept Peter. Inclusion of the Apocalypse of Peter supports an argument in favor
of an earlier date. In fact, the fragment provides extremely strongly evidence for the early
tradition of Johannine authorship of Revelation since it argues that Paul’s epistles, directed at
seven churches, should be accepted into the canon on the basis of John's Apocalypse, which
was also directed to seven churches, Thus, the shaky canonical position for Paul’s epistles —

something which can hardly be imagined by modern Christians — is amazingly bolstered by

' See Albert C, Sundberg, Jr. “Canon Muratori: A Fourth Century List,” Harvard Theological Review 66
(1973) 1-41, and Geoffrey Mark Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment and the Development of the Canon
(Oxcford: Clarendon Press, 1992), These conclusions have in part been challenged by Everett Ferguson, “Canon
Muratori: Date and Provenance,” Studia Parristica 18 (1982) 677-683. Metzger also disaprees with the fourth
century dating and believes the canon is a very early list. Canon of the New Testament, 194,
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the Apocalypse of John."® Furthermore, the two apocalypses are accepted by this canon on
the basis of apostolic authorship, while the Shepherd is rejected because it is too recent and
not apostolic. The statement that some do not accept the Apocalypse of Peter strongly

implies that no disagreement existed with regard to the authorship of the Apocalypse of John.
2.4.10  Other Second Century Witnesses

The Apocalypse of John also seems to have been accepted in the second half of the
second century in Asia by Melito of Sardis (c. 190). Eusebius mentions a work by Melito
entitled t& mepl 100 SraPdrov kal Tig AnoxoAiyeng Tadvvov,””” which shows that
Revelation was accepted in Sardis, at least by Melito at this time. Melito followed the
Johannine tradition and favored the Quartodeciman date of Pascha.”” Eusebius also notes
that Revelation was quoted by Apollonius at the end of the second century in his anti-

Montanist wﬁtings.m

2.5 The Rise of Schism and Heresy:
Opposition to the Apocalypse Develops

Absolutely no evidence exists of any second century opposition to Revelation in
orthodox circles, in Asia or elsewhere, nor does any group appear to have existed at that time
which rejected Revelation or questioned its apostolic association. The absence of any doubt
concerning the apostolic authorship of Revelation in early second century Asia Minor is
especially significant. Objections to Revelation later in the second century arose in the camp
of Marcion, not among orthodox Christians. With an initially positive and enthusiastic
reception, Revelation had an optimistic future and an casy road to canonicity would be

expected. But in the third century it would face serious attack. The arguments marshaled

1% gee Krister Stendahl, “The Apocalypse of John and the Epistles of Paul in the Muratorian Fragment,”
Current Issues in New Testament Interpretation, eds. William Klassen and Graydon Snyder (Mew York: Harper
and Brother, 1962), 239-301,

M EH 426,12,

MEH 5.24.5.

ZlpH 5.18.12.
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against it were designed to undermine its reputation as apostolic, furthering our contention
that the basis for Revelation’s early acceptance and authoritative reputation was its
apostolicity. By the fourth century in the East, the place of its birth, Revelation was viewed
with suspicion and widely rejected. What historical developments led such an anomalous

result? What factors contributed to such controversy?

2.5.1 The Controversy over Marcion
and Evidence of Early Acceptance of the Apocalypse

Because Marcion’s activity was centered at Rome and he was also opposed there by
orthodox Christians, the canon which would be acknowledged in Rome would have been an
affirmation of the pre-Marcionite canon against Marcion’s new gospel-apostle.”* Marcion
rejected the Apocalypse as a book thoroughly “saturated with the thought and imagery of the
Old Testament,”* no doubt because of its strong Jewish flavor, semiticisms, and use of
imagery from the prophets of the Hebrew Bible. But Marcion’s rejection of the Apocalypse
conversely also provides evidence that the Church of Rome accepted the Apocalypse in the
mid-second century. This is confirmed through Tertullian’s affirmation of the earliest Latin
tradition. Tertullian wrote five books against Marcion and battled against Marcion’s canon,
including his rejection of the Apocalypse: “We have also John's foster churches. For
although Marcion rejects his Apocalypse, the order of their bishops when traced back to the

beginning rests on John as the author,”**'

2.5.2 Montanism and its Effect on the Acceptance of Revelation in the East

Among the extant sources, we have seen that Revelation was well-known and
accepted as apostolic in both the East and the West. Although some Eastern writers are silent
as to Revelation, no evidence exists of opposition to it or any hesitancy regarding its validity
or authorship. Can the beginning of Eastern opposition to Revelation be found in a reaction

against Montanism?

*? Farmer and F arkasfalvy, 65,
1 Henry Barclay Swete, The Apocalypse of St. John (London: MacMillan and Co., 1906), cvi.

M Mare. 4.5. translation in Stonehouse, 12.
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During the mid-second century, a man named Montanus appeared in Phrygia with a
prophetic message. Soon two prophetesses, Priscilla and Maximilla, joined him and together
the three led a movement which featured ecstatic prophecy.””® By the late second century,
the Church was divided over the authenticity of what Montanists called the “New Prophecy.”
Other than their prophetic style and claims, the Montanists appear to have been mostly
orthodox in doctrine. However, they advocated rigorous forms of asceticism (especially with
regard to fasting and marriage) which most Christians regarded as extremist, 220

Montanist prophecy was primarily eschatological in orientation. The message
contained chiliastic and apocalyptic expectations which were associated with the Revelation
of John, such the promise of a New Jerusalem”’ The three prophets proclaimed the
imminent coming of the end of the world and professed to be the divinely appointed agents
sent to warn Christians that the second coming of Christ was at hand. Among their prophetic
messages was a declaration that the New Jerusalem would come down to earth at a town in
Asia Minor called Pepuza. Many Christians were swept up in the enthusiasm of the
movement and gathered there to watch for the coming of the Lord.

Another characteristic of Montanist prophecy was ecstasy, which the prophets
claimed confirmed the genuineness of their New Prophecy. They spoke in the first person for
the Holy Spirit and claimed that the Paraclete™® was actually speaking through them in a
manner which today we might refer to as “channeling.” Anti-Montanist writers on the other
hand responded that a prophet need not speak in ecstasy and that neither Old Testament nor
New Testament prophets prophesied in that manner.”” The prophets of the past retained full
consciousness and Paul had explicitly described a prophet’s function as providing edification,

comfort and understanding for the faithful ="

BEH 516:1-9.

EH 5182

7 Metzger, 99-106. Stonehouse, 52,
2% John 14:15-17, 17:7-15.

FEH. 5.16:3.

20 Cor. 14,
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The earliest extant reference to the Montanist movement in fact may be found in a
letter from the churches of Lyon and Vienne, the same churches who provided the
astonishing account of the martyrdom of their brethren under Marcus Aurelius, These
communities had heard about the rise of Montanism, and had asked then-presbyter Irenaeus
to write to Eleutheros, Bishop of Rome, with their questions regarding Montanism.”' By all
appearances, the communities of Lyon and Vienne shared the opinion of most members of
the Church at large: the prophecy was probably false. But thev, along with the majority in the
Church, decided to *“wait and see,” neither rejecting the prophecy altogether nor rejecting the
Apocalypse because the Montanists appealed to it. Melito of Sardis, in the third quarter of the
second century, wrote a work on the Apocalypse, as we have seen above.”? He did not
defend Montanism, but he too did not fall into the opposite extreme of rejecting all
prophecy.”  Apollonius, an opponent of Montanism in Asia Minor, stressed the necessity of
testing prophets, implying that he did not oppose prophecy in general. ™" Eusebius reports

3 The earliest

that in his work against Montanism, Apollonius quoted from the Apocalypse.
evidence, therefore, is that the backlash against Montanism did not lead Eastern Christians to
reject the Apocalypse completely, at least not initially.

The continued existence and validity of Christian prophecy was never denied by anti-
Montanist writers. Irenaeus recognized the prophetic function in Christian congregations
during his own time.”® He did not take an extreme position and ban all prophecy because of
Montanism, but he condemned Montanist prophets as false. Christian prophets were honored
if true, but the apostolic witness stood above Christian prophets because the standard for
testing Christian prophets was, at least in part, conformity to apostolic teaching.

After the deaths of Montanus and Priscilla, Maximilla is reported to have said, “After

BUEH 534,

BUEH 426.1-2,

2 He wrote a treatise entitled On Christian Life and the Prophets. E.H. 4.26.2.
MUEH 5182-11

EH 51813

B g 576
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me shall come no prophet, but the consummation.””’ Maximilla died in 179 C.E. The
Church saw her claim to be the last Christian prophet as confirmation of the spurious nature
of Montanist prophecy, since the prophetic charisma will always remain in the Church until
the second coming of Christ. In addition, orthodox Christians were convinced of
Montanism’s falsity by the non-fulfillment of certain explicit prophecies she made.
Maximilla predicted that wars and revolutions were imminent, and that the end of the world
would soon follow her death. In fact what followed was the relatively peaceful and
prosperous reign of Commodus.™® The Montanists were denounced as false prophets, demon
possessed, and finally excommunicated.*”

Among those who were convinced of the truthfulness of the New Prophecy, even
after the death of the three prophets, was Tertullian, one of the most brilliant and prolific
writers of the early Church. Tertullian, a very eschatologically oriented and chiliastic
Christian, believed passionately in Montanist claims and was convinced that the appearance
of the New Prophecy was a sign of that the end was near. He vigorously defended
Montanism and, among other things, reported that the New Prophecy had predicted that a
sign would be manifest and that this sign had been fulfilled. He related a report that a city
had been seen suspended in the skies of Judea early every morning for forty days. The city
was the New Jerusalem preparing to receive the saints upon their resurrection.”*’

The Montanists seemed to have accepted all of the writings of Old Testament and
New Testament. We have no information that they rejected any particular book,™"! certainly
not the Apocalypse. Tertullian, for example, considered the Apocalypse Scripture and
referred to it as though it were the only Apocalypse.”*” The Apocalypse appealed to the
Montanists because it was prophetic and eschatological. But their appeal to Revelation in

support of their claims indicates that the Apocalypse of John was already an accepted

“7 Epiphanios, Panarion 48.2.
TEH 5.16.18-19,

B EH 5.16.10. Montanism permanently hindered prophetic activity and authority in the church, which
afterwards turned instead toward the traditional institutional church offices. See Bonneau, Prophétisme, 215-16.

M Aare. 3.25.
" Slonehouse, 72.

"1 See Marc. 4.5, On Flight in Persecution |, and On Modesty 19, Tertullian used the Apocalypse of John but
never the Apocalypse of Peter.
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authority in the Church at that time. Linking their prophetic messages to the Book of
Revelation and claiming that its prophecies were on the verge of fulfillment could only have
been compelling to so many Christians if they already recognized the Apocalypse as an
authoritative text. But Montanism also linked Revelation to controversy and schism and was

the first such association to harm the reputation of the Apocalypse.

2.5.3 The Rise of the Anti-Montanists

Montanism became a serious disruption in the Church. Responding fo its claims,
containing its spread and halting its influence required a significant effort. Numerous
defenders of traditional mainstream Christianity took up the pen against Montanism. Three
methods were employed to discredit Montanism: (1) condemn it as heresy, (2) show that the
prophecy disagreed in form and content with the Church’s traditional teachings, and, (3)
discredit the Johannine writings upon which the Montanists greatly depended.”* This last
tactic was the one taken by a churchman named Gaius®™ and a group who would later be

described as the “Mogoi.”z”

All of these methods were utilized in the battle against
Montanism, but it appeared that the most effective and expedient way to discredit Montanism
was to demonstrate that the Johannine writings, which were the Montanist mainstay, were in
fact not apostolic but heretical forgeries. Accusatory fingers were usually pointed at

Cerinthus, the arch-enemy of the apostle John,**® who was described by Gaius as a crass

3 g1onehouse, 931F,
* Or “Caiuns.”

“* The Alogoi were so named by Epiphanios in the fourth century because they opposed the writings attributed
to John. Panarion 51.3.1. Because John used the term “Logos™ (*Word") for the Son in the prologue of his
gospel, those who rejected the Johannine writings were therefore called the “Alogoi,” Anti-Logos. But “logos™
also means “reason,” so Alogoi is a pun which means “irrational.” *The Alogoi — for that is the name [ give
them — __.reject the books of John. Since therefore they do not accept the Word preached by John, let them be
called Alogoi... They accept neither the Gospel of John nor his Revelation. .. The excuse they make. .. is that
they are not from John, but from Cerinthus, and are not worthy to be read in the church.” (Panarion 51.3.1-3, 6.
The Panarion af St. Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis, trans, Philip R. Amidon (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1990), 177, It is uncertain whether they are connected to, comprise the same group, or share the same views as
the nameless anti-Montanists who were attacked by Irenaeus. However, it appears that Gaius and the Alogoi
rejected both the Gospel and Apocalypse. There may have been other anti-Montanists who rejected only the
gospel of John or only the Apocalypse. The anti-Montanists of the East may have been represented by the
Alogoi and the West by Gaius. The extent to which they may have differed in their view, if at all, is uncertain.
Stonchouse, 64. See also the discussion on Epiphanios below in chapter 2.7.4.5.

Wi EH 3128.1-6, 4.14.6. Heres. 3.11.1.
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millennialist.

Irenaeus described an anti-Montanist group whose staunch antagonism toward
Montanism was so ardent that they were willing to sacrifice the Johannine writings if this
would defeat the Montanist movement.*"’ Irenaeus seems to suggest that the extreme views
of these Montanist prophets who misinterpreted or misapplied passages from the Johannine
corpus led some parties in the Church to reject these books altogether. He argued vigorously
for the four-fold gospel canon, using the imagery from Revelation of the four animals around
the throne of God (chapter 4) and assigned a gospel to each one, which also suggests that
Revelation enjoyed more universal acceptance than the four gospels.

Although Irenaeus only mentions the anti-Montanist rejection of the Fourth Gospel
because of its references to the Paraclete, anti-Montanists would also have rejected the
Apocalypse as well. Stonehouse observes that the grounds for rejecting the Apocalypse
would not have been the prophetic character of the books, because this would not sufficiently
undermine the authority of the Apocalypse. They would have to attack its apostolic status.
But Stonehouse also concludes that this anti-Montanist group must not have been wvery
influential because Irenaeus only mentions them incidentally, and we do not know of a single
work which contains their arguments nor a single writer who rejected the Johannine writings
at that time.***

[renaeus managed to preserve respect for the authority of the Johannine writings and
maintain a careful balance between support for Christian prophecy and the denial of
Montanist claims. Those who followed after him in combating Montanism would not draw
such careful distinctions. Their extreme positions would have serious repercussions for the

future of the Apocalypse.
2.5.4 Gaius

Gaius, a presbyter, was a member of the church at Rome while Zephyrinus was
bishop of Rome in the early third century (199-217). Gaius wrote a dialogue which recorded

arguments he used in a dispute with a Montanist leader, Proclus,**® Eusebius had access to

M7 Heres. 3.11.9.
% gionehouse, 71.

M EY 2:25.6and 3:28.1.



70 -
this document and quoted from it:

But Cerinthus also, by means of revelations which he pretends were written by a great
apostle, brings before us marvelous things which he falsely claims were shown him
by angels; and he says that after the resurrection the kingdom of Christ will be set up
on earth, and that the flesh dwelling in Jerusalem will again be subject to desires and
pleasures. And being an enemy of the Scriptures of God, he asserts, with the purpose
of dmigiﬁg men, that there is to be a period of a thousand years for marriage
festivals.

Eusebius regarded Gaius highly and presented him as a champion of orthodoxy
against the materialist chiliasm of the Montanists.”®! Gaius’ primary stratagem was 1o
undercut the authority of the Apocalypse by ascribing it to a heretic and enemy of John,
Cerinthus, This single allegation would have a wide-ranging effect upon the future of the
Apocalypse.

Gaius attacked the chiliastic claims of the Montanists, both the thousand vear reign of
Christ and the binding of Satan. Gaius said that this could not be a future event because Satan
had already been bound by Christ. Gaius ridiculed the idea of a post-resurrection kingdom of
Christ on earth, with a wedding feast lasting for a thousand years and people in Jerusalem
living as slaves to lusts and pleasures.”® Gaius endeavored to demonstrate that numerous
statements in the Apocalypse contradicted the synoptic gospels and the epistles of Paul > A
favorite objection was that the Apocalypse describes in detail the things which shall precede
the coming of the end of the world, whereas the gospels and Paul emphasize the sudden and
unexpected nature of the Parousia.”* Epiphanios also relates that Gaius quoted from various

parts of the Apocalypse simply to depict it as absurd and ridiculous.**?

B EH 3282 and 3314, See also Robert Grant, Heresy and Criticism: The Search for Authenticity in Early
Christion Literature, (Louisville, KY: John Knox Press, 1993), 97-98,

Bl gy 2256 and 3.28.1.
B EH 3282

2 Btonehouse, 94-95, Note that this argument presumes that these writings represent universally accepted
Christian Scriptures.

24 Compare Rev. 8:8 and 12 to | Thess. 5:21 and Matt. 24:29-30, 36 and 44.

55 Epiphanios Panarion 51.3.1-2, 51.3.5, 51.17.11-18.1, 51.4.5-10, 51.32.2 and 51.34 2.
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Most of Gaius’ dialogue was lost, however some fragments were preserved in the
Syriac Apocalypse commentary of Dionysios Bar Salibi, a twelfth century Jacobite bishop.
Bar Salibi quotes from a lost work by Hippolytus against Gaius and his criticisms of the
Johannine writings. Prior to the nineteenth century discovery of this commentary, we were
only aware of Gaius’ attacks on the Apocalypse through the comments of Eusebius. But
fragments preserved in Bar Salibi suggest that in the same dispute Gaius denied the authority
of the Fourth Gospel and ascribed it to Cerinthus also.”*® For those who wished to uphold the
dignity and respect for the apostle John, and yet discredit the writings attributed to him along
with all of the elements that they deemed offensive or heretical, nothing could be more
expedient than to attribute those writings to Cerinthus.

Since Eusebius affirmed Gaius® orthodoxy and attested that he was respected in the
Roman Church, it might seem inconceivable that Gaius would have rejected the Fourth
Gospel as false. But a serious controversy had arisen in the second century between the
Roman Church and the Churches of Asia over the date of Pascha. Even though a compromise
was reached to keep the peace, we can hardly assume that within the space of a few decades
everyone in Rome had unquestionably accepted Gospel of John. Its subsequent use by the

Montanists may have only confirmed earlier Roman suspicions of its specious origins.

2.5.5 A Culture Shift: Loss of the Sitz-im-Leben.

A final observation regarding an unstated and very basic reason why the Apocalypse
would have encountered opposition as the Church moved into the third century was that it
outgrew its original Sitz-im-Leben. Undoubtedly, the author of the Apocalypse wrote to an
audience whom he must have been certain would understand the meaning behind the
extraordinary symbols which characterize the book. Clearly, the book was intended primarily
for a Jewish-Christian audience or at least an audience thoroughly seeped in the Old

Testament prophets and the apocalyptic genre so popular during the two hundred years

6 “Hippolytus of Rome says that a certain man by the name of Gaius appeared, who said that the Gospel was
not of John nor the Apocalypse, but that they are of the heretic Cerinthus. And against this Gaius, the blessed
Hippolytus protested and proved that the teaching of John in the gospel and in the Apocalypse is different from
that of Cerinthus.” Dionysios Bar Salibi On the Apocalypse, trans, | Sedlacek, Corpus Scriptorum
Christianorum Orientalium, Scriptores Syri, vol. 101 {(Rome: de Luigi, 19109, 4.
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before and after the Common Era.®’ As time passed, the Church, including the Jewish-
Christian communities in Asia Minor, became overwhelmingly gentile, and apocalyptic
writing found less favor, The original message and meanings of the various images and
symbols were forgotten. With the passage of time, and with the spread of the book to other
geographical areas where the faithful neither shared nor understood the culture of apocalyptic
thought, the Book of Revelation became increasingly incomprehensible.”*®

This inevitable change in Sitz-im-Leben would leave the Apocalypse a mystery to
subsequent generations. A second and related factor was the deepening animosity between
the Jewish and Christian communities as the Church progressed historically. These
communities engaged in serious polemic debates that spanned centuries. The Christians
appropriated the Jewish Scriptures and used them to support their claims of a Messiah whom
the Jews rejected as a blasphemous false prophet. The Christians claimed to be the New
Israel, evidenced in their mind by the destruction of the Temple at Jerusalem and by the
Jewish defeat in the Bar Kochba Rebellion. The Jews were no longer favored by God,
Christians claimed. Jews responded that Jesus was the product of an illegitimate birth, that he
performed magic tricks rather than miracles, that the Septuagint, on which Christians relied,
was a faulty translation and that Christians neither correctly understood nor correctly
interpreted the Hebrew Bible. The rhetoric flew, as evidenced by such writings as Dialogue
with Trypho, with Christians bolstering their claims and Jews aggressively responding. The
continuing illegal status of Christianity often gave Jews a political and legal advantage. Jews
at times prompted or aided in the persecution of Christians. Ewventually, whatever Judaic
elements originally present in the Church that had not been Christianized became identified
with Judaism, and were explicitly rejected by the Church. Jewish-Christian practices came to

be identified with heresy and canons were passed forbidding Judaic practices. By the fourth

Discussing the criteria for the canon’s selection process, Lee Martin McDonald remarks that “[1]t appears
that literature that was no longer deemed relevant to the church’s needs, even though it may have becn
considered pertinent at an earlier time, was eliminated from consideration.” “ldentifying Scripture and Canon in
the Early Church: The Criteria Question,” in The Canon Debate, eds. Lee Martin McDonald and James A.
Sanders, (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2002), 434. This observation supporis the conclusion
expressed later in this chapter and in chapter 7 that the experience of persecution during the Islamic era
contributed in no small part to the eventual universal acceptance of Revelation by the Orthodox Church.
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**8 Harry Gamble underscores the problem created by inability to effectively interpret a text. “The Apocalypse
furnishes perhaps the clearest instance of the interplay between the authority and use of writings and problems
of interpretation...” *The Mew Testament Canon; Recent Research and the Status Quaestionis,” in The Canon
Debate, 289,
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century we also see sermons preached by persons such as Chrysostom against Judaizing
tendencies and against Christian participation in Jewish festivals. In such a climate, it is
hardly surprising that the Jewish flavor of the Apocalypse, the meaning of its imagery having
been forgotten over the pgenerations, would contribute to its rejection. The lack of
understanding of and appreciation for the apocalyptic genre and its original historical context

could only impede Revelation’s acceptance into the canon.

2.6 The Revelation of John in the Third Century:
A Mixed Reception

The situation began to change for the Book of Revelation in the third century. Charles
Hill concludes with “no hesitation” that “the Johannine works were indeed a ‘corpus’
throughout the second century... [T]hese books existed as a definite conceptual corpus, for
writers use them as if they belong together and emanated from a single, authoritative
source.”® Hill remarks that the Apocalypse was the first book whose “traditional authorship

13260

and standing in the Church came under question™" and this occurred in the third century.

2.6.1 Hippolytus

A very prolific writer of the early Church, '

Hippolytus was the last Christian author
in Rome to write in Greek. He was a priest in Rome during the early third century, where
Origen met him during his travels. Because of his knowledge of Greek religion and
philosophy, as well as the Eastern style of his expression and doctrine, he may have come to
Rome from the East. He later became an anti-pope but the schism was repaired before he

died and he was reconciled to the Church.’®?

2 Johanmine Corpus, 461.
" Ibid.
%! More than forty works.

2 F L. Cross, ed. “Hippolytus,” in The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 3" edition, revised,
(Onford; Oxford University Press, 20035.)
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Hippolytus was the first to offer exegesis of a text for its own sake, not for strictly

263

catechetical, doctrinal or apologetic purposes. He may not have undertaken the

interpretation of entire books, but he did tackle large passages. According to Photios,”**
Hippolytus was a disciple of Irenaeus, so it is not surprising that his canon resembled that of

[renacus.”®

Andrew of Caesarea cites Hippolytus as an authority on the Apocalypse.
Hippolytus wrote a treatise entitled On Christ and Antichrist (c. 200), a Commentary on
Daniel (c. 204), and a work now lost, On the Gospel of John and the Apocalypse.”™ He
considered the apostle John to be the author of Revelation, and believed it possessed absolute
authority along with other Scriptures. He introduced quotes from Revelation alongside
Daniel and Isaiah as equal Scriptures, calls John “apostle and disciple®® and believed that
the Apocalypse is inspired by the Holy Spirit.z'“‘t

Hippolytus responded to Gaius’ attacks on the Fourth Gospel and his ascription of it
to Cerinthus in his famous treatise, Heads Against Gaius,”™ of which five fragments have
been preserved by Dionysios Bar Salibi.*™ Hippolytus skillfully demonstrated that it was
inconceivable that Cerinthus could have written these works since his teachings were so
different from John’s. He also made a careful comparison of the reputed contradictions
between the synoptics, John's Gospel and the Apocalypse, Hippolytus also corrected Gaius’
literal interpretation of Apocalypse with a non-literal and anti-chiliastic interpretation, and
showed that the signs of the end times described in the Apocalypse do not contradict the rest
of Scripture. "

3 Manlio Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church, 27.

*4 Bibl. eod. 121, citing a work of Hippolytus no longer extant.

*5 His canon consisted of twenty two books: four gospels, thirteen epistles of Paul (not including Hebrews)
Acts of the Apostles, three catholic epistles (1 and 2 John, | Peter) and the Revelation of John. Metzger, The
Canon of the New Testament, 149-51,

6 pierre Nautin, “Hippolytus,” Encyclopedia of the Early Church, (2 vols.) ed. Angelo Di Berardino, trans.
Adrian Walford (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992),

*7 Chr. and Ant. 36.
8 Chr. and Ant. 48,
** Or “Chapters against Gaius.”

* Dionysios Bar Salibi, On the Apocalypse. See fn 256 above.
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2.6.2 Clement of Alexandria

Not until Clement of Alexandria do we have the first opportunity to learn something
regarding the use of the Apocalypse in the Alexandrian Church, Clement wrote around 200
C.E., and just as we have seen throughout the East at this point, he too considered the
Apocalypse to be Scripture written by the apostle John. He only knew of one John in
Ephesus and relates certain traditions about the apostle.”’* But although Clement considered
Revelation apostolic and scriptural, his canon was very wide and his canonical standards
rather loose. Clement did not apply clear definitions, distinctions or uniform terms for
Scripture and apostolicity. It certainly seems that for Clement, as with so many of his era, an

exact or official collection of Christian Scriptures was not essential *”

Clement also referred to Barnabas and Clement of Rome?™

as “sq:mrst]es.“‘rJ15 He
recognized only four gospels as authoritative, yet he quoted from others. He accepted
Shepherd as genuine, but did not refer to it as apostolic.”® Clement was particularly fond of

Shepherd, which he quoted far more frequently than Apocalypse of John,”” but this only

" For example, Christ spoke of great wribulations which would occur at the end times and cosmological signs,
and the trials in the Apocalypse are similar to the plagues of Egypt in the time of Moses, See Stonehouse, 105-
106,

™ Such as John's responsibility for the Church of Ephesus and that he lived until the time of Trajan. Who is the
Rich Man that is Saved? 42. This tradition was also preserved by Eusebius, E A 3.23.1-19.

*™ In addition to most of our present canon, Clement cited as authoritative the Shepherd of Hermas, Episile of
Barnabas, Episile of Clement of Rome to the Corinthians, Gospel of the Hebrews, Gospel of the Egyprians,
Preaching of Peter, Apocalypse of Peier, and the Didache. In addition, he cited other works, but it is unclear
whether he considered them Scripture, including the Protoevangelium of James, Acis of John and Acts of Pawl,
He also quoted a number of maxims otherwise unknown to us and which cannot be identified. Judging by his
citations, those books of our present New Testament Scriptures which were most important to Clement were the
four pospels, Pauls epistles (including Hebrews), Jude, 1 John and 1 Peter. Acts of Apostles and Revelation
seem comparatively less important. Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 17-8. There is also no hint of chiliasm in
Clement's writings. Stonchouse, 117.

*™ The author of 1 Clement.

3 Miscellanies 4.17,2.6. Stonehouse, 111.

% Stonehouse, 115.

* By this time Shepherd had fallen out of favor in the West because of the problem with Montanism, which

had made the Church suspicious of contemporary Christian prophecy. See McDonald, “Identifying Scripture
and Canon,” 433, Milavec, The Didache, 489, and Bonneau, Frophdtisme, 215-16.
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supports the argument that he considered Revelation genuinely apostolic and canonical,
since he never referred to Shepherd in that manner, even though he seems to prefer it, ™

But does Clement place posi-apostolic writings, such as | Clement and Barnabas, on
equal footing with apostolic writings? No. He also considers apostolic writings as authority
equivalent to the Old Testament but he distinguishes between the writings of the actual
apostles and those from a later age, such as Clement and Barnabas. Post-apostolic tradition is
of lower authority.”” On a few occasions, he refers to Christian Scriptures as the “New
Testament™" but also uses the designation “Gospel and Apostles” as a counterpart to the
“Law and Prophets.”®' Clement provides a classic example of the status of the canon as it
existed at this point in Church history: a collection of books, well over thirty, which even
form a *new covenant,” but the collection had no boundaries and no clear principles to

govern which books belonged to it

2.6.3 Origen

Origen, (185-254) the shining star of the Alexandrian school, raised the level of
Scripture scholarship to new heights, writing commentaries on nearly every book of the
Bible. He represented Alexandrian ideas in many respects, but perhaps due to his wide
travels and extensive education, he ascribed to a much tighter canon than did his teacher,
Clement. Farmer believes that the eventual canon was “leaner,” closer to the Roman canon
rather than Clement’s extremely wide canon, because of Roman influence on {}rigen.m
Origen went to Rome and met Hippolytus, whose canon was that of his teacher, Irenacus.

Roman influence on Origen is questionable, since despite the influence of Hippolytus or

1 o Stonehouse, 115-16.

I stonchouse, 113-14.

B Miscellanies 5.13.

B Miscellanies 5.5.

* Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 28,

' Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 22,
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Rome, Origen accepted Hebrews when the Roman Church at that time did not.*® Origen’s
wide travels allowed him to observe Scripture usage in churches throughout the East.
During Origen's time, the New Testament canon still had not been fixed. Some books
were disputed, but the Church at least recognized that a collection of Christian Scripture
existed with an authority equal to that of the Old Testament. Among the developments we
see arise during the mid-third century is the appearance of actual canonical lists and explicit
discussions on the subject of the canon, including which books ought to be considered
Scripture and the reasons for their inclusion or exclusion. Origen disliked Clement’s
confused and indiscriminate use of Christian texts and is one of the first ecclesiastical
writers to provide us with an actual list, a “canon”™ in the true sense of the word: a list of
books recognized as Scripture. While Clement and the Alexandrian faithful were inclined to
accept everything edifying as inspired, Origen was beginning to adopt a more analytical and
critical attitude toward the canon, possibly after his visit to Rome and his acquaintance with
Hippolytus.”® Origen seems to divide Christian Scriptures into two groups: acknowledged by
all (oporoyotpeva), and those not universally acknowledged as genuine (o0 ndaveg paoiv
ywnoioug), that is, of disputed authorship.?*® Origen declared that the Old Testament has

twenty two books,”™ the same in number as the letters of the Hebrew alphabet. The New

*™ Farmer believes that Origen’s acceptance of Hebrews against the opinions of Ignatius, Polycarp, Irenaeus,
Hippolytus, Gaius, Cyprian and Novatian, is key to showing that Origen's concern with martyrdom helped
shape the canon and whether a book would be accepted as “apostolic.” Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 23. However,
despite a growing consensus that Hebrews was not Pauline, it is more likely that Hebrews was eventually
accepted in the West because it was overwhelmingly accepted in the East. In spite of the controversy over
authorship, it was difficult to deny the inspiration of Hebrews, a brilliant and extremely important theological
treatise. Farmer is also incorrect because the writers he cites as Origen’s predecessors, whom Farmer believes
Origen disregarded in favor of his own opinion about Hebrews, were Western clerics, with the exception of
Ignatius, who can easily be discounted because of the early date, and Polycarp, about whom we do not have
enough information and whom, as we have already seen, did not even quote the Gospel of John which it is very
likely that he accepted. Thus, Origen’s acceptance of Hebrews does not prove Farmer's “martyr’s canon™ theory
since Origen was following the pattern already existing in the East which accepted Hebrews, Eventually, the
weight of opinion from influential Eastern thinkers and important apostolic sees tipped the scales in favor of
Hebrews for the West. Augustine and Jerome's acceptance of it, largely because it had such a long and
widespread history of Eastern approval, were the final factor leading to its Western acceptance. Jerome lists it in
his canonical list (Ep. 53 to Paulinus), and Augustine lists it in his canon (On Christian Teaching 2.8.13),

3 F.F. Bruce believes that while Origen lived in Alexandria he embraced a wider canon, but after moving to
Caesarea he showed greater reserve toward those books which were not accepted there, Canon of Scripiure
(Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press, 1988), 192, Metzger agrees that Origen became more discerning over

time. As his scholarship and reputation grew, his opinions grew sharper and more analytical. Metzger, Canon,
141.

MR H 625810
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Testament also has twenty two books which are acknowledged by all: four gospels,®®*
fourteen letters of Paul,”® Acts of the Apostles, 1 Peter and 1 John and the Revelation of
John. This amounted to twenty-two universally “acknowledged” books. Fusebius recorded
Origen’s opinions about the Johannine corpus made in his commentary on the gospel of
John. Origen states that John wrote the gospel, the Apocalypse, an epistle, and maybe two
others, although some say those are not genuine}g” The comment indicates that acceptance
of the Apocalypse of John was universal at that point in the third century.

On a personal level, Origen himself accepted other books as scriptural which were not
“acknowledged™ by all Christians, including James, 3 John, 2 Peter and Barnabas. Origen
also accepted Shepherd, but noted that many other Christians did not.**' Origen’s preference,
then, seems to have been for a canon of twenty-nine books: four gospels, Acts, fourteen
Pauline epistles, eight catholic epistles, (James, 1 & 2 Peter, 1, 2 &3, John, Jude, Barnabas),
the Revelation of John and Shepherd of Hermas. This was the first time that a Christian
writer is on record as accepting James and 2 Peter as part of his New Testament canon.””

The books which are not on Origen’s “acknowledged™ list are those on his “disputed”
list. Thus, Origen’s “disputed” list contains books which he accepts, but others reject.

Considering Origen’s travels, contacts and education, which certainly exposed him to an

7 He used the Jewish numbering. Jews counted their books differently, combining smaller books into a single

scroll which they counted as a single book. Jews still number their canon as twenty two books but Christians do
not, even if they accept the same exact content for their Old Testament canon, as Protestants generally do.

™ Hom. on Luke 1. See also Eusebius’ quote to this effect from Origen's Comm. on Martt, in EH. 4.25.31T,
Origen rejected all but the four original gospels, those approved by the Church, a much stronger stance than that
taken by Clement. He lists those gospels widely rejected as heretical (Hom. on Luke 1) but also sometimes
guoted from other, non-canonical gospels, which presurnably contained nothing unorthodox, but which were not
universally acknowledgzed within the Church. Origen also frequently quotes the unwritien sayings or fogia of
Jesus. See Metzger, Canon, 136-41.

" 11 is interesting that Origen lists Hebrews as acknowledged by all despite its lack of acceptance in the West,
Origen is very aware of the problems inherent in attributing Hebrews to Paul, but he is willing to accept
Hebrews because of its important theological content, even if not Pauline. EH. 6.25.11-14. See in 284 above.

e R 5257, 9-10.

1 In addition to this famous list preserved by Eusebius, elsewhere Origen divides the books into three groups:
genuine (universally accepted), false (accepted by none but heretics) and “mixed” (accepted by some, but not by
all). Comm. on John 13.17.

2 E H 6.25.8. The famous Codex Sinaiticus contains the exact same canon as that apparently held by Origen.
Following the Revelation of John on the list come Shepherd of Hermas and Epistle of Barnabas. A note at the
end of Sinaiticus says that its text has been compared with a manuscript in the famous library at Caesarea which
had been established there in the later years of the third century by Pamphilus, an admirer of Origen.
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extensive range of opinions, it is surprising and significant that Revelation is not on the
disputed list but on the list of books accepted by “all.” It is strong evidence that Revelation,
even into the middle of the third century enjoyed overwhelming acceptance as Scripture,
including in the East. It would appear that the anti-Montanists, Gaius and the Alogoi’s efforts
to discredit Johannine literature had been ineffective,” but even if the Gospel of John was
safe, Revelation’s place in the canon was not secure yet.

In most of his writings, Origen never expressed the slightest doubt that the author of
both the gospel of John and Revelation is the apostle John, and Origen’s extant works contain
more than one hundred fifly references or allusions to Revelation.”” Apostolicity is a clear
criterion for canonicity for Origen since he repeatedly identifies the Apocalypse with the
apostle John. In Contra Celsum, he remarked that Christian prophets expressed the loftiest
thoughts but they were privy to even deeper mysteries which they did not express in words.
Origen gave examples from the Old and New Testaments, making direct references to
Revelation, and placing the mysteries of the Apocalypse on par with revelations made to
Ezekiel, Paul, and to the Twelve in their private instruction directly from Jesus 2%

Chiliasm was popular in times of persecution, but had largely fallen out of favor by
this period, especially its most literal interpretation. Although Origen and Hippolytus both
faced significant persecution, they did not share in the literal eschatological expectations of
the chiliasts. In fact, Origen’s allegorical interpretation of the millennium was exactly what

the Church needed to respond to the fleshy and sensual interpretations promoted by the

* It may be that the Alogoi themselves came to be considered not orthodox, especially on the strength of the

reputations of lrenaeus and Epiphanios, who identified the Alogoi with heresy because of their rejection of
John's pospel, particularly after Irenaeus had firmly established the idea that God had pre-determined that there
would be four gospels.

* stonehouse, 118. Robert Grant believes, however, that Origen’s strong acceptance of the Apocalypse pave
way at the end of his life to a rejection of it as non-apostolic, based on the opinion of Dionysios, his student,
Grant contrasis Origen's firm conviction as to the apostolic authorship of the Apocalypse through out most of
his life with what Grant believes was a hesitancy later in life. “In his treatise On the Pascha, written about
twenty five years later, he referred to ‘the Apocalypse atiributed to John® and in a list of apostolic works written
around the same time, he ascribed only the Gospel and epistles to John." Grant, Heresy and Criticism, 99. Grant
cites O, Guraud and P. Nautin, Origéne Sur la Pdgue (Paris: Beauchesne, 1979), 172, Hom, on Joshua 7.1,
and Die griechischen christlichen Schrifisieller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte 7, 328, Grant is convinced of a
change in Origen’s position on the Apocalypse and attributes it to the influence of Dionysios of Alexandria. But
we have no explicit statement from Origen in this regard, possibly because Rewvelation remained widely
accepted, or as Origen would have said, “acknowledged.”

" Against Celsus 6.6. Rev. 10:4, 9.
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chiliasts from their literal interpretation of Revelation 21.**® Origen’s allegorical
interpretation of Revelation created far fewer difficulties than a literal or historical approach.
Origen disputed the earthly interpretation of the millennium. The eating and drinking
represented in the kingdom is spiritual bread, the Bread of Life. The Sabbath rest is when all
will keep festival with God.™’ Origen’s spiritual interpretation directly opposed those who
expected a materialistic kingdom and he left no room for c-,hi]hausm_.,m a belief which is based
largely on Revelation, even though the book does not emphasize a fleshy existence. Origen
saved Revelation’s place in the canon by offering an alternative, spiritual interpretation, from
which Andrew of Caesarea would later, even if indirectly, benefit.

Origen had planned to give a full exposition of the Apocalypse. Apparently, this plan

was never fulfilled. If he had completed such a work it has since been lost.*”

In some
respects Origen rendered a great service to the Church by championing the allegorical
method of interpretation for Revelation, even if he never composed a commentary on the
book. It would seem obvicus that a book so rich in symbolism would require allegorical
interpretation. Yet many Christians interpreted Revelation quite literally, and to a great
degree this contributed to its decline in reputation. While the allegorical method could often
be capricious, not to mention unsatisfactory from a historical perspective, such a method
provided a valid starting point for a thoughtful, intelligent interpretation of Revelation and an
alternative to literalism. But the literal interpretation of the Apocalypse did not disappear
altogether, as we shall see below under our discussion of Dionysios of Alexandria who

vigorously opposed its literal interpretation.

" Robert Grant observes that the early Church spiritualized Christian eschatology when “the temporal
categories of eschatology were replaced by the categories of what one might call “spiritual space™ under Middle
Platonic influence, as seen in Clement of Alexandria and Origen. The aliernative methodology, anticipated in
people like Melito of Sardis and seen in writers such as Eusebius, would identify Christian eschatology with the
new Christian empire in which “the victory of the Church was clearly a close approximation to the coming of
God's reign.” Robert Grant, Augustus to Constantine: the Rise and Trinmph of Christianity in the Roman World
(San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1990), 283.

*7 Against Celsus 6.61.2.

2 Simonetti, Biblical Imerpretation, 45,

il Yoseph Kelly believes it is a real possibility that Origen delivered twelve homilies on the Apocalypse based
on a reference to such a work in the prologue of an anonymous Medieval Irish commentary on the Apocalypse.

See Kelly, “Early Medieval Evidence for Twelve Homilies by Origen on the Apocalypse,” Vigiliae Christianae
39 (1985)273-279, 278,
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2.6.4 Dionysios of Alexandria

Dionysios, who became the bishop of Alexandria in 248, had been a pupil of Origen.
The most influential man in Egypt until his death in 264, he came to be known as “Dionysios
the Great.” Andrew of Caesarea refers to a Dionysios “the Great” in his commentary but it is
unlikely that he referring to this Dionysios, the bishop of Alexandria,”"

Origen’s allegorical interpretation of the Scriptures characterized the viewpoint of the
Church of Alexandria. The spiritualized interpretation of end-time prophecies engendered
great criticism among those whose chiliastic enthusiasm required a literal interpretation of
eschatological biblical texts. Dionysios, in agreement with his teacher Origen, also
interpreted such prophecies spiritually and hence faced numerous attacks for his views.
Among those critics of allegory who insisted upon a literal interpretation of the Apocalypse,
was an Egyptian bishop, Nepos of Arsinoe. Nepos wrote a treatise called Refutation of the
Allegorisis, defending a literal exegesis of the prophetic writings of the Church especially the
Apocalypse. The debate over a literal versus an allegorical interpretation caused great
dissension in the Church. Dionysios decided to visit Nepos for a three-day conference to
discuss the literal interpretation of prophecy. According to Eusebius, Dionysios convinced
the conference participants that the literal interpretation of eschatological prophecy was
untenable and the bishop succeeded in achieving agreement and harmony.*”’

Dionysios made an important contribution by persuading Nepos that a literal
interpretation of eschatological prophecies was erroneous. However he is also noteworthy in
the history of the Apocalypse in the Eastern Church for a very different reason. Except for
(iaius, the Alogoi, and other anti-Montanists, Dionysios may be the only person prior to the
fourth century to explicitly question whether the apostle John was in fact the author of
Revelation. Eusebius tells us that Dionysios composed a treatise on chiliasm, On Promises,

in which he discussed the Revelation of John *® Dionysios analyzed the criticisms of

0 Andrew mentions Dienysios by name on four occasions: Chp. 10, Text 52, Comm. 63; Chp. 28, Text 107,
Comm, 115; Chp. 45, Text 162, Comm. 160 and Chp. 68, Text 253, Comm. 232. It would be quite ironic if
Andrew believed he was quoting Dionysios of Alexandria when in fact he quotes Pseudo-Dionysios, since
Dionysios of Alexandria probably did not acknowledge Revelation as Scripture at all. But it is unlikely that
Andrew has confused them. See Comm. 63, fn 274,

Wog o 724601
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Revelation. He engaged in a lengthy analysis comparing the language and style of the gospel,
epistle and Apocalypse of John, and concluded that the differences are such that the books
could not have been written by the same individual. The theology is too different from that
of Cerinthus so he concluded, against Gaius, that the book could not have been written by
Cerinthus.”™ But Dionysios also raised doubts whether it had been penned by the apostle
John. Dionysios decided that he could not reject Revelation outright because “many of the
brethren take it seriously.” Revelation has a deep and mystical meaning which should not be
taken literally, Dionysios mused, but “I suppose that there is a hidden and more wonderful
meaning in each part, and accept its meaning as greater than my own comprehension... ™"
So while Dionysios declined to judge the meaning of its incomprehensible mysteries
and refrained from rejecting the book outright, he concluded that due to the great differences
in language and style between the two books, Revelation could not have been written by the
author of the Fourth Gnapcl.m Dionysios accepted that the author had some kind of a
revelation, that he prophesied, and that his name was John. He reported, rather casually, as if
to plant a seed of doubt, that he had heard that in Asia there were two monuments inscribed
with the name “John.” Therefore, he concluded that the author of Revelation must have been
this “other” John " Dionysios’ opinion took root in the Church through Eusebius, even

though it contradicted the uninterrupted and overwhelming early tradition of the Church.””’

Stonehouse observes:

W gy 7243,

" Grant writes that Dionysios engaged in this refutation of Gaius and showed a willingness to accept the Book
ol Revelation because he wanted to show that he was moderate in his views. Heresy and Criticism, 103, Or was
Dionysios an unprincipled opporiunist? Grant observes about Dionysios: “He was quite willing, however to use
the Apocalypse for an imperial eschatology of his own, He refers to Rev. 13:5 (*to him there was given a mouth
uttering haughty and blasphemous words, and it was allowed to exercise authority for forty-two months®) to the
emperor Yalerian, persecutor from 257 to 260." Grant, Heresy and Criticism, 105,

" EH 7254, It seems that Dionysios would be prepared to reject Revelation outright were it not for the
overwhelming acceptance it enjoyved at this time. He may also be acting prudently and tactfully as a bishop. Mot
wishing to inflame opinion, he expressed a weak acceptance of the book, while at the same time planting seeds
of doubt regarding its authorship. He offered the “second John™ as a possible author, undermining Revelation's
long-standing recognition as apostolic,

M5 E M. 7.25:7-15, Grant, Heresy and Criticism, 1041f; Stonehouse, 125; Goodspeed, 99,

Wh g 179516,

"7 Goodspeed notes that the Revelation of John “lost ground” in the East since Origen’s time, and also cites the
criticism of Dionysios the Great with regard to growing doubts about its aposiolic authorship. Goodspeed, 102,
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On the supposition that there were two Johns, we have the extraordinary, and
not satisfactorily accounted for phenomenon that ‘no trace of such a person
appears until the beginning of the fourth century, when Eusebius calls
attention to the significance of Papias’ language, though Papias’ book had
been well known through the centuries, when the Alogoi and others were
seeking a non-apostolic authorship of the Johannine Apocalypse and
Dionysios was unable to find any evidence of a second John in Asia to whom
to attribute it, except the two tombs at Ephesus.”***

Dionysios himself had no real evidence of a second John in Asia and only related
vague hearsay of two tombs at Ephesus, as though no one else could possibly have lived in
Ephesus during the intervening 150 years and have had the name John. Ewven if there were a
second tomb bearing the name “John,” absolutely nothing links it to the Apocalypse or even
to any Church leader. Dionysios had no interest in weighing the evidence, since his clear
motivation was to discredit Revelation. Dionysios did not mention the elements in common
between the gospel and the Apocalypse or the long tradition of apostolic authorship. He
failed to take into account the difference in content of book and circumstances of
composition as contributing to the difference in expression. His only external evidence was
the reported existence of two memorials to John in Ephesus, but that, along with the
differences in style between the gospel and the Apocalypse, became enough.

In spite of his efforts to appear objective, Dionysios' criticisms are motivated by an
effort to discredit chiliasm by discrediting the Apocalypse upon which chiliasm depended. If
chiliasm was to be defeated, the Apocalypse’s position in the canon would have to be
undermined. But Revelation already had a secure position in the Church, so discrediting it
was difficult to accomplish. Charles Hill notes that although Dionysios continued “to treat
the Apocalypse as inspired” and refused to reject it completely, “he effectively helped to
loosen it from its place in a conceptual Johannine corpus and opened the door for its rejection
by some.™" Stonehouse conjectures that Dionysios secretly believed that the Apocalypse
had no place in the canon, but knowing its long history of acceptance in the Church he

introduced doubts as to its apostolic authorship which he hoped would lead to its rejection.

¥ stonehouse, 44, citing Isbon Thaddeus Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, (New York: MacMillan, 1919},
350. Beckwith, nonetheless believed that Papias' language implies two Johns,

"2 Johannine C orpus, 462,
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But this in itself is testimony to the secure position of Revelation still enjoyed in the Eastern

canon at this time. Stonehouse effectively analyzes Dionysios’ actions and motivation:

And indeed, he would not want anyone to think that he would care to have it
removed from the Canon, least of all that his aim in writing was to refute its
claim to divine origin. So he talks very piously of a deeper sense, which he
has not been able to arrive at. This is to say the least surprising from one who
has been trained by Origen, and had defended the allegorical method of
interpretation over against the literal exegesis of Nepos. In all his argument he
is at odds with himself. He insists throughout that the writer was holy,
inspired, saw a revelation, received knowledge and prophecy, but at the same
time his whole aim was to weaken the regard for it as an authority by showing
that it was non-apostolic and therefore less worthy of regard. In other words,
no matter how much he affirms that his remarks have nothing to do with the
canonicity of the Apocalypse, he shows that this is his first concern.”'”

The Codex Claromontanus, a Latin translation of an Alexandrian catalogue of Sacred
Scripture, which some believe is dated approximately 50 years after the era of Dionysios,
listed Revelation in its canon.’"! Even if the date of Claromontanus is significantly later, as
some suggest, nonetheless, it shows that the Alexandrian Church was not particularly
influenced by Dionysios’ opinion on the Apocalypse, which did little to dampen Alexandrian
support for the book since, as we will see below, Revelation was accepted by later
Alexandrian figures, such as Athanasius the Great and Cyril. However, Dionysios was
successful in influencing opinion in the East overall, since his analysis influenced Eusebius

who later turned popular opinion against the book of Revelation.

2.7 The Fourth Century: Erosion of Support

Continued doubt and confusion as to the authority of certain books typified the
canonical question during the fourth century, especially in the case of the catholic epistles

and Revelation. Hoping to rectify this unacceptable situation, numerous leading churchmen

M gionehouse, 127-28. Later we will ses Eusebius place Revelation on two very divergent lists for this same
reason: he cannot deny that it possesses near uniform acceptance, but he would prefer to have it rejected and
hopes that others will reject it as spurious,

A Metzger, Canon, 230,
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produced lists of sacred Scripture, including Gregory of WNazianzus, Athanasius of
Alexandria, Cyril of Jerusalem, Epiphanios of Salamis, Amphilochios of lconium and
Didymus the Blind. The opinions of earlier thinkers and writers regarding the canon had
taken the form of passing comments, offthand statements or casual observations. But fourth
century theologians produced lists specifically for the purpose of defining the canon.*'?
Metzger believes that the Donatist controversy also prompted the creation of
canonical lists. The “Great Persecution” under Emperor Diocletian (303) included an order to
destroy all Christian Scriptures. This contributed to the question of which books were in fact
sacred Scripture. To hand over the Scriptures to the authorities for destruction was .
considered a serious sin. Some Christians found it convenient to relinquish books which
probably were not considered sacred but which seemed to satisly Roman officials. II' one
turned over the Shepherd of Hermas to state officials was it the same offense as if one

surrendered a copy of Luke’s gospel? I3
2.7.1 Methodios of Olympus

Methodios of Olympus in Lycia, (martyred in 311), was one of the most important
Greek theologians of his day. He forcefully opposed the unorthodox teachings of Origen, but
his exegesis was free of the wooden literalism which had characterized Nepos, another
opponent of 1‘.:}1'1'3,(:11.:”4 Methodios frequently cited the Apocalypse as Scripture. Methodios
condemned the literalistic interpretation of the millennium and showed no hint of belief in an
carthly material kingdom.’" At times he referred to the author of Revelation simply as
“John,” but in other places he introduced a quote from Rewvelation as the word of an

ilb

apostle.” Methodios disagreed with the hiteralism of Irenaeus and the future scenario as

M2 petzger, Canon, 209.

Y Metzger, Canon, 2291

M An example of his spiritualizing exegesis is his interpretation of Revelation 13, in which the seven heads of
the beast symbolize seven sins, such as gluttony, cowardice, ete. He who conguers gluttony receives the crown
of temperance. He who conquers cowardice receives the crown of martyrdom, ete. Symposium 8.13.

** Stonehouse describes his eschatology on 130-131.

1 Symp. 1.5,6.5, 7.4 and On the Resurrection 2.28.5
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outlined by Origen, but shared their high opinion of Revelation and became an important

patristic source for Andrew of Caesarea.
2.7.2 Eusebius

Eusebius of Caesarea has made an invaluable contribution toward our knowledge of
the use and acceptance of the Apocalypse in the ancient Church by preserving ancient
witnesses now lost. Eusebius (c. 265-339) was a student and spiritual son of Pamphilus who
was himself a student, admirer and defender of Origen. Pamphilus had established a school
and library in Caesarea, Palestine, which included many works, especially those of Origen, as
well as numerous Bible manuscripts, perhaps the largest collection of any library at the
time.”!” Later Eusebius himself became the bishop of Caesarea, Palestine, and he utilized the
library and its wealth of documents to write his famous and monumental work, Ecclesiastical
History.

Up to now, we have only discussed what Eusebius reported concerning the opinions
of others regarding the Apocalypse. But what was his personal assessment of its authorship
and place in the canon? As we shall see, Eusebius did not accept Revelation and took every

14 .
Eusebius

opportunity to discredit it, probably because of his aversion to chiliasm.
preserved portions of Papias’ writings and interpreted Papias’ statements to conclude that
two important Christian men with the name “John” resided in Ephesus.’"” He concluded that
the second John, a presbyter, could have been the author of the Apocalypse, if one was
disinclined to accept apostolic authorship of the book.”*” He also portrayed Papias in a rather

disparaging manner, primarily because of Papias’ chiliasm.™' Fusebius criticized Irenaeus’

M Bisebius, £EH 6323,

WEH 7251827 Metzger believes that Eusebius had once accepted the Apocalypse but changed his views
over the years based on the opinions of Dionysios of Alexandria, and that this change “is reflected in some of
the alterations and revisions that he made over the vears in his Church Hiscory.” Metzger, Canon, 205, fn 38.

" E.H. 3.39.3-4. Papias lists a number of early Christian leaders from whom he received information about the
Lord, but Papias never mentions where they lived. Eusebius conveniently links the “second John™ to the second
tomb in Ephesus, even though Papias makes no mention of Ephesus.

M. 3.39.6. See also 7.25.16.
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statement supporting the early tradition that Papias was a hearer of the apostle John himself,
noting that Papias seemed to be referring to two Johns, the apostle and a presbyter.’”
Furthermore, Eusebius highlights and promotes Dionysios’ criticism of the Apocalypse,
devoting an entire chapter to it in Ecclesiastical History.”™ Eusebius emphasized Dionysios’
conclusion that the apostle John could not have written Revelation, based on vocabulary and
stylistic differences between the gospel and the Apocalypse, and he is the first to report
Dionysios’ unsubstantiated comment that two tombs to John could be found in Ephesus,
Furthermore, we know that Eusebius heaped praises on the efforts of Gaius because Gaius
was an anti-chiliast, even though Gaius represented the Alogoi and ardently opposed all of
the Johannine writings.

Eusebius was keenly interested in the question of the canon, and made an invaluable
contribution to our knowledge of its development. As he catalogued and commented upon
the writings of various Christian authors Eusebius regularly noted their use of and attitude
towards various books of Scripture. But in addition to his review of other Christian authors,
Eusebius also explicitly made an assessment of the state of the canon during his specific era
in Church history, the first half of the fourth century. In one famous passage he made an
attempt, (similar to that of Origen decades earlier), to provide an overview of the attitude of
the Church at large toward the various books.*!

Eusebius’ search for some measure of certainty with regard to the canon attests to the
absence of a decision or declaration by any authoritative person or body such as a synod, or
for that matter even the absence of any informal consensus among local churches or bishops.
But as to the status of the Apocalypse, rather than clarifying the situation, Eusebius only
further confuses the matter by listing the Apocalypse simultaneously with the acknowledged
books and with the spurious books. It would be easy to attribute this to the divergent views
regarding the Apocalypse. It appears, however, that Eusebius hopes to encourage doubt

regarding the Apocalypse by listing it among the spurious books, while being compelled to

1 “For he was a man of very little intelligence, as is clear from his books.” EH. 3.39.12-13. Eusebius, The

Eeclesiastical History, (2 vols.) vol. [ trans. Kirsopp Lake, vol. I trans. J.E.L. Oulton, Loeb Classical Library
series, vols, 163 and 265 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1926, 1932, reprint 1998, 1996), 1:297,
g H 3396,

HEH 724

M EH 32501
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place it with the acknowledged books due to what may have been the actual opinion
prevalent in the Church at the time. But by the end of that century, the Apocalypse would be
generally rejected in the East primarily due to Eusebius’ influence, since his History was
very widely read in antiquity.m

Eusebius begins the discussion on the state of the canon in a straightforward manner.
First, he classifies the orthodox writings by dividing them into three groups. The first group
is those which are “universally acknowledged” (opohoyotueva). These books are
unanimously recognized as having apostolic inspiration and connections, and according to a
continnous Church tradition were held to be true and genuine. Among the acknowledged
books Eusebius places the four gospels, Acts, fourteen Pauline epistles (including
H:ﬂ:u-f:w.-.rs].u'fl 1 John and 1 Peter. Then he adds “After these must be put, if it really seems
right, the Apocalypse of John....These then [are to be placed] among the recognized books.”
(Emi t0UTOLg ToKTEOV, £l YE daveln, v Anokdluyny Todvvou..xoal talta pev £v
oporoyoupévor.)*”’

The gecond group in Eusebius’ survey contains the “disputed” books antilegomena
(avtideyopeva), those books which were familiar to most people and accepted by many, but
doubt existed as to whether they were in fact apostolic. Therefore they were not universally
accepted. These include James, Jude, 2 Peter, and 2 and 3 John 3%

The third group is comprised of those books which were overwhelmingly rejected and
which Eusebius calls notha (v6Ba), meaning “illegitimate,” “counterfeit,” or “spurious.”
Among these are the Acts of Paul, Shepherd of Hermas, Revelation of Peter, Epistle of
Barnabas, the Didache, the Gospel According to the Hebrews, and the Apocalypse of John,

“if it seem right.**

5 Johannine Corpus, 462.

™ Here he demonstrates that he is not really giving us the state of the canon of the entire Church, but only
primarily of the East, since at this time most in the West rejected Hebrews,

1 E H.3.25.2. Translation by Metzger, Canon, 309,

W E g 39253,

| H.3.25.4. “Among the spurious books must be reckoned...in addition, as | said, the Apocalypse of John, if
it seems right. {This last, as [ said, is rejecied by some, but others count it among the recognized books.)”
Translation by Metzger, Canon, 309,
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Finally, after delineating these lists, in which Eusebius placed the Apocalypse of John
in two different and fundamentally incompatible categories, he hopelessly complicated and
confused the discussion by restating the matter and regrouping the “disputed” and “spurious”
books together and calling them all antilegomena, “disputed.™"

The double-listing of the Apocalypse of John has engendered a great deal of
confusion and discussion. How can the Book of Revelation be placed by Eusebius
simultaneously in the “undisputed” and the “spurious™ categories? Stonehouse says the
spurious notha works are part of the antilegomena, or disputed.n' Goodspeed theorizes that
Eusebius probably considered some of the disputed books canonical and accepted them as
part of the New Testament, according to the opinion which prevailed in the East.** Bruce
believes that Eusebius placed the Apocalypse among the spurious books because of his belief
that the author was not the apostle and evangelist John, but another John.”® Hill analyzes
Eusebius very simply: “if the Apocalypse was apostolic, it was canonical,””* otherwise it
would be a forgery and spurious. Hill believes that Eusebius® dual categorization reflects
Eusebius® inability to “adjudicate in a definitive way the matters of authorship and
canﬂl‘li{:ity."jﬁ

In Metzger’s opinion, however, Eusebius’ confused summary results from a tension
between his dual role as a historian and a churchman. He first classifies the books according
to their canonicity, that is, canonical or uncanonical. He secondly divides them according to
their orthodoxy, that is, orthodox or heterodox. Only orthodox books fall into the
homolegoumena and antilegoumena categories, but the notha though uncanonical, are not

necessarily unorthodox in character. Books containing doctrines regarded as heretical make

B0 E H. 3.25.6. “Despite Eusebius' good intentions, he has been unable to present a tidy listing. Although the
correlative terms (‘acknowledged’ and “disputed’) are perfectly elear, he mixes with them other categories that
belong to a different order of ideas.” Metzger, 204.

! Stonehouse, 132,
" Goodspeed, 101, His own canon would include some of the books which he lists as “disputed.”

" Bruce, Canon of Scripture, 199, “The ‘spurious’ books were not generally included in the canon, yet they
were known and esteemed by many churchmen. If not canonical, they were at least orthodox.™

P Johannine Corpus, 462.

Y5 1hid
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up an entirely separate category since they have never been accepted or recognized as
authoritative by the Church as a whole.”®  Stonehouse believes that this hesitating attitude
can only mean that Eusebius was at odds with the Church. Eusebius would prefer to classify
Revelation with the spurious books, but he cannot escape the fact that it is generally
accepted, not only in the West, but still in the East at this point as well, forcing Eusebius to
place it among the acknowledged books.™ This is the best explanation.

Modern readers are surprised that Eusebius does not place the Apocalypse in the
disputed category, because today its apostolic authorship is disputed and a few people, such
as Dionysios, disputed it then. But at the time Eusebius made his survey of the canon, the
Apocalypse was not widely disputed either in the East or the West, but rather, was almost
universally accepted as apostolic. This is clearly evident because although Eusebius states
that “with regard to the Apocalypse still at the present time opinion is generally divided,”®
he fails to support this statement by any witnesses, nor has he reported the opinions of
anyone other than Dionysios in this regard. Eusebius’ very classification of the Apocalypse
among the acknowledged books contradicts his own statement that opinion is “divided.” If
opinion were truly divided, the book would be classified with the antilegomena. In fact,
Eusebius’ categorization of the Apocalypse as universally acknowledged is a clear admission
that a general unanimity existed in the Church with regard to Revelation’s apostolic origin,
and that it had been passed down consistently as an undisputed writing. This is the only
reason he would possibly list it along with such books as the gospels and the epistles of Paul,

which had also been consistently acknowledged as apostolic. Stonehouse correctly concludes

¥ “Thus the notha occupy a peculiar position, being orthodox but uncanonical. Such an interpretation helps us
understand how Euscbius can place the Book of Revelation conditionally into two different classes. As a
historian, Eusebius recognizes that it is widely received, but as a churchman he has become annoyed by the
extravagant use made of this book by the Montanists and other millenarians, and so is glad to report elsewhere
in his history that others considerate it to be not genuine.” Metzger, 204, Metzger follows the opinion of Emst
von Dobschiltz in this matter, and cites “The Abandonment of the Canonical Idea,” American Journal of
Theology 19 (1915) 416-29. Fusebius also presented a fourth list, comprised of works which were not simply
spurious but utterly heretical. These works, which had no possibility whatsoever of finding a place in the canon,
and had never been under consideration, included the Gospels of Perer, Thomas, and Matrthias, the Acts of
Andrew and the dcrs of John, Eusebius explained that he rejected these books because a book must be of
apostolic origin to be considered part of the New Testament, something which is determined by its use by
earlier ecclesiastical writers, and that the book must be free of heretical ideas.

7 “This vacillating attitude is also to be observed in that on a number of occasions he cites the works simply as
the Apocalypse of John without any indication that its authority was doubtful, even finding a fulfillment of the
prophecy of the Mew Jerusalem in Constantine’s restoration of the city in Palestine.” Stonchouse, 132,

BEEpH 12418
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that Eusebius’ remarks reveal an effort to shape future Church attitude toward the
Apocalypse, not simply accurately reflect the current state of opinion. Later in that same
century, the Apocalypse will indeed belong in the “disputed” category, due in no small part
to Eusebius’ efforts to create suspicions, raise doubts about apostolic authorship and discredit
the validity of Papias® witness. But at the time of Eusebius® evaluation of the state of the
canon, the only writers who had questioned the apostolicity of the Apocalypse were Gaius
and Dionysios of Alexandria, because each had found it more expedient to discredit the
Apocalypse to attain a personal objective: the opposition of Montanism and chiliasm.

Eusebius’ negative views about the Apocalypse could have no influence on public
opinion so long as the Apocalypse was widely considered apostolic. Classifying it among the
heretical books would have been considered absurd. Placing it among the disputed books
would have been laughable, since it was common knowledge that it had been universally
accepted since the early second century. Furthermore, it would have been entirely ineffective
to refer to it as “disputed” even if it were doubted by some Christians. To discredit the
Apocalypse and destroy its influence, Eusebius would have to downgrade it and include it
with the “rejected” and spurious retha books and list it as uncanonical.

Stonehouse concludes that Eusebius was biased against Revelation because of the
millennialist doctrine, which is partly what motivated his negative characterization of Papias.
Regardless of the reason, Eusebius’ bias against the Apocalypse forces us to re-examine
whether we can consider Eusebius an objective and credible reporter of Papias’ statements
with respect to the Johannine tradition, which are the earliest tradition on record.

Eusebius' bias against the Apocalypse is evident from the very first time it is
mentioned in his work, where it is introduced to the reader as the *so-called Apocalypse of
John.™** To discredit the Apocalypse and its supporters, Eusebius is also forced to criticize
and undermine Irenaeus’ report that Papias was not only a hearer of the elders, but a hearer of
the apostle John himself. Eusebius gives “more prominence to writers who were antagonistic
toward the Apocalypse because of their anti-chiliasm. He speaks of Gaius® brilliance and
orthodoxy and anti-chiliasm, but fails to mention his attack upon the Fourth Gospel in the

very work he is quoting, or that Hippolytus had answered Gaius in a special work.”" His

WOEH 3182 év i Tadvvou Aeyopévy ATOKaAUYEL
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bias is further evidenced by the prominence he gives to Dionysios’ criticism of the
Apocalypse and his reporting of the “two tomb™ story which is éumpletel}r unsubstantiated
and extremely sketchy even when Dionysios tells it. Lastly, Eusebius entirely ignores and
never even mentions Methodios in his History, one of the great Fathers of the third century,
possibly because of Methodios® strong stance against Origen and because Methodios
accepted the Apocalypse and interpreted its images skillfully. It is difficult to draw any other
conclusion except that Eusebius held a deep prejudice against Revelation despite an
uninterrupted and ancient tradition of apostolic authorship. We can look to Eusebius as the
individual most responsible for undermining Revelation’s place in the East for centuries and

destroying confidence as to the apostolic authorship of the Apocalypse to this day.
2.7.3 Constantine the Great and the Fifty Commissioned Bibles

Around the year 332, Constantine the Great commissioned Eusebius to provide fifty
of the highest quality copies of the Holy Scriptures for use by the churches in Constantinople.
Eusebius was to oversee the production of the bibles and everything necessary for this task
was placed at his disposal. Unfortunately, Eusebius does not tell us which books of the Bible
were included in these copies or even how many books each bible contained. Was it our
present twenty-seven book canon? Harry Gamble thinks the volumes contained only the

gospels.®"!

Goodspeed believes Eusebius included those books which he personally
considered canonical, which would have excluded Revelation.** Farmer, on the other hand,
believes that Eusebius included the Apocalypse of John because Constantine favored it
Bruce thinks that these bibles contained all the books that Eusebius listed as universally

acknowledged, including Hebrews and Revelation and the five minor Catholic epistles — in

" Stonehouse 133-34. Stonehouse writes: “In his Church History he entirely ignores Methodius, one of the
greatest theologians of his time, probably because of his polemics against Origen and his chiliastic teaching.”
Stonehouse, 134, Eusebius does ignore Methodius, possibly because of his opposition to Origen, but Methodius
was not a chiliast,

¥ Gamble, Books and Readers, 159,
z Goodspeed, Formation, 103,
¥ Farmer and Farkasfalvy, The Formation of the New Testament Canon 8$7-88, fn. 9. Elsewhere, Farmer notes

that Constantine favored the Book of Revelation and drew upon apocalyptic motifs, William Farmer, Jesius and
the Gospel: Tradition, Scripture and Canon (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982), 275, fn 154,
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short, our present twenty-seven book canon. Bruce believes that even though we are not told
which books were included in these bibles, “the answer is not seriously in doubt” He
assumes that Revelation would have been included because the emperor used it for his
propaganda and furthermore, if a book which was believed to be part of the Scriptures was
omitted the emperor and others would have reacted negatively,***

Metzger believes that Constantine’s bibles helped contribute toward the formation of
the canon. “[FJifty magnificent copies all uniform, could not but exercise a great influence
on future copies, at least within the bounds of the patriarchate of Constantinople, and would
help forward the process of arriving at a commonly accepted New Testament in the East.”**
One would expect these outstanding copies to have some effect upon settling the canon, but
the continued debate over the canon suggests otherwise, Gamble may in fact be correct that
these bibles contained only the gospels. Otherwise, how does one explain the continued
debate over the canon? Even if certain books were included, their mere inclusion did not
change or influence anyone’s opinion as to whether a book ought to be included.

Farmer argues that the canon was fixed around the time of Constantine because of the

bibles:

“It is of the greatest importance to recognize that the New Testament as it is
generally accepted in all branches of Christian Church which accept the
Council of Chalcedon was not finally agreed upon until the time of
Constantine or shortly thereafter. De facto, of course, all the books finally
included in this New Testament were recognized as Scripture in many, if not
most, parts of the Church long before. But the status of Hebrews, Revelation,
2 Peter, James, Jude, 2 and 3 John was still bainﬁ disputed in some important
Churches right up until the time of Constantine.”"®

Farmer implies that little or no discussion or canon controversy existed afier
Constantine, even with regard to the disputed books. In fact, during Constantine’s era the

issue was only beginning to become heated. Even in the West, which reached a consensus

" Bruce, Canon of Scripture, 204,
5 Metzger, 207. Many believe that the Codex Sinaiticus was one of these copies.

o Emphasis added. Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 9. Farmer makes the same absurd claim elsewhere: “We know
that after this time, in the Roman Empire where Constantine and his successors had the power to influence
developments, uniformity prevailed more and more until the question, at least for the Chalcedonian Churches,
was virtually settled without further dispute.” Farmer, Jesus and the Gospel, 187,



about the canon much earlier than in the East, Hebrews was hotly debated for at least another
100 years. Farmer implies that the issue was basically settled and few if any questions
remained regarding the composition of the canon after the production of these bibles. If this
is the case, why did most of the patristic canonical lists arise affer Constantine? Why did
synods discuss this issue affer Constantine? The canon was not even considered sufficiently
important at the time of Constantine to be discussed at the First Ecumenical Council of
Nicea, which had been called by Constantine himself.

Furthermore, if the Constantinian bibles contained our present New Testament canon,

they exercised no influence even over bishops of Constantinople who occupied that see long

after Constantine.”"’

This might be simply because the books of the Bible or even the New
Testament did not co-exist in a single volume. Perhaps Gamble is correct that Constantine’s
“bibles™ contained only the gospels. Usually certain books would have been grouped together
on a codex, with the gospels forming one codex and the epistles of Paul another. The
Catholic epistles were often combined with Acts of the Apostles into a single codex.
Revelation did not fit well with these other collections thematically or stylistically, nor does
it appear to have been used in the lectionary of the East at this time. In the manuscript
tradition it often occupied a separate volume, and in numerous instances it can be found in
codices of non-biblical writings and even with collections of profane literature.**

Far from being settled in the mid-fourth century, the canon was only then becoming a
real issue. Constantine was deeply concerned with doctrinal unity and may have sought a
standardization of the canon. If the commissioning of the Bibles was an effort in this
direction, it did not begin resolve the question. In a letter written around 414 to a patrician
Claudiens Dardanus, Jerome notes that Hebrews is received by the Church of the East, but
not in the West, just as Revelation is not accepted in the Churches of Greece. Jerome states
that he receives both of them on the authority of ancient writers, who quote from both of

them as “canonical and churchly.™"

" Gregory the Theologian of Nazianzus explicitly rejected the Apocalypse from his own canonical list, and we
know that John Chrysostom not only rejected the Apocalypse but also most of the catholic epistles, since he
never quotes from them. Both of these men served as Archbishop of Constantinople long after Consiantine.

“' Charles Hill also comments on the manuscript witness, noting that two uncials and 147 miniscule
manuscripts contain the enrire New Testament, except for Revelation. Johannine Corpus, 463,



-85 -

Without doubt, it was Jerome’s landmark Latin translation of the Bible, the Vulgate,
which significantly aided in standardizing the canon in the West, even though disagreement
lingered over Hebrews for some time.””" It is tempting to assume that Constantine’s bibles
helped move the canonical question toward standardization. These bibles may have
influenced the textual tradition, since they would have been more likely to have been copied

33l

as exemplars They may also have influenced the order of books within the New

Testament.*** But in no manner did the Constantinian bibles resolve the issue of the canon.

2.7.4 Alexandria, Jerusalem and Cyprus

2.74.1 Athanasius the Great

Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, was the most important figure in the Alexandrian
Church in the fourth century. In his 39" Pascal Encyclical in 367, Athanasius expressed
disapproval of apocryphal books and warned believers against their use.” Complaining that
apocryphal works were often intermingled with the inspired writings, he explained that this
was the reason he was making the canon the subject of that year’s festal letter. Athanasius’
explanation supports the view that heresy and schism played a strong part in opinions

regarding the canon and motivated a desire to fix the canon. Athanasius’ list comports with

' Ep. 129, Jerome makes several lists of canonical books, including the most complete one in his Epistle to
Pawlinus, Ep. 53, Metzger, 234-61f.

" See Metzger who notes that Hebrews was disputed in the West and even omitted from manuscripts well into

the Middle-Ages and the Reformation, Metzger, Canon, 238 IT.

*! Bruce says that these fifty copies were the ancestors of the Byzantine or ‘majority’ text. “This explains the
popularity of this form of text in Constantinople and the whole area of Christendom under its influence from the
late fourth century on....” But then Bruce adds that “the New Testament text used by Eusebius himself belongs
neither 1o the Alexandrian nor to the Byzantine type.” FF Bruce, The Canon of Seripture, 204, In that case,
since Eusebius was responsible for the production of the manuscripts, it is rather difficult to explain why his
text type does not match the Byzantine text type.

** Other than Amphilochios, no one except Eusebius placed Paul’s letters before the catholic epistles. To make
Paul's epistles preceding the catholic epistles the standard order must have required an “influence of great
magnitude,” which Farmer assumes was the Constantinian bibles, Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 87-88, fn, 9,

! Ep. 39. Some books were considered useful and permissible for those receiving instruction in the Christian

faith, including Sirach, Esther, Judith and Tobias, Didache and Shepherd. Athanasius had at one time used
Shepherd frequently and even referred to Shepherd as Scripture, but toward the end of his life he decided that
while it was useful for Christian instruction it did not belong in the canon. Goodspeed, 108, This highlights one
problem with drawing broad and absolute conclusions. We occasionally see what appears to be a contradiction
within the writings of a single individual, simply because opinions sometimes change.
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our twenty-seven book canon, with the Apocalypse listed last, concluding his list of the
canon with xai ndiwv Todvvou "Anokdiuvyig and then adds: tobra myyol 10U cwmpiov

...pmdeic tovtorg Empaiiéto pndé tovtev dporpeicBo 1.0

In contrast with Eusebius,
Athanasius’ list contains no designation of antilegomena, only “canonical” books. Despite
Dionysios” rejection of apostolic authorship of Revelation one hundred years prior, the book
remained respected and acknowledged by the Alexandrian Church.

Athanasius” list is often cited as providing the date for the fixing of the canon at our
present twenty-seven books because was the first time in which we see our present canon
listed. However, Athanasius did not create the list because by then everyone had agreed upon
these books and the canon was fixed, but on the contrary, because there was no agreement.
Far too much importance has been placed upon Athanasius’ canon as the benchmark for
settling the canon and far too much influence is attributed to him. Despite Athanasius’
ecclesiastical stature, we will see that his opinion did not settle the issue of the canon. Long
after Athanasius, the issue remained unresolved in the East, even in Egypt.

Symes writes that Athanasius’ canon was not authoritative for the entire church, but
at most for the East alone.**® Even this gives far too much weight to Athanasius. In fact, what
Symes ought to have said is that at most the Athanasian canon was the standard only in
Egypt and only during Athanasius’ episcopacy. Another scholar who vastly overstates
Athanasius® influence is Stonchouse, who writes that Athanasius saved the Apocalypse when
chiliasm, once accepted as orthodox doctrine, became unpopular. “Athanasius, the man of
tradition, supported its canonical claims, and thereby once and for all guaranteed its right to
a place in the New Testament.”>® Athanasius considered Revelation apostolic and appeared
o accept it on that basis.*’ But despite Athanasius’ endorsement, no “guarantee™ existed.
The Apocalypse was only beginning to face i1ts most serious opposition, which it barely

managed to survive.

™ périclés-Pierre Toannou, Discipline générale antigue ((Ve-LXe 5.) (3 vols. In 4) Vol. 2, Les canony des Péres
Grees, Pontificia commissione per la redazione del codice di diritto canonico orientale, serics fascicolo 1X,
{Grottaferrata [Rome]: Tipografia Italo-Orientale, “S. Nilo,” 1963), 75.

** John Elliotson Symes, The Evolution of the New Testament (London: John Murray, 1921), 304-5.
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Emphasis added. Stonehouse, 4-6. “In view of the unique authority of this bishop in the Church at large this
expression was bound 1o be accepted as decisive in a wide area in the Church.” Stonehouse, 142, The evidence
simply does not support this conclusion,

= Stonechouse, 144,
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2.7.4.2 Didymus the Blind

Didymus the Blind, the famous teacher and head of the school of Alexandria during
the second half of the fourth century (d. c. 398), quoted from the Apocalypse and considered
it authoritative.*® Didymus followed Athanasius and reveals for us that Athanasius’ opinion
as to the canon did not resolve the issue and settle the canon even in Alexandria. Metzger
notes that Didymus refers to several Apostolic Fathers as authoritative, including Barnabas,
the Epistles of Ignatius of Antioch, Didache and Shepherd. The canon was still very fluid
during the second half of fourth century in Alexandria. Apparently Athanasius’ Pascal
Epistle 39 had no authority or influence on Didymus, even so soon after the episcopacy of

the celebrated bishop.
2.74.3 Cyril of Alexandria

Cyril of Alexandria acknowledged Revelation and is one of the Fathers cited by
Andrew as accepting it.*** However, he rarely appealed to the book, most likely due to his
specific theological concerns and the content of his works which focused on the Incarnation

and the relationship between the two natures of Christ.

2.7.4.4  Cyril of Jerusalem

In addition to Athanasius, another Father who specifically advised the faithful not to
read apocryphal works was Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386). Cyril omitted the Apocalypse from

his list of canonical books in his catechetical discourse and counseled against reading non-

360

canonical books at all, even in private.,”™ In a passage about the Antichrist, Cyril never even

158

Metzger, 213 Though we do not have a specific canonical list from Didymus, a recent discovery in 1941 of
a group of papyrus codices dating from sixth or seventh centuries, containing some of his commentaries on the
Old Testament give us some insight into his opinion on the canon. Didymus quotes from all of the books of
New Testament except Philemon and 2 and 3 John. The absence of Philemon can be explained because of its
brevity, which might otherwise be an explanation for 2 and 3 John except that when he refers to | John, he calls
it the epistle of John, not “the first epistle of John." Quite noteworthy is that Didymus quotes from 2 Peter as
“altogether authentic and authoritative.” Metzger poes on to say that this calls for the reassessment of
authorship of a commentary attributed to Didymus, extant only in Latin, which flatly rejects 2 Peter.

Y On Worship in Spirit and Truth 6. Prologue, Text 10, Comm, 11, However, a contemporary of Cyril, Isidore
of Pelusium (d. 436), also originally from Alexandria, rejected it

0 Carechetical Lectures 4.31. See also Swete, cxi, and Stonehouse, 135.
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mentions Revelation, but quotes instead from Daniel, Matthew 24 and 2 Thessalonians 23!
2.7.4.5 Epiphanios of Salamis

Epiphanios, bishop of Salamis (d. 403), composed a famous compendium of heresies
known as the Punariun,m by far the most extensive work on heresies at the time. Among the
groups described was one which rejected the writings of John, which Epiphanios refers to as
the “Alogoi” because of the association of the term “logos™ with the gospel of John, The
Alogoi took the position that the Johannine writings are so absurd and full of errors that they
could not possibly have been composed by the apostle, but rather were the creation of his
arch-enemy, Cerinthus.’®® They concluded that the gospel attributed to John is false and
therefore uncanonical.”® Epiphanios seems to have been willing to understand a rejection of
the Apocalypse due to its mysterious language, but the Alogoi rejected both the Gospel and
the Apocalypse.’® He discussed their criticisms of the Apocalypse, focusing on the imagery
which appeared absurd and ridiculous to the Alogoi.¥® Epiphanios accepted the Apocalypse
as canonical and held that it must be interpreted spirituatlly,""17 But more important than his
personal opinion is the fact that Epiphanios identifies the rejection of John's books, including
Revelation, as characteristic of a heresy, which implies that the mainstream Church may still

have accepted Revelation at that time.

Y Catechetical Lectures 15.124F.
"2 Literally, “Medicine chest,” sometimes cited as Haereses, written approximately 374-377,

"1 Panarion 51:3.6. Among their arguments were the disagreement between John and the synoptics over the
number of Passovers celebrated in Jerusalem (Panarion 51.22.1) and the different order of events in the
gospels, See, for example, Panarion 51,16 for the discussion about the sequence of events involving the
baptism of Christ, the temptation, the calling of the first disciples and the wedding at Cana.

¥ panarion 51:4ff, 221F.

Y5 Panarion 51:3.3, 5. “Now if they accepted the Gospel but rejected the Revelation, we might perhaps say that
they did so out of scrupulosity, not accepting an apocryphal book because of the passages in Revelation which
are mysterious and dark. But as it is, they do not accept John's books at all.” Panarion 51.3.4-5. The Panarion
aof S1. Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis, wans, Philip R. Amidon (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), 177.

5 Such as seven angels and seven trumpets, four angels holding back the Euphrates, and ammics with
breastplates of fire, sulfur and sapphire. Panarion 51:32-34. The Alogoi evidently had no appreciation for or
understanding of apocalyptic imagery.

167 .
Panarion 76,
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2.7.5 The Cappadocians

Cappadocians were divided in their assessment of Revelation. Gregory the
Theologian of Nazianzus, (one of the Fathers whom Andrew of Caesarea cites as affirming
apostolic authorship of Revelation), did not include it in his famous poem enumerating the
canonical books.”® However, on a few occasions Gregory quoted from Revelation and even
cited it alongside Old Testament Scriptures.’®

On the other hand, two other Cappadocians, brothers Basil the Great (d. 379) and
Gregory of Nyssa (d. 394), accepted Revelation and quoted it as Scripture, albeit rarely. Basil
quoted Revelation only twice.”™ The same verse is quoted in both instances “I am the Alpha
and the Omega, says the Lord God, who is, who was and who is to come, the Almighty.”"" It
is highly significant that Basil introduces the quotation by ascribing it to “the Evangelist.™"
Gregory of Nyssa, the most spiritualizing of the Cappadocians, accepted Revelation as
Scripture, just as Origen and Methodios had maintained its apostolicity and canonicity and
propounded a spiritual exegesis of Revelation, Gregory also considered John the apostle and
Evangelist to be the author of the Apﬂcalypse.m

Amphilochios, bishop of Iconium (d. ¢. 394), composed a canonical list in verse as
part of a poetic work known as the Jambics of Seleucus. The poem advises Seleucus to pursue
a life of virtue and to study the Scripture more than any other text. The poem then continues
with a list of the books of the Bible. In addition to listing the books, Amphilochios reports
some of the earlier debate regarding Hebrews, the catholic epistles and the Apocalypse. He
discusses, accepts and rejects various books. Although he reports the general attitude toward

disputed books, Amphilochios does not clearly state his own opinion. After noting that some

* Poems 1.12.5 ff
™ Orations 29.17 and 40.45. See Metzger, Canon, 212.
™ Against Eunomius 2.14, and 4.2,
"I Rev. 1:18. When Revelation was quoted in the East during the fourth century, this verse was one of the most
popular because the primary issue was Christological doctrine. This verse was cited to support the full divinity
of the Son.
3?1A . .
gainst Eunomius 2.14.

" On the Inseriptions of the Psalms 10, Against Apollinarius 37, Caneerning his own Ordination 1.
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wrongly call Hebrews spurious and that some receive only three catholic epistles and others
seven, he continues: “And again, the Revelation of John, some approve, but the most say it is
s[:m.*it:u.m."‘:"“"1

Amphilochios is apparently quite satisfied with his assessment of the canon, and
concludes that “this is perhaps the most reliable [literally the “most unfalsified”] canon of the
divinely inspired Secriptures.”’> Metzger registers surprise. “In other words, here we have a
bishop in Asia Minor, a colleague of the Gregories and of Basil, and yet he seems to be
uncertain as to the exact extent of the canon!”™’® But from what we have seen this is hardly
surprising. In fact, Amphilochios’ uncertainty is the norm. Farmer states that Amphilochios’
list is the same as that of Athanasius. But Athanasius clearly and unequivocally expressed his
opinion. Later Farmer writes that Amphilochios is “working with a list identical to
Athanasius.™”" But “working with” is hardly the same as having resolved the canon at least
in his own mind. Amphilochios’ personal opinion of the Apocalypse may be unclear, but his
comments certainly reflect a decisive shift in opinion regarding the Apocalypse by the end of
the fourth century, since he reports that most (in the East) rejected it.

What explains the ambivalence or hesitancy toward the Apocalypse by the
Cappadocians? The Cappadocians were admirers of Origen and had no sympathy for
chiliasm. They strongly opposed Apollinarius, who was apparently a proponent of a very
sensual chiliasm, which might have rendered them less inclined to accept the Apocalypse.
After Christianity was legalized, the pressing concern of the Church was not mere survival,
but the survival of apostolic doctrine and the formulation and defense of correct dogma. The
Apocalypse was not as useful as the other acknowledged Scriptures for this purpose, and may
have been one of the reasons why it came to be less favored or even disfavored. It certainly
was a compelling reason why the Apocalypse was less quoted. Had Revelation been more
useful in doctrinal disputes, one wonders whether it might have engendered more support and

less criticism,

M Metzger, Canon, 314. See also, Goodspeed, 130. Metzger surmises that he appears to reject 2 Peter, 2 and
3 John, Jude and *“almost certainly rejects Revelation.” Metzger, 213,

1 Metzger, Canon, 314,
"% Metzger, Canon, 213.

7" Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 9.
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2.7.6 The Antiocheans

A smaller New Testament canon had long been the tradition in Antioch. Stonehouse,
relying on a quotation from the Apocalypse by Theophilos of Antioch, states that the
Apocalypse was “accepted” in Antioch in the second century.*”* But it cannot be inferred
that the Apocalypse was widely accepted in Antioch at that time. We can point to many
examples in which even the opinion of a respected individual was not shared by the majority
in his region.’” Nonetheless, Theophilos does provide evidence of possible early acceptance
of Revelation in Antioch.

While insufficient evidence exists to determine the extent of Revelation’s acceptance
in Antioch in the first three centuries, by the fourth century the book was clearly rejected. It
is hardly surprising that Revelation was ill-received in Antioch, since the Antiochean
tradition of exegesis disliked allegory and insisted that every passage of Scripture has a
“literal™ sense or historical meaning, a daunting problem when interpreting the Apocalypse.
On the other hand, the crassly literal interpretation of the Apocalypse by some chiliasts was
just as distasteful to the sophisticated Antiochean exegetes, another important factor which
may have contributed fo its exclusion from the canon in Antioch.™"

Even the most illustrious Greek patristic exegete, John Chrysostom, held to the
standard Antiochean twenty-two book New Testament canon. Chrysostom’s canon appears
to have been the same as the Peshitta, the Syriac version of the New Testament which
rejected 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude and Revelation® This is in line with the Synopsis of

i Stonehouse, 136,

™ Stonehouse himself, after making this comment, observes on the very same page that Epiphanios accepted
the Apocalypse but most of the bishops of his region at the time did not. Stonehouse, 136,

"0 stonehouse, 136, It is indeed very likely that the Apocalypse suffered from a poor reputation in Antioch
since the scholarly interests of the general population lay in such areas as science, history and archeology,
influencing Antiochean exegesis toward a historical-literal orientation and against allegorical interpretation.
Simonetti, 54-55.

! There is an interesting Ethiopian tradition that the Apocalypse was lost for many years until Chrysostom
rediscovered it. It is almost a certainty that Chrysostom rejected the Apocalypse, rendering the Ethiopian story
undoubtedly false. However, the Ethiopians accept Revelation in their canon largely on the basiz of that
tradition. Roger Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation of the Apocalypse of St. John in the Ethiopian Orthodox
Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 78. See below, chapter 2.11.6.
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Sacred Scripture,”™ a canon sometimes attributed to Chrysostom, but probably not his
composition. Out of more than 11,000 New Testament guotations in Chrysostom’s sermons,
no quotations are found from any of the four minor catholic epistles or from Revelation,”*

It is difficult to determine the canon of Theodore of Mopsuestia, considered by many
to be the best of the Antiochean exegetes, since only fragments of his commentaries survive.
However, he most certainly would have rejected the Apocalypse.”™ Theodoret of Cyrus, (c.
393-466), bishop of a small town east of Antioch on the Euphrates, is another notable
Antiochean exegete. Remembered for removing copies of Tatian’s Diatessaron and replacing
them with the separate gospels,”® he also wrote many commentaries and seems to have
agreed with Chrysostom in rejecting the minor catholic epistles and Revelation.*®®

Stonehouse postulates that a powerful neighboring Church, the Syrian National
Church of Edessa, exerted a negative influence on Theodore of Mopsuestia and Chrysostom
against the Apocalypse since the Syriac Bible, the Peshitta, did not include Revelation.*®” But
the Peshitta was created affer the death of Chrysostom. Furthermore, Chrysostom knew only
Greek. It was unlikely that he or Theodore were swayed by the Syrian tradition. The greatest
influence on their canon must have been their education under Diodore of Tarsus and the
historical disposition of the School of Antioch against Revelation due to the difficulty in
interpreting it without allegorizing extensively.

Stonehouse proposes that the canon was fixed in the East, (presumably also ending

any controversy over the Apocalypse), around the year 500. After 500 “the hesitation evident

M p G, 56.318-86.

3 geholars sometimes disagree as to whether a given work is by Chrysostom or not, since many subsequent
compositions were attributed to him, Hence some Scriptural indices for Chrysostom (such as that of A,
Krupp, Saint John Chrysostom: A Scripture Index (Lanham: University Press of America, 1984) include
citations to 2 Peter, Jude and Revelation. But almost certainly, Chrysostom did not accept these books as
canonical and the inclusion of these on Krupp®s list is due to spurious works atiributed to Chrysostom.

' He appears to have rejected James and at least some of the Catholic epistles. Westcott presumes that he
accepted | Peter and 1 John, but Isho'dad of Merv states that Theodore makes no reference to the three major
catholic epistles, and appears to follow the earlier Syrian canon preceding the Peshitta. lsho 'dad, Commentary
on the Epistle of James, ed. M.D. Gibson, Horae Semiticae X (Cambridge, 1913), 49 (Syriac), and 36 (English);
F.F. Bruee, The Canon of Scripture, 215, fn. 34; Metzger, 215,

5 Theodoret, Treatise on Heresies 120,

o Metzger, 215.

™ Sionehouse, 138.
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in the attitude of certain writers in the eastern Church, particularly in the course of the fourth
century had been conquered, and the canon of these churches had been conformed to that of
Egypt and the West.”™* But, in fact, the East did not “conform” to the West, and variations
in the canon, especially concerning the Apocalypse continued to arise in the East for
centuries. Perhaps one reason for the continuing Eastern hesitation over Revelation is that
three of the most influential Fathers either did not accept it or rarely referred to it: Basil the
Great, Gregory the Theologian and John Chrysostom. These three are acclaimed among the
Orthodox as “the Three Hierarchs.” Among the three, undoubtedly the greatest hindrance to
the incorporation of Revelation into the canon was the absence of references to it by
Chrysostom. His sermons fill volumes and were tremendously popular even during his
lifetime. His writings remain the most important source for patristic biblical interpretation in
the East. Chrysostom’s silent disapproval of the Apocalypse must have weighed heavily
against it, Just as Augustine's support for Hebrews turned the tide toward its acceptance in
the West, had Chrysostom accepted Revelation, his influence would have impelled and

confirmed Revelation’s place in the canon of the East centuries sooner.
2.7.6.1 The Syriac Tradition

A language barrier and ethnic pride may have caused Syria to develop its own
traditions against Greek influences.’® Syrian writers from Tatian to Ephraim were
unreceptive to Greek culture, which may provide one reason why the Syrians generally did
not accept the Apocalypse.’® Tatian had lived in Rome for a number of years prior to his
return to Syria in 172 and had been a pupil of Justin Martyr, so he must have heard
traditional opinions on the Apocalypse which accepted it. But Marcion, who had a negative
view of Apocalypse, was also in Rome during that time and the early Syrian canon was very
similar to Marcion’s canon. Later, Eusebius was very popular in Syria, and his influence
must have weighed against its inclusion. Finally, since the Apocalypse was not part of the

canon in Antioch, from which the Peshitta was translated in the fifth century, the possibility

ir Stonehouse, 142,
™ Stonehouse, 138.

! Stonehouse, 139,
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of its inclusion into the Syriac New Testament was slim. Ephraim the Syrian (d. 373) who
wrote a number of commentaries™' did not quote Revelation. While he knew of Revelation
and the catholic epistles, he did not consider them part of the New Testament, >

The earliest Syriac version of the New Testament contained only the Diatessaron, the
epistles of Paul and Acts. Rabula, bishop of Edessa from 411 to 435, reportedly produced a
version of the New Testament in Syriac and ordered that separate gospels be placed in every
church to replace the Diatessaron. This is probably the appearance of the Peshitta New
Testament, the standard Syriac version. It contains the four gospels, Acts, three of the
catholic epistles — James, 1 Peter and 1 John —and fourteen letters of Paul.*** The Peshitta
represented a compromise of sorts with the Greek canon: it accepted the three longer catholic
epistles, but still rejected the minor catholic epistles and Revelation.*”

But in 508, Philoxenus, bishop of Mabbug in eastern Syria, ordered a revision of the
Peshitta according to Greek manuscripts for a more precise translation. For the first time in
Syriac, the Peshitta included the four minor catholic epistles and the Book of Revelation.
The Philoxenian version was accepted only by the Monophysite S:,rrians.w"" Two later Syriac
writers, Isho’dad of Merv*® (c. 850) and Ebedjesu (d.1318) both rejected Revelation, but
Dionysios Bar Salibi, medieval Syriac exegete and bishop of Amid (1166-1171), wrote a
commentary on the Apocalypse and seems to have recognized it as Scripture. Bar Salibi,

who wrote numerous other commentaries, is highly regarded among the Syrians and it is very

! On the Diatessaron, and all of Paul's letters, including the apocryphal third epistle to the Corinthians, see
Moetzger, Canon, 219 and 221.

¥ Goodspeed, 119.

¥ Metzger, Canon, 218,

" Goodspeed, 120. Goodspeed notes that a Syriac Old and New Testament canon found at St. Catherine’s
Monastery on Mt. Sinai, dated c. 400, contains the four gospels, Acts of the Apostles and fourteen epistles of
Paul. At the end of the canonical list, the writer added the words, “This is all.” Goodspeed, 120,

** Metzger, Canon, 217.

* Metzger, Canon, 219-20,

¥ 1sho*dad of Merv, the most important Mestorian commentator, covered both Testaments in his exegetical
works, but ignored the four minor catholic epistles and the Apocalypse, none of which are included in the

Peshitta. (Swete, cxcvi.) The Jacobite writer Barhebraeus (c. 1286) in his Ausar Raze also wrote commentaries
on the entire Old and New Testaments excluding the same books as [sho'dad. Swete, cxcvi.
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likely that his commentary greatly influenced the eventual general acceptance of the
Apocalypse among the Syrians in the same way that Anr-::lre:w's commentary influenced the
acceptance of Revelation among the Chalcedonian Orthodox.

But technically speaking, the canonical position of Revelation and the catholic
epistles remained insecure among the non-Chalcedonian Syrians since the Peshitta continued
to be copied and read without them.” Divergences even from the Peshitta continued to arise
for centuries. Two medieval lists, a ninth century Syriac and a ninth century Arabic, omit all
seven catholic epistles and Revelation and yet another 12" century Syriac canon includes /
and 2 Clement while still excluding Revelation.®” The lack of uniformity or consensus at

such a late date is striking,.
2.7.6.2 The Nestorians

Generally speaking currently the non-Chalcedonian, so-called “Monophysite,”
Syrians accept Revelation, as do other Monophysites, including the Copts and the
Armenians, even if it plays little or no role in their lectionaries. However, non-Chalcedonian
Nestorian churches do not accept Revelation. Under the influence of Theodore of
Mopsuestia, the Nestorian Assyrian Church rejected not only the Apocalypse but all of the
disputed catholic epistles. The Nestorian lectionary contains readings only from the 22 books
of the Peshitta, although reportedly some clergy occasionally preach sermons on the texts
from the books rejected from their New Testament."™ Around the mid-sixth century the
Nestorian theologian, Paulus, a prominent teacher at Nisibis, a leading theological center at
the time, appeared to advocate a deutero-canon for the New Testament, which would have
included Revelation. He stated that the books possessing absolute authority were the four
Gospels, Acts, fourteen epistles of Paul, 1 Peter and 1 John. Of lower authority, were James,
2 Peter, Jude, 2 and 3 John and the Apocalypse.*”'

** Goodspeed, 122.
" Metzger, Canon, 222,
Y0 Metzger, Canon, 221.

et Metzger, Canon, 220.
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2.8 The Synodal Canons

The final canon issued by the Synod of Laodicea in 363 C.E., canon 59, forbade the
reading of uncanonical books in church: “Let no private psalms nor any uncanonical books
(dxavoviota Pufiia) be read in the Church, but only the canonical ones (td xavovikd) of
the New and Old Testament.”"2 This decree is found in all accounts of the synod, however,
the decree itself did not include a list of the books which the synod considered canonical, The
question about which books were indeed canonical remained open. An attempt was made to
remedy this obvious shoricoming because a sixtieth canon can be found in some later
manuscripts of the synod’s proceedings. The so-called 60™ canon of the Council of Laodicea
lists twenty six New Testament books: Revelation is omitied. But this list is missing from
most of the Latin and Syriac versions of that council’s cannns,m strong evidence that the list
itself may not have originally been among the decisions of that synod. It is difficult to
determine whether the list was a relatively early appendix or a significantly later addition.
The list may not even reflect the canon that synod participants would have chosen had they
composed the list themselves. The canon may in fact be a fourth century list, however it
cannot be regarded as the earliest synodal canon of Scripture.*™

More than three hundred years passed before another Eastern synod would take up
the question of the canon. The Council of Trullo was held in 691 and 692 in the domed room
(trullos) of the palace of Emperor Justinian Il in Constantinople. This council is also given
the name Quinisext,® since it convened for the purpose of completing the work of the Fifth
(553) and Sixth (680) Ecumenical Councils. The Quinisext council ratified the canons (that
is, church regulations) of a large number of previous synods as well as the canons (that is,

spiritual and disciplinary instructions) of a great number of respected Church Fathers. This

2 Metzger, Canon, 210.

3 Alexander Souter, The Text and Canon af the New Testament (Mew York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1913),
195, fin 1,

# Three early Western synods issued canons: The Council of Hippo, 393, and two synods at Carthage 397 and
419, all of which listed our twenty seven Mew Tesiament books as scripture. No doubt the last two were greatly
influenced by Augustine. Goodspeed, 126. Although a canon of Scripture was supposedly promulgated at the
council held by Pope Damasus in Rome, 382 C.E., (which Souter considers to be the earliest synodal canon
(Souter, 195), the so-called “Damasian Canon” is now believed to be a non-papal canon from the sixth century.

¥ Literally “Fifth-Sixth,”
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council is pointed to by some as finally fixing the canon for the Orthodox because it was the
first Ecumenical Council which ratified a canon. Bul, yet again, we must ask which canon?
With regard to the canon of Scripture, rather than creating clarification, the Council
of Trullo only compounded the confusion. The question of the New Testament canon of the
East remained hopelessly muddled and even contradictory because the Quinisext synod did
not compose its own list of canonical Scripture but only ratified earlier decisions, ignoring
the fact that the canons of Scripture enumerated by earlier councils and various Fathers were
not in agreement, especially with respect to Revelation. For example, Athanasius, Basil the
Great and the Synod of Carthage accepted Revelation, while the Council at Laodicea and the
85 Apostolic Canons rejected it. They ratified Amphilochios’ canon, but it is unclear whether
he accepted or rejected Revelation or the catholic epistles. On the other hand, the 85
Apostolic Canons accepted | and 2 Clement as Scripture, something which earlier synods
and the ratified Fathers did not. All of these synodal decisions and patristic canons of
Scripture were ratified at Trullo. Metzger concludes, and he may be correct, that the
representatives at Trullo had not even read all of the texts they ratified. " Another
possibility is that the synod participants knew that the earlier synods and Fathers
acknowledged differing canons of Scripture; they simply did not consider these variations to
be of critical importance. They may have purposely chosen to issue a blanket ratification of
all canons of Scripture, perhaps even with full knowledge that the canons were nof in

complete agreement, for the following reasons:

1. As we have seen, and as the experience of synod participants had shown,
people could recognize different canons and still be completely orthodox in doctrine.

2. At this time, the lectionary had already been fixed and the Quinisext
participants did not see the need to issue a definitive canon. The clearly uncanonical
and heretical books were known to all, and furthermore, they were irrelevant since
they had no place in the liturgical life of the Church.

3. By this time, any differences of opinion about the canon would be minor.

Probably the only book still at issue was the Apocalypse. Since the Apocalypse was

e Metzger, Canon, 216.
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not even part of the lectionary, there was no need to reach unanimity on the matter.
“Official” uniformity was simply not needed, as discussed below in number 4.

4. Eastern Christians are comfortable with ambiguity and do not feel
compelled to define and delineate everything. Definitions are usually made only by
necessity. Rarely can anything be truly described as the “official” position of the
Orthodox Church since a high degree of freedom of opinion is usually allowed and
respected, except for dogma (as specified in the Creed) and clear issues of morality.

5. Simply ratifying previous canons of Scripture allowed the Quinisext
council to respect and permit regional or individual preferences with respect to the
canon without creating unnecessary controversy or appearing disrespectful toward

revered, ancient authorities.

Since no Ecumenical Council has fixed a specific canon, it can genuinely be said that

for the East the canon of Seripture has never been resolved with finality.
2.9 The Later Roman, Byzantine and Ottoman Periods

After the patristic “Golden Age,” disagreement regarding the place of the
Apocalypse in the canon persisted. An Origenist scholar from Jerusalem, Leontius of
Byzantium (d. 543), accepted the Apocalypse and referred to it as the last canonical book of
the New Testament. Alexander Souter, noting Leontius’ acceptance of the Apocalypse,
triumphantly proclaimed, “At this period, then, the whole Greek-speaking church seems to
have been in line with the canon as we know it.””*"” But Souter was clearly wrong. Metzger
notes that Westcott lists no fewer than six different canons of Scripture for the Old Testament
and New Testaments in the tenth century alone for the Greek Orthodox Church.'™ The place

of the Apocalypse was not at all secure and its acceptance remained varied.

T Souter, Text and Canon, 188. Souter, like so many other modem writers seems overly anxious to point to a
final resolution of the Eastern canon.

“* Metzger, Canon, 217. See Brooke Foss Westcott, The Bible in the Church, 6th ed. (London, 1889 reprinted,
Grand Rapids, 1980), 227. Even in the West, variations occasionally cropped up until the Protestant
Reformation when the Roman Catholic Church was forced to take a firm and unequivocal stand and delineated
the canon of Scripture at the Council of Trent. Among the Reformers, many differences of opinion existed.
Even many Reformers continued to regard Revelation with suspicion, but due to its long history they felt that
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Many ecclesiastical writers, such as Maximos the Confessor (d. 662) continued to
reject the Apocalypse. In the ninth century Nikephoros, Patriarch of Constantinople (d. 828)
composed a canon of Scripture, classifying various books as “canonical” or “disputed.”
Revelation was listed as disputed and non-canonical.”™  On the other hand, John of
Damascus (8™ century) accepted Revelation but also listed ‘the canons of the holy apostles
by Clement” as part of the New Testament canon'”"’ Photios the Great, Patriarch of
Constantinople (d. 891) also accepted Revelation as canonical''’ and Arethas, tenth century
bishop of Caesarea, Cappadocia, accepted the Apocalypse and wrote a commentary for it
based heavily on his predecessor, Andrew.*'

Doubts about the canonicity of the Apocalypse persisted in the Eastern Orthodox
Church well into the fourteenth century.*? “The very last of the prominent ecclesiastical
historians of Byzantium, Nikephoros Kallistos, finally noted the reversal of Orthodox
uncertainty about the Apocalypse and the trend toward its acceptance as canonical.”™'" Yet
even then evidence indicates that the Apocalypse occupied a middle ground between the
canonical and the clearly uncanonical.

Two historical factors advanced the acceptance of the Apocalypse into the canon of
the Eastern Orthodox Church. First, renewal of interest in the book especially with the fall of
Constantinople in 1453. It was a watershed moment, even though a good number of

Orthodox Christians had already been living under the Ottoman Turks or Arabs for some

they could not exclude it from the canon. Martin Luther grudgingly allowed it 1o remain in the canon, but
claimed that it was theologically inadequate and refused to recognize it in any meaningful way, Metzger,
Canon, 242-3, The Swiss reformer, Ulrich Zwingli, refused to base any Christian teaching on Revelation and
said it was not a biblical book. John Calvin wrote commentaries on every book of the New Testament except
Revelation and 2 and 3 John, Metzger, Canon, 245-6,

" Goodspeed, 140. Nikephoros® list has come 1o be known as the Stichometry of Nikephoros, because he
recorded the length of each book in stichai, or lines of Homeric length, which was the standard measurement of
Gireek manuscripts,

1% John of Damascus, Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 4.17.

! Goodspeed, 140,

412 Pz 106: 459-806.

" Elizabeth Day McCormick Apocalypse, (2 vols.) vol. 11, “History and Text,” by Ermnest Cadman Colwell,
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1940), 142.

M McCormick Apocalypse, 11:142, citing Nikephoros Kallistos, Ecclesiastical History 2.45.
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time. Most Orthodox Christians, with the exception of the Russians, found themselves in a
situation similar to that which their ancestors had faced under the pre-Christian Roman
Empire: alienated, powerless and living under a sometimes hostile, non-Christian regime.
The treatment of Christians varied depending upon the disposition of the local ruler. At
various times and places Christians were permitted to practice their faith, but examples of
harsh treatment, forced conversions and martyrdoms under the Arabs and Ottoman Turks are
numerous and well known. The persecution and martyrdom of Eastern Christians during this
period must have revived Eastern interest in the Apocalypse. During the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries the number of Revelation manuscripts increased dramatically.*'® Several
entirely new commentaries on the Apocalypse were penned during this perind."”’ It 1s also
during this time that we see the first translation of Revelation into modern Greek as well as
the appearance of church frescoes and icons depicting scenes from the Apncnly‘pse.‘*”

The second factor which facilitated the creation of a fixed New Testament canon, and
a place for the Book of Revelation in it, was the invention of the printing press. It is well
known that the first book to be printed was the Gutenberg Bible, Once the Bible came to be
printed by press, the biblical text and its contents were fixed, largely resolving the question

of the canon de facto.""*

In the ensuing centuries, bibles became increasingly affordable and
commonplace, Now almost anyone could own a bible and everyone knew which books it
contained. Accessibility also led to more interest in the bible and efforts were undertaken to
make it available in vernacular languages. New translations were rapidly produced. Eighteen
different German bibles based on the Latin Vulgate appeared between 1466 and 1522, "

At the same time an explosion in learning and literacy occurred, especially an interest
in the classics. With the fall of Constantinople numerous educated Greeks had gone to the

West, especially to Italy, for refuge. Many Greek manuscripts found their way to the West

Y% McCormick Apocalypse, 11:143.

118 gee Asterios Argyriou, Les evégéves grecques de ' Apocalypse a Uepogue turgue (14353-1821), Seira
Philologike kai Theologike 15, (Thessalonika: Hetaireia Makedonikon Spoudon, 1982).

" MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:13-4.
1'% Goodspeed, 147.

" Goodspeed, 147.



and were published. The rise of the Renaissance has been partly attributed to this influx of
Greek scholars. A sudden interest in the Greek text of the New Testament emerged.
Erasmus was the first to publish the Greek text of the New Testament and also supported
modern language versions of the New Testament.”' “[T]he printing of the Greek New
Testament formed the most important step for the practical association of the Revelation with
the other books of the New Testament.”**

But even the printing of the New Testament in the original Greek cannot be said to
have secured the place of Revelation in the canon of the East. Most Byzantine New
Testaments lacked the Apocalypse and since it formed no part of the lectionary, there hardly
seemed any reason to reproduce it. In contrast to the rest of Europe, where the most popular
book to translate into the vernacular was the Bible, translation of the Bible into modern
Greek was quite unthinkable. For centuries the Greeks had read the Septuagint Old
Testament and Greek New Testament in the original. To translate it meant to corrupt and
betray the text. Even today, Scripture readings in the Greek Orthodox liturgies are not given

in modern Greek but only in the original.

2.10 The Impact of the Reformation

By the mid-16" century a variety of spiritual writings had been translated into modern
Greek. “But it cannot be emphasized too strongly that, in spite of this flood of translations in

the sixteenth and seventeenth century, there was no translation of the Bible.”*

In sharp
contrast to the active translation of the Bible in the rest of Europe, only one version of the
New Testament was printed in vernacular Greek between the invention of the printing press
and the year 1840.**" The only apparent exceptions to this scriptural translation taboo were

the Psalter and the Apocalypse.

M Goodspeed, 149.

' Goodspeed, 149. Erasmus began to raise many old questions about the authorship of Hebrews, James, 2
Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude and Revelation. Erasmus concluded that John the evangelist did not write Revelation,
Metzger, Canon, 240-41.

. Caspar Rene Gregory, Canon and Text of the New Tesiament (Mew Y orle Charles Scribmer, 1907), 292.

B McCormick Apocalypse, 11:22.
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In the seventeenth century, Maximos the Peloponnesian, usually identified as the
same individual known as Maximos the Gallipolite (d. 1633), was among those who
provided translations of various works into modern Greek primarily for the general public.

Among his translations were patristic writings, sermons, a medical encyclopedia, the Psalter,

and the Apucalypae.'ﬂ Ernest Colwell astutely observes that Maximos’ translation of the

Apocalypse indicates that even at that late date Revelation did not enjoy the same status as

the rest of the New Testament in the Orthodox Church.*

The translation of the Bible into the vernacular began in these areas [the
Psalter and the Apocalypse] because of the relation of these books to the
canon. The actual (as distinguished from the theoretical) canon of Seripture in
the Orthodox church contained the New Testament without the Apocalypse.
... The book of which the most copies were made was the Psalter, and this is
due to the role played by the Psalter in the liturgy. In the thought of most of
the people the Psalter was a hymn book rather than a part of the Bible.
Therefore, the translation of the Psalter into the wulgar tongue was not
confronted with the pious resistance which met all attempts to translate
Scripture. This is even more true of the Apocalypse than of the Psalter. **’

Colwell lists a wide variety of works which had been translated into modern Greek by
the mid-16" century by predecessors and contemporaries of Maximos, but the Bible is not
among them."® The manuscript witness and the acceptance of a translation of the

Apocalypse into the vernacular Greek reflect the attitude which prevailed toward the book:

A further indication of its borderline position is given by the fact that, out of
approximately two hundred Greek manuscripts of the Apocalypse listed by
Hoskier, forty were bound up with non-canonical material. When, therefore,
we find Maximos translating the Psalter and the Apocalypse, he is very much
at home in the attitude of his contemporaries toward these semi-canonical
books. It is not to be assumed that because of these works he would regard

4 MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:25,

5 MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:21. Maximos translated three manuscripts into the common tongue, the earliest of
which is the Apocalypse with commentary, The McCormick codex is a copy of Maximos® commentary, fbid, 4.

" MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:22,
Y7 MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:22.

% MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:23. “It was not a common or ordinary thing for a pious Greek to translate the
Mew Testament.” McCormick Apocalypse, 11; 25,
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himself as a translator of Scriptures and would go on inevitably to the
translation of the New Testament itself**’

In the seventeenth century, Swiss Protestants and the Dutch government intent on
spreading Calvinism in the east, convinced the Patriarch of Constantinople, Cyril Lucaris (d.
1638), to permit a translation of the New Testament into the vernacular Greek. " It has been
alleged that Lucaris himself was very influenced by Calvinism. Greek Orthodox Church
leaders and the people did not receive the translation of the Scriptures with enthusiasm.
Furthermore, the plan to catechize and convert the Orthodox, establish Protestants schools,
and teach the Scriptures was rejected by the Orthodox as an insult, a misguided effort to
evangelize an already Christian people with an ancient and apostolic heritage, far more
authentic than Protestantism.*' But the plan was not quickly abandoned by the Dutch
Protestants and, although opposed by the Orthodox Church, copies of the vernacular
Scriptures were reprinted twelve times and heavily distributed through the efforts of
European Protestants, the British Bible Society, and other groups,**

Another synod, which is frequently cited as having finally fixed the Orthodox canon
of Scripture, is the Synod of Jerusalem in 1672, headed by the Patriarch of Jerusalem,
Dosithius. The synod was called to renounce Calvinist doctrine and any Protestant-influenced
statements attributed to Cyril Lucaris.™ The synod affirmed Orthodox Christian doctrine and
vehemently denied that Cyril had held Calvinist views. This synod also affirmed the
Septuagint as the authentic Scriptures of the Old Testament, listed the standard twenty-seven
book New Testament canon, including Revelation, but also explicitly confirmed the so-called

60™ canon of Laodicea, which omits Revelation from the canon, as we have seen.** Even if

* MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:22,
MMeCormick Apocalypse 11:26-33,
B MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:31.

B\ feCormick Apocalypse 11:32-33,

1 The Acts and Decrees of the Synod of Jerusalem, trans. J. N, W. B, Roberison (London: Baker, 1899). The
Synod insisted that Calvinists falsified Cyril's views and forged his “confession,” saying that publicly and
privately he had always expressed beliefs contrary to Calvinism, was entirely Orthodox, and he had specifically
repudiated Calvinism with an oath. They offered numerous quotations from Cyril’s sermons. fhid 16- 60,

™ Chapter 2.8, page 106.
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the Synod of Jerusalem had not affirmed conflicting canons, strictly speaking, it cannot be
said that this synod conclusively settled the canonical status of Revelation since it was a local
synod, not an Ecumenical Council. As such, it does not have the status of a council such as
Trent has for the Roman Catholic Church, which officially, permanently and unequivocally
confirmed the canon of Scripture for Roman Catholics. As of yet, an “official” resolution of

the canon has not occurred in Orthodox Christianity.

2.11 The Current Status of Revelation
in the Canon of Eastern Christianity

2.11.1 The Eastern Orthodox Church

The Eastern Orthodox Church is an umbrella which encompasses the vast majority of
Eastern Christians, including Greek, Russian, Albanian, Romanian, Serbian, Antiochean,
Bulgarian Orthodox, etc. They are functionally independent but theologically identical and in
full communion with each other. The Orthodox do not perceive themselves as many
“different™ churches but as a single Church because of their unanimity in doctrine and
practice. The Orthodox Church recognizes Revelation as a part of the canon of the New
Testament, primarily as the result of a de facto situation as outlined above. Revelation still
has no place in the lectionary cycle. The date of translation of the Apocalypse into the
vernacular languages of traditionally Orthodox countries varies, but the appearance of a

translation did not affect the status of the book or reverse its exclusion from the lmtiunary.qjj

2.11.2 East Syrian (Nestorian) Church

The East Syrian Churches, which separated after the rejection of Nestorius by the
Council of Ephesus in 431, have a twenty two book canon which excludes Revelation. The
canon has nothing to do with the issues or decisions involved in the Council of Ephesus or

Chalcedon, but simply reflects an earlier, shorter canon, toward which the Syrian Church was

*“* For example, Christianity arrived in Georgia in the mid-fourth century. A Georgian alphabet was quickly
created and all of the New Testament scriptures were translated into Georgian except for Revelation, which was
not translated until the tenth century, Metzger, Cawnon, 224, See chapter 7.2.2,
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already predisposed.*® The split from the Monophysite and Chalcedonian churches simply
fixed the Syrian canon as the Peshitta.*” This was the status of the canon in Syrian areas at
the time of the Nestorian controversy. After Ephesus and Chalcedon these churches were no
longer in communion with the rest of Christianity and were not influenced to expand the
canon, such as happened eventually in Antioch which also had originally accepted only a

smaller canon.

2.11.3  West Syrian Orthodox (Monophysite) Church

While the East Syrian national church rejects Revelation, the Western Syrian Church,
although not in communion with the Antiochean Syrian Orthodox Church because it is
Monophysite, accepts Revelation as canonical. This is due to the influence of Philoxenus,
bishop of Mabbug in Syria, who commissioned one of his bishops to create a more accurate
revision of the Peshitta according to Greek manuscripts. This occurred in 508 and the

“Philoxenian” version of the New Testament remains accepted by the Monophysite-branch

of the Syrian Church,**

2.11.4  Armenian Orthodox Church (Monophysite)

By the third century Christianity was already well established in Armenia according
to Eusebius.™ In 301 the Armenian kingdom became the first nation to accept Christianity
as its official religion. The Armenian Church is Monophysite and has not been in union with
the Chalcedonian Orthodox since the schism after the Council of Chalcedon. The Book of
Revelation had been translated into Armenian at some point prior to the twelfth -:entur:,r,""":I

but it was not universally accepted as part of the Armenian New Testament until the end of

Y Farmer and Farkasfalvy, 9.
1 Metzger, Canon, 219.

Y% Metzger, Canon, 219, See chapter 2.7.6.1, page 104 above, about Philoxenus. On the use of the term
“Monophysite,” see page 25, fn 78,

WEH 11462,

“ Robert W. Thomson, Nerses of Lambron Commentary on the Revelation of Saint John, Hebrew University
Armenian Studies series, vol. 9 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 4.
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the twelfth century when it was promoted as Scripture by a renown figure in Armenian
Church history, Nerses of Lampron, Archbishop of Tarsus (d. 1198). Under his direction, a
new Armenian translation of Revelation was prepared, along with a commentary based on
that of Andrew of Caesarea. A synod of the Armenian Church was convened at

Constantinople which accepted Revelation as Holy Scripture.*"!

2.11.5 The Coptic Orthodox Church (Monophysite)

The Church in Egypt, originally Greek speaking, soon spread to those who only knew
Coptic and eventually became Monophysite. New Testament books as well as apocryphal
books circulated freely in Egypt. Some theorize that the Nag Hammadi library of Gnostic
texts was hidden in response to Athanasius’ Thirty-Ninth Festal Epistle.*? Athanasius’
epistle delineated the canon in both Greek and Coptic. The Coptic Church recognizes

Revelation as Scripture and reads from it during worship services on Good Friday.

2.11.6 The Ethiopian (Abyssinian) Orthodox Church (Monophysite)

Since the Ethiopian Church was under the jurisdiction of the Coptic Church until
1959, one would expect its New Testament canon to parallel that of the Copts, but it does
not. It is a very ancient Church, and actually has two canonical traditions. The broader canon,
the Amharic (vernacular Ethiopian), consists of thirty five New Testament books." A
corpus identified by Roger Cowley as the Andemta corpus consists of Amharic commentaries
on biblical and patristic texts in Geez, (the classical Ethiopian language), including a
commentary on Revelation. A narrower canon of twenty seven books also includes the

Apocalypse. Cowley identifies two manuseript traditions for the interpretation of the

! Metzger, Canon, 224, For the full story, see Schmid, Einleitung, %9-113, or chapter 7.2.1, page 235-238.
"2 Gamble, Books and Readers, 172.
*3 Roger Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation of the Apocalypse of St John in the Ethiopian Orthodox

Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 10-12. See also by the same author, “The Biblical
Canon of the Ethiopian Orthodox Church Today,” Ostkirchliche Siudien xxiii (1974), 318-23,
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Apocalypse. He outlines the main features of each and compares them with other excgetical
traditions, but both are too late to be considered for our period.

Cowley tells of the Ethiopian tradition, preserved in one of the commentaries, that the
Book of Revelation was lost until “rediscovered” by John li',‘hr;i,rsn:mti:}rn,'M4 Although certainly
not historically accurate, the story is interesting and reads as follows:

[T]t is said that when the 318 bishops were gathered in the twelfth year of the
reign of Constantine, the orthodox of faith, they collected all the books which
the idol worshippers had destroyed during forty years, twenty five years of
Diocletian and fifieen years of Maximian, and they sought this book and they
did not find (it), because it had not previously been copied. By the will of
God, John Chrysostom found it on an island fifty eight years from the great
council of Nicea and in the fourth year from the council of Ephesus, when
Eudoxia, wife of Arcadius son of Theodosius exiled him, after he had died **’

** The Apocalypse in the Ethiopian Orthodox Church, 166-171.

Y The Apocalypse in the Ethiopian Orthodox Church, 78. Translation by Cowley.
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Chapter 3
Andrew and the Apocalypse Text

The textual history of the Apocalypse is unique among the books of the New
Testament. The commentary of Andrew of Caesarea has impacted the transmission of the
text of Revelation itself by creating a text type of its own, and by stimulating the production
of a large portion of the existing Revelation manuscripts. The Apocalypse textual
transmission differs from the rest of the New Testament in several ways, primarily because
the text has been generated along two lines of transmission, one of them entirely outside the
stream of the biblical manuscript tradition. Since the Apocalypse never became part of the
lectionary of the Orthodox Church, it was copied far less frequently and a preferred
ecclesiastical text type never resulted. Manuscripts containing the Revelation of John are not
only found bound with other books of the New Testament but are located among collections
of miscellaneous spiritual writings and even with profane literature. For example, one
manuscript containing Revelation also holds the Acts of Thomas and various theological
treatises, with the Apocalypse found between the life of St. Euphrosyne and a treatise by
Basil the Great.""®

Approximately seven times more manuscripts exist of the gospels than of the book of
Revelation and half of the manuscripts of Revelation stand alone, whereas other books of the

New Testament are consistently found bound together with similar books. ™’

Metzger made
a list of the “Greek Bibles that have survived from the Byzantine period,” and noted that the
gospels exist in 2,328 copies but Revelation exists in only 287 copies. “The lower status of
the Book of Revelation in the East is indicated also by the fact that it has never been included
in the official lectionary of the Greek Church, whether Byzantine or modern,” 18 1 K. Elliott,
citing Kurt Aland’s 1994 Liste, counted 303 manuscripts containing Revelation. He observed
that only eleven uncials contain Revelation and only six papyri do, and no papyrus preserves

the complete text. The oldest fragments are P™ in Cairo (2™ century), P"" third century

Y Gregory, Canon and Text, 291.
" Goodspeed, 136-7,

4% Metzger, Canon, 217, citing, Kurt and Barbara Aland, Der Text des Newen Testaments (Stuttgart, 1982).
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(Chester Beatty), and P' from the third or fourth century. The oldest complete text is
Sinaiticus (¥) from the fourth century.*”® David Aune lists six papyri fragments, eleven
uncials and 292 minuscules as textual witnesses, not including patristic quotations and
translations.””  Of the 292 minuscules containing Revelation, 98 are commentaries, mostly
copies of Andrew.”!

A number of peculiarities also exist in the transmission of the actual text of the
Apocalypse. First, the reliability presumed for ordinary text-type categories of the New
Testament does not apply. Four main text types can be identified for the Apocalypse: (1) A C

Oikoumenios, which is considered the most reliable,’” (2) the textual tradition represented

by P and X (Codex Sinaiticus), (3) the K (or “Koine”) text, which Nestle-Aland identifies

as M¥, and (4) the Andreas text type, often identified with R (the Sinaiticus corrector) and

represented in Nestle-Aland siglia as M*, or the Majority Andreas type."” Approximately
one-third of the total Apocalypse manuscripts are the Majority Andreas type. The Nestle-
Aland edition favors “A C Oecumenius” as the most reliable text tradition for Revelation.

This conflicts with the usual opinion regarding the reliability of these types in the rest of the

New Testament, in which X is preferred and which considers A C to be inferior witnesses.***

Lachmann and Hort also regarded A as superior to the other uncials of the Apocalypse
because it retains many of the Hebraisms of the author, “resulting in wholly ungrammatical

Greek, which later copyists tended either to soften or eliminate.”** All of the types can be
traced back at least to the fourth century.

“ JK. Elliot, “The Distinctiveness of the Greek Manuscripts of the Book of Revelation,” Journal of
Theological Studies New Series 48 (1997) 116-124, 120, citing K. Aland, ed. Kwrzgefasste Liste der
Griechivehen Handsehriften des Newen Testaments, (Berlin and New York, 1994).

! David E. Aune, Revelation (3 vols.), Word Biblical Commentary series, vols. 52A, B and C, ([Nashville,
TM:] Melson Reference and Electronic, 1997), 52A:cxxxvi. Although 293 minuscules have been listed
containing Revelation, only 292 actually do. The manuscript identified as number 1277 and has been said to
contain Revelation in fact does not, See Aune, 52Acxxxin-cxl,

1 Aune, 52A:exxxix-cxl. See Aune S2A:cxxvi - exlvii for a complete listing of Revelation manuscripts.

ST wA" i the text type of Codex Alexandrinus and “C” is the Codex Ephraemi Syri Rescriptus. Both are fifth
century uncials and their Revelation text type resembles that of Olkoumenios.

¥ Elliot, 120.

* Elliott, 121.
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In the twentieth century the work of examining the textual history of the Apocalypse
manuscripts was especially undertaken by three individuals: Hermann Von Soden, Herman
Charles Hoskier, and Josef Schmid. Von Soden’s work was extremely incomplete, since he
only catalogued approximately seventy out of more than two hundred Apocalypse
manuscripts known at the time. Von Soden did not seriously study the Andreas textual
tradition and came to the conclusion that Andrew created his own text, but, according to
Marie-Joseph Lagrange, by a kind of “juggling act” Von Soden identified the Andreas
tradition with the symbol “I,” to indicate Jerusalem, which Lagrange remarked was hardly
appropriate for a text created in Cappadocia, as Von Soden had believed.**

Hoskier's work encompassed more manuscripts. He divided over 200 manuscripts
into about 30 groups, with approximately fifteen remaining which he believed to be unrelated
to any family group.””’ However, Hoskier completely excluded the Andreas Apocalypse
manuscript family from his project and in fact expressed disdain for the Andreas manuscript
tradition.**® Hoskier was particularly interested in the transmission of the Apocalypse texts
“independent of Church ‘use’ and which owe their freedom from Ecclesiastical
standardization to their transmission apart from the documents collected as our New

52150
Testament.

Hoskier qualified the term ‘use’ since the Apocalypse does not form any
portion of the lectionary of the Greek East. He was referring to Apocalypse texts which were
found bound in non-canonical collections, such as with collections of treatises on mystical
subjects or sermons. He considered those texts particularly valuable. “Before the official

acceptance of the Apocalypse into the Canon, ...especially by those in the East, it circulated

455 “R V.G, Tasker, “The Chester Beatty Papyrus of the Apocalypse of John,” Journal of Theological Studies
50 (1949) 60-68, 61,

%% Marie-Joseph Lagrange, Introduction i I'dtude du Nowveau Testament, Vol. 2 “Critique textuelle, I” Part 11
“La Critique rationnelle,” (Paris: J.Gabalda, 1935), 579,

"1 Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 2 vols. (London: Bernard Quaritch, Ltd., 1929), Vol, 1, x.
It was Hoskier who first published the text of the Oikoumenios commentary in The Complete Commentary of
Oecumenius on the Apocalypse, University of Michigan Humanistic Studies series, vol. XXIII {Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1928).

¥ In reconstructing the Apocalypse text, Hoskier considered witnesses from Oikoumenios and from a variety
of Latin sources, including Victorinus, Primasius, Cassiodorus, Apringius, Tyconius, Beatus, and pseudo-
Ambrose, but did not consider Andreas, Arethas, Haymo or Bede. He expressed a negative opinion of the
Andreas manuscript tradition: “There are so many variants in Andreas” commentary manuscripts. ..that | have
been loth (sic) to cite Andreas or Arethas positively.” Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 13y,

" Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 1:xi.



- 121 -

freely from the earliest times among mystical writings, and we find it outside the New
Testament included in Collections of Miscellanies....”**® Hoskier noted that more than forty
Apocalypse cursives are bound up with other writings, including Hippolytus on Daniel,
ascetic sermons of John Climacus, ascetic sermons of Ephraim, sermons of John Chrysostom
on false teachers and on the presence of Christ, the Profession of Faith of 318 Fathers at the
Council of Nicea, the Martyrdom of the Forty Martyrs at Sebaste, and hagiographies of Sts.
Nicholas, Elias, Gregory the Armenian, Simeon the Stylite, George and the holy
Archangels.**’

Hoskier saw the preat advantage of having two streams of testimony for the
Apocalypse which “never coalesce, but at Athos today side by side we will find the Church
standards and the independent texts (in collections of Miscellanies) being copied and re-
copied independently.”®* Hoskier states that the double line of transmission of the Greek
Apocalypse text provides a “position of superiority as regards our material compared to the
other books of the New Testament, because the Apocalypse — admitted somewhat late into
the Canon of Scripture — was transmitted on lines independent of ecclesiastical tenets,
dogmas and traditions, and is found in the middle of many Miscellanies on mystical
subjects,” providing an additional means to check other authorities.***

Hoskier believed that with the help of Sinaiticus, the large number of cursive
manuscripts provide excellent witness to the third century, the time of the Decian and
Diocletian persecutions. After separating the Greek manuscripts into their respective
families, Hoskier identified “twenty or thirty separate lines of transmission, all converging

back to the original source,*®!

In fact and in deed this is very apparent, for we shall not find traces of a mass
of copies from which our extant copies were derived, but of one frail witness
standing back of them all, for it is very noticeable that in places where this

Y Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 1:xxvi-xxvii,

*! Hoskier, Concerning the Text, 1 :xxvii.

2 Hoskier, 1:xxvii. The same point is made by Aune, Revelation, S2A:cxxxvi,
% Hoskier, The Complete Commentary of Oecumenius on the Apocalypse, 4.

4" Hoskier, Cancerning the Text of the Apacalypse, 1:xx.
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original was faint or difficult to read our principle witnesses falter and labour,
and guess at the word, and in these places a variety of half-a-dozen or a dozen
variants has resulted, which will be found in our record, 6’

But since Hoskier willfully ignored the Andreas textual tradition, it was left to Josef
Schmid to provide the definitive work on the text of the Apocalypse in the mid-20"

century 166

After exhaustively examining all of the Apocalypse manuscripts, Schmid
identified the main Apocalypse text types as (1) the Andreas text type or Av, (2) the Koine or
K, (3) A C Oikoumenios, and, (4) the group which includes P*, Sinaiticus and Origen.
Schmid’s work on the text of Revelation remains unparalleled. As part of his work on the
Apocalypse text, Schmid also created and published the critical text of the Commentary on
the Apocalypse by Andrew of Caesarea, the subject of the present dissertation.

Schmid’s main concern in editing the commentary of Andrew of Caesarea had been
to determine one of the chief text types for Revelation, that of Andrew, which he designated
“Av,” for ‘Avdpéag. He wanted to determine whether an early text form of the Apocalypse
could be accessed by an examination of the Andreas text type.*®’ Schmid determined that all
of the Av texts go back to one original, either the autograph of the Andreas commentary or a
copy of it. " However, he also concluded that the Revelation text in the original Andreas
commentary is older than the commentary itself, going back to a previously worked over
lr.-xt,"m and can be found in the Sinaiticus corrector X".*7"

After analyzing the Andreas manuscripts along with the other Apocalypse manuscript

types, Schmid rejected Von Soden’s assertion that Andrew himself had created the Andreas

1% Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 1: xvi.

Y0 Josef Schmid, Studien zur Geschichie des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, 3 parts (Miinchen: Karl Zink
Verlag, 1955-56). Part | Der dpokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia Text (1955), Part 2 Die alten
Staimme (1955), and Part 3 Historische Abteilung Ergdnzungsband, Einleiiung, (1956).

7 Georg Maldfeld, “Zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes,” Theologische Zeitschrifi 14 (1958)
47-52, 48.

% Schmid, Einleitung, 127. G. D. Kilpatrick, “Professor J. Schmid on the Greek Text of the Apocalypse,”
Vigiliae Christianae 13 (1959) 1-13, 3.

% Maldfeld, 49.

™ Kilpatrick, 3.
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text-type out of a mixture of several manuscripts.'" Schmid supported his conclusion not
only by his analysis of the relationship between variants found in the texts, but also from the
statements of Andrew in the commentary, which indicate that Andrew was following an
existing text as well as his comment regarding the need to respect the text, regardless of any
violations of proper Attic syntax. '™

The K text exists in a number of archetypes from approximately the ninth century,
and can be found in a number of related families. P'" and Origen are witnesses for the text in
the third century and stand in an independent relationship to each other. Where they agree,
the presumption is that they preserve a reading older than 200 C.E. They also seem to
represent an Egyptian tradition and are associated with Coptic versions. The A C
Oikoumenios group contains the best manuscript tradition. The most reliable by far is A,
which, although it is from the fifth century, is a better text than Origen's which is two
hundred years older.*™

Schmid concluded that the history of the Apocalypse text can only be traced back to
about 200 CE, and that most of the variants occurred in the first one hundred years of the
transmission of the text."”* No actual text type can truly be traced back before 200. We can
recover a text of Revelation no later than the middle of the second century but the gap
between this stage and the original text cannot be brid g-:d.'”s

At least one reason for the many wvariants, which J.D. Kilpatrick mentions in his
review of Schmid®s work, is the language of the Apocalypse. “Even among the writers of the
Mew Testament, some of them with very distinctive styles, the Greek of Revelation stands
out. It is eccentric and would invite correction.”® R.V.G, Tasker, discussing the Chester
Beatty papyrus which contains one ol the oldest fragments of the Apocalypse (Pﬂ},
concurred: “It is generally recognized that the text of the Apocalypse, a book which gave

a Schmid, Einfeitung, 125,

Y Sehmid, Einleitung, 125, See Chp. 72, Text 262, Comm. 240,
™ Kilpatrick, 4-5.

™ Kilpatrick, 5.

¥ Kilpatrick, 6.

46 Kilpatrick, 6.
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some offence in certain quarters of the Greek-speaking Church in the second century, was
subject from an early date to a series of attempts to improve the very Hebraic character of its
Greek.™"

Schmid observed that the text used by Andrew was older than even the text which
influenced the Codex Sinaiticus'’™® and that the Koine text and Andreas type are closely
related. However, their transmission was quite different. The archetype of K was very

questionable in places but Koine was extraordinarily closed."”

The Andreas type splintered,
however, and surprisingly, not all manuscripts of the Andreas commentary use the Andreas
text type. This is even the case in the most significant commentary which followed Andrew,
and the only other patristic exposition of Revelation, the commentary by Arethas, the tenth
century bishop of Caesarea. Although he depended heavily on Andrew for the content of the
commentary, either copying Andrew word for word or paraphrasing him, Arethas used a
different Apocalypse text, that of the Koine."™ The Koine text can be found in some Andreas
commentary manuscripts, but the Andreas text-type was rarely dispersed apart from the
mnunentar}f.'m Therefore, while the Koine text influenced the Andreas text type
occasionally, the reverse is not true. The Koine type remained free of influence of the
Andreas type.

For Schmid this resulted in a benefit for the analysis of text types, since Andrew’s
commentary and the Apocalypse text were always copied together. Schmid concluded that
the text of both Av and K can be determined with certainty."® He believed that Andrew
himself may have had some influence on the text of the Av type, primarily in the strikingly
frequent addition of xai.*® Schmid concluded that Andrew probably added it at least a few

times, namely where he concludes a section of commentary and then a section of the text is

7 Tasker, 60-1.

Y Schmid, Einfeitung, 126.

Y% Schmid, Einfeitung, 126.

W oohmid, Die alten Stamme, 96-7.
Y Sehmid, Einleitung, 126.

"2 Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 44,

W5 gchmid, Die alten Stamme, 52.
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again inserted.*™ But Schmid also concluded that the Andreas text recension is the work of
an earlier man, not Andrew, who had corrected the text through all of the chapters, and that a

5 This text form is inferior to the

small portion of the corrections pre-existed this corrector.
neutral text of AC Oikoumenios. However, a comparison of the Andreas text with the A C
Oikoumenios and the P*" is valuable for the production of the Urfext because it accidentally
preserves main witnesses of the neutral text, A C Oikoumenios.**

The Andreas manuscripts allowed Schmid to more easily distinguish text types
through their preservation in the commentary. The commentary formed a far better basis than
the Apocalypse text alone for researching the text history since through the commentary the
influences of other types of the Apocalypse text were distinguishable. ™" The many copies of
the commentary not only helped to reconstruct the text used by Andrew, but also helped to
determine variations. Through details accidentally preserved in the Andreas commentary
transmission, Schmid was able to trace various groups back to an older edition and to a
common stem and to recognize their relationship to older no-longer extant editions.*®
Schmid also concluded that to create a clear family tree for the Apocalypse manuscript

tradition is no longer pussible.m

i Schmid, Die alten Stamme, 52.
“** Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 53.
“* Schmid, Die alten Stamme, 53.
"7 Schmid, Einfeitung, 128.
488 ; .

Schmid, Einleitung, 129,

Y sehmid, Einleitung, 129
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Chapter 4

The Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea
Within the Trajectory of Apocalypse Commentaries

The ambiguous and somewhat tenuous position of Revelation in the canon is
exemplified by the fact that not a single major patristic figure, East or West, wrote a
commentary on the Book of Revelation. Without a doubt, the lack of commentaries can also
be attributed to the sheer difficulty in interpreting such a challenging text and subject matter.
Numerous early Christian writers cited and commented on various passages of Revelation,
including Justin Martyr (d. ¢. 165), Melito of Sardis (d. ¢. 190), Theophilos of Antioch (d. c.
183), Cyprian of Carthage (d. 258), Methodios of Olympus (d. 311), Clement of Alexandria
(d. ¢. 210), Tertullian (d. c. 220), Irenaeus (d. c. 202), Origen (d. 253), and Hippolytus (d.
236). Patristic authors in the second and third centuries appealed to the Apocalypse in
response to heresy, to support theological positions, to encourage the faithful during
persecution, and to correct misinterpretations and misuse of the book. By the time actual
commentaries on the Apocalypse appeared in the West, the book was just beginning to fall
out of favor in the East. It had come to be associated with heresy and efforts were launched
to discredit it by Dionysios of Alexandria and later by Eusebius. Hence, the ecarliest
Apocalypse commentaries were composed in the Latin West, where acceptance of the book
had never seriously wavered. The first Greek Apocalypse commentary did not appear until

the end of the sixth century, approximately 300 years after the first Latin commentary.
4.1 Earliest Use of the Apocalypse

The earliest citations of Apocalypse passages can be found in Greek Fathers of the
second century who cited and expounded upon key sections in the context of discussions on
topics such as martyrdom, eschatology, and patience. Justin Martyr made the first direct
appeal to Revelation, citing chapter 20 in support of the belief in a literal thousand year reign
of Christ on earth."™™ Also in the second century, Melito of Sardis wrote ITepi 1o Siapoiou

0 Diglogue with Trypho, §1.
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Kol g "AnokaAtyens Todyvov, ™!

This work is now lost, but it was probably a treatise on
the devil in which Melito discussed certain passages from Revelation.”® Theophilos of
Antioch appealed to Revelation in response to the teachings of Hermogenes.'” Irenaeus, in
his famous work Against Heresies,"™ expounded upon certain passages from the Apocalypse
to support his eschatological views." Clement of Alexandria in his treatise, " Trotunooeic,
reportedly commented on all the canonical books including the antilegomena.*™

In the third century, Hippolytus wrote extensively in defense of the writings of John,
including the Apocalypse. Jerome reports that Hippolytus composed a commentary on the
Apocalypse: “scripsit nonullos in scripturas commentarios, e quibus haec repperi...De
Apocalypsi,”" but Hippolytus likely never composed an actual commentary on Revelation.
[t was probably a treatise against the “Alogoi,” the group which opposed the Scriptures
attributed to the apostle John.*® Both Clement of Alexandria and Origen favored the
Apocalypse and quoted it occasionally. Origen probably never composed a commentary on
Revelation, despite his stated intention to do s0. % Origen, however, championed the
allegorical method of interpretation and thus could affirm the Apocalypse without accepting
a literal chiliastic interpretation. Methodios of Olympus, one of the most highly educated and

" According to Fusebius, £/ 4.26.2. Jerome also reports that Melito wrote a book on the Apocalypse. See
O Hlustrious Men 24,

2 Swete, cxciii-iv.
.m According to Eusebius £ H. 4.24.1,

* Heres. 5.26-36.
*** According to Swete, the statement of Jerome, “Apocalypsin, quam interpretantur lustinus martyr et
Hirenagus™” (On flustrious Men 61) is satisfied by the exposition of certain Apocalyptic passages which are
found in those works, Swete, cxciv,

** According to Eusebius, £ H. 6.14.6.

YT On Htustrious Men 61; Swete, cxciv.
" A statue in the Lateran Museum of Rome which depicts Hippolytus seated on a chair, lists the titles of his
works in an inscription on the back of the chair, Among the ireatises cataloged is one entitled
TIEP TOY KATA IQANHN E[TAJITEAIOT KAT ANOKAATWEQE, The preposition vmép rather than
nepl strongly sugpests that this is an apology against the Alogoi who rejected both works rather than a
commentary on both works.

% Comm. on Marthew 49, However, Joseph Kelly believes Origen may have delivered homilies on Revelation.
Kelly, “Early Medieval Evidence,” Figiliae Christianae 39 (1985), 278. See page 80, fn 299,
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influential Greek Fathers of the third century, used Revelation in his only completely extant
work in the original Greek, The Symposium, and avoided chiliasm by spiritualizing the
Apocalypse.

The greatest of the early Latin writers, Tertullian, a chiliast and later a Montanist as
well, enthusiastically embraced the Apocalypse and quoted it frequently. Chiliasts based their
beliefs upon a literal interpretation of Revelation 20 and 21. Simonetti attributes the greater
interest in and support for Revelation found in the West to the fact that chiliasm lingered
longer there than in the East.”™ Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, made numerous citations to the
Apocalypse. The emphasis in Revelation on remaining faithful and steadfast through
tribulations held great appeal for Cyprian, who frequently wrote letters and treatises to
provide inspiration and encouragement to the faithful suffering persecution. Cyprian himself
was ultimately martyred in 258. It is not difficult to understand why Revelation appealed

strongly to him and to others who experienced such ordeals.

4.2 Early Latin Apocalypse Commentaries

4.2.1 Victorinus

Credit for composing the first commentary on the Apocalypse is usually given to
Victorinus, Bishop of Pettau (modern city of Ptuj, Slovenia), the first biblical exegete in the
Latin language. He died as a martyr, probably in 304 under Diocletian. Victorinus may have
been a Greek by birth who later learned Latin.®®' He wrote several commentaries, but only
his commentary on the Apocalypse is extant.’® Although he is described as having written a
“commentary” on Revelation, in fact it is not a complete commentary but consists of
explanations of selected key passages throughout the book. Nonetheless, Victorinus is
credited with the first commentary because previous use of the Apocalypse was limited to

allusions, brief citations, or the explanation of a single passage for a theological treatise.

0 Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation, 97.
“' This can only be speculation. Scholars have arrived at this conclusion based primarily on Jerome's
observation that Victorinus' Greek was better than his Latin. Jerome, Miustrious Men 74,

" Victorin de Poeiovio Sur I'Apocalypse, trans. M. Dulaey, Sources Chrétiennes series, vol. 423 (Paris: Les

Editions du Cerf, 1997), 20.
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Victorinus made the first effort to offer an exposition of the book itself as a whole. He
attempted to base his interpretation on Papias, Irenacus, Hippolytus and especially Origen,
upon whom he relied heavily for inspiration.m Unlike Origen, however, Victorinus was a
chiliast. Although he provided allegorical interpretations of many passages of Revelation, he
promoted a literal interpretation of the one thousand year reign and the New Jerusalem.
Victorinus is particularly remembered as the first to use the theory of recapitulation to
explain the sequence of events described in Revelation.’™ According to this theory, the
Apocalypse does not proceed in a linear fashion but repeats the same events using different

imagery. For example, the bowl visions™”

are the same events described in the trumpet
visions, but with different imagery.m The vision of the New Jerusalem®” recapitulates the

vision of the millennium.”™ Victorinus justified his theory by asserting that:

...although the same thing recurs..., still it is not said as if it occurred
twice... We must not regard the order of what is said, because frequently the
Holy Spirit, when he has traversed even to the end of the last times, returns
again to the same times, and fills up what He had before failed to say.””

The theory of recapitulation was later adopted by the Donatist exegete Tyconius in his Book

of Rules. 51"

™ Jerome makes this observation. In Ep. 612, Jerome specifically says that Victorinus was an imitator of

Origen. See also Swete, cxcvii.

504 Steinhauser, 30. Although Victorinus used the technique, he did not use the terminology.
5 Rev. 16.

% Rev. 8 and 9. Victorinus, Comm. on the Apoc. 8.2, Sources Chrétiennes 423:87, ANF 7:352. (ANF cites it
as Rev. 7:2.)

M Rev. 21:2.
"% Rev. 20:4. Victorinus, Comm. on the Apoc. 21.2, Sources Chrétiennes 423:117.

8 Victorinus, Comm. on the Apoc. 8.2, Sources Chrétiennes 423:87, ANF 7:352. (ANF cites it as Rev. T:2.)
U Tyweonius, Le Livee de Régles, trans. Jean-Marc Vercruysse, Sources Chrétiennes series, vol. 488 (Paris:
Les Editions du Cerf, 2004), See also Liber Regularum. Tyconius: the Book of Rules, trans, William S.
Babcock, (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1989.) For a succinct list of the rules, see Simonetti, 95-96.
Recapitulation is the sixth rule,
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Jerome, who described Victorinus® life in Mustrious Men,*'" was so impressed with
Victorinus’ work that he republished Victorinus® interpretation in a version which he edited.
Jerome corrected Victorinus® Latin, introduced an improved Latin biblical text for
quotations, removed whatever he did not agree with (especially the chiliastic portions),
rearranged sections, and finally added his own comments and selections from Tyconius.”"
This improved Victorinus commentary is often referred to as the “Victorinus-Jerome
commentary,” (and sometimes as “Jerome-Victorinus”), and proved to be extremely popular.
Victorinus-Jerome exerted the greatest influence on subsequent Latin commentators.”'”
Jerome’s reworking of Victorinus was so successful that manuscripts of Victorinus® original
work, free of Jerome’s editing, essentially disappeared. An unedited Victorinus manuscript
was not discovered until the modern era and only published 1916.*" Previously, Victorinus’
work was only known to us through Jerome’s recension.

Jerome's revision of the Victorinus commentary reflected the prevailing fourth

century attitude which rejected chiliasm.’"” In the West, the Apocalypse was never threatened

1* gieinhauser, 32. Jerome was familiar with Eastern doubts as to the authenticity and canonicity of the
Apocalypse. He knew of the story of two Johns in Ephesus, one a presbyter and one an apostle, probably
through the writings of Eusebius. Stonehouse, The dpocalyvpse in the Ancient Church, 148. But Jerome was
convinced of Johannine authorship of the Gospel, the Apocalypse, and at least the First Epistle. Stonehouse,
148.

¥ Including Caesarius of Arles (early 6™ century), Primasius (early 6" century), Cassiodore (mid-6" century),
Ambrosius Autpertus (2"" half of the 8" century), Beatus of Li¢bana (2" half of the 8" century), and the
Venerable Bede (late 7"/early 8" centuries).

" published by J. HauBleiter, Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum series, vol. 49 (reprint, New
York: Johnson Reprint Corporation, 1965.) See also J. Haulileiter “Der chiliastische Schlussabschniit im echten
apocalypsekommentar des Bischols Victorinus von Pettaw,” Theologisches Litteraturblait 26 (1895) 193-199,
The original commentary is preserved in the Codex Ottobonianus latinus 3288 A, However E. Ann Matier
believes that the Victorinus text is still essentially lost since HaubBleiter establishes the Victorinus text from
fifteenth and sixteenth century manuscripts “which are in any case not overwhelmingly different. The three
recensions of Jerome's version show that this text was as unstable as it was popular and that the original is
essentially lost.”™ E. Ann Matter, “The Apocalypse in Early Medieval Exegesis,” in The Apocalypse in the
Middle Ages, eds. Richard Emmerson and Bemard McGinn (Ithaca: Comell University Press, 1992) 38, fn 1,

* Matter notes that Jerome was able to harmonize Victorinus® commentary with a Church that was now at
peace with the empire. He saved Victorinus’ use of recapitulation and transformed it into a “series of
typological events recurring in sacred history from the time of the patriarchs, through the unknown future of the
Church on carth, to the parousia.” “The Apocalypse in Early Medieval Exegesis,” 39, Matier’s analysis of
Jerome's version of Victorinus is quite interesting since her explanation of the basic approach is very similar to
that of Oikoumenios: “[T]he interpretation follows the order of the Apocalypse text for the most part, not
commenting on every verse, but emphasizing and rearranging for the sake of interpretation.” Matter, 40,
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with complete rejection. Unacceptable chiliastic explanations were simply replaced with
spiritual interpretations. In the East, those opposed to literal chiliasm either accepted a

spiritual interpretation of Revelation or rejected the book altogether.
4.2.2 Tyconius

The fourth century North African Donatist writer Tyconius, who flourished around
390, wrote a commentary on the Apocalypse which followed a spiritual rather than literal
interpretation.’'® Augustine was highly influenced by Tyconius and informs us that he had
once embraced a chiliastic interpretation of Revelation 20°'" but later rejected both a
chronological and sensual interpretation.’’® Tyconius’ commentary on the Apocalypse was
important as “the first attempt in the Western Church to apply a system of exegetical rules to
the interpretation of a single biblical book.”*"® Despite his Donatism, the Tyconian
commentary had a profound and sustained influence on Revelation commentaries in the
West., Together with the commentary of Victorinus-Jerome, it formed the foundation for
nearly all Latin commentaries into the second millennium. In fact, Tyconius was so heavily
quoted by subsequent Latin writers that even though his original commentary is no longer

extant, remarkably, his entire work can be reconstructed. ™"

4.2.3  Other Early Latin Commentaries

21

In the early sixth century, Caesarius, Bishop of Arles,”' wrote a commentary on the

% Tyconius, Le Livre de Régles, Sources Chrétiennes 488: 26-7. Stonehouse, 47.

1 See City of God 20.7.

I Sionehouse, 148, Augustine (d, 430) was acquainted with doubis as to the authenticity of the Apocalypse,
but held it as canonical and frequently cited it as an authority, Stonchouse, 148, Augustine listed his canon of
Scriptures in De Doctring Christiana  and it corresponds to our present canon, The issue of the canon was
raised at a synod in Hippo in 393 and Augustine’s canon was adopted. This was later confirmed by synods at
Carthage in 397 and 419, The influence of Augustine at these councils cannot be overstated.

1% Sieinhanser, 2.

% By extensive analysis and comparison of subsequent Latin commentators, Steinhauser was able to
reconstruct Tyconius’ commentary. A few extant fragments of Tyeonius® work have been published in The
Turin Fragments of Tyconius' Commentary on Revelation, ed. Francesco Lo Bue (Cambridge, England:
University Press, 1963).
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Apocalypse, which for centuries was falsely attributed to Augustine. Caesarius’ two main
sources were the commentaries of Victorinus and Tyconius, upon whom he depended

heavily.’*

Three Latin writers offered commentaries on the Apocalypse during the mid-
sixth century: Primasius, Apringius and Cassiodorus. Primasius of Hadrumentum, a bishop
in North Africa from 527-565, wrote a very influential commentary which followed Jerome,
Victorinus and Tyconius in many respects, but also made some original contributions.’”
Despite its comprehensive quality, it offered little new since it consisted almost entirely, (and

often word for word), of passages from Tyconius and Augustinc.m

His contemporary,
Apringius, the Bishop of Bé&ja, Portugal, also wrote a commentary during the mid-6"
century.’” The sole surviving manuseript of his work covers only the first five chapters and
the last three chapters of Revelation.’*® Cassiodorus was a politician and statesman in Ravena
who left politics to study theology, but probably was never tonsured a monk. He wrote
several commentaries and brief notes (Complexiones) on the Acts, Epistles, and the
Apocalypse. He shows the influence of Victorinus and Augustine and also refers the reader

specifically to Tyconius.**’

424 Latin Commentaries Subsequent to Andrew

Three additional Latin commentaries on the Apocalypse were composed in the eighth
century, by Ambrosius Autpertus, the Venerable Bede and Beatus of Liébana. The first, by

the Venerable Bede, appeared approximately one hundred years after Andrew’s commentary.

**! He became bishop in 502 and ruled his diocese for 40 years. Steinhauser, 45,
7 gieinhauser, 49-51.

1 Matter, “The Apocalypse in Early Medieval Exegesis,” 44. Arthur Wainwright, Mysterious Apocalypse,
(Mashville: Abingdon Press, 1993), 39,

* Steinhauser, 69. Swete, cxcviii.

*3 Steinhauser, 153. Its influence seems to have been limited to the Iberian peninsula, since the only author to
refer to Apringius is the Spanish writer, Beatus of Ligbana. Matter, 44,

326 Matter, 43. Wainwright, 39.

27 ge inhauser, 89.
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Bede’s commentary, composed probably between 703 and 709,*** was heavily dependent
upon the Latin Fathers who preceded him, especially Tyconius.’” Beatus of Li¢bana, a
priest-monk who probably lived in Spain during the 2" half of the 8" century, composed a
commentary which has been described as a catena of ancient writers.” The final Apocalypse
commentator of this era was Ambrosius Autpertus, born in Provence around the start of the
8" century. He went to Italy, where he became a monk, and died in 784. Ambrosius penned a
number of commentaries, but his work on Apocalypse, written around 760, was the longest
and most significant. [t is a true commentary with lengthy expositions for each verse. His
commentary is preceded by an extensive preface about the history of Apocalypse
commentaries in the West and a general introduction to the interpretation of the

Apocal}rpse.ﬁ !

4.3 The Appearance of Greek Commentaries

4.3.1 Oikoumenios

Five centuries passed from the time that John composed the Apocalypse until a
commentary appeared in the Greek language. Even long after Millennialism and Montanism
had waned, Revelation lingered under a cloud of suspicion and was rarely quoted in the East
because of its close association with disfavored forms of Christianity.™ The honor of writing
the first Greek commentary on the Book of Revelation goes to a man whose precise identity

eludes us: Oikoumenios.”” Unfortunately virtually nothing is known about him, fueling

% Wainwright, 40.
* Steinhauser, 116 ff

o Steinhauser, 141, Steinhauser has a rather negative assessment of Beatus, concluding that he offered little
that was new, and in fact was so unskilled in the use of his sources that he did not even edit the Tyconian
passages to remove references to places and events in fourth century North Africa. Steinhauser, 6, Matter is less
harsh in her assessment, stating that Beatus “quotes lavishly” from many of his predecessors, including
Victorinus-Jerome, Tyconius, Primasius, Apringius, and others. Matter, 45.

1 Sieinhauser, 133,

2 Simonetti, Biblical Interprefation, 111,

" The commentary, 'Eppeveia mic Aroxadvyeas Oixougeviou, was discovered in a Messina manuscript
(cod. 8. Salvatore 99, 12" century) by Friedrich Diekamp, who described the finding in “Mittheilungen iber
den nevaufgefundenen Kommentar des Oekumenius zur Apokalypse,” Sitzungsberichte der Kiniglichen
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conjecture and speculation. Oikoumenios has been frequently misidentified as the bishop of
Trikkis in Thessaly," but this is certainly erroneous, the result of an incorrect attribution of
the Apocalypse commentary to another Oikoumenios, a 10" century exegete and a bishop of
Trikkis. From internal evidence in the commentary of Qikoumenios itself and from Andrew’s
knowledge of it, we know for certain that the commentary is dated near the end of the 6"
century and could not have been composed by the 10" century Oikoumenios. The possible
identity of Oikoumenios was discussed in chapter 1 and the problems with his exegesis and
theology are discussed below in chapter 5, “Evaluation of the Commentary,” and chapter 6,

“Andrew's Theology,” respectively.

4.3.2 Andrew of Caesarea

Shortly after Oikoumenios® commentary appeared, the most important Apocalypse
commentary of the Eastern Christian tradition was composed by Andrew of Caesarea,
Cappadocia, 'Epunveia eic v 'Amx&lumv.m Andrew wrote his commentary largely in
response to Oikoumenios, who preceded Andrew by only a few years.”*® It cannot be said
that Andrew stepped into a Greek Apocalypse commentary tradition in the same manner as
his contemporaneous Latin Apocalypse commentators, Andrew’s only predecessor was
Oikoumenios, who was essentially a historical contemporary. Nonetheless, Oikoumenios’
commentary frames and forms the context for Andrew’s interpretative effort, especially since
Andrew unquestionably had the Oikoumenios commentary before him as he composed his

own. [t is our contention that the deficiencies in Oikoumenios’® commentary — perceived or

Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaffen 43 (1901) 1046-1056, It was first published by H.C. Hoskier, The
Complete Commentary of Oecumenius, University of Michigan Humanistic Studies series, vol. XXIII, (Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1928). A critical edition was published, Qecumenii Commentarius in
Apocalypsin, Traditio Exegetica Gracca series, vol. 8, ed, Marc De Groote, (Louvain: Peeters, 1999), and it was
recently translated into English in Oecumenius: Commentary on the Apocalypse, trans. John Suggit, Fathers of
the Church series, vol. 112 (Washington, DC: Cathelic University of America Press, 2006).

“ Most recently by Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis, 11:937-38. See above, fn 44,
535

The characteristics of Andrew’s commentary are discussed at length in chapters 5 and 6.

3 Andrew's motive for writing his commentary has been thoroughly discussed above in chapter 1.
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actual — induced the composition of the Andreas commentary as well as influencing its
content and emphases.™’

Both Oikoumenios and Andrew used the opinions of earlier Greek authorities to
support their views. A huge gap existed, hdwcvc:r, between the time period of Andrew and
Oikoumenios, in the late 6"/early 7™ centuries, and the time period of most of the Greek
Fathers who made comments about the Apocalypse in the 2™ and 3" centuries, to whom
Andrew and Oikoumenios looked back for guidance. References to Revelation in the 4™ and
5t century Greek Fathers were even more meager and even less helpful. During the
preceding centuries, little effort had been expended toward understanding the Apocalypse in
the East. The resources available to a Greek commentator were extremely limited. Most
passages in the Apocalypse had not been discussed by those earlier authorities, and therefore,
a great deal of groundbreaking work remained for Oikoumenios and Andrew to do.
MNonetheless, both of them felt the need to demonstrate that they stood within the stream of
tradition, even if that stream amounted to a mere trickle. Thus, excluding the chiliastic
interpretations of earlier Greek writers, Oikoumenios and Andrew together succeeded in
presenting basically the entire, albeit scant, Greek interpretive tradition for the Apocalypse.
Andrew’s commentary became the most important in the East and the standard patristic

commentary on the Apocalypse for the Orthodox Church.

4.4 The Duality of the Apocalypse Interpretative Tradition

The Book of Revelation holds a unique position in the New Testament manuscript
tradition. It is the only New Testament book with a bifurcated history of transmission:

. . . 5 ]
ecclesiastical and non-ecclesiastical.”

As we have seen, Revelation did not simply circulate
as a Church text through ecclesiastical avenues, but it was also copied and transmitted
alongside profane literature through secular channels. This dual stream of tradition is
mirrored in the history of early Apocalypse commentaries: Greek and Latin. These two

interpretive traditions developed and co-existed independently of one another.

“7 See Chapter 1. Adele Monaci Castagno correctly observes that Andrew uses the Oikoumenian commentary
as a point of departure, a sort of “canvas™ upon which Andrew begins, but that Andrew sees Oikoumenios®
work as devoid of authority and requiring correction on decisive points. “11 Problema,” 224-246, 246,

" See chapter 3 above, “Andrew and the Apocalypse Text.”
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Hippolytus, who lived in the mid-second century, was the last Western Father to write
in Greek.” By the third century, Latin had entirely supplanted Greek as the common spoken
language in the West.*'" Numerous Latin translations of the Bible appeared and many
ecclesiastical works began to be composed in Latin, Writers such as Tertullian, Ambrose,
Hilary, Jerome and Augustine rapidly created an impressive Latin patristic tradition. The
Latin fathers of the third and fourth centuries had read and depended upon the Greek
tradition.”"! Some Greek Fathers had been translated, but educated men of the West were
expected to know Greek in order to access the writings of the outstanding Fathers as well as
philosophical and other classical secular works of earlier eras. But the converse was not true:
Greek patristic writers indicate no knowledge of Latin nor felt any need to learn it. However,
once those eminent Latin writers produced their own works, it was natural that Western
Christians who lived after the time of the great Latin Fathers would turn to and depend upon
their writings, which required no franslation and no knowledge of Greek. Latin writers
became the theological standard for the West and were unparalleled in their influence,

especially Augustine.”*

4.5 Independence of the Eastern Apocalypse Interpretive Tradition

With a wealth of Latin material, Westerners were no longer dependent on Greek
authors. The absence of necessity to learn Greek, coupled with the fall of Rome and
deteriorating conditions, led to a dramatic decline in Greek literacy in the West. Meanwhile,

in the East widespread knowledge of Latin, even among the most highly educated, had never

" F L. Cross, ed. “Hippolytus,” in The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 3™ edition, revised,
{Oncford: Oxford University Press, 2005.)

0 johannes Quasten, Patrology, 4 vols. (Westminster, MD: Christian Classics, Inc., 1983 reprint., 4™ paperback
edition 1988, First published 1950), 1V:4-5,

Ml “The principal Western theologians, Hilary, Ambrose and Jerome, formed part of a spiritual elite, which
moved at ease in Greek culture. .. This was, however, a one-way street. There was not to be found in the East the
same curiosity with regard to the West, even the Christian West, The imperial court established at
Constantinople, instead of introducing Latin, was itself Hellenized. Only official documents and works of
hagiography came to be translated into Greek. Augustine himself was little known in the East.” Quasten, V5.

1 Quasten, 1V:7.



- 137 -

existed.*” The two branches of the Church no longer spoke each other’s language.”
Western commentators read Latin sources and Eastern commentators read Greek sources.
While they may have occasionally arrived at the same interpretation or explanation for a
particular passage in Revelation, it cannot be presumed that this is a result of direct influence.
In many instances commonalities reflect the earliest Christian traditions, shared by both East
and West. Otherwise, it is more likely that similar ideas were arrived at independently, due to
a commonly rooted ecclesiastical perspective, a common Bible corpus, and common
exegetical techniques. This must be the conclusion absent evidence to the contrary.

Arthur Wainwright appears ignorant on this point and makes a rather cynical
comment that completely ignores the reality of the state of communication between East and
West during these centuries. He observes that the 1,000 year reign of Christ is interpreted as
the period between the two advents of Christ by both Augustine and Tyconius in the West
and by Andrew and Arethas in the East. Wainwright lauds the long string of Latin
commentators who “freely attribute their ideas to Augustine” and even “somewhat
grudgingly recognize Tyconius’ contributions,” even though he was a Donatist’"
Wainwright insinuates that since the two Greek writers chronologically followed the two
primary Latin writers, the Greeks must have taken the idea from the Latins but grudgingly
refused to give credit to the Latins because of “parochialism” and a “reluctance to recognize

any dependence on Western Christianity.”*

i Cuasten, 1V:5-8. George Every explains that even in Constantinople, knowledge of Latin was not commaon.
Although “some attention was paid to Latin, this was apparently limited 1o what was required for official and
legal business. It was not difficult to find a translator for a Latin letter or a controversial treatise, but few iFany
citizens of Constantinople had any wide knowledge of Latin theological or secular literature before the
thirteenth century, when the impact of the Latin conquest made it absolutely necessary to understand the enemy.
Only in the fourteenth century was 5. Augustine translated into Greek.” George Every, Misunderstandings
Berween East and West, (Richmond, VA: John Knox Pres, 1966), 35. See Treadgold, who also concludes that
after Justinian, who reigned in the mid-sixth century, knowledge of Latin was rare in the East. Treadgold, A
Histary of Byzantine Staie and Sociely, 266,

A future pope, Gregory 1, when serving in Consiantinople as the representative for Pope Pelagius at the end
of the sixth century, complained about the difficulty of finding a good Latin interpreter. Stratos, Byzantium in
the Seventh Century, 1:345. On the decline of Latin knowledge after the time of Justinian, see Stratos, 1:344-
349, '

“ Arthur Wainwright, Mysterious Apocalypse (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1993), 44,

** Wainwright, 44. Andrew repeatedly demonstrated that he was not averse to crediting his sources and
undoubtedly would have used Augusting had Augustine been available in Greek. But in fact, Augusting was not
translated into Greek until the 14" century, according to George Every. Misundersiandings, 35. By Andrew's
time, few people in the Eastern parts of the empire had knowledge of Latin, with the exception of those holding
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Wainwright fails to establish any actual connection between any Western Apocalypse
commentary and Andrew’s commentary which would indicate a direct dependence and he
can hardly support his claims that Andrew refused to credit his sources. On the contrary,
Andrew freely acknowledged his sources, except for Oikoumenios, whom he clearly did not
recognize as an authority. Wainwright furthermore fails to cite a single example of any Greek
Father who shows knowledge of Latin or cites a Latin source. No “cross-pollination™ can be
found in Apocalypse interpretation: Greek and Latin interpreters show no influence upon
each other. The only writers who influenced both Greek and Latin commentators were the
earliest Greek writers, such as Irenaeus and Hippolytus, none of whom produced complete
commentaries but only commented on a few key passages. Their influence on both the
Eastern and Western sides of the Church is obvious.

The first complete commentaries on the Apocalypse in the West appeared after the
rise of Latin ecclesiastical literature, inaugurating the Latin branch of Apocalypse exegesis,
the fruit of which would never find its way to the East. Tyconius and Victorinus, the first to
offer systematic expositions on the Apocalypse, became the foundation and primary resource
for subsequent Latin commentators. Andrew served the same function for the East, and was
joined by Arethas much later. Arethas was less influential because he relied heavily on
Andrew and trailed Andrew by approximately three hundred years. By the time Arethas
wrote, Andrew’s commentary was already well-established and respected. Oikoumenios was
entirely eclipsed by Andrew and had surprisingly little impact or influence, although some of
his opinions are reported in Andrew and Arethas. It is Andrew of Caesarea who truly begins

and shapes the Eastern ecclesiastical tradition of Apocalypse interpretation.

imperial offices. Wainwright mistakenly presumes that post-Schism attitudes prevailed in 7" century relations
between the Christian East and West and that hostilities and biases existed between the two branches of
Christendom which in fact were centuries away from developing.
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Chapter 5

Evaluation of the Commentary

5.1 Purpose, Motivation and Orientation

5.1.1 Expressed Purpose and Motivation

Andrew began his commentary by expressing his reluctance to undertake the job of
interpreting the Apocalypse, the most challenging of all scriptural texts. He had repeatedly
demurred to previous requests and accepted the task only after being pressured to do so by
“Makarios,” whose possible identity and motivation were addressed above in chapter 1.
Andrew’s initial incentive is simply “obedience.” He perceives himself as deprived of the
prophetic spiri’’ but resolves to complete the task which had been assigned to him, placing
his trust on the hope that God will enlighten him.”*® This remark by itself provides important
insight into his character and motivation. It would be a mistake to either dismiss a reference
to obedience as insignificant because Andrew is conceding to a superior, or to consider his
mention of obedience to be merely a conventional expression of modesty.

Dbedience, especially in an ecclesiastical context or in the monastic life, is an
extremely important virtue. Connected to faith and humility, it is regarded as more important
than the performance of ascetic exercises. However, it is not obedience alone which
motivates Andrew, but also love. Andrew refers twice to his love for Makarios, suggesting
great respect and esteem for the man of God 9 whose soul Andrew describes as God-like. >
The initial impression we receive of Andrew is of an individual with a strong spiritual
orientation. This opinion is only further confirmed by the disposition he reveals throughout
the entire content of his exposition and by the tenor of his commentary. Andrew consoles
himself about the impossibility of his task by remarking that even the prophets of old, whose

writings have been interpreted by so many, remain a mystery, the full understanding of which

1 prologue, Text 8, Comm. 6.

M prologue, Text 8, Comm. 7.

548 .
Profogue, Text 11, Comm. 12

e Frologue, Text 8, Comm. 7.
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will not occur until the end.””' He expresses the hope that he will receive rewards for his
obedience, but such rewards are spiritual: Compensate our labor with your prayerx.jsz He
perceives another spiritual benefit resulting from this task. Focusing on the Apocalypse will
serve as a form of contempt for the present things, since they are transitory, and (for the
purpose of) coveting the future things, since these remain. 53 This spiritual benefit extends to
the reader and Andrew refers to it on more than one occasion. Studying the Apocalypse
contributes not a little to compunetion.”™ 1t teaches that death must be despised’ The book
is also worthy for reading by the faithfil ... It guides those who read it to true life.*® 1t is holy
and God-inspired and guides those who read it to a blessed end. **’

Having acknowledged the spiritual benefit derived from studying the Apocalypse and
having resigned himself to the challenging task, Andrew finds one additional benefit of his
work: it is good mental exercise and will serve as training for the quick-wittedness of the
mind.>*® This benefit also extends to the reader. The interpretation of the names of the twelve
tribes is given for the exercise of the mind by those who are quick-witted. > After offering
numerous possible interpretations of the symbolism of the twenty four elders, he states: Let
the reader be tested’® Explaining the precious stones which describe the heavenly
Jerusalem, he remarks that such symbols serve as fraining for those pondering enigmas of
ruth.”®" We see that Andrew expects the reader to also be actively engaged in discovering

the meaning of the text, and not simply engage in passive reading.

U Prologue, Text 8, Comm. 6.

1 Prologue, Text 11, Comm. 12.

i Profogue, Text 9, Comm. 10,

a5 Prologue, Text 11, Comm. 12,
B Chp. 4, Text 28, Comm. 35.
¥ Chp. 71, Text 258, Comm. 236,
1 Chp. 72, Text 263, Comm, 240,
¥ Prologue, Text9, Comm. 10.
' Chp. 19, Text 81, Comm. 94.
W Chp. 10, Text 49, Comm. 58.

U Chp. 67, Text 247, Comm. 226.
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5.1.2 Unexpressed Purpose and Motivation

Unexpressed purposes also motivate Andrew. The most important purpose, entirely
unexpressed but also extremely obvious, is his response to Oikoumenios® commentary.
Andrew would not have made such an obvious effort to reply to Oikoumenios if his only
intended reader was Makarios. It is within the context of this unexpressed objective that we
recognize that Andrew anticipated a wider readership even if the commentary was addressed
to Makarios, the man who had ultimately compelled Andrew to write it. Prior to the request
made by Makarios, Andrew tells us that he had been asked many times by many people...to
elucidare the Apocalypse of John. *2 We also know from comments in an addendum,
probably composed by an editor or compiler, that Andrew gave at least parts of the
commentary to others to read in draft form.**

Two additional clues of a wider audience are evident. First, the elementary
explanation of the three parts of Scripture, which Makarios would not have required,”® and
secondly, the expressed purpose of the commentary: for the benefit of the faithful, since it
contributes not a little 1o compunction through remembrance of both the rewards that will be
bestowed on the righteous and the retribution of the wicked and sinful

Most likely, Oikoumenios’ commentary had been well-received, or at the very least it
had aroused a significant amount of attention and interest since it was the only commentary
on the Apocalypse available in the Greek language. To Andrew, Oikoumenios’ exposition of
Revelation was unacceptable, deficient, and misleading. It could not be allowed to stand
unanswered. Andrew’s motivation in relation to the Oikoumenian commentary has been
previously discussed in chapter 1. Various specific deficiencies in Oikoumenios’ exposition
will be discussed below,

From a pastoral perspective, Andrew may have also been interested in promoting a
balanced attitude toward the end times, an outlook which Oikoumenios’ commentary had

distorted since Oikoumenios interpreted Revelation primarily as a book of past events, as

S FPrologue, Text 7, Comm. 6.
3 Epilogue, Text 267, Comm. 242,
™ Prologue, Text 8-9, Comm. 7-10.

Bey FPrologue, Text 11, Comm. 12.
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history which had already occurred, primarily a symbolic re-telling of the life of Christ.
Oikoumenios robbed the book of its prophetic power by allegorizing most of the symbols as
events in the life of Christ and thus marginalizing the visions. With this perspective,
Revelation would not cultivate the appropriate attitude of watchfulness and preparation for
the end times, or for one’s own end. If indeed Revelation is a vision of completed history,
and if most of the destruction it describes is not literal but a metaphor, then why should
anyone be concerned? This could have been a spiritual danger which Andrew perceived in
Oikoumenios’ commentary and which he would have wanted to correct as a pastoral matter.,

At the other extreme, Andrew must have been concerned about the many individuals
living in the early ™ century who were firmly convinced that the end of the world was at
hand. After centuries of relative peace and stability in the eastern half of the Roman Empire,
the early 600s saw not only revolt, plague, famine and earthquakes, but also civil war,
societal chaos, and barbarian invasions with accompanying slaughter on a massive scale,
including the wholesale destruction of many cities. The accompanying pessimism of the
population could have taken two forms: (1) hedonism, a consequential result of the
philosophy “eat, drink and be merry, for tomorrow we die,” and (2) fatalism, which would
lead to defeatism and hopelessness, inhibiting the vigorous defense of the empire due o the
loss of morale.

Part of Andrew’s purpose must have been to dissuade the conviction that the end of
the world was near. Despite tremendous catastrophes, the combination of which had never
been seen before in the Roman Empire or perhaps even in the history of the world,
amazingly, Andrew himself does not believe that the end is near. How could anyone (such as
myself), who is deprived of the prophetic spirit, not appear bold by attempting (to explain)
these things whose end is not in sight?®® Andrew is remarkably stoic and almost
dispassionate about the calamities which his generation has witnessed. He is convinced -
based on his reading of Revelation — that far worse disasters will accompany the end times,
even worse than those which they had recently experienced and were still facing even then.
The afflictions which will come with the arrival of the Antichrist will be of such a sort as we

have never known.*®

% pralague, Text 8, Comm. 6-7.

ST Chp. 18, Text 69, Comm. 81.
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Andrew also does not apply the events of his day to Revelation for two primary
reasons: (1) it is useless and spiritually harmful to speculate about the time of the end, and,
(2) various statements made by Christ and the apostles instruct us that the end time cannot be
known by us.’®® Andrew believes that reading the events of one’s own times into the
prophecy of Revelation is irresponsible and unorthodox. While it may be acceptable to
interpret the plagues described in Revelation as specific events to occur at the end,”” the
actual time of the end is not even known by the angelssm and it is something which one is
Jforbidden to seek’" Adele Monaci Castagno entirely misreads Andrew. She believes that the
differences between the commentaries of Andrew and Oikoumenios are largely due to their
views of history and eschatology. She is correct that they differ in that manner, however not
because Andrew believes that the end is near while Oikoumenios does not. They differ
because their differences in theological education, exegetical skill, interpretive techniques
and training, have led them to divergent conclusions about the meaning of the biblical text.

Castagno concluded that Oikoumenios sees Revelation as a book about events which
already occurred because he believed that the end was far in the future. But she maintains
that Andrew’s interpretation differed because he believed the end was very near and the
world was rushing toward destruction because of his references to barbarians. Therefore he
saw Revelation primarily as a prophecy of the end times and as a key to decipher the tragic
and painful events of the present.’”> A true understanding of Andrew’s interpretation requires
a more careful reading.

It is difficult to comprehend how Castagno arrives at the conclusion that Andrew sees

Revelation as a key to deciphering his own tumultuous times since Andrew makes no

8 “The hour™ will not be known. (Matt. 24:42, 44, 24:50.) It will come like a “thief in the night” (Matt.
24:43, | Thess. 5:2, 2 Pet. 3:10.)

** Chp. 45, Text 163, Comm. 161.
U Chp. 21, Text 86, Comm. 99.

R Profogue, Text 10, Comm. 10, This is in reference to certain statements by Christ, such as, “It is not for you
to know™ (Acts 1:7) and “But of that day and hour no one knows, not even the angels of heaven, nor the Son,
but the Father only.,” (Matt, 24:36) Andrew’s stance is in keeping with the ancient tradition. Commenting on
the last verse, Chrysostom informed his congregation that Christ instructed the disciples that “they should not
seek to learn what these angels know not and. .. forbids them not only to learn, but even to inquire.” Hom. on
Maithew 77.1. Chrysostom: Homilies on Matthew, trans. George Prevost, ed. Philip Schaff, Nicene and Post
Micene Fathers of the Christian Church, 1 series, vol. X (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm B, Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
reprint 19897, 445,

T2 41 Commenti,” 426,
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references to recent outbreaks of plague, the civil war or earthquakes, and only hints at
famine. It is inconceivable that he would be silent on such matters if in fact he was
attempting to interpret the evenis of his own times and apply them to Revelation. But in fact
Andrew is interpreting the text of Revelation, not his times. He does not apply the events of
his day to the text, although a less skilled interpreter probably would have. In light of the
upheaval of his era, including the Persian invasion of his own city, it is truly remarkable that
Andrew does not read current events into Revelation, even though he ascribes to a literal
interpretation of most of the destruction described in the visions. This is a great testament to
Andrew’s exegetical skill and his theological education but also speaks to his spiritual
maturity and depth.

Calming fears among the populace that the end was approaching may also have been
a motivating factor for Makarios, as discussed above in chapter 1.4.4. Andrew is certainly
sincere in his belief that the end is not yet in sight, but what is his motivation in publicizing
this view? It would have been easy for him — and one might argue even spiritually beneficial
for the faithful — to encourage a belief that the end is near. He could have justified such a
stance in his own mind. After all, he himself wrote that the Apocalypse prompts
compunction.”” Wouldn’t the Apocalypse have greater impact — greater repentance,
baptisms, church attendance, almsgiving, etc. — if people believed that the end was at hand?
He could have at least left a window partly open to the possibility that the end might be near.
But he does not. This also is a very strong indicator of his integrity and the fact that he
respects the text and does not manipulate it by distorting or exaggerating the message.

Instead of engaging in fear mongering or fanning the flames of anxiety, Andrew uses
Revelation for an appropriate spiritual purpose: as a message of encouragement and hope.
This may appear paradoxical in the context of the common perception of the Apocalypse and
the related adjective “apocalyptic,” but in fact, Revelation’s original message and purpose
(its okomdg)’ " was one of hope and perseverance through tribulation. Andrew’s commentary
promotes and preserves the original purpose of Revelation: to encourage the reader to
persevere and remain faithful, and hopefully to live a spiritually improved life. Revelation

offers no promise of deliverance from tribulation, but hope always remains because of Christ.

AT

Prologue, Text 11, Comm, 12,

M See below for a discussion on axorde, chapter 5.6.3, page 175.
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A very telling detail illuminates Andrew’s unexpressed purpose in this respect.
Christ’s message to the church of Smyrna in Rev. 2:10 warns them that “the devil is about to
put some of you into prison.” Christ encourages them to be faithful until death because the
tribulation will only last “for ten days.” Andrew uses this instruction to encourage his
readers, and his paraphrase of Christ’s words is very revealing: Do not fear the tribulation
Jfrom the enemies of God through afflictions and trials, for (it will last only) ten days and not
(be) long-lived. Andrew's paraphrase does nof reflect what the Smyrnaeans faced. The
biblical text speaks of the devil putting them into prison. Andrew’s language reflects what his
community faced: afflictions and trials caused by the enemies of God. He encourages them
to persevere, since these hardships will not last long: For this reason, death must be despised,
since in a little while it grants the “unfading crown of life.”"

Andrew’s exposition offered a balanced view of the Book of Revelation. It countered
the fear that the end had arrived, but also combated the threat to the other extreme, that of
indifference, a hazard bolstered by Oikoumenios’ interpretation. Andrew’s unexpressed
purpose is to encourage spiritual vigilance, but also to temper apocalyptic expectations and
calm fears. The commentary neither promoted indifference nor fueled hysteria, but struck an

appropriately balanced note in its attitude toward the end times.

5.1.3 Andrew’s Orientation
5.1.3.1 A Pastoral Orientation

A notable quality of Andrew's commentary is his pastoral disposition. His
expectation that reading Revelation will result in spiritual benefit by prompting compunction
may be the most noteworthy characteristic of Andrew’'s orientation and is closely connected
to his purpose. [ think it contributes not a little to compunction through remembrance of
both the rewards that will be bestowed on the righteous and the retribution of the wicked and

sinful.’"® He hoped the commentary would lead to contempt for the present things, since they

5 Chp. 4. Text 28, Comm. 35,

™ Prologue, Text 11, Comm. 12.
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are transitory, and (for the purpose of) coveting the future things, since these remain’"

Revelation teaches that death must be despised.’™ It guides those who read it to true life®”
and it guides those who read it to a blessed end ™

Andrew’s purpose and tone are consistently pastoral, whereas Oikoumenios’ tone
could be described as “scholarly,” or “philosophical.” Andrew’s role as a devoted shepherd
of souls shines through in the style and content of the commentary. His tone is never one of
“hell-fire and brimstone,” not even of admonition, warning, threats, or scolding. There is no
elaboration on the description of sufferings, only a discussion of what the text of Revelation
itself already contains. Rather, Andrew emphasizes the love of God for all people, their
freedom to choose between right and wrong, and God’s desire that all be saved and come to
knowledge of the truth.*®' Just as Andrew does not resort to manipulative or inflammatory
language to motivate people with warnings that the end is near, he does not dwell on the
suffering or destruction described in Revelation to frighten his audience into action. Instead,
Andrew’s comments are consistently and remarkably positive and affirming. This is the
mark of a true pastor and shepherd, not to mention the mark of an experienced, genuine and
gentle spiritual father.

His pastoral orientation is evident in the difference between Andrew and
Oikoumenios on the matter of unrepentant sinners. Oikoumenios might remark about the
punishment of sinners, simply noting their lack of repentance, something which is also found
in the text of Revelation itself. But Andrew repeatedly and actively encourages the
repentance and reformation of all, including himself, and emphasizes that it is within the
power of all to choose to be saved.

The commentary has a gentle tone which is reflected even in the way that Andrew

responds to Oikoumenios, who is never named. Andrew has nothing negative to say about

m Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 10,
T Chp. 4, Text 28, Comm. 35.

M Chp, 71, Text 258, Comm. 236,
S Chp. 72, Text 263, Comm. 240.

B Chp. 59, Text 211, Comm. 196-T; Chp. 72, Text 267, Comm. 242
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any opponents, not even the Persians.”® Compare this to Oikoumenios’ descriptions of the
“Greeks” (i.e., pagans) as “accursed and God-forsaken.”™® Nestorius and Eutyches are
described by Oikoumenios as “abominable.”** Nestorius is “accursed” and Eutyches is
“hated by God.”*® The Manicheans are “accursed and disgusting,” and Nicolaus, (founder
of the Nicolaitan sect), is a “blasphemous and disgusting heresiarch.”**” But Andrew does
not use the commentary as an opportunity to attack pagans or heretics. The only hint of any
use of the commentary other than as a purely pastoral message directed at the flock might be
found in one instance in which Andrew is promoting doctrinal orthodoxy, probably in
response to Oikoumenios, a Mn:rnoph}.rsitc.m Although at times he expresses puzzlement
about Oikoumenios’ conclusions, there is never any antagonism toward Oikoumenios nor
toward anyone with whom Andrew disagrees.

Even when Andrew contradicts Oikoumenios, he is not very harsh in his criticism. In
Andrew’s strongest rejection of Oikoumenios’ opinion, he simply describes Oikoumenios’

4 " 589
conclusion as “incongruous”

with the context. But Andrew rarely rejects Oikoumenios’
conclusion entirely except where he believes it is baseless, spiritually unprofitable, harmful,
or misleading. With great generosity of spirit, in a gentle and self-assured manner, he offers
the interpretation of Oikoumenios first, usually allowing it to stand, but then provides his

own opinion aflerwards in addition to other possible interpretations.

* He does refer to the Persians as “barbarians,” however this was not a pejorative term in the Greek language,
but was the generic term to refer to anyone who did not know Greek. It came to be identified with people who
were not cultured because the Greeks closely identified the Greek language with culture. The Greek use of the
term “barbarians” is comparable to the catch-all term “gentiles™ or “the nations™ which biblical authors used to
refer to all those who were not Jewish.
HY )

Ok, 10,111, Suggit 160,
* 0ik. 1.3.3, Suggit 21.
58S e :

Oik. 2.13.2, Suggit 46.
8 0ik. 2.13.2, Suggit 46.
7 Dik. 2.3.9, Suggit 37.
** In response to Oikoumenios’ comment that the Trisagion hymn, (“Holy God, Holy Mighty, Holy Immortal,
have mercy on us") refers to Christ, Andrew explained how it refers to all three members of the Trinity. See

below, chapter 5.6.6, page 183

™ Chp. 23, Text 91, Comm. 103,
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5.1.3.2 A Liturgical Orientation

A second feature of Andrew’s orientation is its liturgical character. The commentary
contains many liturgical references and allusions which are not immediately obvious.
Andrew does not only quote Scripture to support his conclusion, but to evoke a familiar
prayer or a hymn in the mind of the reader which happens to contain that bit of Seripture.
Ofien, it is not a direct quotation but an allusion to a passage as used in the life of the Church.
Examples can be found in the many references to prayer as incense rising up to God, which
would remind the reader of an extremely well-known vesperal hymn based on Ps.141:2: Let
my prayer arise in your sight as incense. Andrew’s reference to “leaving one’s father’s

huuse"m

would instantly remind the reader of a well-known prokeimenon (a responsorial
refrain) as well as its meaning in the spiritual life.””' Commenting on Rev. 7:16 “They will
no longer hunger nor thirst,” Andrew remarks, Naturally. For they will have the "heavenly
bread” and the “water of life.”*** “Heavenly bread™” is an expression from a hymn in the
Liturgy of the Pre-sanctified Giﬁs, which we know was in use in Andrew’s time. The
reference to those words would evoke in the reader the entire hymn, especially the phrase
“heavenly bread and cup of life, taste and see that the Lord is good.”

Such allusions are very subtle and would easily pass unrecognized by those who are
not active in the liturgical and sacramental life of the Orthodox Church. Of course,
Revelation inherently contains many liturgical references: hymnody, incense, altar, prayers
and worship. But we know that Andrew’s interpretation of these details was influenced by
his liturgical orientation because the comments he makes and the conclusions he arrives at
ar¢ not obvious from the text itself but clearly arise out of his liturgical life. Andrew’s
exegesis is influenced by the prayers and hymns of the Church. For example, he remarks that

the hymn of the Cherubim hely, holy, holy, can be applied to each member of the Trinity

" Chp. 19, Text 77, Comm. 89 and Chp. 19, Text 80 and Comm. 92-3, “Hear, O daughter, and consider and
incline your ear; forget your people and your father's house, and the king will desire your beauty.” (Ps. 45:100)

" The verse was interpreted by the Fathers as an allegorical call to the soul, (a feminine noun in Greek), to
make hersell attractive to her king, God.

% Chp, 20, Text 85, Comm. 97.

343

dprov olpdviow,
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separately. In support of this, he cites two passages from Scripture, one in which the hymn is
applied to the Son and the other to the Holy Spirit, but he supports his exegetical conclusion
about the Father by citing a prayer in the Divine Liturgy.*® His assumes that the biblical text
can never be properly understood apart from an ecclesiastical context. Just as the biblical text
shapes the Church — its doctrines, prayers, hymns, sacraments, etc. — the Church, through the
entirety of its life and expression, provides the context for understanding the biblical text.

One of the interesting historical details in Revelation is the mention of an early martyr
from Pergamum, Antipas (Rev. 2:13). Andrew would have certainly commemorated Antipas
in the course of the liturgical year’" and he tells us that he has read the account of Antipas’
mm’t};rdi:n'n.'w'5 Oikoumenios does not even mention Antipas but passes over the detail of a
named martyr in the Bible without any comment.” This also indicates an entirely different
orientation for the two men.

One of the most consistent liturgical themes in the commentary, besides the many
references to incense and hymnody, involves the activity and participation of the angels in

% and even co-liturgize with

prayer and petitions. Angels offer prayers up as incense
people.”™ During the “smaller entrance” (a procession with the Gospels during the divine
liturgy of St. John Chrysostom), the priest prays: “...cause that with our entrance there may
be an entrance of holy angels serving with us...” In his many comments about the angels in
Revelation, Andrew reflects the entire Eastern liturgical tradition which has many references
to angelic participation in worship, references to angels in hymns and prayers, and the artistic
representation of angels on liturgical objects, in iconography, etc.

But perhaps the most striking, and yet also the most subtle liturgical allusion, is
Andrew’s interpretation of the throne, the dominant image of God in Revelation, as a place

of “repose” rather than as a place of power, rule, authority and judgment. Andrew

" Chp. 1, Text 15, Comm. 19,
% His feast day is April 11.
] -
Chp, 5, Text 29, Comm. 36,
ik 2.7,
8 Chp. 21, Text 87-88, Comm. 100.

9 Chp, 20, Text 83, Comm. 96.
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consistently describes the throne as “repose.”® The altar in an Orthodox Church is called the
“throne of God,” yet the symbol does not usually evoke the image of a judgment seat but a
place of rest. His consistent reference to the throne as “repose™ reveals Andrew’s liturgical
perspective and may have been inspired by two of the most important prayers which a priest
recites in the Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. During the Trisagion hymn®' the
priest stands before the altar and reads the prayer which begins, “Holy God, who rests in thy
holy place....” And during the Cherubic hymn, the people recall the presence of the angels
and represent them in their lr;h.a.ntingﬁ']z as the priest prays to God, “Borne on the throne of the
Cherubim and Lord of the Seraphim and King of Israel, who alone art holy and rests in the

Holy Place...”

5.1.3.3 A Sacramental Orientation

Andrew’s commentary also evinces a strong sacramental orientation. For example,
his use of the phrase garment of incorruption®™ to describe the white robes of the Christians
of Sardis (3:4) is an allusion to the baptismal service which uses this phrase multiple times.
The expression garment of incorruption also occurs in a prayer during the Divine Liturgy
said for the catechumens preparing for baptism. Rev. 7:11 states that the twenty four elders,
the four animals, the angels and the saints encircle the throne of God, but Andrew makes the

startling comment that they dance around the throne!®™ It

is difficult to imagine how such an
image could have come to his mind except in connection with a circular ceremonial “dance™

which takes place at the sacraments of baptism and marriage.*”® These two sacraments begin

" Chp.9. Text 45, Comm. 54; Chp, 10, Text 47, Comm. 56; Chp. 10, Text 50, Comm. 60; Chp. 20. Text 82,
Comm. 95, Chp, 64, Text 227, Comm. 211; Chp, 68, Text 253, Comm. 232,

“"“Holy God, Holy Mighty, Holy Immortal, have mercy on us.”

2 wyve who mystically represent the cherubim and sing the thrice-holy hymn to the life-giving Trinity, let us
lay aside all earthly care, that we may receive the King of all, invisibly upborme by angelic hosts.”

% Chp. 7, Text 37, Comm. 46.
" Chp. 20, Text 82, Comm. 95.

% At a baptism the participants process three times around the baptismal font, and at a wedding they walk three
times around the altar table in front of which the couple was married. The “dance™ is more akin to a ceremonial
walk, but it is accompanicd by joyful chanting, The hymns sung during these “dances” include images found in
Revelation. The word can also refer to forming a chorus, but many images from Revelation and themes in
Andrew’s commentary are closely paralleled in the hymns sung during these “dances.” See Comm. 95, fn 447,
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with an invocation of the kingdom of heaven, exactly as the Divine Liturgy begins,®

reminding the participants that they are now participating in the kingdom of heaven. This is
a very striking detail because there is no reference to dancing in the Book of Revelation and
the scene in Revelation 4 describes the kingdom of heaven and the individuals around the
throne are standing in a circle.

When Christ promises the hidden manna in the letters to the churches (Rev. 2:17),
Andrew associates this promise with Eucharist. The “Bread of Life” is the hidden manna, the
One who descended from heaven for us and has become edible. Andrew connects manna to
the Eucharist through the Bread of Life statements in John 6 which is strongly Eucharistic
(John 6:35 and 48). Compare this to Oikoumenios who blandly concludes that the hidden
manna represents “spiritual and future blessings.”™” Another example of Andrew’s
sacramental orientation is that he consistently connects water images with the Holy Spirit.
When the opening vision describes Christ’s voice “like the sound of many waters,” (Rev.
1:15b) Oikoumenios simply remarks that it was a loud sound. But Andrew sees a connection
to baptism and the rivers of living water promised by Christ (John 7:38). In another instance,
commenting upon Rev, 7:17, (“For the Lamb in the midst of the throne will shepherd them,
and he will guide them to springs of waters of life), Andrew again interprets the water as the
S[:lnirit.'i{"t‘t Oikoumenios does not even mention the water reference, let alone connect it to the
Spirit. Likewise, in Rev. 22:1 the “river of the water of life, bright as crystal, flowing from
the throne of God and of the Lamb” is the Holy Spirit for Andrew and it hints at a baptism of
regeneration being activated through the Spirit.*” But Oikoumenios makes no sacramental
association, saying that the river is “the rich and abundant graces of Christ.”*'"

Still another example of a baptismal interpretation is the woman wrapped in the sun
with the moon under her feet (Rev.12). For Andrew, the moon represents baptism, a classic

patristic interpretation of moon imagery because of its association with tides, hence with

B8 “RBlessed be the Kingdom of the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, now and ever and unto the
ages of ages.”

“7 Chp. 5, Text 31, Comm. 37-8. Compare to Oikoumenios 2.7.5, Suggit 41.
il Chp. 20, Text 85, Comm. 98,

" Chp 68, Text 250, Comm. 229,

M9 0k, 12.7.3, Suggit 195.
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water. It is under her feet because baptism is the foundation of the Church. Baptismal

references dominate Andrew’s interpretation of that section of Revelation.®"'

Again, the
contrast with Oikoumenios’ orientation is striking: for Oikoumenios the moon is the Law of
Moses,®"* which is waning.

Another very striking and surprising difference between Andrew and Oikoumenios,
highlighting their differing orientations, is the interpretation of the faithful who have a “seal”
on their foreheads (Rev. 7:3). Andrew makes an immediate and obvious connection between
the seal on the forehead and the sacrament of Chrismation (“Confirmation™ in the West).
Oikoumenios makes no connection at that point between the seal and Chrismation. Later, in
Rev. 9:1-4 when the locusis are instructed not to harm those who are sealed on the forechead,
Andrew again connects this to Chrismation and writes that the people who are harmed are
those who had not been sealed with the divine seal on their foreheads and (who do not) shine
round about with the enlightenment of the life-giving cross through the Holy Spirit®"
Commenting on the verse, in that particular instance Oikoumenios connects the seal with
baptism, however, his conclusion is extremely peculiar and creates theological problems.*"

Like Andrew, Oikoumenios is also an Eastern Christian and occasionally associates
Revelation’s imagery with the sacraments and the liturgy. However, such connections are not
as consistent, as frequent, or as specifically liturgical as those found in Andrew’s
commentary. A good example of this can be seen in the concluding doxologies found in each
commentary. Both Andrew and Oikoumenios close each chapter with a doxology.
Oikoumenios’ commentary contains twelve chapters. Ten doxologies are directed to Christ,
one is directed to “God™®" and one to the three members of the Holy Trinit}'.f"ﬁ
Oikoumenios’ formula is very simple, typically: “to him [Christ] be the glory forever, amen.”

(& 7 86Ea eig Tovg aidvac, duiv.) Andrew’s doxologies, however, are more claborate and

ain Chp. 33, Text 121-3, Comm. 126-28.

“2 0ik. 6.19.3.

3 Chp. 26, Text 97, Comm. 108-9,

% Qee Comm. 108, fn 514, and the discussion below in chapter 6.1, page 198-200.
®1% At the end of chapter 7. See Supgit, 122.

B15 At the end of chapter 5. See Suggit, 94.
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specifically liturgical in style and tone. Andrew’'s commentary has twenty four doxologies
and each includes all three members of the Trinity, as doxologies in the Orthodox Church
always do. The doxologies mention Christ first, with the description of Christ varying
depending upon the theme of the preceding exposition, followed by a reference to the Father,
(usually “together with the Father™), continuing with a reference to the “Holy” or “All-holy™
or “Life-giving”™ Spirit, and ending in a classic liturgical style, “now and ever and unto the

apes of ages. Amen.” (viv xal Gel kol £1¢ TOUG ALOVOG TOV CLOVWV, duv.)

5.2 Structure, Style and Characteristics

5.2.1 The Structure of the Commentary

Andrew informs the reader in his prologue that he will divide his commentary into
twenty four sections (Adyouc) and seventy two chapters (kepdhoa).®'” The twenty four
sections stand for the twenty four elders who symbolize all those who have pleased God from
the beginning to the end of times. The further division of each section into three parts or
“chapters” stands for the three part existence of each elder: body, soul and spirit.*'® The
seventy two chapters are numbered sequentially from one through seventy two and each
chapter has a heading informing the reader of the subject matter of that chapter.

The presentation of the commentary is extremely orderly and easy to follow. Andrew
usually quotes one or two verses from the text of Revelation and then comments upon the
text, although frequently he does not quote an entire verse but only a small portion before
explaining it. Occasionally he quotes larger seétiﬂns of Revelation text, up to four or five
verses, but this is unusual. In this respect, except for the division into seventy two chapters,
the presentation of his analysis is very similar to what a modern commentator would do. I is
clear that he is handling the text according to what is required for an effective exposition.
After he has concluded his explanation of all the chapters, Andrew offers a summary of the

interpretation as a review of the entire commentary.””

87 prologue, Text 10, Comm. 11.

% Andrew has already identified humans as possessing these three components. Prologue, Text 8, Comm. 7.

MY Chp T2, Text 263-67, Comm. 240-242,
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5.2.2 Style and Characteristics

Andrew’s style of writing is concise and not wordy. At times he is too brief and the
exposition would have benefited from more elaboration. But he presents his ideas in a
careful, thoughtful and straightforward manner. Andrew is very confident and comfortable
with the text and he is very consistent in his interpretation. He lacks egoism and does not feel
the need to make displays of knowledge. He stays on task and is not distracted from his
purpose, neither straying to make doctrinal proclamations, nor to denounce heretics, nor to
make unrelated historical observations. He will make a comment on Chrstology or other
doctrine when such a comment is called for by the text under consideration. Stylistically and
methodologically, Andrew stands firmly within the patristic tradition.

Andrew cites other Fathers and quotes from them on a number of occasions, but his
commentary is not in any respect a catena. Too little exegetical tradition existed in the East
for Andrew to be able to rely entirely on pre-existing interpretations. He is not reluctant to
embrace more than one interpretive option for a given detail or passage. This does not
indicate weakness or indecisiveness on his part. Rather, Andrew recognizes a richness in the
text that allows for more than one level of meaning, When a verse is controversial or has a
number of possible interpretations, Andrew reports the various possibilities and the opinions
of others. Since his view is not always immediately evident, one must usually read to the end
of the discussion to know which is Andrew’s opinion, if indeed he prefers one over another.
A sloppy reading of Andrew will result in reporting Oikoumenios’ views or the view of
someone else as the opinion of Andrew.** Andrew is remarkably flexible and inclusive in
his reporting of other interpretations and usually does not reject the other ideas outright. For

example, he gives five possible interpretations of the symbolism of the four animals of Rev.

9 For example, Andrew is typically reported as saying that Rev. 1:4 (“Grace to you and peace from the One
who is, and who was, and who is 10 come, and from the seven spirits which are before his throne™) refers to the
Holy Trinity, This mistake is found in the two books which have published excerpts in English from Andrew’s
commentary: Revelation, ed. and trans. William Weinrich, Ancient Christian Commentary series, vol. XII, ed.
Thomas C. Oden (Downers Grove, IL; InterVarsity Press, 2005), 3, and Apocalypse, Archbishop Averky
Taushev, trans, Seraphim Rose (Plating, CA: Valaam Society of America, 1985), 44. In fact, in that statement
Andrew is reporting the opinion of Oikoumenios, with whom he disagrees. Andrew believes the particular
statement theslogically can be applied to each member of the Trinity individually, but specifically the statement
in Rev. 1:4 is made with respect to the Father alone. See Chp. 1, Text 13-16, Comm. 16-20. See fns 62 and 64
of the Commentary, but especially see Chp. 1, Text 15, Comm. 18 where he points to the subsequent reference
“and to Jesus Christ™ as proving that the earlier statement was made about the Father,
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4. four possibilities for the image of the sky rolled up like a seroll (Rev. 6:14),°* and five
options for the symbolism of the feet in the vision of Christ in Rev. 1:15.5°

Andrew often signals optional interpretations with, Jt is either this, or..... He
respects the reader’s intelligence and is confident enough in his own opinions to report
various alternatives. He allows other interpretations to stand if he finds nothing especially
objectionable in them. If he includes a variety of opinions, Andrew’s opinion is usually last.
He may signal his disapproval of a foregoing opinion and introduce his own with a variety of
expressions such as, This may be understood differently..."™" either this or perhaps...*™

more .s'uﬂabfy....ﬂﬁ more mrrec.rfy...,ﬁﬂ

or much more...."”® and then continues by wvery
matter-of-factly supporting his interpretation and leading the reader to realize why his view is
to be preferred and the other is less acceptable.

We find many of the same characteristics displayed by Andrew in the expositions of
an earlier era, during the “golden age” of the Fathers. Chrysostom, for example, also quoted
the text approximately one verse at a time and commented upon it before moving on to the
next verse. Chrysostom also occasionally referred to the opinions of others without naming
them, using the same type of expression which we see in Andrew: some say. Augustine did
likewise. Augustine and Chrysostom also often gave more than one meaning of a difficult

passage.

5.3 Oikoumenios’ Presentation

The presentation of Andrew's commentary stands in marked contrast to that of

Oikoumenios whose exposition has an entirely different character. Oikoumenios divides his

“! Chp. 10, Text 51-52, Comm. 60-62.
S Chp. 18, Text 70-71, Comm. 82-83,
S Chp. 2, Text 21, Comm. 25-26.

Bz Chp. 1, Text 14, Comm. 17.

5 Chp. 10, Text 49, Comm. 57.

“€ Chp. 10, Text 49, Comm. 58,

7 Chp, 19, Text 78, Comm. 90.

5% Chp. 19, Text 73, Comm. 85.
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commentary into twelve sections, but does not explain the reason for the division. The
chapters are basically equal in length, and it appears that the chapier ends when the chapter is
long enough, not at a logical point based on content, theme or sequence of thought. For
example, Oikoumenios discusses six of the seven letters to the churches in his chapter 2, but
leaves his explanation about the last letter for his chapter 3 and discusses it along with the
vision of heaven. Oikoumenios makes one comment which confirms that his chapter
divisions are determined by length rather than by anything else.®  Also in contrast to
Andrew, Oikoumenios typically quotes fairly large sections of text, several verses at a time.
He refers back to the particular details he wishes to explain and then ignores the rest.

Not only is Oikoumenios less methodical in his approach, he tends to heap Scripture
quotations and explanations to support his interpretation of the text. Oikoumenios has far
more Scripture quotations than Andrew but they are not as well-considered and his
exposition is not carefully crafted. As already noted in the Introduction, in the original Greek
manuscripts Oikoumenios’ commentary is extremely difficult to follow, with no easy
differentiation between what is text and what is comment.” His exposition flowed
continuously without structure except for the chapter divisions. It took the work of Hoskier,
(who first published Oikoumenios and expressed great frustration with his presentation in
this regard) and De Groote who published the critical text, to sift through Oikoumenios,
separate his own words from the Scripture quotes and create a readable and more organized

commentary. Hoskier noted:

[1]t is not always easy to differentiate between what is text and what is
commentary. In the volume now before the reader this may not appear to be
the case, but that is because we have been at considerable pains to make the
matter clear. In the original document the commentary sweeps along without
halting between the sections of text and is without the slightest mark to guide
the reader as to what is text and what commentary.*"'

% See Oikoumenios’ introductory comments to chapter 6 (Suggit 95) in which Oikoumenios comments that he
did not finish the exposition about the seven churches in the previous chapter because the chapter was becoming
too lengthy.

“9 This was explained above in chapter 1.3.2.2, page 20, discussing the characteristics which made
Oikoumenios’ commentary unacceptable or, in this instance at least, less “user-friendly.”

S The Complete Commentary of Oecumenius on the Apocalypse, 4.
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Oikoumenios believed that he stood within the tradition of the Church and proudly
aligned himself with it.*? Oikoumenios was certainly a Christian scholar, but not a
clergyman. His interpretation is more explanatory than ecclesiastical in tone. He makes
references to the sacraments and to Scripture, but his commentary has a strong philosophical
flavor. Suggit noted that Oikoumenios frequently draws a distinction between that which can
be perceived by the senses and that which can be perceived by the intellect, the nous. Suggit

concluded that this indicates Origen’s influence on Oikoumenios.*?

In fact many, if not
most of the Fathers, including Andrew, made such distinctions which had been popularized
by the Cappadocian Fathers. Such categories are often expressed in theological and spiritual
writings, although rarely with frequency in a commentary, such as we see in Oikoumenios.
Rather than indicating a dependence on Origen per se, Oikoumenios’ use of such terms
shows a philosophical rather than ecclesiastical inclination. Other hints of Origenism are
present in Oikoumenios, however, and are discussed below in chapter 6.

Oikoumenios gives many clues that his orientation is primarily philosophical rather
than ecclesiastical. References to being “wise,” and to “wisdom™ in general are found four
times in his introductory comments alone."” Most striking and highly unusual are the

wbds o bl R

references to St. Paul as “wise, most wise,”* and “very wise.”®" Only twice is Paul

simply called “the ﬁpusﬂﬁ,”m which is the usual Eastern mode of reference for Paul.

1639 PELE ]

Methodios is “very wise, Moses is also described as “very wise,” " and even the prophet

Daniel is “the wisest Daniel.”*" Oikoumenios’ effort to interpret Revelation seems to be an

2 Oik. 1.1.4 and 5.19.2.
“** But not to the extent of subordinating the Son to the Father. Suggit 10.

4 0ik. 1.1.1, 1.1.3 (twice) and 1,16,

333,613, 1095 11.3.3,12.74.

"6 1.3.1,3.3.15, 10.9.3. Also 2.11.2, which Suggit translates as, “Paul, in his great wisdom...” Suggit 44.
P7§21.2, 12.13.10.

112,12, 11144,

s

#9713,

Hl2.7.11.
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intellectual challenge to unlock the “mystical™ message of the book.5*

Oikoumenios alludes
to Homer, Hesiod, and the Greek belief that prophecy contained three levels.** By this time
in the patristic tradition, an appeal to Greek learning would have been rather unthinkable,
certainly for one who holds ecclesiastical authority, which is yet another indication that
Oikoumenios does not.

Oikoumenios feels comfortable with Christian philosophers such as Clement of
Alexandria, and he cites Clement.®** He cites the Shepherd of Hermas®" as well, also very
unusual for the late sixth century. It seems unlikely that Shepherd would be considered
Scripture by anyone at such a late date, and even if he does not consider it Scripture, its
citation represents a lack of discrimination among sources on the part of Oikoumenios, which
also does not speak well of his training. Also surprising is his citation of the “all-

knowledgeable Evagrius,” a known Origenist,***

Oikoumenios interprets the four animals by
the throne as representing the four elements of creation, a common Greek philosophical
concept.*’’ Oikoumenios argues in favor of the reality of the general resurrection against
philosophers who maintained that decomposed bodies could not be resurrected because of the
separation of the four elements within the body.**® Andrew entirely ignores this and is not the

least interested in defending the resurrection against philosophers.

2 There are two references to the general “mystical™ character of the book (1.1.2 and 6.11.5). Later, the one
hundred forty four cubit measurement of the city is described as a “mystical™ number, but Oikoumenios does
not explain it (12.1.5), and the garb of the high priest is said to convey “mystical” symbolism (12.1,10),

"2
% 3 7.5. This is also rather unusual. Clement of Alexandria is not regarded as a Church Father in the East.

M5 211.2. He refers to “Scripture” and then cites Paul and Shepherd It is not clear whether Oikoumenios
considered Shepherd to be Scripture. He does not introduce cither Paul or Shepherd with any formulaic
statement, such as “it is written...,” which might have provided us with a clue.

™6 6,3.12. Some have used the presence of this citation to support an earlier date of the commentary, arguing
that Oikoumenios would not have cited Evagrius, who was condemned at the Fifth Ecumenical Council in 553
(also known as the Second Council of Constantinople), if he wrote the commentary after that date. But this is
not persuasive since Oikoumenios was a Monophysite, and he would not have recognized that Council, or any
Ecumenical Council afier Ephesus in 43 1. Even if Oikoumenios were not Monophysite, given the rather eclectic
nature of his commentary and unorthodox style and conclusions, it can hardly be argued that Qikoumenios
would have felt bound to conform to such conventions, See also the discussion in footnote 820 below.

7393,

™% 11.10.1-9. Castagno believes that Oikoumenios is echoing the objections to the concept of the resurrection
raised by two of the Origenist interlocutors found in Methodios' Symposium. “1 Commenti,” 331.
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While Andrew recognizes that Revelation supplies training for the mind, he sees its
benefits as almost exclusively spiritual. Oikoumenios refers to the suffering befalling sinners
who refuse to repent, or he speaks occasionally of the love of God for humanity, but there is
no hint within Oikoumenios” commentary that he bears responsibility for souls. He was most
certainly neither a presbyter nor a bishop. He refers to sacraments, and sometimes finds
sacramental overtones in Revelation imagery, but even in this he reveals his lack of
exegetical training and makes surprising departures in his conclusions. Obvious symbols for
which one would expect a sacramental connection to be drawn, Oikoumenios does not, but
then he finds sacramental allusions where they are inappropriate due to the context.*” Many
matters do not appear to be well-considered, and will be discussed below, while other
observations are not well-placed. For example, rather than concluding authorship or
canonical issues as a preliminary matter, Oikoumenios’ defense of the inspiration and
apostolic authorship of Revelation can be found both at the beginning®’ and at the very end

of the commentary®"

and its placement there makes for a rather awkward ending.
Oikoumenios also becomes easily distracted in his exposition and deviates from the
interpretation to comment on other matters unrelated to the text of Revelation. For example,
because of the phrase “the beginning of creation™ (Rev. 3:14) in the description of Christ, he
digresses to address Arianism.**? This could arguably be related to the interpretation of the
text, but another episode occurs a little later when he stops to comment on “an error among
the Jews” and why this results in a certain statement found in Isaiah.®® Oikoumenios also
expends a significant amount of effort attacking Greek ideas about the gods, for example
how Greeks defended their belief in many gods by comparing it to the Christian belief in

Hngels.ﬁs"

“ For example, he interprets Rev. 7:14 in which the saints “washed their robes in the blood of the lamb™ as a
Eucharistic symbol, rather than explaining that this meant that they had died as martyrs. Oik. 5.3.7.

0 1.2.4-6.

1 12.20.1-6.
23324,
%7392, Sugpit 57.

541011 3-6.
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Oikoumenios makes lengthy statements about Christian doctrine which are

distracting, unnecessary, not directly related to the exposition of the text®**

One is forced to
ponder whether they serve more as a recitation of his theological prowess, a defense of his
orthodoxy, or simply reflect a lack discipline or training. His exposition of Rev. 1:1, for
example, includes a Christological statement which does not seem to be offered for the
purpose of illuminating the meaning of the text. After noting that John’s presentation of
Christ in the Fourth Gospel is more focused on his divinity, whereas the Apocalypse is more
appropriate to Christ’s humanity, Oikoumenios makes a lengthy digression.**® This type of
aside is not uncommon when a commentary was actually a series of sermons, but it is not
expected when a commentary was never extemporaneously delivered.®’

Oikoumenios’ commentary contains many inconsistencies, such as the interpretation
of Babylon. When the image is first presented (Rev. 14:8), it is both a figurative and a literal
interpretation. Oikoumenios concludes that Babylon is either the “confusion of the present

life” or the actual Persian -:it:g,r.m But later, Oikoumenios believes that a second reference to

%% Castagno believes that Oikoumenios is primarily reading Revelation in light of the theological issues of his
day and uses the text to support his theological views. *1 Commenti,” 319. Biblical interpretation necessarily
reflects the interpreter’s theological opinions. But if Castagno is correct, this may explain why Oikoumenios
promulgates such statements which are unrelated 1o the exegesis. She later writes that for Oikoumenios,
Revelation serves as a kind of Summa Theologica. #bid, 392, In that case, Oikoumenios' purpose would not be
to interpret the text but to use it as a springboard or a platform to discuss theology, However, the commentary
has only a few discussions of doctrine, not enough to indicate that it was intended to be anything other than a
commentary, or that Revelation was anything other than history or prophecy.

5%t s a sign of genuine theology to believe that God the Word has been begotien from God and the Father
before all etemnity and temporal interval, being co-etemal and consubsiantial with the Father and the Spirit, and
joint-ruler of the ages and of all spiritual and perceptible creation, according to the saying of the mosi-wise
Paul.. (citing Colossians 1:18 and 16)...But it is also a sign of genwine theology to believe that in the last days
he has become for us and for our salvation a human being, not by divesting himself of his divinity, but by
assuming human flesh, animated by a mind. In this way, he who is Emmanuel is understood to have been made
one from two natures, divinity and humanity, each being complete according to the indwelling Word and
according to the different specific characteristic of each nature, without being confused or altered by their
combination into a unity, and without being kept separate after the inexpressible and authentic union.” 1.3.2-3,
Suggit 21,

e Castagno believes that Qikoumenios was driven to find the internal logic of the Book of Revelation. 1
Commenti,” 304. Hence, what appear to be inconsistencies are not, and his return to previous themes already
discussed are efforts to find coherence in the text. /bid, 330, But she gives Oikoumenios far too much credit and
does not succeed in demonstrating this internal coherence which she says Oikoumenios sought and presumably
found, it this was as important to his exposition as she claims. Furthermore, Castagno does not even explain
how she arrived at the opinion that Oikoumenios was pursuing this internal coherence by pointing to details in
the commentary to support her conclusion. In fact, Oikoumenios ignores logical sequence and even dismisses it,
such as by saying that John “is ofien shown the first things last and contrariwise the last first.” 9.5.3, Suggit 142,

S 8.11.1, Suggit 128,
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Babylon (Rev. 17) refers to a differens city, Rome, and he interprets the text to mean the
absolute destruction of Rome.**> Andrew, however, concludes that Babylon is probably not
Rome because the text describes a city with world-wide domination, and long ago Rome lost
that type .nf dominance. **’

A simple, but greatly illustrative example can be found in Oikoumenios’
interpretation of the seven churches. Throughout his exposition, Oikoumenios almost without

exception interprets the number “seven” as a symbol of perfection.*"

But in the opening
vision in which John is instructed to write to the seven churches, an image which easily lends
itself to an interpretation of fullness or perfection, Oikoumenios concludes that John wrote to
these seven because those were the cities converted by him.** By the late sixth century, the
seven churches of Asia and the seven churches to which Paul had written had been
interpreted for hundreds of years as symbolic of the entire Church. It is difficult to imagine
how Oikoumenios either could not know this tradition or would not have arrived at such a
conclusion on his own, considering the abundant references to “seven” in Revelation and his

usual interpretation of the number as a symbol of perfection.

5.4 Andrew’s Exegetical Education and Skill

Andrew preserves a rich tradition of interpretation. He consistently gives various

"

possible interpretations, sometimes referring to other “teachers,” “fathers,” or otherwise
hinting at unnamed sources. Oikoumenios only seems to refer to unnamed sources on three
occasions.”” Andrew uses exegetical terms of art, and even when he does not use the
terminology, one can see the application of the technique. He has a good familiarity with the

Scripture, which will be discussed below, and he knows how to apply it appropriately.

"7 9.15.1.
]

Chp. 53, Text 181, Comm. 173,
tl 53 5,

hinl -I .25

™3 Castagno concludes that Oikoumenios, whom she admires for his originality and theological richness, almost
entirely ignores the Eastern patristic tradition which Andrew’s commentary recovered and preserved. “I
Commenti,” 426,
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Andrew’s exegetical training can be seen in his initial reference to basic concepts and
methodology. He begins his exposition by expressing the classic patristic understanding of
Scripture as having three levels.*® Oikoumenios, on the other hand refers to three levels of
prophecy — past, present and future — something with which Andrew strongly disagrees and
which is not part of the mainstream patristic tradition.

5.4.1 Knowledge of Manuscript Variations

Andrew is aware of well-known manuscript variations and comments upon them.
This was to be expected of a skilled interpreter. For example, Andrew is aware that Rev. 3.7,
“These things says the Holy One, the True One, who has the key of David,” has a common
variant, “key of Hades.” He interprets the passage according to what he believes to be the
better reading, “key of David,” but then offers an alternative interpretation in case this is not
the original reading: Since in some manuscripts instead of "David, " "Hades " is wrilten, (this
would mean that) through the key of Hades, the auwthority over life and death has been
confirmed in Christ®®® Elsewhere he comments on another well-known variation in Rev.
15:6 which describes the angels dressed in pure “linen,” but some manuscripts read “stone.”
From out of this temple the angels will come dressed in clean "“linen" or “stone,” as some
copies have, on account of the purity of their nature and their closeness 1o the
Cornerstone.”® Oikoumenios does not comment on any manuscript variations in Revelation,

although he is at least aware of differing translations of the Old Testament %’

5.4.2 Knowledge of the Canonical Status of Revelation

In his prologue Andrew dismisses any objection to the status of Revelation as

Scripture by stating: Concerning the divine inspiration of the book (100 Beonvenotou Tig

" prologue, Text 8-9, Comm. 7-10, See chapter 5.5.1 below.
“5 Chp. 8, Text 38, Comm. 47.
S8 Chp, 45, Text 162, Camm. 160.

“? He references the Greek translation of the Old Testament by Aquila (8.17.2, Suggit 131), which was an
alternative to the Septuagint.
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Piphov) we believe it superfluous to lengthen the discussion.*® Makarios accepts Revelation
as Scripture or he would not have asked Andrew to write the commentary. Andrew does not
discuss the authorship or inspiration of Revelation, nonetheless, he feels the need to defend
its canonical status, a matter which must be addressed before he can proceed further.
Oikoumenios also faces the same concern and takes it up twice, both at the beginning and at
the end of his commentary.*” Oikoumenios provides an interesting detail when he notes that

the majority believes that Revelation was written by “some other John,” not the apostle.®”

5.4.3 Knowledge of Other Traditional Scripture Interpretations

Regardless of his self-confessed limitations and professions of inadequacy, Andrew
nonetheless proves himsell well-qualified for the task. He demonstrates knowledge of
previous traditional explanations, employs well-known techniques of patristic interpretation
and skillfully handles the text. Clues that he had exegetical training abound. For example,
Andrew knows the traditional interpretation that the seven churches addressed in Revelation
2 and 3 signify all churches everywhere.””' Oikoumenios, as already mentioned, says that
John only wrote to seven churches because those were the cities converted by him"™ and
probably did not know of the tradition that seven represented all, an interpretation which had
been applied to Paul’s epistles as well.*” Andrew is also aware of traditional explanations
that resolve problems found in the gospels. Regarding the two differing genealogies of Christ
in Matthew and Luke, Andrew shows that he knows how the problem was resolved in the

interpretative tradition.’™ He is also aware of a well-known problem raised by John 7,38 and

*F Profogue, Text 10, Comm. 11.
“"1.1.4-6 and 12.20.
12204,

N Chp. 1, Text 13, Comm, 15.
7 1.25, Suggit 28,

" See Comm. 15, fn 53.

"™ Chp. 10, Text 51, Comm. 62, fn 269.
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shows that he knows the traditional resolution of that problem also, which is based on the

punctuation of the text.?
Andrew is also aware of the etymology of certain Hebrew words, such as “Satan,”

. G676 » 4 4 W77
meaning “adversary,””"" and “amen,” meaning “let it be so.

Although these particular
details are absent from Oikoumenios, he shows some knowledge of other traditional
etymologies, but not to the extent shown by Andrew.

Two general characteristics distinguish Oikoumenios’ unique commentary. The first
is that he states peculiar and surprising conclusions. The second, and equally surprising
feature, is that a large number of interpretations go unmentioned. It is through examination of
these particular features in Oikoumenios that Andrew’s training and skill are most evident.

Andrew knows what is expected of him as an interpreter and what is important for
him to comment upon. For example, Andrew explains the meanings of people and place
names, (such as the names of the twelve tribes), information acquired either from written
compilations (Onomastica) or from an oral exegetical tradition. Oikoumenios does not even
write down the names of the tribes as he copies those verses in the fext of Revelation itself

. . y 678
into his commentary, let alone explain them.

This would have been a very surprising
omission at the time and would have signaled a lack of exegetical training, Another example
of a traditional explanation missing from Oikoumenios is the interpretation of the twelve
types of precious stones which decorate the New Jerusalem in Revelation 20. Oikoumenios
ignores any symbolic meaning behind the different gems, simply remarking that the precious
stones represent virtue. A spiritual explanation of the stone symbolism would have been of
great interest to early readers and would have been expected from any interpreter.

It is impossible to explain the glaring omissions from Qikoumenios’ commentary
without concluding that he lacked specific exegetical skills and an extensive knowledge of

the interpretive tradition. He does show awareness of some traditional interpretations, such as

3 See Chp. 20, Text 85, Comm. 98, fn 461,
8 Chp. 34, Text 130, Comm. 134, fn 661.
T Chp. 1, Text 17, Comm, 21,

™ Oik. 5.2-3, Suggit 79-81.



- 165 -

the traditional belief that the two witnesses of Rev. 11:3 are Enoch and Elijah,*” some
knowledge of traditional Hebrew etymologies and the discussion about the meaning of 666
given by Irenaeus, although Oikoumenios does not cite him,*’ which may indicate that he is
not aware that this interpretation came from Irenaeus.

Andrew provides many classic patristic explanations of famous passages, and
Oikoumenios” silence about these interpretations is so surprising that it strongly suggests that
Oikoumenios either did not know them, or he did not deem them important, probably the
former. For example, Oikoumenios does not mention the opinion that the four animals of
chapter 4 represent the four evangelists, probably Revelation’s most famous and enduring
patristic interpretation of all. Oikoumenios does not interpret the various animal components
which constitute the beast of the sea (Rev. 13:1-2) as representing successive kingdoms,
which Andrew and many Fathers before him had done. Instead, Oikoumenios gives a rather
naturalistic interpretation, assigning qualities to the beast based on the physical
characteristics of those animals,**'

Andrew interprets the twenty four elders as representing all those who have pleased
God in the old and the new covenants, an obvious and well-known interpretation because of
the twelve tribes and twelve apostles in the Bible. But Oikoumenios believes they are actual
persons whom John “saw™ in his heavenly vision, and he actually names them, after first
admitting that he is guessing as to who they might be. Oikoumenios does not associate the
white hair of Christ in the opening vision with the Ancient of Days (Dan. 7:9) but explains it
as the “age-old intention of God.”*™ He does not associate the Lamb, the dominant image of
Christ in Revelation, with sacrifice but offers a very weak explanation that the lamb is a

Lﬁlﬂ

symbol of “guilelessness and ability to provide,” such as providing woo Many other

examples could be offered and some will be discussed below, but it is clear that Oikoumenios

E;! 1.3,
012205,
17,1189,
21279, Suggit 30.

"3 3.13.11, Suggit 62.
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was not as technically trained nor as steeped in the interpretive tradition as was Andrew and

their commentaries reflect this difference.

5.5 Methodology

Andrew is reluctant to undertake an exposition of Revelation, a task which befits a
great mind and (one) enlightened by the Divine Spirit**' He knew that the exact knowledge
of these matters lies within the sphere of God, who alone knows the times in which these
prophesized things will come to pass, which is jorbidden to seek ™ Furthermore, on a
personal level, he is well aware of his limitations and sees himself as spiritually unqualified
since he is deprived of the prophetic spirit®™ and inadequate ro explain the things which are
secretly and mysteriously seen by the saints.®*" As explained above in chapter 1, when faced
with the interpretation of Revelation, this is hardly a conventional expression of modesty.
MNonetheless, Andrew proves himself fully qualified for the task and Makarios’ confidence in
him is justified. Andrew states that he does not wish to engage in “conjecture”®® and with
little existing patristic guidance for Revelation Andrew must have drawn up his theological
education. The commentary demonstrates that Andrew was well-trained in patristic
methodology and the existing techniques of biblical interpretation. Since he begins by
remarking that “many people™ had asked him to undertake this effort, Andrew must have

been a known expert in the Scriptures.

5.5.1 The “Three Parts” of Scripture

It is a sign of a good interpreter to begin his commentary by explaining his
methodology, which is exactly what Andrew does, even though he expresses what he knows
to be obvious to Makarios: as you yourself well know, since there are three parts to a human

being, (body, soul and spirit) all divinely inspired Scripture has been endowed with three

% prologue, Text 8, Comm. 6.

s Prologue, Text 10, Comm. 10,
646

Prologue, Text 8, Comm. 6.
7 prologue, Text 8. Comm. 6.

okd Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 10.
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parts by divine grace.*™ He continues to explain how each level of meaning corresponds to
the spiritual state of the reader. This statement reveals a fundamental belief about Andrew’s
view of Scripture and its interpretation: at least three layers of meaning are already present. It
is for the reader to discover them and his/her ability to do so is entirely dependent upon the
individual’s level of spirituality, reflected by that part of the individual acting as the
dominant operative. This is why Andrew has no difficulty accepting many possible meanings
for the text, and commonly offers three and four possible interpretations. Although Origen
popularized the idea that Scripture contained three parts, by the time of Andrew this
perspective was widely accepted and so deeply in-grained in the patristic tradition that it was

no longer identified with Origen and was not considered “Origenistic.”

5.5.2 History and Typology

The first and lowest level of meaning, represented by the body, is iotopia, the
historical or literal narrative. This can be the actual historical event described or simply refer
to the plain meaning or literal meaning of the text. This first level is like the letter and like
history established according to sense perception®™ ' Iotopia is the level of understanding
that one might expect from those guided by the Law,%”" that is, those who would observe the
mere letter of biblical injunctions or who limit their interpretation to the historical meaning of
a pericope. Although originally Christian identification of this level of interpretation arose in
the polemical debates with Judaism, the reference here by Andrew to “the Law” is certainly
not suggesting a Jewish interpretation of Revelation. It is a comment about those who do not
see a level of meaning in Scripture beyond the literal or the historical event because of their
low level of spirituality.

Andrew hints that he is well-aware that Revelation had a historical context and
audience when he states in the opening line of the commentary that he has been asked to

adapt the prophecies to the time after this vision.*”* He recognizes that certain events already

umIﬂgue, Text 8, Comm. 7.
G

Profogue, Text 8, Comm. 8.
“ Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 8.

"2 Prologue, Text 7, Comm. 6.
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took place in fulfillment of the prophecy during John's time and during the intervening
centuries between John’s era and Andrew’s, and that the remainder will occur in the future.
He explains that the first verse “The Apocalypse of Jesus Christ, which God gave to him, to
show to his servants that which must come to pass soon” (Rev. 1:1) indicates that some of the
predictions concerning them are to come to pass immediately thereafter.””

However, the literal sense alone is inadequate since it is a bare recitation of history,
even if it is a foretelling of future events. More important are the moral and spiritual lessons
to be derived from these prophecies. But Andrew does not denigrate the literal sense. In fact,
he often insists upon the reality of the literal sense against Oikoumenios® allegorization.
Andrew realizes that the literal sense is important for the prophecy to be true. He is very
aware of those passages which ought to be interpreted literally, such as the letters to the
churches (Rev. 2-3) and the destruction occurring after the seven trumpets (Rev. 8:7-9:21),
and what must be understood spiritually, such as the opening vision (Rev. 1), the vision of
heaven with the twenty four elders (Rev. 4), and the woman wrapped in the sun (Rev. 12).

A great weakness of Oikoumenios is that he allegorizes what ought to be understood
literally® and elsewhere he gives a literal interpretation of something that is clearly
s}rmhnlic.m For example upon the blowing of the first trumpet, a third of the earth and one
third of the vegetation are burnt up (Rev. 8:7). Oikoumenios states: “if one takes this quite
literally, he will not find the true meaning.”**® Oikoumenios then entirely allegorizes the
destruction: “When the text says trees and grass were burnt up, it refers allegorically
(0 Adyog tponodoyel) to sinners because of their folly and the insensibility of their soul, their
woodenness all ready for burning™*"’ On the other hand, the 1,260 days that the woman
wrapped in the sun remained in the desert is interpreted literally as the amount of time the

Virgin Mary hid in Egypt with the Christ child.%®® This, despite the fact that twice before

“* Chp. |, Text 11, Comm. 13.

% Such as the plagues and devastation caused by the four horsemen (4.7.1-17.10) and the seven trumpets
(5.9.1-5.23.12).

3 Such as the twenty four elders (3.7.1) and the escape of the woman into the desert (7.9.2-3).
% Oik. 5.9.3, Suggit 84.
“7594, Suggit 84.

% 713.10.
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Oikoumenios acknowledged that 42 months is a “figurative” amount of time.*® One wonders
whether he realized that 42 months amounts to 1,260 days. When the woman wrapped in the
sun cries out with birth pains, the pains are not interpreted literally by Oikoumenios, (for
theological reasons), but her cries are.”™ The cries are actual, but the labor pain is not.

In the patristic tradition, historical events in the Bible were not considered mere
history, but often were seen as a foreshadowing (timoc) that anticipates the truth.”®' By this
comment, Andrew shows that he must have used typology in his interpretation of the Old
Testament. Yet because he mentions it in connection with iotopic we know that he
understands typology as firmly connected to the historical event, and not a purely allegorical
elaboration. For example, he refers to the tabernacle of the Hebrews in the wilderness as a
type of the heavenly altar, of which the foreshadowing was shown to Moses on the mountain
together with the tabernacle.”™ The persecution of the Jews under Antiochus IV “Epiphanes”
was also seen by Andrew as historical typology: Daniel prophesied about Antiochus as

being a tvpe of the coming of the Antichrist.”™

Three levels of typology are expressed when
the heavenly Jerusalem comes down and a voice proclaims to John, “Behold, the dwelling of
God is with men...” (Rev. 21:3). Andrew explains that the type of this “dwelling” or
“tabernacle”™ (1] oxnv1y), which will be revealed later in its fullness, is the Church today, and
furthermore, the tabernacle which Moses saw (Exod. 25:9) was the pre-figuration of the type
(rpotimmoic).’™ Typology was an exegetical technique greatly favored in the patristic
tradition, however we see little application of typology in this commentary since typology
usually would have been applied in an analysis of the Old Testament.

The literal sense can refer to past history where appropriate, such as in the letters to

the churches, or to future events, or to both at once. For example, commenting on Rev. 3:10-

“%608 and 6.11.5.

™ 6.19.7-8. His theological reason is that Mary could not have experienced pain in childbirth because labor
pains are punishment for the sin of Eve and Christ was born entirely free from sin. Cikoumenios says that Mary
literally cried, not from labor pains but because Joseph initially believed that she had been unfaithful to him.
However, Rev, 12:2 specifically states that they were labor pains,

™ prologue, Text 9, Comm, 9-10.

"2 Chp. 21, Text 87, Comm. 100.

" Chp. 33, Text 126, Comm. 130.

" Chp, 65, Text 234, Comm. 216.
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11 (*Because you have kept the word of my patience, | will keep you from the hour of trial
which is coming on the whole world”), Andrew remarks that this was said either (in
reference to) the persecution by the impious kings of Rome against the Christians which will
come immediately at that particular time, from which he promises she (the church) is to be
delivered; or (it refers to) the world-wide movement at the end of the age against those who

believe in the Antichrist, from which he promises to free her zealous ones....""”

5.5.3 The Moral Sense

The second level, tpomoloyia, known as the “figurative” or “moral” sense,
corresponds to the soul and relates to the moral lesson to be derived from the text. Andrew
explains that this type of interpretation is applied to Scriptures which contain proverbial
advice and other such pedagogical uses.™™ This level is appropriate for those who have risen
from the basic level of understanding, (the literal sense, represented by the body and the Law
of Moses), and are able to draw a moral message from the Scripture. This part corresponds to
the soul and leads the reader from that which can be perceived by the senses to that which
can be perceived by the intellect™™ and occurs when one is governed by grace,” presumably
those who are active in the life of the Church. Such people can extract the moral message of
the Scripture as well as its historical meaning. This is an important level for Andrew who
consistently expresses the moral lesson in Revelation as basic pedagogy about the Christian
way of life, such as the importance of performing good deeds, despising death, pursuing
virtue, etc.

The term tporoloyia engenders some confusion and, due to the inconsistent use of
this term, it may indicate either the “figurative sense” or the “moral sense.” The problem
arises because tpomog means “behavior,” hence the “moral™ sense of the Scripture meaning
that which relates to one’s manner of life. But tpomog also means “a figure of speech,” hence

Andrew’s application of tporokoyia to understanding proverbs as figures of speech. Because

"3 Chp, 8, Text 40, Comm. 48-9.
e Profogue, Text 9, Comm. 10.
e FProfogue, Text 8, Comm, 8.

" Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 8.
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of its relationship to figurative speech in proverbial sayings, tpomog was often applied in a
manner practically synonymous with allegory. Compounding the confusion, tporoioyig,
diAinyopia and even dvaywyn (see below) have all been referred to as the “figurative sense.”
When the literal sense was difficult to accept, or conflicted with a pre-determined
conclusion or previously made observations, it was not uncommeon for the literal sense to be
discounted or disregarded by stating that the words have a “figurative”™ meaning, Thus, the
text was basically allegorized. We consistently see Andrew fighting against this propensity in
Qikoumenios who frequently allegorizes by referring to the text’s “figurative” meaning.
Oikoumenios is willing to concede that the tribulations of the bowls (Rev. 16:2-7) might
occur literally or physically (oicOnrac) but believes they might also be describing events
allegorically (dAAmyopirdc).”™ In fact, Oikoumenios’ exposition on the bowls is entirely
allegorical. For example, referring to the fourth and fifth bowls poured out, resulting in a
scorching hot sun and darkness, Oikoumenios states: “It is not difficult to explain all this by
means of the rules of metaphor.””'" He continues to explain that the scorching sun is simply
drought’! and the darkness poured out on the throne of the beast means that when the
tyranny of the Antichrist comes to an end “those who are under his command....will
experience darkness in their reasuningf’m
Usually the word employed by Oikoumenios is tpoﬂwt?:u;,m but he also uses a
S tpomi,”'®

tpomikdy,’” and 6 Adyog tponoroyei.’® He also uses the term “metaphor” (petagopd) to

variety of related expressions, such as tpomodoyic,”"* tpomikérepov,’

"™ Oik. 8.25.1.

" rowi T wpomiig Adyous.  9.1.3, De Groote 212, Suggit 140,

o3,

"%0.1.3, Suggit 141.

"1.152,3.13.1,4.17.9, 5.9.3 (twice), 5.13.2, 7.11.2, 11.10.15, 11.12.12.
5033

"*11.10.10.

"95.11.3;9.3.1.

Tg198.

T8 59_4
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signify allegory”” as well as other terms to indicate a symbolic meaning, including

. r 722 = -
1 and avayayn.™ Oikoumenios appears to use these words

aivitteton, ' aivirtopevor
interchangeably.

Andrew never uses the word petogopd and rarely uses tpémog to indicate figurative
meaning. Oikoumenios’ frequent use of these terms demonstrates that his commentary highly
allegorized the Apocalypse and that his background and training was probably literary and
philosophical rather than theological and exegetical. On one occasion, Oikoumenios refers to
the literal narrative’ but he never seems aware of the “three levels” of Scripture, never
explains his basic interpretive approach or the reason for the division of his commentary. His
use of terminology does not suggest technical expertise. Andrew accurately understands
tponog and tpomodoyia as related to proverbs as figures of speech, but not because a
proverb has symbolic meaning, but because the proverb expresses a moral lesson and relates

to morals and proper behavior.

5.5.4 The Spiritual Sense: Oewpia and "Avoywyn

The highest level of meaning corresponds to the spiritual level and relates to the
Sfuture and higher rhings.m Although Andrew does not expressly bifurcate this level, it is
clear that he perceives the spiritual level as encompassing two parts: Pewpia (“the higher
things™) and dvaywyn (“the future things™). Like tpomoloyia, at times dvaywyn also suffers
from misunderstanding. 'Avayoyn means “to raise up,” hence it is sometimes perceived as
synonymous with Bewpia and ailnyopia because of the perception that it raises the mind
upward, which people assume refers to “spiritual things” in general. But Andrew is using the
term with precision: the “future” orientation of avaywyn refers to heaven. Specifically,

avaywyn) is an interpretation related to the afterlife, or life in the kingdom of God. Andrew

" See for example 8.13.2, 8.19.4, and £.23.1.
4174, 8214,

ALY

5113

™ 1o ypdppa g iotoplag. 7.11.2,

™ Prologue, Text 8, Comm. 8.
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demonstrates a precise understanding of these terms and is very accurate in their application.
This shows that he had a good education and training in interpretation as well as the expertise
to know the difference between Oewpia and dvaymy, just as he does not confuse a symbolic
or metaphorical meaning with tponog as a technical exegetical term.

The spiritual level is the most difficult level of interpretation to attain and the insights
at this level are acquired by few, only those who live a life in which the Spirit gaverrm.m
Andrew recognizes the wealth of meaning to be found in Revelation on this third level.
because God ordered Revelation to be proclaimed ro rhose who are more perfect in
knowledge.”® He arrives at this conclusion, having compared Revelation to other prophecy,
(meaning the Old Testament), which exhibited primarily the first two levels: rhe spiritual
part, (is) to be found especially abundant in the Apocalypse of the Theological Man, on the
one hand, lavishly seen with historical form and figurative speech in the other prophets,
whereas, here, (in the Apocalypse), (the spiritual part) is especially seen in abundance. 1
We can surmise from this comment that Andrew sees Revelation above all as a prophetic
book and primarily future-oriented. This drives his interpretation.

Origen had identified the spiritual understanding as the highest level, but used the
term aAAnyopia. One famous Cappadocian, Gregory of Nyssa, greatly enjoyed and promoted
allegory. However, our Cappadocian bishop appears to follow the example of his celebrated
predecessor on the episcopal throne of Caesarea, Basil the Great, who rejected allegory as an
attempt “by false arguments and allegorical interpretations to bestow on the Seriptures a
dignity of their own imagining....[T]heirs is the attitude of one who considers himself wiser
than the revelations of the Spirit and introduces his own ideas in pretense of an explanation.
Therefore, let it be understood as it has been written,” ™*

Andrew’s reluctance to engage in allegory can be seen not only in his avoidance of
the term itself, but also because his commentary is devoid of an excessive allegorization of
numbers or a pre-occupation with the interpretation of numbers. He explains numbers which

are clearly symbolic, such as 666, 7 or 24, but he neither dissects them nor engages in

™5 i pocapia Miter, v 1) w0 nveipa facmheter. Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 9.
" Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 10.
"7 prologue, Text 9, Comm. 10.

"8 On the Six Days of Creation, Hom. 9.1. Basil: Exegetical Homilies, trans. Agnes Clare Way, Fathers of the
Church series, vol. 46 (Washington: Catholic University of America Press, 1963), 135-6.
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explanations of their properties or their components, such as what makes 10 a perfect
number, or other such discussions which we find in Fathers who delighted in allegory.™
We can conclude that Andrew is more closely aligned with the Antiochean style of

interpretat:iun,”ﬂ

which is not surprising since geographically Antioch was in relatively close
proximity, approximately 240 km from Caesarea. Andrew understands and interprets
symbols, but does not engage in pure allegory, and in fact never uses the word, preferring
Bewpia and davoyawyn to explain the spiritual level of interpretation. This is very much in
keeping with the Antiochean School, which allowed for a spiritual interpretation when
specifically called for by the symbolic language in a text (such as in the interpretation of
parables), but disfavored the word dhilnyopia. The imaginative allegorical interpretation
engaged in by Oikoumenios is clearly disapproved by Andrew.

Oikoumenios does not use the techniques of aAAnyopiao, typology, dvayayn, fewpia,
Tponoloyia, okonog, sequence (axoioubia) or context In fact, the technical use of such
terminology is entirely absent from Oikoumenios. Although occasionally one of these words
may be used it, is not applied technically. For example, Oikoumenios frequently takes note
of “figurative” language in Revelation, as discussed above, but no more so than anyone else
who is familiar with the basic analysis of literature. On one occasion Oikoumenios used the
term &Mmupmr.ﬁgm but it is identical to his use of pomkdlg or petagopd and is used to

describe figurative language, rather than as an exegetical technique or term of art.

5.6 Technique

5.6.1 Andrew’s Limitations

Andrew admits that he is incapable of fully understanding Revelation, certainly not

on its highest level,”™ but also not even on its most basic level.”” But since it has been

™ Such as Augustine. See his discussion of the allegorical meaning of the 153 fish caught by the disciples in
John 21:11. Question 57. Augustine Eighty Three Different Questions, trans. David Mosher, Fathers of the
Church series, vol. 70, ed. Hermigild Dressler {(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1977),
599103,

0 See Paul Ternant, “La Bewpia d* Antioche dans le cadre des sens de I'Ecriture,” Biblica 34 (1953) 135-158,
354-383 and 456-486.

g s,

"2 We ourselves do not understand the entire depth of the hidden spivit within it. Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 10.
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ordered by God to be proclaimed o those who are more perfect in knowledge,”™ he will

attempt to explain it. He claims that he will not state conjectured things,”

which may be a
comment directed at Oikoumenios who engages in a significant amount of imaginative
interpretation and even admits to “guessing” at the identity of the twenty four elders on the
thrones.™® Andrew may not resort to guessing and conjecture, but his task is difficult since
he has so little interpretive tradition about Revelation to draw upon. He turns for help to the

techniques of interpretation in which he was trained.”™’
5.6.2 Andrew’s Use of Scripture

Andrew was very well versed in the Bible and used the Scripture effectively, making
numerous quotations. He quotes from the Old Testament approximately 180 times and from

the New Testament approximately 325 times.”®

Quotations were carefully chosen, and are
never part of a string of quotations in the form of a proof text. In addition to actual
quotations, Andrew refers to many additional scriptural persons, events and concepts in the
form of countless allusions without actually quoting directly from the Bible. Both Andrew
and Oikoumenios commonly used Scripture to interpret Scripture. That is, they used one
passage of Scripture to explain another, especially by word association. The technique of

scriptural “word association™ is discussed below.
5.6.3 Zkomog

Exomog is the goal, purpose or aim of the biblical writer. Every book of the Bible has

a oxomog and this is the first observation an interpreter is expected to make. We see this

™ We neither dare to understand everything according to the letter. Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 10,

M Prologue, Text 9, Comm. 10. Probably a reference 10 Rev. 22:10 “Do not seal up the words of prophecy in
this book.”

5 2w Eotoyaopévon. FPrologie, Text 9, Comm. 10.

] 3.7.1,

"7 Faced with the same problem, Oikoumenios, on the other hand, turns to other arenas, such as philosophy,
medicine and physics. Castagno draws the same conclusion. “l Commenti,” 327,

™ This is a conservative estimate. Tt is difficult to decide what constitutes a true “quotation,” since frequently
Andrew only quotes a word or two, while making an obvious allusion to a scriptural text. These have not been
counted as quotations.
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practiced by Chrysostom, for example, who consistently begins his exposition of a given
book with an explanation of the biblical author’s purpose for writing, the author’s oxondg.””
Although oxondg is an ordinary word meaning “goal” or “end,” it is also an exegetical term
of art. The awareness of orxomdg and its consideration when making interpretive decisions
was regarded as fundamental and basic. Zxondg is extremely important for understanding the
overall message of the book as well as the meaning of individual pericopes. The interpreter is
expected to constantly bear in mind the purpose of the book as a general framework for the
evaluation of a passage. Exegetical conclusions which conflict with the author’s purpose
must be reconsidered and are probably incorrect. Individual passages or details within a
pericope also have a oxonog and were expected to prompt the interpreter to ask why the
biblical author included that detail. Andrew’s faithfulness to the oxondg of Revelation is

evident in his exposition. He mentions a spiritual purpose at the end of the commentary:

Starting from these things by the vision and the enjoyment we might, by ardent
yearning through keeping the divine commandments, acquire these in long
suffering and meekness and humility and purity of heart. From which (heart)
unsullied prayer is born free of distraction and offers to God, the Overseer of
all hidden things, a mind devoid of every material thought uncorrupted by
demonic deception and attacks.™®

The original historical purpose of Revelation was to encourage hope and
perseverance through tribulation, and this oxonég was not lost on Andrew. His awareness of
the okondg drives his interpretation on many unexpressed levels which bring him into direct
conflict with Oikoumenios. He sees the purpose of the book as spiritual: to encourage
repentance, vigilance, and perseverance. If the oxonog is perseverance through tribulations or
a warning of future punishments, then the disasters described by the bowls or the seven
trumpets must be interpreted literally, and ought not be allegorized as Oikoumenios does.
Furthermore, Andrew sees the oxondg of Revelation as prophecy, therefore it must relate
primarily to the future, and events such as the seven seals cannot be an allegory of the life of

Christ, as Oikoumenios believes.

9 gee for example, Chrysostom’s introductory argument to Paul's Epistle to the Romans, or his discussion of
Paul’s reasoning in | Cor. 15, Hom. on ! Cor. 39.8. He also analyzes the sequence of the argument.

M Summary following Chp, 72, Text 266, Comm. 242,
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5.6.4  Context

The first example of Andrew’s application of context as an interpretive technique is
seen in his treatment of “the one who is, was, and is to come” (Rev. 1:4). Oikoumenios
believes the phrase represents the Trinity: the one “who is” being the Father (who said “I
am” to Moses), the “one who was” is the Son, (the Logos “who was in the beginning” John
1:1) and the one who “is to come” refers to the Paraclete. But Andrew concludes that this
phrase in this specific context can only be referring to the Father since the very next verse

mentions Jesus Christ. Therefore, the Son cannot be included as the one “who was.”

For here the addition of "and from Jesus Christ” appears to confirm the
understanding we have presented. For it would be unnecessary if he were
talking about the only Logos of God and the person of the Son to immediately
add "?}fi Sfrom Jesus Christ” in order to show him (as distinct) from the other
one....

Andrew points out that Jarer in Revelation “the one who is, was and is to come” is
also said of Christ alone (Rev. 1:8), and that the same words could also be said of the Spirit
alone, because all three persons of the Trinity share the same divine essence. But specifically
there, in Rev. 1:4, Andrew insists that the phrase can only refer to the Father. Andrew does
not use the words for “context” (oupdpalm or 1o cvuppalopeva), but the force of his
argument is entirely contextual. Oikoumenios also notices that Christ is referenced in the
next verse, but rather than considering the context and conforming his interpretation to reflect
that, Oikoumenios adheres to his Trinitarian interpretation of the expression is, was and is (o
come, and decides that this second reference to Christ must be to his “human nature.” This
creates yet another problem because such a statement appears Nestorian, since Oikoumenios
could be accused of separating Christ’s divinity from his humanity. But again, rather than
realizing that his initial interpretation was incorrect due to the context, Oikoumenios quickly
dismissively defends himself against any suspicion of Nestorianism™* and moves on.

Another example of Andrew’s attention to context is the differing interpretation of

something as simple as the “while garment” imagery found throughout Revelation.

M Chp. 1, Text 15, Comm. 18,

M2 “He [John] does not separate him [Christ] into two,” 1.11.1, Suggit 24.
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Oikoumenios usually interprets the white garment as a symbol of purity, regardless of the
context. But Andrew’s interpretation of the white garment always depends on the context.
For example, the white robes of the twenty four elders in Rev. 4:4 represent purity for
Oikoumenios, as usual. But because the scene describes the elders in heaven, Andrew
concludes that the white clothes are symbols of the brilliant life and the unending feast and
gladness,”™ thinking probably of banquet parables of the kingdom.” The white robes worn
by the crowd of Rev 7:9 are again a symbol of purity for Oikoumenios, but of martyrdom for
Andrew because a few wverses later the text states that they have come out of “great
tribulation” and “washed their robes in the blood of the lamb™ (7:14). Oikoumenios notices
the detail of the “blood of the lamb™ but he yet again maintains that the white robes represent
purity,”* as though he is applying a stock explanation rather than doing actual exegesis. He

dismisses the “blood of the lamb” detail as a reference to their participation in Eucharist,”*

5.6.5 Sequence

Early patristic interpreters were also conscious of sequence in the biblical text
(dxoiovbia) and considered it when reaching exegetical conclusions. Sequence as an
interpretive technique was applied by noting the logical progression of historical events, a
biblical author’s line of reasoning or the order in which statements were made. Sequence by

its nature is closely related to context.”"”

Sequence was very important to Andrew and is one
of Oikoumenios’ greatest problems. In the Book of Revelation, the sequence of events can be
especially problematic. Andrew effectively manages the text by engaging in basically a
straight historical progression through the book. As will be discussed below, Andrew
believes that because Revelation is prophecy, it can only be referring to the present (meaning

the present time when the Revelation was received by John, which would be the past for us),

" Chp. 10, Text 49, Comm. 58.

™ Matt. 22:1-10; 25:1-13.
™ oik. 5.3.2.
537,

™" See Chrysostom's Hom. on Rom. & for an analysis of Rom, 3:1-7, with many references to context and
sequence,
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or the future, (that which was in the future for John, but which could be past, present or
future for us). But Andrew perceives a definite shift in Revelation into the eschatological
future, which he believes has not arrived yet. This shift into the eschatological future occurs
during the “seven seals™ section and is represented by the earthquake which occurs upon the
opening of the sixth seal ™ Everything prior to that moment has or may have take place
between the time in which John received the Revelation and the beginning of the eschaton.
Most of the descriptions were of persecutions endured under the Romans, but the images
may also have included other historical occurrences. Once the shift occurs with the sixth seal,
an eschatological scenario is being described. After that, one cannot interpret a subsequent
passage by relating it to the times before the end which came with that seal and earthquake.

The sequence of events described by Revelation has long puzzled interpreters, some
of whom, such as Tyconius and Victorinus, applied the theory of “recapitulation,” that the
same events were described using differing imagery. (The seven bowls were the same
occurrences as the seven trumpets, etc.) Oikoumenios has tremendous difficulty with
sequence. He does not exactly practice “recapitulation™ because he does not engage in an
orderly re-telling of events and he does not see an inherent structure in the book, something
which recapitulation presumes. Instead, whenever Oikoumenios® interpretation does not fit
the context because his explanation conflicts with the sequence, he conecludes that the image
is referring back to prior events, in what we would call a “flashback.” The scene that follows
might very well require him to “flash forward,” which he does, only to immediately “flash
back,” according to whatever is expedient for his interpretation. Oikoumenios’ exposition is
extremely difficult to follow as he jumps back and forth in time. This creates a logical and
sequential inconsistency in Oikoumenios and even theological problems, which will be
9

discussed below.™

Sequence, context and oxomdg are interrelated. In the seven seals section (Rev.6),

— N

" Chp. 18, Text 68-9, Comm. 81.

" Castagno concluded that Oikoumenios intended to demonstrate the continuity and internal coherence of the

text of Revelation rather than interpreting it as an unrelated series of images. 1 Commenti,” 330, Il indeed that
was his wish, he either did not accomplish his goal or did not articulate a coherent understanding of Revelation,
Andrew would object that Oikoumenios strains the text in order to arrive at his interpretations. Castagno
recognizes that Oikoumenios® interpretation does not see Revelation as progressing in a linear fashion, but she
believes that Oilkoumenios understands Revelation as the story of salvation in code form, frequently returning to
themes already treated. “l Commenti,” 334-6,



- 180 -

Oikoumenios understands the seals to represent the life of Christ.””” When the fifth seal is
opened “the souls of people who had been slain on account of the word of God and for the
witness which they had borne” cried out for vengeance (Rev. 6:9). They were told to be
patient until the completion of the number of martyrs in the future. Considering the context
of Revelation alone — its original oxondg being to support and encourage Christians during
the persecution of Domitian™' — the souls under the altar would have to be understood as
Christian martyrs, not to mention the historical association of altars with the relics of martyrs.

But Oikoumenios had wedded himself to an exposition of the seven seals as the life
of Christ. The death of Christ does not even occur until the sixth seal, he believes, and
Christian persecutions certainly could not occur before the death of Christ himself.
Therefore, Oikoumenios must conclude that the souls crying out for vengeance in the fifth
seal are martyrs of the Old Testament who object to the treatment of the Christ during his

- 752
Passion,

Andrew points out that Oikoumenios’ sequence is not logical and therefore his
conclusions are strained and violate the plain meaning of the text. Referring to Oikoumenios’

interpretation, Andrew remarks:

If anyone forces (the meaning) of the loosening of the four seals to apply to
the foregoing acts of dispensation by Christ, he will naturally adapt this to

the previously fulfilled prophets and the rest of the saints who cry out loud
because of the divine forbearance which He endured being insulted by the
Jews unto the cross.”

Andrew argues that it makes more sense (it is firting) to understand the souls as
Christian martyrs and the seals as referring to persecutions still to take place in the future (the

future from the historical perspective of John), and that this is the ecclesiastical tradition:

" The first seal is his birth (4.7.3), the second is his temptation (4.8.2), the third is his teaching and miracles
{4.10.1-3), the fourth is the blows and wounds suffered before Pilate (4.11.2), the fifth is the reaction of the
“souls under the altar™ 1o the abuse of the Lord (4.13.3), and the sixth is the cross, death, resurrection and
ascension (4.15.2).

™! This detail was well-known, even by Oikoumenios who thrice refers to the Apocalypse having been
composed during the reign of Domitian. 1.21.1, 2.13.9 and 12.20.6.

" Oik. 4.13.3-4. Oikoumenios’ mistake here interpreting Christian martyrs as Jewish martyrs is particularly
egregious since his manuscript contained a peculiar variation. Instead of reading that the souls were people slain
on account of the witness (poptupia), his manuscript read that they were “slain on account of the Church”™
(exkhnoic), which Oikoumenios dismissed by saying that it meant “synagogue.” Oik. 4.13.5. See Suggit 71, fn
31. Every detail in the text pointed to a different interpretation than what Oikoumenios concluded,

" Chp. 17, Text 66, Comm. T8.
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And if any take these things to mean a foretelling of future events according to
the teachers of the Church, he will suppose that such a thing is ﬁrﬁ?%*. that
those who were killed for Christ will ery out against their persecutors.”

Oikoumenios continues to struggle with the problem of sequence throughout his
exposition. For example, after interpreting the first trumpet (Rev. 8:7) as the return of Christ
and the end of the world, (because of the association of the word “trumpet,” to be addressed
below), Oikoumenios faces problems. Since the first trumpet is the second coming of Christ,
he is forced to explain how it is that the two witnesses, who actually are to come before the
return of Christ to help people oppose the deception of the beast (Rev. 11:3-10), appear in
Revelation affer the second coming of Christ was supposedly announced by the first trumpet.
Oikoumenios concludes that this was something John had “set aside” and has now gone back
to explain. But then, according to Oikoumenios, John returns to his description of the future
reward of the saints in the next scene (Rev. 11:15ff),"

The problem with sequence grows much worse in his discussion of the chapter which
follows, Revelation 12. Oikoumenios returns to his practice of interpreting Revelation as
events in the life of Christ. First he interprets the woman wrapped in the sun (12:1-2) as the
Theotokos.”® But the rise of the Antichrist requires the explanation of Satan’s fall from
heaven (12:3-4a) which occurred long before the birth of Christ, even before recorded time,
50 chronologically we must go far back into the past. Then the birth of Christ is described
(12:4b-6), returning us to the first century, then quickly Oikoumenios’ explanation goes back
to a period before recorded time, to the war in heaven between Michael and Satan (12:7-9).
Then the dragon’s pursuit of the woman (12:13-17), which Oikoumenios believes represents
the flight to Egypt, returns us again to the first century and to the life of Christ.”’

We see Oikoumenios having the same problem elsewhere. The Antichrist appears
again in the text after Oikoumenios had already interpreted a prior passage as describing the

Sinal destruction of the Antichrist. Oikoumenios’ explanation for why the Antichrist appears

™ Chp. 17, Text 67, Comm. 78.

™ 0ik. 6.17.1.
06,192,

17310,
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in the text again afler he had already been destroyed is very weak: “For all that the
evangelist sees are a vision, and he is often shown the first things last and contrariwise the
last first.””*® This excuse allows Oikoumenios to do with the text whatever he wishes. Rather
than re-evaluating the soundness of his previous interpretation, Oikoumenios simply
interprets the images as he finds them and makes no attempt to discover coherence in John's
presentation. He completely ignores the sequence.

Oikoumenios creates many confusing reversals in the course of his commentary. The
final destruction of devil and the Antichrist in the lake of fire (Rev. 19:20) is a scenario for
the future eschaton.” But commenting on the very next verse, (Rev. 20:2-3a) after the final
destruction of the devil has already been described, Oikoumenios immediately jumps back to
the past when he interprets the binding of the devil for a thousand years as the Incarnation.
Oikoumenios then returns to the future, (our times), with the loosening of the devil “for a
little while” which represents the present age between the ascension of Christ and his second
cuming.mu Then in the next sentence (a continuation of the very same verse, 20:3) he returns
back again to the period of the earthly life of Christ. At this point, even Oikoumenios realizes
the problematic nature of his exposition and he implores the reader to try to continue to
follow his exposition.™!

The loosening of the devil represents the present age, but with the next vision ([ saw
thrones...and judgment” (Rev. 20:4-5), remarkably Oikoumenios goes back to the earthly
life of Christ when Satan was “bound.” His dominant interpretation of Revelation as the life
of Christ continues to be tremendously problematic. For Oikoumenios the thrones cannot
refer to the last judgment because the previous image — the binding of Satan — represents the
Incarnation in which Satan’s activities are restricted. So the thrones are the authority

promised to the apostles, and were already given to them during Christ’s earthly ministry.”*

789,53, Suggit 142

™ Dikoumenios says that it is devil and the Antichrist, but the text actually says it is the beast and the false
prophet, 10.15.7,

*10.17.10.
1 tiv ouvégeray tomep duidtiov wh Adyov. (10.15.7, De Groote 247.) Note that the word s
auwveyelay “continuation” or “progression,” not the technical term which would be uwsed by an exegete,

aroioulic,  Heis not aware of any sequence or he does not seem to know the word as an exegetical term.

132,
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His disregard for sequence and context wreaks havoc on Oikoumenios’ interpretation
and illustrates his lack of exegetical skill. The judgment scene in Revelation 20 explicitly
describes “the souls of those who had been beheaded for their festimony to Jesus.” But
Oikoumenios is tied to his life-of-Christ interpretation, so those beheaded for Jesus cannot
mean actual Christian martyrs who lost their heads, since Christ himself has not vet died in
his scenario because the binding of Satan represents the ministry of Christ in his Incarnation.
This requires Oikoumenios to entirely allegorize the martyrdom as the abuse suffered by
those who believed in Christ during his lifetime when they were expelled from the synagogue

3

and lost their possessions.”™ This significantly dilutes the prophetic power of the text, its

emotional and inspirational impact and entirely ignores its okomog .

5.6.6 Word Association

Word association was probably the most commeon technique of patristic exegesis.
When interpreting a passage of Revelation, both Andrew and Oikoumenios identify a word
or idea in the passage and then look for the same word or concept elsewhere in the Bible.
They use the meaning or understanding of the word in another location to explain its
meaning in Revelation. This is acceptable if done correctly and this is also practiced by
modemn interpreters, especially to determine the use or meaning of a word by looking at its
use in another passage or book by the same author. We see Andrew’s application of word
association in his awareness of apocalyptic imagery, such as earthquakes, the sky being
“rolled,” the sun becoming dark and the moon turning to blood (Rev. 6:12-13). Even though
he does not identify this imagery as “apocalyptic,” Andrew is aware of the symbolic use of
such language and interprets it according to the context and according to how such images
were used in other apocalyptic passages found in the Old Testament.”™

A very interesting and careful use of word association by Andrew can be seen in the
discussion concerning the identity of “the one who is, was and is to come” in which he uses
the technique to support a theological point. He has explained that the description “is, was

and 15 to come™ in Rev. 1:4 can only refer to the Father because of the context. However,

"3 11.3.3. “They came to life and ruled with Christ for a thousand years™ refers to their faith in Christ during his
earthly ministry.

" Chp. 18, Text 68-9, Comm. 81-2.
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fﬁeoiugicﬁ.!{y the same statement can be made of all three members of the Trinity because
they share the same properties of divinity. He continues by giving an example of another
characteristic which applies to all three members of the Trinity, holiness, and cites a point of
contention between the Chalcedonians and the Monophysites: the Trisagion Hymn (“Holy
God, Holy Mighty, Holy Immortal, have mercy on us.”) The hymn had long been considered
Trinitarian, emphasizing the equality of all three Persons, and was based on the hymn of the
Seraphim in [saiah 6:3: “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord Almighty.”

To affirm the real union of the divinity and humanity in Christ, the Monophysites
stressed that the Logos suffered in the flesh (“theopaschism™) and Severus of Antioch
inserted a phrase into the Trisagion Hymn which altered it to apply to Christ alone: “Holy
God, Holy Mighty, Holy Immortal, who was crucified for us, have mercy on us.” The
Monophysite theology of Oikoumenios is seen by his reference to the holiness of Christ
proven through the hymn of the Seraphim. While commenting on Rev. 3:7, (“And to the
angel of the church in Philadelphia write: “These things says the Holy One, the True One”™),
Oikoumenios cannot pass up the description of Christ as the “Holy One™ without supporting
the Monophysite position on the Trisagion Hymn: “The holy one is the Son of God, so also
he receives witness from the Seraphim, who combine the three acclamations of holy in the
one lordship. M

Andrew is no doubt responding to Oikoumenios’ challenge and supports the
Chalcedonian view entirely by a skillful use of word association. Andrew maintains that the
hymn of the Seraphim “Holy, Holy, Holy” is applied to all three Divine Persons. First, he
remarks that we learn that in the Gospel the hymn of the Seraphim is said about the Son."™
Such a statement, surprising to modern readers because the angelic hymn is not found in the
gospels, is only possible through word association, Andrew concludes that “holy, holy, holy”
was said about the Son because after the hymn of the Seraphim in Isaiah, Isaiah receives his
commission (Isa. 6:9-10) in which the Lord tells him, “Go and say to these people, ‘Keep
listening but do not comprehend, keep looking but do not understand. Make the mind of this
people dull and stop their ears and shut their eyes so that they may not look with their eyes,

and listen with their ears and comprehend with their minds, and turn and be healed.” This

" 0ik. 2.13.1, Suggit 46.
" Chp. 1, Text 15, Comm. 19,
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leads Andrew to connect that passage with its quotation by Christ in Matthew and Mark.”’
The quote associates the hymn with its original setting in Isaiah and is found “in the Gospel.”

Then Andrew finds that the hymn of the Seraphim was also said “about the Spirit” in
another similar tour de force by linking it to the words of Paul at the close of Acts of the
Apﬂﬁt\es.m Finally, Andrew establishes that it was said about the Father, but this time not in
the Bible, but through a prayer in the Divine Liturgy. While the congregation sings vyet
another hymn, not the Trisagion but a different hymn inspired by the words of the Seraphim,
“Holy, holy, holy Lord of Sabaoth...”, the priest quietly recites a prayer to the Father which
begins, “With these blessed powers, we also, O Master who loves mankind, also say: Holy
art Thou and all-holy, thou and thy only-begotten Son and thy All-Holy Spirit...” Word
association for Andrew is not limited to words in the Bible, but encompasses the entire
experience of the Church, including prayers and hymns, This reflects the patristic view that
one can fully understand the Bible only within the life of the Church.

Word association is Oikoumenios’ primary technique, and as a matter of fact it is the
only type of methodology he expressly articulates. “We must examine whether any such
description occurs in another text, so that one might be able to form a judgment by
" comparing similar terms.””™ But word association can be applied poorly, resulting not in a
clarification but in a distortion of meaning, especially when a word is interpreted without
regard for its use in the context or the sequence of the passage being interpreted. This is
exactly what happens in Oikoumenios’ commentary on numerous occasions. For example, in
the case of the earthquake, Qikoumenios would be just as likely to look for a corresponding
historical earthquake rather than a symbolic meaning of the word or symbol of “earthquake.”
The earthquake and cosmological signs accompanying the opening of the sixth seal (Rev.
6:12-13) are interpreted by Oikoumenios as having historically occurred at the crucifixion of
Christ, despite the reference in Revelation to the moon becoming like blood or the stars

falling from the sky, events which did not occur during the crucifixion of Christ. Andrew, on

"7 Matt 13:13-15, Mark 4:12.

"4 %S, as they disagreed among themselves, they departed, after Paul had made one statement: “The Holy
Spirit was right in saying to your fathers through Isaiah the prophet, “Go to this people and say, You shall
indecd hear but never understand, and you shall indeed see but never perceive...” " ™ (Acts 28:24-3),

" 0k 3.9.2, Suggit 50.
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the other hand, takes note of the cosmic signs, finds where they occur in the prophetic books
of the Old Testament and what they mean in that context, and applies that meaning to
understand the text of Revelation,””

The application of word association can also be seen in Oikoumenios’ exposition of
the judgment scene of Revelation 20. Oikoumenios had primarily applied this section to the
life of Christ, as we have seen, therefore those dead who were described as “beheaded for
Jesus” could not be interpreted as those physically martyred for Christ because such things
did not happen in Christ’s lifetime. When the next verse (20:4) states that “the rest of the
dead did not come to life” Oikoumenios ignores the reference to “the rest” ignores the
context of the statement, and uses word association — the word “dead” — to interpret the
meaning of “dead” in Rev. 20:4. Oikoumenios finds the word “dead” in Christ’s statement,
*“Leave the dead to bury their own dead” (Matt. 8:22) and interprets the dead in Rev. 20:4 as
those who did not accept the preaching of Christ during the time of his Incamation.””' But the
text of Revelation refers to the “rest of the dead,” meaning that those dead mentioned before,
who had been beheaded for Christ, had actually died, contrary to Oikoumenios’ allegorical
explanation. Or, if the beheaded ones were not physically dead, then they would be among
those who had nor accepted Christ, (which is what Oikoumenios had taken the word “dead”
to mean according to his application of word association), because the words “rest of the
dead” presumes that the word “dead” also applies to those who were mentioned previously.

Another misapplication of word association which creates significant problems for
Oikoumenios occurs when he interprets the first trumpet (Rev. 8:7) as the second coming of
Christ because of the association of the word “trumpet.” Rather than understanding the
trumpet as a symbol, he notes that the word “trumpet” is also found in Paul’s description of
the Parousia in 1 Thess. 4:16, in which the second coming of Christ is heralded by the
blowing of a trumpet, Therefore, Oikoumenios concludes, this blowing of a trumpet in
Revelation must symbolize the second coming of Christ at the end of time. This creates a
tremendous problem with the sequence. Oikoumenios must explain the appearance later of

the two witnesses, who are to come before the end to oppose the deception of the beast (11:3-

"M Chp. 18, Text 69-70, Comm. 81-82,

T Oik. 11.3.6.
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10), when the end has already come with the blowing of the first trumpet. Far worse is
Oikoumenios’ strained interpretation of the subsequent trumpets which bring afflictions upon
the sinners in an effort to prompt them to repentance, which is what the text of Revelation
itself says is the purpose of the afflictions (Rev. 9:20-21). Since Christ has already come
with the blowing of the first trumpet, Oikoumenios is forced to allegorize all of the afflictions
poured out upon the earth and say that they represent the sufferings of the sinners in hell.””
This becomes an insurmountable problem and even a theological one when the locusts are
described as torturing people for “omly five months” (Rev. 9:5) and, according to
Oikoumenios, the locusts which bring the tortures upon the sinners in hell symbolize angels.
Oikoumenios’ creative “solution” and his theological error will be described below.

Word association, sequence and confext require a coordinated application. An
effective use of word association can be seen in Andrew’s analysis of the reward promised to
the Church of Thyatira, “And I will give him the morning star” (Rev. 2:28). Oikoumenios
relies on word association and a stock interpretation of Isaiah 14:12, which refers to the
“morning star” which fell from heaven. Church tradition had routinely identified the fallen
star in Isaiah with Satan. Andrew reports this as a possibility, (most likely because
Oikoumenios is expressing a traditional interpretation), but Andrew arrives at an alternative
interpretation which he prefers and better fits the context: Christ is the morning star.”” We
know that Andrew prefers this interpretation because he offers support for this view. Christ
as the morning star is more appropriate based on the context, since elsewhere in Revelation
Christ is described as the “bright moming star” (Rev. 22:16) and in the letters to the churches

the rewards consistently promised at the end of each letter are Christ himself,

5.7 Andrew’s Use of Sources

5.7.1 Oikoumenios

It has been said by others that Andrew “relies on™ Oikoumenios, probably since he

reports the opinions of Oikoumenios. But he does not rely on Oikoumenios, although he

" 5012, 513.1-2. The theological implications of this and other problems created by Oikoumenios’
interpretations are discussed in chapter 6,

" Chp. 6, Text 34-5, Comm, 43-44.
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certainly utilizes him, especially in the earlier portions, when Oikoumenios® interpretations
are more sound and less quirky. As will be seen below, Andrew cannot fairly be said to rely
on Oikoumenios since he consistently demonstrates his superior exegetical skill and since he
departs from Oikoumenios on so many critical points. Andrew would have arrived at many
of their shared conclusions without ever having read Oikoumenios. It may appear that there
is a reliance on Oikoumenios to a certain extent simply because they shared a common Bible,
a common language and a common Eastern tradition. Since both men derived many of the
interpretations by searching for the same word elsewhere in the Bible, they would
unavoidably arrive at some of the same conclusions independently of each other.

When Andrew presents the opinion of Oikoumenios, it is usually offered first. The
opinion is usually allowed as a possibility followed by an alternative, indicated by words

774

such as it is either this or... If he dislikes an interpretation or believes another is better, he

signals it with statements of mild disapproval, such as this may be understood

[ 778

- o 7 . 17 77
differently...,  more suitably.., more correctly...,” 'or much more,. ...

5.7.2 Unnamed Sources and Oral Traditions

Andrew refers to certain “teachers” without naming them, and occasionally offers a
traditional interpretation which would otherwise have been unknown to us. He stands firmly
within the patristic tradition and draws from a depository of traditional interpretations with
which he is very familiar. One difficulty in identifying Andrew’s influences is the fact that a
great many books were lost in the years immediately following the composition of this

commentary in the destruction accompanying the Persian and Arab cong uests.”””

"™ Some “cither...or” examples are in Chp. 10, Text 49, Comm. 57; Chp. 1, Text 17, Comm. 21; Chp. 5, Text
29, Comm, 36; Chp, 7, Text 36, Comm, 44; Chp. 24, Text 93, Comm. 104-5; Chp. 52, Text 178, Comm. 171,

T Chp. 1, Text 14, Comm. 17.

"6 Chp, 10, Text 49, Comm. 58.

™ Chp. 19, Text 78, Comm. 90.

i Chp. 19, Text 73, Camm. 85.

™ Far more books were “in circulation from the fifth to sixth centuries AD than survived into the ninth, and of

the latter group a good portion has since been lost” Cyril Mango, “The Revival of Learning,” The Oxford
History of Byzantivm, ed. Cyril Mango (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 219,
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Eighteen unnamed teachers or unknown sources of interpretive tradition are clearly
referred to or can be discerned in the commentary:

1. About the warning made to the Church of Ephesus, that their lampstand would be
removed, Andrew comments: Some understood the removal of the lampstand (to refer to) the
archpriest’s throne of Ephesus, because it was moved to the seat of the King."™ This is not
mentioned by any other known interpreter.

2. Andrew cites an interpretation of the four animals of Rev. 4:6 as representing the
mastery over things in heaven and on earth and in the sea.”™'

3 He also mentions an interpretation of the four animals as the “four virtues,”
represented by the four gospels. Earlier interpreters had identified the gospels with animals
based on characteristics of the gospels not with virtues, but Andrew combines them. This
interpretation, or at least the number four representing a particular set of virtues, must have
been well-known to his readers at the time,”"

4, Andrew reports that the four animals represent the four gospels according to
Irenacus, but adds that this has been well-stated by others. " The reference to “others” here
cannot mean only Irenaeus but that many interpreters subsequent to Irenaeus held the same
opinion and that this opinion was well-known in exegetical circles. This is confirmed by
Augustine, who was also aware that this opinion was widely held.”™"

5. After reporting the opinion of Irenaeus that the four animals represent the four
evangelists, Andrew lastly mentions a purely Christological interpretation, which probably
came from an unnamed earlier source or tradition.”” Andrew may have arrived at this
interpretation himself, since he does not specifically refer to this as a tradition. But he was

probably reporting an existing opinion, since other purely Christological interpretations of

W Chp. 3, Text 25, Comm. 31.
™ Chp. 10. Text 51, Comm. 61.

i Chp, 10. Text 51, Comm. 61, The idea of four primary virtues was popular from Stoic philosophy, but not
everyone agreed upon which virtues they were, See Comm. 61, fn 265,

™ Chp. 10, Text 51, Comm. 61.
™ See Comm. 61, fn 266.

" Chp. 10, Text 51-2, Comm. 62-3,



- 190 -

the four creatures were also reported by Augustine, Ambrose, and Gregory the Great.™

They
most likely predate the fourth century and could have come from an early Eastern tradition.
6. Concerning the opening of the fifth seal, (in which the souls under the altar who
have been slain for their witness cry out for justice in Rev. 6:9-10), Andrew points out the
distorted nature of Oikoumenios’ interpretation that the seven seals refer to past history and

events in the life of Christ.™’

Oikoumenios’ interpretation continues to strain the text because
now he is forced to interpret the souls under the altar as martyrs of the Old Testament
protesting the abuse and crucifixion of Christ.”*® Drawing a contrast between Oikoumenios
and himself, Andrew argues for a more natural interpretation appropriate to the historical
sequence and hints that he is in line with the earlier tradition: And if any take these things to
mean a foretelling of future evenis according to the teachers of the Church, he will suppose
that such a thing is fitting, that those who were killed for Christ will cry out against their
persecutors.”™ This comment not only shows that Andrew sees himself as in line with “the
teachers of the Church,” but that he is following a line of tradition that interpreted this
sequence of events, the seven seals, and that they represented the future for John.

7. He reports that “some of the teachers™ said that the great mountain (Rev. 8:8)
represents the devil.”*®

8. Commenting on the instruction given to John, *“You must again prophesy” (Rev.
10:11), Andrew remarks that it might mean that he has not yet tasted death but he will come

in the end to hinder the acceptance of the Antichrist’s deception.”

Andrew is not only
referring to the legend that John would not die, but to a second legend, also known in the
West, that John would return in the end times with the two witnesses to hinder the

Antichrist’s effectiveness and preventing people from being led astray.””

M6 goe Comm. 63, fn 273,
1 Chp. 17, Text 66-67, Comm. T8.
™ ik, 4.13.3-5.

™ Chp. 17, Text 67, Comm. 78.
"0 Chp. 23, Text 92, Comm. 103-4.
" Chp. 29, Text 110-111, Comm. 118,

M2 goe Comm. 118, fn 562.
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9. About the identity of the two witnesses (Rev. 11:3-4), Andrew remarked: Many of
the teachers understood these (to be) Enoch and Elias,™ including Irenaeus and Hippolytus,
but Andrew does not cite them as authorities, which may indicate that he is referring to a
long line of tradition which we know includes Irenaeus and Hippolytus and may even predate
them, but which certainly includes a number of other interpreters as well.

10. Regarding the beast of the earth (Rev. 13:11), Andrew reports that some
interpreters believed its two horns represent both the Antichrist and the false prophet.”™ This
opinion is found in Hippolytus, but Andrew does not appear to limit it to Hippolytus and
does not cite him,

11. Andrew relates a story he had read taken from narratives profitable to the soul
about the joy of a guardian angel over a man who had repented.””

12. An otherwise unknown interpretation of the millennium is mentioned. The one
thousand years some explain as the three and a half years from the baptism of Christ until
his ascension into heaven. Andrew may be misreading Oikoumenios, who believed that the
millennium represented the entire earthly life of Christ, but this is unlikely, since more than
once Oikoumenios says that the millennium is the Incarnation™® and he does not mention
Christ’s baptism. It is more likely that Andrew is relating yet another ancient interpretation of
the millennium: the years of Christ’'s 1‘|.'1ini.~='.trg.-r.W‘Ir

13. On the destruction of Babylon in Rev. 18:21, Andrew comments that to identify
this Babylon with ancient Rome, (as Qikoumenios does) seems fo be somehow contrary to
the interpretation concerning this by the ancient teachers of the Church, who spoke against
making an analogy of Babylon with the Romans by these things being prophesied on account

of the fourth beast with the ten horns that had been seen,®

™ Chp. 30, Text 113, Comm. 120.

™ Chp. 37, Text 140, Comm. 143, Hippolytus, On Christ and Antichrist 49,
"3 Chp. 48, Text 168, Comm. 164.

5 10.17. 4,6 and 7.

" Chp. 63, Text 221, Comm. 206.

" Chp. 39, Text 202, Comm. 188, referring to Dan. 7:7, 20. The “ancient teachers™ are more than simply
Irenaeus (Heres. 5.26), who associated the visions of Duniel with Revelation. This opinion was widely held.
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14. On Rev. 19:6, “Then | heard what seemed to be the voice of a great multitude,
like the sound of many waters,” Andrew states that some perceived the waters to be those
waters above the heavens, with which both the entire assembly of the righteous and the
fullness (of creation) glorifies the Creator.”™

15. Concerning Rev. 19:20, that the beast and the false prophet would be thrown into
the lake of fire, Andrew comments that it is te be found in a saying of a certain one of the
teachers that some are to be living after the destruction of the Antichrist ¥

16. After noting that the birds gorged on flesh (Rev. 19:21), Andrew allegorizes this
to mean the end of “fleshy things.” He supports his interpretation with the following
statement: J[n addition to this, as some say God says through Isaiah, “You have become
loathsome to me” (Isa. 1:14), so also 1o the saints every fleshy activity is disgusting, grievous
and loathsome ™' He seems to be referring to a specific prior or traditional interpretation of
that verse in Isaiah.

17. Regarding the identity of Gog and Magog (Rev. 20:7-8), Andrew reports three
interpretations which attribute Gog and Magog to completed historical events which occurred
in the history of Israel and Judah, which seme of the interpreters took (to mean) the fall of
the Assyrians with Sennacherib, having occurred many years ago at the time of Hezekiah
(during) the prophecy of Ezekiel (Ezek. 39:9) but on ihe other hand, some (interpret it as) the
destruction of the nations, attacking those who undertook to rebuild Jerusalem after her
capture by the Babylonians, first Cyrus the Persian, and after him Darius having
commanded so to the governors of Syria. And some (see) the powers of Antiochus having
been defeated by the Maccabees. However, Andrew relies on other texts to conclude that the
figures of Gog and Magog will come at the end time.*"

18. Regarding the measurements of the heavenly city amounting to a cube with sides
measuring 12,000 stadia (Rev. 21:14), Andrew seems to report that the 12,000 stadia were
converted into miles. He also appears to include a traditional interpretation of the number of

miles: For the aforementioned thousands of stadia constitute signs, the so-called one

"™ Chp. 56, Text 204, Comm. 189,
" Chp. 59, Text 213, Comm. 198.
¥ Chp. 59, Text 214, Comm. 199,

*2 Chp. 63, Text 224, Comm. 208,
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thousand seven hundred and fourteen miles, the one thousand signifying the perfection of the
endless life, the seven hundred being the perfection in (eternal) rest, and the fourteen being

the double Sabbath of soul and body, for two sevens are fourteen.™™

5.7.3 Recognized Fathers

Another strong indicator of his exegetical training is how Andrew uses and cites
earlier patristic sources. With respect to recognized Fathers, Andrew shows that he writes in
an era when it had become especially important to align oneself with earlier authorities.
Although Fathers in prior ages also felt strongly motivated to align themselves with apostolic
tradition, by the time of Andrew, appeal to apostolic tradition was accomplished through
citations of the Fathers.

Andrew cites Gregory the Theologian, Cyril of Alexandria, Papias, Irenaeus,
Methodios, and Hippolytus in his prologue as witness of the trustworthiness (to a§iomotov)
of the Apocalypse,®™ to authenticate its apostolic authorship. But Andrew also cites other
patristic authorities in the course of his interpretation: Pseudo-Dionysios (whom he calls
Dionysios “the Great™), Basil, Justin Martyr, Epiphanios, and Antipater of Bostra. Also
mentioned are Eusebius of Caesarea and Flavius Josephus, but only as historical sources.
Andrew remarked that he has taken many starting points from them,*™ but he was fully
aware that he cannot rely on them since very little Greek interpretive tradition for Revelation
preceded him. “Starting points” were all that they could offer, but it was a beginning. Where
there was no established patristic tradition, Andrew relied on his exegetical training and
techniques, as discussed above.

Andrew cites the opinions of Fathers over thirty times, and often quotes from them,
sometimes at length. But what strikingly distinguishes his use of these sources from
Oikoumenios is that Andrew cites them to support his exegesis in almost every instance.
Oikoumenios, by contrast, almost exclusively cites the Fathers to support theological

arguments he makes within the course of his commentary. Both Eusebius and Josephus are

" Chp. 67, Text 242, Comm. 222,
4 prologue, Text 10, Comm, 11.

"% Prologue, Texi 11, Comm. 11,
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used for historical reference by both men and not for theology or exegesis. Andrew very
effectively demonstrates, and at times explicitly points out, that his interpretation is more
consistent with the patristic tradition because he aligns himself with the Fathers in his
interpretation of the fext. Having proven that the “One who is, was and is to come” is the
Father in Rev. 1:4, and that the Trisagion hymn refers to the Trinity, he states (We say) these
things to show that our own understanding does not contradict the patristic voices.*™™ Later,
to prove that Oikoumenios’ interpretation of the seven seals as events in the life of Christ was
neither logical nor a traditional understanding of prophecy, he wrote: Bur we have agreed
with Methodios...: “John is speaking with authority concerning the present and future
things.”™ Later, he draws attention to Oikoumenios’ departure from the most accepted
patristic interpretation of the woman wrapped in the sun (Rev. 12:1). Andrew observes that
“some say,” referring to Oikoumenios, she is the Theotokos, But the great Methodios took
(it) to be (referring to) the holy Church.*™®

Oikoumenios does not indicate that he is aware of other exegetical traditions. He
rarely mentions the opinions of others who came before him on interpretive points and rarely
gives alternative explanations. Oikoumenios also appeals to pagan learning,*” which Andrew
never does. All of these factors indicate that Oikoumenios primarily offered his own
individual interpretation of Revelation and largely stood outside the stream of exepetical
opinion, rather than continuing in a course of existing tradition. It was left for Andrew to

conclusively establish that tradition.

%S Chp. 1, Text 16, Comm. 20,
"7 Chp. 13, Text 60, Comm. 72.
"% Chp. 33, Text 121, Comm. 126.

2 0ik. 1.1.2.



- 195 -

Chapter 6
Andrew’s Theology

6.1 Doctrine

By all indications Andrew was Chalcedonian orthodox in doctrine, and not a
Monophysite. Both Andrew and Oikoumenios sprinkle their commentaries with occasional
hints of their particular theological positions. In two places®'’ Oikoumenios makes rather
lengthy Christological statements which clearly indicate that he is Monophysite,*"' but they
have the character of extraneous creedal proclamations rather than theological comments
prompted by his exegesis. Andrew does not engage in a doctrinal duel to directly refute
Oikoumenios theologically, with the exception of his comments on the Trisagion hymn,
which had become a symbol of the disagreement between Chalcedonians and Monophysites.
The words of the ancient and well-known hymn are: “Holy God, Holy Mighty, Holy
Immortal, have mercy on us.” Monophysites inserted the phrase “who was crucified for us”
to emphasize that the Logos, which they insisted was “one nature after the union,” had
suffered in the flesh.

The hymn had been primarily regarded as Trinitarian in Chalcedonian circles. Even
though the exact words of the Trisagion are not found in Rev. 4:8, the Fathers considered it
located there, as well as in [saiah 6:3, in the hymn of the angels “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord
Almighty.” Andrew expends much effort justifying the Chalcedonian view that the Trisagion
hymn is properly said of all three members of the Trinity by finding scriptural links between
each person of the Trinity and the Trisagion hymn through word association.!” What is
noteworthy is that he does not wait until Revelation chapter 4 to make these observations, but
includes this discussion as part of his exegesis of the phrase “the one who is, was and is to
come.” (Rev. 1:4) He concludes his excursus with the comment: (We say) rhese things io

show that our own understanding does not contradict the patristic voices.*" When he arrives

0 0ik. 1.3.3 and 12.13.6.

! See chapter 1.4.3,

M2 Chp. 1, Text 15-16, Comm. 18-20. See above, chapter 5.6.6, pages 183-85.
"3 Chp, 1, Text 16, Comm. 20,
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at chapter 4, he repeats his earlier conclusion. These holy powers do not rest, never ceasing
the divine hymnody and offering the three-fold blessing to the tri-hypostatic divinity, And
“the who is and who was and who is to come " we said means the Holy Trinity.*"* He affirms
that the phrase, as well as the quality of holiness properly belongs to all three, despite the fact
that he recognized that in its initial appearance the phrase described the Father only®'
Andrew’s rationale that the hymn and statement “who is, was and is to come™ can be
properly said of all three members of the Trinity is based upon their possession of identical
divine nature while retaining their distinction as persons. This disappointingly brief dogmatic
statement only gives us the barest suggestion of Andrew’s theological knowledge, but it is
concise, correct, and he uses a technical theological term for “relationship” (oyeoig). The

overall tone is one of relaxed familiarity with doctrinal matters.

[The expressions which befit God equally honor and are appropriate to each
of the divine persons (£uppolovedv exdom) Beixi Unootdoel), and are
common to the three, except for their distinctive properties, that is to say, the
relationships (t@v ilomitov fiyouy oxéoeav) (between them), as said by
Gregory the Theologian, and except for the Incarnation of the Logos. 86

The only other strongly doctrinal passage is inspired by the description of Christ in
Rev. 19:12-13. Andrew presents an impressive list of scriptural and theological adjectives

applied to Christ. Commenting on Rev. 19:12, “He has a name inscribed which no one knows

but himself,” Andrew writes:

The unknown name refers to his incomprehensible essence (16 tig ovoiag

avtoD onuaivel akatainntov). For by  many names is  the divine
condescension (known), as good (dywboc), as shepherd (nownv), as sun
(fog), as light (6ac), as life (Com), as righteousness (ducarooivn), as
sanctification (Gyracpoc), as redemption (anolUtpworg). And likewise in the
apophatic sense as incorruptible (Gdboprog), invisible (Gdpatog), immorial
(aBavatoc), immutable (avalhloiwrog), ineffable and incomprehensible in his
essence (1) oVGLE Avavupog kol avepLktoc.), being known only to himself
together with the Father and the Spirit.*""

Y4 Chp. 10, Text 52, Comm. 64. He also refers to the Tri-hypostatic divinity in Chp 56, Text 203, Comm. 189.
"3 Chp. 1, Text 15-6, Comm, 18-20.
8 Chp. 1, Text 15, Comm. 18.

"' Chp. 58, Text 208, Comm. 193-94.
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Regarding verse 13, “the name by which he is called is the Word of God,” Andrew

remarks:

Through these things is confirmed that which had been expounded before.
How is He who is inexpressible and in every sense unknowable here called
“Word"? Either to show the filial hypostasis (thg Vixfig Unoctdoews) and
impassible begottenness from the Father (1iig anaBoic £k ntatpog yevvioens)
Just as our word (which we are about to speak) exists beforehand in the mind,
or that he carries in himself the principles for all things in existence, or he is
the Messenger (10 e€oyyehevg) of the Paternal wisdom and p'r.na.hf.':",ﬂ'E

Although Andrew does not engage in a great deal of theological reflection, from what
he does reveal, his theological education and stance appear sound and entirely orthodox. He
never suggests any view which would place him outside the mainstream tradition of the
Church in the slightest respect. Oikoumenios, despite his two lengthy Christological
statements, occasionally reaches conclusions which are innovative and very questionable
theologically, at least in the Eastern tradition, whether Chalcedonian or Monophysite.

Above and beyond Oikoumenios’ Monophysite statements, he makes certain
observations which suggest at least an inclination toward Origenism. First, he cites and
quotes Evagrius, a known Origenist but also a highly regarded spiritual writer whom

Oikoumenios describes as “all-knowledgeable.”®"”

Origenism had been condemned at the
Fifth Ecumenical Council in 553, a council which Oikoumenios, being a Monophysite,
would not have recognized.*” This may explain his willingness to cite Evagrius but does not

Jjustify his Origenism. Oikoumenios is inconsistent regarding the matter of eternal

M8 Chp. 58, Text 209, Comm. 194,
"% Dik. 6.3.12.

% It is rather surprising that Suggit and Lamoreaux refer to Oikoumenios’ use of Evagrius as evidence that
Oikoumenios was wriling prior to 553, because they believe he would not have cited Evagrius otherwise.
{Lamoreaux “The Provenance of Ecumenios’ Commentary on the Apocalypse,” 101-108) This cannot be a
basis for dating Oikoumenios since as a Monophysite he would not have recognized any Ecumenical Council
after Ephesus. Suggit writes: “In view of Oikoumenios’ insistence on his own orthodoxy...it is unlikely that he
would refer to Evagrius in such terms after 553, (Suggit 5-6.) Again, this ignores the issue of whose orthodoxy
Oikoumenios is representing, Likewise, Adele Monaci Castagno also amazingly interprets Oikoumenios from
her own historical or religious perspective and ignores the perspective of Oikoumenios himself. She concludes
that Oikoumenios was not Monophysite because he attempts to align himself with the theological position of
“the Church.” (*] Commenti,” 324). She seems oblivious to the fact that the Monophysites and Oikoumenios
himself certainly considered themselves as part of “the Church™ or even comprising the only Church. Those
who did not conform to Monophysite views — including the Chaleedonians — were the ones outside the Church,
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punishment, something which Origenists famously denied. On the one hand, Oikoumenios
expressly aligns himself with the Church and states that punishment must be eternal, because
this is the tradition of the Church. Yet on other occasions he hints that perhaps punishment is
not eternal. We will discuss below Oikoumenios® vacillation on the matter of eternal
punishment and how Andrew responds to these concepts.

Oikoumenios’ interpretation of Rev 9:1-5, (the blowing of the fifth trumpet resulting
in the plague of locusts), leads into this discussion. Oikoumenios had earlier concluded that
the first trumpet represents the return of Christ,**' because Paul describes the Second Coming
as heralded by the blowing of a trumpet,*** to be followed by the righteous being raised and
meeting the Lord in the air. Once Oikoumenios reached this conclusion regarding the first
trumpet, he placed himself in a position in which the subsequent six trumpets, and the
plagues which they inaugurate, must represent the sufferings of sinners, first on earth in some
intermittent period prior to the final end, and then in Gehenna. In Rev. 9:1-2 an angel opens
the shaft of the abyss. Smoke billows out, which Oikoumenios naturally concludes must
represent hell, and the plagues which follow allegorically describe the sufferings of sinners in
hell. Immediately this becomes impossibly problematic and results in one of his most unique

and theologically troublesome conclusions. The text of Rev, 9:3-5 reads:

*And from out of the smoke locusts came upon the earth, and they were given
power, like scorpions having power on the earth. * They were told not to harm
the grass of the earth or any greenery or any tree, but only those people who
have not the seal upon their foreheads. “They were allowed to torture them for
five months, but not kill them, and their torture was like the torture of a
scorpion when it stings a man.

Oikoumenios faces two problems with this passage: the reference to those who do not
have a *seal upon their forecheads” and the “five months” duration. A distinction is being
made between those who are sealed with baptism and those who are not. But he had already
concluded that the righteous were taken up to heaven to be with the Lord when the first
trumpet sounded. Now Oikoumenios must explain how it is possible that some of those who

are sealed remained behind, and he must answer the question of whether they are also in hell.

1 0ik, 5.9.1.

2 | Thess. 4:16-17.
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He concludes that those previously mentioned sealed ones were “holy and pure™ and are with
Christ “in sight of the divine throne.” However, rthese sealed ones are the ones who were
baptized but are “less holy,” yet have not “gravely defiled themselves.” These are “midway
between good and evil, remain upon earth but escape punishment.”* Oikoumenios thus
divides humanity into thirds: one third is in heaven with the Lord, one third is baptized but
not entirely holy and remains on earth, and a final third is those who will go to eternal
punishment, consisting of serious sinners and the unﬂ:::q;:tizm:l.324

This is a unique and fascinating interpretation, but not one which he arrives at to
solve an existing problem in the text, but one which arises out of a problem which he has
created due to his interpretation of the first trumpet. Oikoumenios has created a permanent
“limbo™ scenario for the one third who will not be punished in Gehenna and instead will
remain on earth. But they also will never be with the Lord. He does not speculate regarding
what possible type of existence this could be because he turns immediately to the next
problem: that in this passage the duration of punishment is limited to five months.

Oikoumenios repeats his idea of a tri-partite afterlife when contemplating Rev 9:20,
“And the rest of humankind who were not killed by the plagues did not repent.” In this part
of the commentary, Oikoumenios discusses the need for repentance in this life, but stll
allegorizes the passage to refer to the afferlife, rather than recognizing that the plagues are
sent by God for repentance before the end.*” Hence, those “killed by the plagues” are those
spiritually dead, that is, in hell. The other third are those who have been caught up into the
clouds to be with the Lord. Oikoumenios® thoughts return at the end of his commentary’s
chapter five to consider what happened to the final third, those who were neither saved nor
damned according to his analysis. He arrives at no solution and only vaguely remarks that
“they eternally live out their life with the wicked, unless of course they will be punished by

something worse, which he [John] has prudently passed over in silence...”"*

%23

Oik. 5.17.7.
151709,

35251,

" 5.25.3, Suggit 94. By the end of this section, Oikoumenios realizes that his interpretation is problematic
because the text of Revelation states “*The rest of humankind who were not killed by these plagues, and did not
repent...” (9:20) He attempts to say that this does not mean repentance afler death, which is not possible, “but
those who were still living and who did not repent of their various unlawful deeds after hearing and seeing what



=200 -

It is within the context of this unresolved problem regarding the fate of moderate
sinners that Oikoumenios reveals his openness to Origenist ideas. He wonders whether this is
why “some of the fathers accepted the restoration (Gmoxatdotaoig) of sinners, saying they
were to chastised so far but no further, as they had been cleansed by their punishment.”
Then, he immediately asks “what is to be done when most of the fathers say this, but the
accepted Scriptures say that the punishment...is everlasting?™*’ As a possible solution, he

suggests;

One must combine the opinions of both. | say this as a suggestion, not as an
atfirmation; for | associate myself with the teanhin% of the church in meaning
that the future punishments will be everlasting. ..”"

It is fascinating that Oikoumenios considered restoration of sinners to be the majority
opinion among the Fathers, and that he associates the opposing stance with the Church and
the Scriptures, presumably placing the majority of the Fathers in conflict with the Scriptures
and the Church. He returns to his suggestion that a “middle path™ be taken between each
view, (despite the fact that compromises on fundamental doctrinal matters are usually

unthinkable), and states that the *“five months™ must have a mystical meaning in which:

sinners will be most severely punished as if stung by a scorpion; but after this
we shall be punished more gently, though we shall certainly not be entirely
unpunished, to such an extent that we shall seek death and not find it.**’

Although he states that he is inclined to believe the Scriptures and those in the Church
who affirm everlasting punishment, we see hints in Oikoumenios of a belief in a purgatorial
type of “cleansing fire” elsewhere as well, or he expresses doubts about everlasting

punishment since the mercy of God will be greater than his wrath at the last judgment. For

the future holds.™ 5.25.3, Suggit 94. But it is clear in his next sentence that he is still referring to the period of
time affer the second coming of Christ in the eschaton. “By this aforesaid plague, perhaps they will not die the
spiritual death — calling punishment death — while they eternally live out their life with the wicked...” It is one
example out of many which demonstrates the inconsistency of Oikoumenios' exposition.

5091, Suggit 89, Emphasis added.

"6 5. 10.1-2, Suggit 89.

#95.19.3, Suggit 89-90,
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example, he interprets the “sea of glass mingled with fire,” alongside which those who had
conquered the beast stand in Rev. 15:2, as a purgatorial fire. Both the sinners and righteous
will be tested by fire, he states, and the glass is “mixed with fire because of the purging and
cleansing of all uncleanness, since even the righteous need to be cleansed.”"

Another interesting indication of Origenist sympathies can be found in Oikoumenios’
explanation of the cup of God’s wrath which is pure and unmixed.*' Ordinarily the pure and
unmixed wrath is understood to mean wntempered anger: no mercy is to be shown.
Oikoumenios arrives at the opposite conclusion. The “pure” wrath of God means that, in fact,

it includes mercy.

For the wrath of God is mixed with loving kindness and goodness; it is purely
mixed. For there is no equivalence between his wrath and his goodness, but
his loving kindness is many more times abundant.®

To reconcile this view with his professed concurrent belief in eternal punishment,
Oikoumenios surmises that the goodness of God means that people will not be punished
according to what they deserve, and they will not suffer physically, but will only be deprived
of “a share in God’s bount}'.“m Elsewhere, Oikoumenios identifies different levels of
punishment in hell, with a more mild punishment for “medium sinners.”®" Oikoumenios’
inconsistencies in interpretation and peculiar comments may reveal not only a lack of
exegetical training but possibly also a weakness in theological education, despite his
doctrinal statements. If not lacking theological education, Oikoumenios possibly lacked firm

convictions. He certainly had an inclination toward Origenism.*® His comments,

g214, Suggit 135,

“1 Rev. 14: 10.

*8.13.3, Suggit 129-30.

Big.13.7, Suggit 130,

BU11.10.12; Suggit 182,

" Castagno agrees that Oikoumenios does not demonstrate direct dependence on Origen. However, he is
influenced by Origen in a general sense, in terms of a cultural milieu which earries certain sensibilities which
led one to discuss and debate the relationship between God's love and his justice, between human freedom and

God's economy. Oikoumenios participated in this general spiritual atmosphere and this condition is reflected in
the commentary, according to Castagno, “1 Commenti,” 356-7.
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particularly on the opinion of the Fathers, also call into question his knowledge of the
patristic tradition, or raises the question of precisely which tradition he has identified as that
of “the Fathers.”

6.2 View of Prophecy

Andrew’s first disagreement with Qikoumenios concerns their differing views of
prophecy. In his opening comments, Oikoumenios explains that it “is the mark of

consummate prophecy, to encompass three periods,"* 837

past, present and future.
Oikoumenios does not provide any support for that notion, and only cites the pagan tradition.
“For even those who are not Christians introduce their own seers who knew the events of the
‘present, the future and the past’.”™ Andrew never expresses a position on whether
prophecy can ever refer to the past. Rather, his opinion on the function of prophecy in
Revelation appears based upon his reading of the text itself. Revelation only refers to the
present, (which would be the visionary’s present), and the future because the text says so.

Citing Rev. 1:2, he remarks:

And (this is) clear from what he says: “those which are and those which will
come i:;gpass. " These are descriptions of both the present time and of the
Suture.

Immediately, we see that Andrew is more likely than Oikoumenios to arrive at the
meaning of a passage through interpretation of the text itself and by established ecclesiastical
tradition. Andrew was very influenced by Methodios, a mid-third century Father who
frequently addressed symbols from Revelation in his work, The Symposium. Methodios
wrote: “Remember that the mystery of the incarnation of the Word was fulfilled long before

it 1.1.2.

"7 Castagno, noting that Oikoumenios' three fold view of prophecy emphasizes the interpretation of Revelation
in terms of past history, remarks that the effect is to dull the more colorful and fantastic elements of the book in
favor of a more rational or logical presentation of the events. 1 Commenti,” 304. Oikoumenios does not leave
much room in his commentary for the element of wonder, or of the terrifying, Castagno notes, The plagues
either refer to the distant past, the sufferings of sinners after the judgment or they are minimized by
allegorization. “1 Commenti,” 350, She is correct in this assessment.

¥ 0ik.1.1.2, citing Homer, Jiad 1,70, See also Hesiod, Theagony 38.

5% Chp, 1, Text 12, Comm. 13.
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the Apocalypse, whereas John’s prophetic message has to do with the present and the

future,”™" Andrew never deviates from this prophetic framework.

6.3 View of History

Andrew believes he is living in the seventh age and he reveals this orientation early in
the commentary. After explaining that John wrote to seven churches (Rev. 1:4), mystically
meaning by this number the churches everywhere, he immediately adds that the number
seven also corresponds to the present day life, in which the seventh period of days is now
taking pface.m He repeats this idea when the seven churches are mentioned again in Rev.
1:11, the aforementioned number seven coming down to the Sabbath period of the future
age.*" This is Andrew’s standard interpretation of the number seven and he believed that it

was also John’s symbolic meaning.

Often the number seven is taken by this saint (John) as corresponding to this
age and to the Sabbath rest and the repose of the saints. Therefore, here by
the loosening g&l{' the seventh seal through which is meant the loosening of the
earthly life....

The same rationale is later applied to the seven bowls poured out upon the earth.
Everywhere he refers to the number seven, showing those offenses undertaken in the seven
days of the present age are to be restrained by means of the seven plagues and seven
angels. a4
Different conceptions of world history existed in the early Church. Many Fathers
divided history into six “days.” A highly popular notion in early Christianity was that the
earth would exist for as many thousand year periods as days in which God took to create it.

The end of time would occur on the seventh day, the time of eternal repose, corresponding to

" Symp. 8.7. The Symposium: A Treatise on Chastity, trans, Herbert Musurillo, Ancient Christian Writers
series, vol. 27 (Westminster, MD: The Newman Press, 1958), 112,

MY Chp. 1, Text 13, Comm. 15.
M1 Chp, 2, Text 19, Comm. 23,
" Chp. 21, Text 86, Comm. 98-9.

i Chp. 43, Texs 159, Comm. 158. For Oikoumenios, seven almost always represents perfection. For example,
see Oik. 3.13.3, 3.13.13, and 5.3.5.
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the Sabbath on which God rested. This interpretation arose as early as the Epistle of
Barnabas and was influenced by the scripture verse which states that a thousand years is like
a day to God.* Ifa day is like a thuu.sand years, then six days of creation meant the earth
would last for six thousand years. Irenaeus and Hippolytus, both among Andrew’s important
sources, held this belief.*® “For in as many days as this world was made, in so many
thousand years shall it be concluded...in six days created things were completed; it is
evident, therefore, that they will come to an end at the sixth thousandth year.”*"" But when
the earth did not end in the 6,000 year, Church writers began to modify the model, keeping
the concept of “six” but rather than representing literal one thousand year periods, the “six”
was identified with ages or historical epochs. Augustine seems to have adopted this view. He

wrote that the day of judgment:

will be the seventh day, just as if the first day in the whole era from the time
of Adam to Noe; the second, from Moe to Abraham; the third, from Abraham
to David, as the Gospel of Matthew divides it; the fourth, from David to the
Transmigration into Babylon; the fifth, from the Transmigration to the coming
of our Lord Jesus Christ. The sixth day, therefore, begins with the coming of
the Lord, and we are living in that sixth day. Hence, just as in Genesis, [we
read that] man was fashioned in the image of God on the sixth day, so in our
time, as if on the sixth day of the entire era, we are born again in baptism so
that we may receive the image of our Creator. But, when that sixth day will
have passed, rest will come after the judgment, and the holy and just ones of
God will celebrate their Sabbath. ***

M5 pg 004,

Mo Castagno concluded that the differences between the commentaries of Oikoumenios and Andrew were
largely due to their views of history and prophecy and that they aligned themselves with the exegetical
principles and perspectives of key ecclesiastical figures. Andrew follows Methodios® view of prophecy and is
in line with the interpretive tradition of Irenacus and Hippolytus. Oikoumenios, howewer, was largely
influenced by Eusebius' view of history and Origen's exegesis. I Commenti,” 304, 306. She believed that
Oikoumenios’ exegesis was even influenced by Eusebius’ reluctance to confront issues of the end times ({bid,
384) and his rejection of the eschatological interpretation of Scripture in favor of a historical one. fhid, 388,
Castagno points to Eusebius’ historicized interpretation of Daniel’s period of seventy weeks as an interpretation
which inspired Qikoumenios' perspective. [bid, 385-6.

“7 Irenaeus, Heres. 5.28.3, in The Apostolic Fathers with Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, trans. and eds. Alexander
Roberts and James Donaldson, Ante-Nicene Fathers of the Church series, vol. | (Grand Rapids: Wm B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, reprinted 1989), 557.

ME Serm. 259.2. Augustine Sermons on the Liturgical Season, trans. Mary Sarah Muldowney, ed. Joseph
Deeferrari, Fathers of the Church series, vol, 38 (New York: The Fathers of the Church, Ine,, 1959), 370, See
also Augustine, Question 57.3. Awgustine: Eighty Three Different Questions, trans. David Mosher, ed.
Hermigild Dressler Fathers of the Church series, vol. 70 (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America
Press, 1977), 105,
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But others, Andrew included, believed that the present era was the seventh day.
According to Jean Dani¢lou, the Jewish-inspired notion which associated the seventh day

with repose seems to have been combined with the Hellenistic concept of the “cosmic week.”

Thus a system is arrived at in which seven millennia constitute the total time
of the world, a scheme quite foreign to Judaism, in which the duration of the
world is six days, the seventh day representing eternal life... So then there is a
Jewish contribution, the repose of the seventh day, and a Hellenistic one; the
seven millennia. In the passage in Barnabas a third element intervenes — the
eighth day.... Christ rose on the day after the sabbath, and thenceforward the
eighth day is the day of the Resurrection. Barnabas kept the Hellenist notion
of the seven millennia as constituting the sum of history, the Jewish idea of
the privileged character of the seventh day as a time of rest, and, from
Christianity, the conception of the eighth day as eternal life ®

Why does Andrew adopt a “seventh day” conception of the present rather than
maintaining a “sixth day” view with the seventh day being the eschaton, as did Augustine

and others? The key may lie in Andrew’s interpretation of Rev. 17:10:

They are also seven kings, five of whom have fallen, one is, the other has not
yet come, and when he comes he must remain only a little while.

Hippolytus believed that the kings represented thousand year periods, but Andrew
believed that the kings represented a succession of kingdoms which had world-wide
domination. At the time John wrote the Revelation, five “had fallen” and “one is,” meaning
that five worldwide kingdoms were past — the Assyrians, the Medes, the Babylonians, the
Persians and the Macedonians. The current reigning kingdom (the one which “is™) at the time
John received the Revelation was the pagan Roman Empire.m Andrew believed that the
Christian Roman Empire under Constantine and the New Rome was “the other” king, the
seventh king which had “not yet come” at the time of John's vision but was still in existence

during the time of Andrew,

59 Jean Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity, trans, and ed. John A, Baker, vol. 1 of The Development
af Christian Doctrine Before the Council of Micea (Chicago: Henry Regnery Co, 1964), 396-8, Andrew never
mentions the “eighth day,” but it is clear that he considers the future life in the kingdom to represent the eighth
day since the present life on this earth is described as the seventh day.

¥ Chp. 54, Text 186-7, Comm. 177-78.
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How can the seventh age represent both the present time and the future repose of the
saints, as it does for Andrew? This seventh age consists of both the present and the future
repose because the resurrection of Christ opened the kingdom of heaven which is partially
realized already, to be enjoyed by all the faithful in its fullness upon Christ’s return. The
saints are already in repose and reign with Christ during this thousand year period"' between
the binding of the devil®* and the battle with Gog, Magog and the forces of evil at the end of
the thousand years.** This is explicitly shown to be Andrew’s view when he remarks that
the martyrs already rule with Christ because they are venerated by pious kings and faithful
rulers, and manifesting God-given power against every bodily ailment and demonic

E54

activity.”" They will co-reign with Christ until his second coming, afterwards enjoying these

divine promises to an even greater degree. 833

6.4 Eschatology

6.4.1 The End is Not Near

Andrew believes he is living in the seventh age, however he does not believe that the
end of the world is near. In fact, he states that the end is nof in .rfghr,m despite the calamities
which had befallen the empire in recent years, since these catastrophes did not begin to
approach the scale of destruction described by Revelation. The opening of the sixth seal*>’
will inaugurate the end times and the afflictions which will occur at that point are of which

. : 459 : -
sort as we have never known.** In discussing the “wormwood,”**” which caused one third of

1 Rev, 20:4.

2 Rev. 20:1-3.

¥ Rev. 20:7-8.

¥ Chp. 61, Text 218, Comm. 202-3.
B Chp, 61, Text 219, Comm. 203,
856 Prolague, Text 8, Comm. 7.

T Rev. 6:12.

“¥ Chp. 18, Text 69, Comm. 81.
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humanity to die because the water became bitter, he comments bitter things will happen to
those who find themselves (living) before the end, e clearly distinguishing his times from
those of the end.**'

From a spiritual perspective, however, the end times are always near. This orientation
was central to Andrew’s interpretation of Revelation and the purpose of his commentary.
Interpreting Christ’s admonition in Rev. 1.3, “the time is near,” Andrew explains that it
means the time of the distribution of prizes, on account of the brevity of the present life in

comparison to the future **

i

He repeats the same idea near the end of the commentary: The
“I am coming soon either meaning the shortness of the present time compared to the
future or the sudden and quick end of each (person’s life). For to each human being the
departure from here is his end. ***

Andrew presents a typical Eastern Christian and patristic eschatology, one which
refrains from engaging in predictions regarding the time of the end and instead emphasizes
the time of one’s own death.*” For each of us “the end is near,” since our interval on this
earth is very short compared to eternity. Andrew quotes Christ in this context, “Work while it
15 daL;l,r,"H‘Sﬁ that is, do what is necessary to acquire a place in the kingdom of heaven while you

have the opportunity. This intersects with another of Andrew’s frequent themes: the need for

* Rev. 8:11,
"0 Chp. 24, Text 93, Comm. 105.

*! Manlio Simonetti could not be more mistaken on this point, He wrote that Andrew opposes Oikoumenios’
“more generous chronological reference with his own more rigid version which refers the text to the last times
which, for him are very near.” Biblical Imterpretation in the Early Church, trans. John Hughes, (Edinburgh: T &
T Clark, 1994), 112, As previously mentioned, Castagno also erroneously arrives at this opinion based on a
shallow reading of Andrew. I Commenti,” 426. As already noted above, the same mistake has been made by
others, See page 24, n 77,

S Chp. 1, Text 13, Comm. 14.

2 ey, 22:7.

8 Chp. 69, Text 255-6, Comm. 234, Statements such as this may have led Simonetti and others to conclude that
Andrew believed the end of the world was near. It highlights that fact that a careful reading of Andrew is
necessary to determine his true opinions.

* Thisis a typical view for Eastern Christians and is held by Oikoumenios as well. Castagno noted the same
attitude in Oilkoumenios, who also did not find in Revelation imminent signs of the end. “1 Commenti,” 339,

** John 9:4. Chp. 1, Text 12-3, Comm. 14.
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continual effort and strenuous exertion in the spiritual life in order to acquire heavenly
rewards. This will be discussed below,

6.4.2 The Millennium

By Andrew’s time, millennialism had long been discredited in Church circles and the
Bishop of Caesarea expressed the typical view regarding its rejection. He interprets the
binding of the devil for one thousand years as the restraint of his evil activin/®™® but he

recognized that the number is symbolic and not a literal period of years.

By the number one thousand years, by no means is it reasonable fo
understand so many (vears). For neither....are we able to count out these
things as ten times one hundred, rather (they are understood) to mean many
(generations). Here also, we infer the number one thousand to indicate either
a great many or perfection. For these things require many years for the
purpose of preaching the gospel everywhere in the entire world and the seeds
of piety to take root in it... The one thousand years, therefore, is the time from
the year of the Incarnation of the Lord until the coming of the Antichrist®®

Andrew reports other interpretations of the thousand years, including the classic

justification historically given for millennialisim:

Others said that afier the completion of the six thousand years, the first
resurrection of the dead is granted only to the saints, so that in this earth, in
which they displayed endurance, they will enjoy delight and honor for one
thousand years, and after that the universal resurrection will occur, not of the
just only but also of the sinners**

He does not dwell on millennialism but rejects it tersely: [t is unnecessary to note that
the Church has accepted none of these.*’® Andrew indicates that his interpretation of the
thousand year reign is the accepted ecclesiastical view, not simply his personal preference. In

support of the Church’s view, Andrew cites the Lord saying to the Sadducees that the

5T Chp, 60, Text 216, Comm. 200.

Y% Chp. 60, Text 216, Comm. 200-01.
Y9 Chp. 63, Text 222, Comm. 206.

50 thid
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righteous will be like “angels of God in heaven"*"'

of God is not food and drink. " *"™

and the Apostle who said, "The kingdom

6.4.3 Andrew’s End-time Scenario

Andrew did not believe in interpreting the symbols of Revelation to apply to specific
events or occurrences in order to predict the end, although they may describe events ar the
end. If anyone attaches each of the plagues o things fo be found at the end time, he will not
entirely miss what is suitable.*” Andrew did arrive at certain general conclusions regarding
the end-time, however. The end may not be at hand, but it also might not be too far off in the
future because the seventh king, which he understands to represent the present age or era, is
described as remaining “a little while.™™ The other kingdoms had lasted for hundreds of
years., At the time Andrew wrote this commentary about three hundred years had elapsed
since the rise of Constantine the Great. The New Roman Empire is the seventh kingdom, and
it will probably not last as long as those other kingdoms, he surmised, because it is to remain
only “a little while.” On the other hand, it might last just as long as the others and “a little
while™ might only indicate the brevity of this life in comparison to the duration of eternal
lifee.

The Blessed Hippolytus understood these to mean ages, of which five have
passed by, the sixth still stands, during which the apostle saw these things and
the seventh, which is after the 6,000 years, “has not yet come,” but coming it
“must remain a little while”. ... the statement about the world-wide Babylon
would well be accomplished in the capital city until the Antichrist, reigning
Jor a little while, as compared to the previous (kingdoms), some of which
ruled more than five hundred years, and others more than one thousand. Afier
all, every chronological number is short compared to the future everlasting
kingdom of the saints.®”

"I Matt 22:30, Mark 12:25, Luke 20:36.

" Rom. 14:17. Chp. 63, Text 222, Comm. 206-07.
Y Chp. 45, Text 163, Comm. 161,

¥4 Rev. 17:10.

Y5 Chp. 54, Text 188-9, Comm. 179-80.
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In accordance with his understanding of the present era as the seventh age, Andrew
believed that the Antichrist would come as king of the Romans,”® that is, he would arise
from the empire to which Andrew belonged. Andrew did not identify the Antichrist with any
living individual. He had already indicated that the end could not be near since the
catastrophes described in Revelation had not yet begun to take place. Nonetheless, the
prophecy was clear. The Antichrist is one of the seven because the seven leading kings
represent the entire rule of that kingdom, the last of which is New Rome. Therefore, he will

come as king of the Romans:

The beast is the Antichrist; as the eighth he will be raised up after the seven
kings for the purpose of deceiving and desolating the earth. “From the
seven "(since) as one of them he will spring forth. For he will not come from
another nation, along (the lines) ﬂnf the things we have already said, but he
will come as King of the Romans. .. "

Andrew identifies the beast upon which the harlot Babylon rides as the devil.*"* The
beast is red and the woman is drunk with the blood of the saints,*” so it must represent a
ruling power which had persecuted the saints. Andrew does not believe the city to be ancient

Rome, although he considers that along with various other possibilities:

either...one chooses to understand it as the one ruling in the time of the
Persians, or the old Rome or the New, or taken generally as the kingdom in
one unit, as it is said. For in each of these (cities) various sins had been born
and blood of the saints poured out, some more, some less, we have been
taught. And the blood the martyrs shed (in the former Rome) under Diocletian
or the tormenis of those (martyrs) in Persia, who could enumerate them?
These things were endured under Julian secretly and the things they dared to
do in the time of the Arians against the orthodox in the New Rome, the
histories present to those who read *

e C_.;rp. 54, Text 189, Comm. 180.

"7 Chp. 54, Text 189, Comm. 180.

" Rev. 17:3. Chp. 53, Text 182, Comm. 174,
" Rev.17:6.

B0 Chp. 54, Text 184, Comm. 176,
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After surveying the options, Andrew does not identify Babylon with the city of
Rome, explaining the classic description of “seven hills” or mountains as representative of
seven ruling kingdoms, seven places standing out from the rest in worldly prominence and
power, these upon which we know were established in due season the (ruling) kingdom of the
world*" This comports with his view of history as seven ages. The seven mountains stand
for seven heads or seven kings, which periphrastically represent the entire period of
supremacy of that particular kingdum.m Nino of the Assyrians, Arbaces of the Medians,
Nebuchadnezzar of the Babylonians, Cyrus of the Persians, Alexander of the Macedonians,
Romulus of ancient Rome and Constantine of the New (Rome).*

The hills upon which Babylon sits may not represent an actual place, but instead

probably signify “ranks of glory™:

So therefore, through seven heads femininely showing cities and through the
seven mountains in due season seven heights surpassing the rest of the body of
the earth in neuter, this is not a specific place among the nations but relates to
ranks of glory. And by “king" we have understood, so to speak, as either the
places which have been honored with royal administration, or those who first
reigned in each of the aforementioned, periphrastically defining the entire
reign...

Andrew also decides against identifying the city of ancient Rome with Babylon,
despite the association of seven hills with Rome, because the Babylon of Revelation is
described as a city which has world wide dominion and ancient Rome from long ago lost the
power of its kingdom.... for the Apocalypse says, “The woman which you see is the great city
having dominion over the kings of the earth.”™ He does not identify it with the current
Roman capital of Constantinople either, although it is doubtful that he would completely rule

it out as a possibility if Constantinople were to acquire world-wide dominion and also were

M Chp. 54, Text 186, Comm. 177,
"2 Chp, 54, Text 188, Comm. 179.
3 Chp. 54, Text 188, Comm. 179.
¥4 Chp, 54, Texr 187-88, Comm. 179,

"5 Chp. 53, Text 181, Comm. 173,
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to become morally depraved. How did the present Babylon “water the nations with the wine
of her own fornication?” By becoming altogether the leader in all these transgressions and
by her sending to the cities subject to her, through the gifis, rulers who were the enemies of
truth and righteousness.™® But Andrew gives no hint that he views the current capital in such
a spiritual state or that he perceives Constantinople, or any current city, as possessing that
level of world domination. Therefore, he expects the time of the end to be in the future.
Babylon might represent Rome to the extent that New Rome, the seventh kingdom, is
a historical continuation of the former Roman Empire, which he describes as the kingdom “in
one unit.” Even though the actual Persian Babylon was identified with sorcery and had
actually martyred many saints, he concluded that “Babylon™ cannot represent the actual
Persian city because the Babylon of Revelation comes as the fourth in a succession of
kingdoms and has ten kings under its subjugation, symbolized by the ten horns. This
conviction on Andrew’s part, in line with a traditional patristic interpretation of Daniel that
the ten horns represent ten kingdoms under the domination of the world-wide Babylon, ruled

out any existing city since during his time none possessed that level of worldly power:

But it seems to be somehow contrary to the interpretation concerning this by
the ancient teachers of the Church, who spoke against making an analogy of
Babylon with the Romans by these things being prophesied on account of the
Sfourth beast with the ten horns that had been seen, that is in the rule of the
Romans, and from her (Babylon) the one sprouted uprooting the three and
subjugating the rest, and to come as a king of the Romans, on the one hand
coming on the pretext of fostering and organizing their rule, and on the other
hand (coming) to work in reality toward the perfect dissolution. Wherefore,
as it is said, someone who would truly take this to mean this (Roman) kingdom
originally in one unit that has ruled until now, that poured out the blood of the
apostles and prophets and martyrs, would not be led astray from what is
appropriate.  For just as also this is said about one chorus and one army and
one city even if they exchange each of those (individuals) constituting them,
likewise in the same way the kingdom is one, even though in many times and
places it is divided. **"

Daniel also previously saw these “ten horns” of the Antichrist. After the
accursed one has uprooted three he will make the rest subject to him, ¥

8 Chp. 55, Text 193, Comm. 183

W7 Chp. 55, Text 202, Comm. 188,

"% Dan 7:7-8. Chp. 54, Text 190, Comm. 181.
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In his comments on this point, Andrew reveals how much his interpretation of this
passage in Revelation and his eschatological scenario is influenced by ecclesiastical tradition,
going back to Hippolytus, regarding the vision in Daniel 7 of the four beasts which come out
of the sea. This view was widespread and the same conclusions are expressed by Jerome in
his commentary on Daniel.® The first beast, like a lion, was traditionally understood to
represent the Babylonians, the second, the bear, was the Persians, the third, the leopard, was
the Macedonians and the fourth and most terrible beast was the Romans. We also see
Andrew’s reliance on this tradition in his earlier interpretation of Rev. 13:2 in the description
of the beast of the sea, which in Revelation is one beast that combines characteristics of the
three animals of Daniel: “And the beast that | saw was like a leopard, its feet were like a

bear’s, and its mouth was like a lion's mouth.”

The leopard means the kingdom of the Greeks, the bear that of the Persians,
the lion is the kingdom of the Babylonians over which the Antichrist will rule,
coming as king of the Romans, and abolishing their rule when he sees the
clay toes of the feet, through which is meant the weak and fragile division of
the kingdom into ten.

Andrew, like the other Fathers, was also influenced by certain details found in 2
Thessalonians and incorporated them into his end-times scenario, especially that the “man of
lawlessness™ (identified with the Antichrist) would sit in the Temple and demand to be
worshipped as God. We see this at work in his remarks on the millennium, After the
symbolic one thousand year period, which Andrew understands as the time necessary for the
preaching of the gospel, he explains that “the son of perdition, the man of lawlessness™ will
come.®" Just prior to the destruction of all the forces of evil, including Gog and Magog, they

will gather in Jerusalem and:

they say, the Antichrist will sit in the temple of God, either in the Judaic one,
the old divine temple, which was destroyed on account of the recklessness
against Christ, and is (still) expected by the God-fighting Jews to be rebuilt by
him, or in the real divine temple, (that is) in the catholic Church, usurping

——

Y9 On Daniel 7.1=7. Jerome's Commentary on Daniel, trans. Gleason L. Archer, Jr., (Grand Rapids, Mi:
Baker Book House, 1958), 72-76.

¥ Chp, 36, Text 136-7, Comm. 140,
12 Thess, 2:3. Chp. 63, Text 222, Comm. 207,
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that which is inappropriate for him and “representing himself as being God, "
according to the divine word of the Apas!fe.sm

This reveals Andrew’s tendency to follow the typical patristic end-time scenario,
which combines Revelation and 2 Thessalonians, because the expression “man of
lawlessness™ does not occur in Revelation, nor does Revelation describe the Antichrist as
sitting in the Temple.

Andrew is very consistent with his identification of the dragon with the devil, also
known as Satan, and the beast of the sea with the Antichrist who receives his power and
authority from the devil. The beast of the land is the spokesperson of the Antichrist, hence,
he is the false prophet. We think it is not absurd to understand that the dragon is Satan, that
“the beast rising out of the sea” is the Antichrist, and that the one present, according to the
opinion of the Blessed Irenaeus is...the false prophet rising out of the earth.”” Qikoumenios,
on the other hand, becomes hopelessly confused with the various evil personas. Satan is the
serpent, chief of the demons and the beast of the sea.”™ The beast of the earth is the
Antichrist,*” but the false prophet could also be the Antichrist.*”® Later Oikoumenios says
that the Antichrist is simultaneously the Devil who is seen in the beast of Revelation 17.*’
Oikoumenios never clears up the confusion and perhaps his last attempt is the most muddled
explanation of all. He first identifies three separate figures to be destroyed in the fire of
Gehenna: Satan, the Devil and the Antichrist,” classifying Satan and the Devil as separate
personages. He also conflates the Antichrist with the false prophet, but then immediately

identifies Satan as one individual who is also called the Devil and the serpent.m

" Chp. 63, Text 225-6, Comm. 209-210.

" Chp. 37, Text 140-41, Comm. 143.

" 7.11.1-2. He is also identified with the serpent by Oikoumenios in 7.3.3.
g3,

952

¥19.11.34,

9,62

bl T %



-215-

6.4.4 Andrew’s After-life Imagery

Andrew frequently attempts to encourage his readers with inspirational after-life
imagery drawn from biblical motifs. He offers no description of the situation faced by those
enduring eternal punishment beyond references to torment and fire. The contrasting delights
of the faithful are repeatedly referenced, however, usually expressed in terms of prayerful
desire, with the descriptions of paradise preceded by “may we...”, often preceding the
doxology found at the end of each major section. If believers are diligent and faithful they
will enjoy citizenship in the Jerusalem above,™™ the dwelling place of the Royal Trinity — for
(the Trinity) dwells in her and walks about in her as it has been promised™' They will

acquire the wages, the glory from God, the "well done, good and faithful servant.” oz

It will
be a place of blessings’™ and reward,”™ of joy,”™ the dwelling place of all gladness™® and
of future eternal rest when pain, sorrow and groaning have fled away.”” They will rejoice,
illumined by “the light of the countenance of Christ” our God”™ and enjoy the eternal
blessings that have been prepared for the saints “from the foundation of the world ™™ Tt is a

place of heavenly mansions,”"® of glory, repose and spaciousness,”"" where they will co-reign

" Chp. 54, Text 192, Comm. 182,
" Chp. 65, Text 234, Comm. 216.
" Chp, 69, Text 256, Comm. 235,

s Chp, 15, Text 64, Comm. 76; Chp. 18, Text 73, Comm. 84; Chp. 54, Text 192, Comm. 182; Chp. 60, Text
217, Comm. 202; Chp. 63, Texr 227, Comm. 211; ; Chp. 66 , Text 237, Comm, 219, etc.

o Chp. 3, Text 26, Comm. 33; Chp. 27, Text 101, Comm. 111; Chp. 33, Text 128, Connn, 133,

M5 Chp.20, Text 84, Comm. 98: Chp. 65, Text 234, Comm. 216; Chp. 69, Text 257, Comm. 235.
e Chp. 21, Text 89, Comm. 101,

wr Chp. 20, Text 84, Camm. 97, Chp. 57, Text 207, Comm. 191; Chp. 65, Text 235, Comm. 216.
" Chp. 57, Text 207, Comm. 192,

" Chp. 54. Text 192, Comm. 182.

M0 Chp, 27, Text 101, Comm. 111,

M Chp. 36, Text 140, Comm. 142.
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eternally with Christ. °"?

In a particularly beautiful passage, Andrew explains the terms used to describe

heaven in the Scriptures:

The “supper” of Christ is the festival of those who are saved and the all-
encompassing harmony in gladness, of which the blessed ones who will attain
(this) will enter together into the eternal bridal chamber of the Holy
Bridegroom of clean souls. For the One who promised this does not lie. Many
are the blessings in the future age and all surpass understanding, and the
participation in these is declared under many names, sometimes the “kingdom
of heaven™ on account of its glory and honor, sometimes "paradise” because
of the uninterrupted banguet of all good things, sometimes “bosoms of
Abraham’ because the repose of the spirits of the dead is there, sometimes as
a "bridal chamber” and “marriage” not only because of the unceasing joy
but also because of the pure and inexpressible union of God to his
servanis.. .9] }

Mot surprisingly, the “marriage feast” imagery is especially strong, not only because

914

of its parabolic use by Christ, but also its use in Revelation.”~ Andrew encourages the

faithful to remain steadfast: let us enter into the everlasting bridal chamber of joy.”"

[W]ith joyful torches of the virtuous manner of life, adorned with sympathy,
offering ovrselves with the clean and blameless wedding garments ﬂ{' holy
souls, let us enter together into the bridal chamber of Christ our God. .. e

[Hlaving decorated our beloved souls as for a wedding, we will present them
to the king for a union. *"

% Chp. 20, Text 84, Comm, 97; Chp. 24, Text 94, Comm. 105; Chp. 37, Text 140, Comm. 142,
" Chp, 57, Text 205-6, Comm. 190,

"1 Rev. 19:7 and 21:2.

" Chp. 45, Text 164, Comm, 161.

S8 Chp, 51, Text 176, Comm, 170.

7 Chp. 9, Text 46, Comm. 55.
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Andrew considered marriage an appropriate image because it expressed union with
God. The true nature of life with God transcends comprehension, however, since it will be an

unimaginable union, the:

pure and inexpressible union of God to his servants, (a union) so greatly
transcending the communion of bodies one with another, as much as light is
separate from darkness and perfume from stench. o8

Not only will the faithful enjoy the blessings of the future age, but so will all of
creation, which also was adversely affected by the Fall of Adam. The plagues resulting in the

destruction of nature in Revelation are easily explained by Andrew:

Creation, having come into being for us, when we are chastised partakes with

us in the .:[rgir'crfons. likewise therefore it will rejoice with the saints who are
g!ﬂr{ﬁed.g

Andrew cites Paul, who said that due to human sin “creation is subject to
corruption”™ " and at the end time, creation will also be renewed along with us. “/I]t will be
made anew with us in the glorious freedom of the children of God™™' being renewed to a
more radiant (existence) and remaining, not to a complete disappearance. 72 Andrew also
quotes Methodios, [saiah and the psalms for the concept of the renewal and transformation of
the earth.

Therefore, the creation which came into being for us is to receive with us the
way of life changed for the better, not proceeding o non-existence just as
neither will we (have no existence) after death.”™

e C;r; 57, Text 206, Comm. 190.
M Chp. 19, Text 75, Comm, 86.
* Rom. 8:20.

“! Rom. 8:21.

"2 Chp. 64, Text 227, Comm. 211,

B Chp. 64, Text 229, Comm. 213. See also Chp. 65, Text 232-3, Comm. 215.
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6.5 Angelology

Andrew is highly impressed with the descriptions of angels in Revelation and
frequently comments about their duties and comportment. Andrew notes the purity of their

nature,”™ their piety,” their virtue,””® and their purity and honor and limitlessness in

927

service.””’ They have a flow of fiery divine love in them and pure wisdom and knowledge.™*

He also notes the “good order” (evtatia) in heaven.””

Andrew’s understanding of the role
of angels in Revelation is either influenced or confirmed by one of his favorite sources,
Pseudo-Dionysios (whom Andrew calls “Dionysios the Great™), who composed The Celestial

Hierarchy. Andrew observes that angels have ranks and a hierarchy and that they are always:

receiving the knowledge of the works to be done in heaven, to be conveyed
always {um the first ones to the second ones, according to Dionysios the
Great.”

Angels have responsibilities over creation:

From this we learn that the angelic powers have been assigned 1o created
things, some fo waler, some lo fire, and io some another pari of creation. So
we learn that this one was assigned to the punishment by ﬁre.gs]

Angels not only have responsibilities over creation, but they also function liturgically:

" Chp. 45, Text 162, Comm. 160,

"3 Chp. 21, Text 86, Comm. 99; Chp. 70, Text 257, Comm. 235.
"6 Chp, 10, Text 48, Comm. 57; Chp. 28, Text 106, Comm. 1 14.
" Chp. 45, Text 162, Comm. 160.

" Chp, 21, Text 88, Comm, 100,

" Chp. 13, Text 59, Comm. 71; Chp. 21, Text 36 , Comm. 99. See Chp. 67, Text 241, Comm. 221 for the good
order of the heavenly Jerusalem and Chp. 19, Text 74, Comm. 85, for the “good order” of creation.

" Chp, 45, Text 162, Comm. 160,

B Chp, 44, Text 156, Comm. 156. Andrew was commenting on Rev. 14:18, “Then another angel came out
from the altar, the angel who has power over fire.,.”
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The angel stood at this (altar) and (holds) the incense holder, that is, the

censer ggzraraining incense, holding the prayers of the saints offered as incense
to God

[TThe angelic powers...carry up our prayers and spiritual whole burnt
offerings, which, we have heard, “they are sent for service for the sake of
those (who are) to inherit sal vation.”>

Having broken down the wall of separation between us, Christ has created a Church
that is human and angelic, Andrew remarks. Since the coming of Christ, angels and human
beings have become “one flock™ and one church.” On another occasion, Andrew exclaims,
Behold, one church of angels and humans!”™

Angels not only demonstrate orderliness, but perform specific functions and roles
assigned to them, just as people perform specific roles and functions according to a hierarchy

in the Church.

The angel is representative of each hierarch, as a mediator between God and
men, both raising up their entreaties and bringing down his J;rapiﬁarian,
converting the sinners either by spoken word or strict discipline.””"

Angels also offer great assistance to humans, even when they administer the plagues.
Andrew sees the events of the seven trumpets as literal descriptions of the sufferings to befall
sinners in the end times. The angels carry out the plagues hoping for the repentance and
salvation of unrepentant people. But Oikoumenios, having concluded that the second coming

7 is forced to

of Christ has already occurred with the description of the first trumpet,”
interpret the plagues which follow as representing sufferings in Gehenna,”" not plagues on

earth during the end times. This means that the angels would be responsible for the suffering

" Chp. 21, Text 87, Comm. 99,

"% Chp. 48, Tex1 167, Comm. 164, quoting Heb. 1:14,
M Chp. 12, Texi 58, Comm. 70.

"5 Chp. 20, Text 83, Comm. 96.

% Chp. 21, Text 88, Comm. 100.

"7 Rev. 8:7. Oik. 5.9.1-3.

" Oik. 5.17.3, Suggit 89.
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in hell. This is especially evident in Oikoumenios’ interpretation of the sixth trumpet which
releases the four angels bound at the Euphrates. He interprets them as heavenly powers and
believes the images of the terrifying army — horses with lion’s heads, sulfur and smoke —
describe angels.”’

But Andrew cannot accept this interpretation. Angels will not be involved in the
eternal punishment of sinners in Gehenna, At the time of judgment they will perform the
harvest of the exceedingly impious™ and inflict whatever chastisement sinners will
experience at the time of “harvest.” However, their function is not to perform eternal
punishment. Instead, Andrew’s conception of the angels is that they are characterized by
God-like love and care. They assist people by strengthening them before the coming of
trials,”*' and when angels bring chastisements against sinners it is because the sinners need

affliction to bring about repentance for their salvation.”"

Through these it is shown that not only the angels apply distressing wounds,
but they are like doctors, on one occasion cutting and on another pouring on
assuaging medicines.”™

Andrew also compares the angels to doctors elsewhere:

The angels serve these (people) as sympathetic doctors imitating Christ,
healing those weak from the sickness of sin severely by cauterization and
surgery or more moderately for the lazy, I, "ﬁm.zrnirzg the future punishments in
whatever manner they thankfully receive it

The angelic powers feel pain over those who fall from the faith as if they will have
some kind of twisting on account of sympathy and sorrow.”” Just as God punishes for the

hope of the salvation of sinners, likewise, by the woes the ange! pronounced:

" Rev. 9:13-19. Oik. 5.23. Andrew believes the four angels bound at the Euphrates are fallen angels, that is,
demonic powers. Chp, 27, Texr 101, Comm. 111,

M0 Chp. 44, Text 156, Comm. 156.
M Chp. 19, Text 75, Comm. 86.
2 Chp. 21, Text 86, Comm. 99.
" Chp. 67, Text 238, Comm. 219,

M Chp. 21, Text 89, Comm. 101,
%5 Chp. 18, Text 70, Comm. 83.
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is also shown the sympathy and philanthropy of the divine angels imitating
God, pitying those sinners being punished, even much more those who do not
see the afflictions for the purpose of returning (back to God).”*®

The spiritual powers rejoice and celebrate over those who return from repentance to
salvation, but grieve over those who turn aside from the straight path.”"’ In this context,
Andrew mentions the guardian angel assigned to each individual, who without saying any
word, instructs us in the things we must do, as if a mind invisibly speaking to our own mind,
rejoicing at those who listen to his counsels, but sorrowing in imitation of God over those
who disobey. Andrew briefly recounts a beautiful story of the joy of a guardian angel over

the repentance of a sinner under his care.”"*

6.6 Salvation
6.6.1 Synergy

Contrary to Oikoumenios, Andrew’'s end-time scenario does not include any
possibility for the restoration of sinners after the judgment, but instead he consistently
affirms that this life is the time for repentance and for striving to attain salvation. Toward this
end, Andrew affirms the classic Orthodox idea of “synergy,” frequently misunderstood and
maligned in the West as the heresy of "semi-pelagianism.“m Synergy is the cooperation of a
person with God to achieve that individual’s salvation. The concept is found throughout the
New Testament and the term was used specifically in 1 Cor. 3:9.”*" Andrew mentions this
concept early in his exposition when he encourages the reader to assist fallen brethren.
Becoming co-workers (synergists) with God, we will delight forever in his blessings, by the

951

grace and philanthropy of our Lord, Jesus Christ.”” Humans also co-operate with the angels

M8 Chp. 25, Text 95, Comm. 106,
T Chp. 48, Text 167, Comm, 164,
“B Chp. 48, Text 168, Comm, 164. He also mentions guardian angels in Chp. 67, Text 240, Comm, 220.

e Suggit also misunderstands the Eastern understanding of free will and synergy. “Oecumenius’s
understanding of human free will at times seems to approximate to that of Pelagius.” Suggit 7.

"0 4We are God's fellow workers.” Beoi) ydp £opev cuvepyol.

P Chp. 15, Text 64, Comm. 76,
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to do the work of God, just as the guardian angels of the twelve apostles were co-workers
with them in spreading the gnspel.gﬂ

Synergy is the affirmation of human free will and the recognition of God’s respect for
human freedom. God did not do only what was minimally necessary for our salvation, but in
fact he did not neglect anything for our salvation. But having been saved, we are not deprived
of our free-will. God respects our choice to have a relationship with him or not, to receive the
gift of salvation or to reject it. Synergy embraces what appear to be two opposites: First, the
belief that God alone is entirely responsible for our salvation and that salvation can in no way
be earned, and secondly the equally firm belief that we completely maintain our free will and
are entirely answerable for our response to God.

Embracing the paradox and tension between these two beliefs has never been a
problem for the Eastern mind. Since Eastern spirituality and theology are not based upon
philosophy or deductive reasoning, the Eastern mentality does not require “either-or”
paradigms. All of this is evident in Andrew’s remarks. He affirms that God alone is Savior,
with the complete absence of predestination, while simultaneously holding humans entirely
responsible for their individual salvation, with the complete absence of any concept of
“merit.” Salvation is a gift, but one must choose to accept it and prove worthy of it.
Commenting on Rev. 22:17b, “And let him who is thirsty come, let him who desires take the

water of life without price,” Andrew writes:

For thirst is necessary for the drink of life for the firm possession of the one
who has acquired it, especially because it is also granted as a gifi, not (o
those who did not toil at all, but to those who offered not things worthy of the
greatness of the gifi but r.rm’%' a genuine and fiery resolve instead of gold and
silver and pains of the body.”™

6.6.2 God’s Will

Absolutely fundamental to Eastern theology, and frequently stated or presumed in

Andrew’s theology, is the will of God that all people be saved. The tension between the

"2 Chp. 67, Text 240, Comm. 220.

"3 Chp, 72, Text 261, Comm. 239,
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roles of the human and divine partners for the salvation of the individual (that is, synergy) is

succinetly expressed by Andrew:

On the one hand, the aforementioned will of God, which is called both “well-
pleasing"'and greatly desired “supper,”™ is that “people be saved and
come to knowledge of the truth"® and that they “return and live,”” and on
the other hand secondly (the will of God) is the punishment of those who
themselves pursue punishment. "

The biblical verse “God wills that all be saved and come to the knowledge of the

tmth; !!}59

is a favorite in the Orthodox Church and can be found in many prayers. God does
not simply desire our salvation, he thirsts for our salvation®® Despite the ardent desire of
God, he honors human f{ree will and no room exists for predestination. The responsibility for
one's salvation falls squarely on the human being. The faithful will receive angelic

assistance and help through the seal of the Spirit, but help is:

given to us and manifesting our own power according fo the amouni of work
we have put into it. The rest will remain withowt help, for by their own will
they will not be helped ™'

6.6.3 Free Will

The entire purpose of life in this world is to acquire eternal life. For to be born or not
to be born is not up to us, but to struggle and to be victorious (against) evil demons and to

gain the eternal blessings is for us.”* Therefore, it is the will of God that all be saved, but

" eddoxic. Matt. 11:26, Luke 10:21,
"% Rev. 19:17.
G . ,
1 Tim. 2:4, 2 Tim, 2:25, 3:7.
"7 Ezek, 18:23, 32,
"8 Chp. 59, Text 211, Comm. 196-7.
"1 Tim. 2:4.
o Chp. 66, Text 236, Comm. 218,

%! Chp. 19, Text 75, Comm. 86-7.
%2 Chp, 50, Text 172, Comm, 167,
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those who chose to be punished by rejecting salvation, will be punished. Andrew accepts the
idea of a fire of renewal to cleanse all of creation, but he does not believe that everyone will
endure a purgatorial type of cleansing fire for the removal of sin. He rejects the analogy
some people made to gold, including Oikoumenios, and the belief that “purification™ by fire

was necessary for all. Andrew responds that in the case of gold:

the filth is included by its nature, but it (the filth) was intentionally united (1o
the soul) by the reason-endowed (human beings) rather than having been
born within them. °®

Gold, by its nature, has contaminants, but no excuse exists for human beings who
intentionally choose to sully their souls. Whatever filth humans add to their souls can and
should be removed by them. No purgatorial fire is necessary. Andrew’s comment reveals not
only human responsibility for salvation but also displays a fundamentally positive regard for
human nature, typical of the Eastern view. Even after the Fall, human beings are not sinful by
nature, only by cheice. God respects that choice and each one.. . will receive the wages
befitting the labors done.”® The wages of sin are rendered to those deserving and to those
who reached a decision chosen by them.”®

Andrew often expressed the belief that the punishments of sinners will reflect the
nature of their sin. Whoever sins through them (in that manner) is also be punished through
them (in that manner).”®® When the blood flowing from the winepress is described as

reaching as high as the horses’ bridles,”®” Andrew remarks:

Since the lawbreakers have become (like) horses, mad for women (and)
devoted to pleasure, they will be unharnessed in torments up to the height of
the bridles, for they knew no bridle in their pleasures.”™

"3 Chp. 50, Text 172, Comm. 167,

aid Chp. 36, Text 139, Comm. 142,

"3 Chp. 45, Text 163, Comm. 161,

"8 Chp, 42, Text 151, Comm. 152, quoting Wisdom of Sol. 11:16.
*7 Rev, 14:20,

Y8 Chp. 44, Text 158, Comm. 157.
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Andrew’s repeated emphasis on the voluntary nature of the punishment in hell is
striking: cach human being receiving that which his deeds desired, either the kingdom or
punishment.”® On Rev. 22:11, “Let the evildoer still do evil, and the filthy still be filthy, and
the righteous still do right, and the holy still be holy,” he comments:

It is not as though urging wrong doing and filth that he said these things
presented — may il not be so — but as (expressing) the non-compulsion, of
keeping one's own will, as though he said, "Each one may do as he likes. I do
not compel free choice,” showing for each pursuit the corresponding end to
Jollow “when I come to render to each the wages of the things for which he
has labored. " *™

Contrary to the Origenistic view, Andrew believes in eternal punishment because it is

the result of one’s free choice, an entirely voluntary decision which God does not inhibit:

I surmise that in no way would he either threaten or strike those worthy of .
endless condemnation if he knew the condemned ones had not already
repented and hated the evil which they freely chose to commir. For it is not
through necessity, but voluntarily that they are punished. o

The purpose of this life is to acquire the kingdom of heaven, which requires great
effort. Andrew typically uses the imagery of work, (“wages,” “labor,” etc.), warfare
(“weapons,” “enemies,” “drafted,” etc.) and athletic metaphors (“crowns,” “contest,”
“arena,” etc.) to describe the exertion necessary and the rewards which await those who
persist and prevail.

Perhaps the most common image Andrew utilizes for this life is the comparison to an
athletic contest taking place in the arena, a very common image in the patristic writings.
[TThe stadium is open to all for the contest. For what the stadium is indeed for the

II"JH

contestants, such is the passage io this life for all ™'~ The official presiding over the contest is

" Chp, 59, Text 212, Comm. 197.
M Chp, 71, Text 258, Comm. 236.
I Chp, 50, Text 171, Comm. 166,

" Chp. 50, Text 172, Comm. 167.
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God and the opponents are the spiritual powers of darkness, the evil demons who have been

prepared for the war against us.”"

May the Great Official, “who does not allow anyone to be tested beyond his
strength, """ deliver us from this, granting us steadfast disposition and man?r
strength in the assaulls against us, so that “legitimately contending™"
“against the principalities and powers of darkness™”"* we might be adorned
with the “crown of righteousness™”"" and receive the rewards of vietory. ”"*

Even though Andrew believes the sufferings at the end-times will be real and
physical, the images of Revelation have a present meaning and message. Warfare is required,
even for those who are living before the era of the Antichrist, but it is a spiritual warfare.
Physical martyrdom is not required, and since the contest is entirely spiritual the contest is
taking place now for all of us, Andrew affirms the truth of Rev, 14:13, “Blessed are the dead
who die in the Lord henceforth.” Not all of the dead are blessed, he says, but

those who die in the Lord, having been put to death in the world... the prizes
of those prevailing much greater in measure than the contests, which the
contestants of Christ our God achieved against the invisible powers.”™

When the Church tries to flee because of the attacks of the devil, behind her will
come a river of waler, that is, ungodly men or evil demons or a multitude of various
lemplations against her that he might enslave her.”™ But the earth assists her, by the length

of the journey and the dryness of the desert preventing impulses of evils, and swallowing up

" Chp. 26, Text 98, Comm. 110. This is how Andrew interprets the locusts of Rev. 9:7, whom Oikoumenios
believes are angels bringing eternal punishment.

M1 Cor. 10:13.

7 2 Tim. 2:5.

"7 Eph. 6:12.

1 2 Tim. 4:2.

"™ Chp, 33, Text 128, Comm. 132-33.
" Chp. 42, Text 153, Comm. 153-4.

"™ Chp. 35, Text 134, Comm. 138,
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1 Some will flee to the deserr (the monastic life), and the

the river of the temptations.
Antichrist will tum instead to attack those drafted in Christ in the world...finding them
vulnerable in the occupations of life.”® Yet, the members of the Church can be victorious in
many ways, through bravcry,m constancy and steadfastness in doing gﬂﬂd,“" lowliness of

d,”* virtue,”™ by the genuine love of Christ,”®” and by having a heavenly orientation,

min

Andrew frequently contrasts an earthly mindset with a heavenly mentality. Those
who think in an earthly manner “breathe dirt” instead of Christ, the Myrrh which was
emptied out for us.”*® Those who have hearts dwelling entirely on the earth will be deceived

by the Antichrist.”*

“Woe to those” who dwell on the “earth”*® that is, to those who do not have
“(citizenship) in heaven,"™" but have their citizenship on earth. For many of
them on the earth are victorious over the enemy and will be victorious....
Wherefore, it is necessary to deplore those who have their “minds on earthly
things ™" and who are tossed by the waves in the sea of life here.””

Difficulties in this earthly life are nothing but opportunities for those with a heavenly

" Chp. 35, Text 134, Comm. 138,
" Chp. 35, Text 134-5, Comm. 138.

" Chp, 20, Text 82, Comm. 95,
T Chp. 50, Text 173, Comm. 168.

" Chp. 35, Text 134, Comm. 138,
"€ Chp, 45, Text 160, Comm. 158,
T Chp. 35, Text 135, Comm. 138,
" Chp. 25, Text 95, Comm. 106.
Y Chp. 37, Text 142, Comm. 145,
" Rev. 12:12.

! Phil. 3:20.

™ Phil. 3:19.

" Chp. 34, Text 132, Comm. 136,
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mindset. For those who have “citizenship in heaven”® difficulties become the starting point

of unfading crowns and :mp}t.fes.m We must be vigilant and prepared for the end

wherefore, we are commanded “to be watchful and gird our loins and to have
burning lamps "9 in the way of life according 1o God, and giving light to our
neighbors™' let us unceasingly supplicate God with a contrite heart to
“rescue us from all who persecute us, 998 Jest having been defeated by them
they will take possession of our souls, and will seize them unprepared as if
there were ‘“none redeemed and none saved,””” lest .EJRJ chains of base and
earthen affairs the soul of each has been entangled.... "

6.6.4 The Purpose of Afflictions

In accordance with Andrew’s view of the purpose of life and his view of synergy,
afflictions play a positive role for both the sinners and those who are actively struggling to be

saved. Christ even accepted his own affliction for our benefit:

[Hje will exhort us not only through words, but also through deeds and the
affecting of sufferings. For it does not suffice for him only to use good and
evil for encouragement or discouragement and after this either for punishment
and honor of those deserving glory or punishment. He did not even refuse to
go through the Passion for our sakes, so that he neither destrayed the free
exercise of our own power (of choice) nor did he appear to overlook the cure
and correction for our sakes.

Since God loves humanity and yet respects human free will, he uses afflictions to

prompt repentance. Just as a bit and bridle give a horse direction, God who loves humanity,

4 Phil. 3:20.

“* Chp. 25, Text 95, Comm. 106,
"8 Luke 12:35.

7 Matt. 5:16.

T ps. 71,

ps 72,

10 Chp. 68, Text 256, Comm. 234,

WO Chp, 66, Text 237, Comm. 218.
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compels the jaws of those who do not approach him in order that they might know
repentance.'"™  Andrew frequently observes and also notes that despite the encouragement
from God, usually the afflicted sinners described in Revelation do not repent, just as even
now it is possible to see many unwilling (1o repent), blaming the Divine Goodness for the
unspeakable misfortunes encircling us by barbarian hands.'" Rather than repent, often the
sinners curse God instead. Bur not even afier this (do) they turn towards repentance, but
toward blasphemy.'"" Andrew compares such individuals to Pharaoh in Exodus, and in fact
he concludes that these sinners are worse than Pharaoh. When the plagues were sent by God
at least he was more pliant, confessing his own impiety, and they blaspheme during
punishment 1005 Salvation remains a matter of choice, with humans making a choice and God
also choosing to do as he promised. Jusi as the power of God saves those well-pleasing to
him, in the same manner (it) also punishes those unrepentantly sinning against Him.'™

The torment can even be in the conscience.'™ However, Andrew generally does not
allegorize the punishments, unlike Oikoumenios. Punishments will be both physical and

spiritual for the reprimand and improvement of the soul,'™®

[S]inners and transgressors are very much tormented both here and in the
future, or on account of the soul and body from which the deed (done) was
common to both of them and against which the punishments will be.'"™

The afflictions are beneficial for all, although not everyone will recognize that.
Sinners who avoid sufferings will delight at escaping from the afflictions which are brought

Jor reform, not recognizing that God has sent them for their improvement so that even if in

W02 Chp, 49, Text 169, Comm. 165.
1% Chp, 49, Text 169, Comm. 165,
Y Chp. 50, Text 170, Comm. 166.
5 Chp. 52, Text 180, Comm. 172.
W08 Chp. 55, Text 196, Comm. 184
T Chp. 55, Text 195, Comm. 184,
" Chp. 46, Text 164-5, Comm. 162, and Chp. 49, Text 169, Comm. 165.

% Chp. 55, Text 195, Comm. 184,
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this manner, by necessity, they might return to the straight road, from which, being deceived,
they had strayed. """

Andrew contrasts the disposition of unreformed sinners with the attitude expected of
the faithful who ought to recognize sufferings as spiritually beneficial:

But we must pray to the Lord, myinglg: “It is good for me that you humbled me
that I might learn your statutes” """ ....For we are judged by you, the Master
who loves mankind “we are chastened in order that we may not be
condemned along with the world™ but with a few afflictions we might
escape eternal punishment. 103

Elsewhere he advises his readers to judge themselves and to recognize that afflictions

are for their benefit, thereby avoiding the judgment of God:

Therefore, if we do not wish to be judged we must examine ourselves,
according to the divine Apostle — “for if we judge ourselves, we will not be
Judged™™ ~ judging ourselves, corrected by the Lord, thankfully receiving
the pains which are brought (upon us), just as we see the grateful ones among
the sick in body bearing with patience the surgErﬂy and cauterization by the
doctors because of their willingness to be healed. """

At times, Andrew seems to suggest that the righteous will not suffer the punishing
plagues. Three times he quotes the verse, The Lord will not allow the rod of the sinners to be
upon them.""® They will not suffer the chastisements of the “harvest” and possibly the trials
at the end times will be shortened for their sakes. But since even creation suffers and is
adversely affected by the plagues, the righteous will also encounter difficulties and sufferings

which they are expected to endure and from which they too can benefit, some being

0 Chp, 30, Text 116, Comm. 122,
W ps 119:71.

W31 Cor, 11:32.

i Chp, 30, Texr 116, Comm. 122-23.
W Cor. 11:31.

915 Chp, 24, Text 93-4, Comm. 105.

8 ps 125:3, Chp. 44, Text 158, Comm. 157; Chp. 50, Text 172, Comm. 167, Chp. 58, Text 210, Comm. 195,
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tormented on account of sin, others endure these difficulties patiently in a test of virtue.""""

Those who are blameless will acquire endurance in sufferings. 1018

6.6.5 Eternal Punishment

Punishment will be eternal but even if the sinners for whom the plagues were
intended to prompt repentance do not repent, they will nonetheless benefit from them by
suffering a little less in the next life because they suffered somewhat in this one, towards a
moderation, at any rate, of the payment in full by those who had sinned themselves."""
Elsewhere Andrew also suggests that punishment here might mean a milder punishment in
the future because they are being afflicted in part here,'"™ but he never retreats from his
position that the final punishment is eternal.'™!

A purgatorial type of situation is out of the question for Andrew, who rejects the
analogy which some made to gold, as discussed above. He repeats their argument that just as
gold is purified by fire, how much more so (would God spare) these if He knew they put aside
the filth in the fire, in accordance with the likeness gold, which some have understood as a
paradigm in this situation?'™ The analogy is to be rejected because gold has impurities by
its nature, but we reason-endowed human beings intentionally add the filth to our souls.'"”
Since it has been added by the person, it ought to be removed by him. The gold has an
excuse, but we do not. There will be no point in having regrets later; it will be too late. In this
life we have been given the help of the Holy Spirit to avoid future eternal punishment, but it

will not be available to help us later. For it is necessary that those whe have been defeated

T Chp. 52, Text 179, Comm. 172.
Y Chp 55, Text 194, Comm. 184

" Chp. 45, Text 163, Comm. 161, Since we are taught by the words in the gospels that the spiritual powers
rejoice and celebrate over those who return from repentance o salvation, but grieve over those who turn aside
Jfrom the straight path, and that they give thanks to God for the punishment of those transgressing against the
divine commandmenis, so that they might make partial payment of their debis.. . Chp. 48, Text 167, Comm. 164,

e Chyp. 55, Texr 200, Comm. 187, also Chp. 27, Text 102, Comm. 112,
"2 Chp, 50, Text 170-1, Comm. 166; Chp. 56, Text 203, Comm. 189; Chp. 58, Text 210, Comm. 195,
2 Che, 50, Text 171, Comm. 166-67.

5 Chp, 50, Text 172, Comm. 167,
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feel regret for these things and lament in vain, ... Moreover, the help of the Holy Spirit will no
1024

more accompany those who have been condemned as it does now.

There is certainly no hope for the devil who, knowing full well his impending
punishment, not only has refused to cease his evil activity but has intensified it since the
coming of Christ. Andrew directly refutes those who insist that eternal punishment will be

abolished. It is impossible:

It had been said by the blessed Justin the martyr (that) afier the coming of
Christ and the decree against him (to send him) to Gehenna, the devil is to
become a greater blasphemer even (to the extent that) he had never before so
shamelessly blasphemed God.""™ ... And if the expectation of punishment
makes him even more evil, then how if being punished, either himself or his
workers, how are they to be cleansed of the filth of sin in Gehenna through the
fire? Since they have not attained this (the Devil's ceasing from wickedness),
how will .rhgy have an end of the punishment against those who have vain

thoughts? 10z

Andrew rejects the Origenist position that God will save everyone. God is good but
he is also righteous, therefore not all will be saved. Andrew compares this to athletic
competitions sponsored by kings. Even earthly kings who host athletic contests know that not

all will be crowned victors, but the contest is nonetheless open to all.

Wherefore, those who set the goodness, foreknowledge and power of God as
an impediment to eternal punishment, let them also attach righteousness o
these (qualities), as being distributive to each of them according to what is
due, and in no way will they see an overturning of the divine sentence.'™’

God’s express promise to punish the wicked only reinforces the truth that those who
will be punished deserve it because they “volunteered” for punishment, having freely chosen

to do evil and repeatedly rejecting the compassion and forgiveness offered by God.

Y Chp, 50, Text 172, Comm. 167.

"33 This quotation of Justin is taken from his lost writings. This exact statement is also quoted by Irenacus in
Against Heresies 5.26.2 and by Eusebius of Caesarea in Ecclesiastical History 4.18.9,

6 he. 34, Text 131, Comm. 135,

YET Chp. 50, Text 172, Comm. 167.
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But 1 myself, hearing (of) eternal punishments, I cannot disbelieve what has
been declared. Knowing his readiness toward compassion and goodness, |
surmise that in no way would he either threaten or strike those worthy with
endless condemnation if he knew that condemned ones had already repented
and hated the evil which they freely chose to commit. For it is not through
necessity, but voluntarily that they are punished. A

6.6.6 The Love of God: ®iavBpunia

Despite his assertion that punishment is eternal, Andrew’s overriding message is
about the love of God. The frequency with which he refers to the love of God for humanity
is perhaps the most striking characteristic of his commentary and gives the commentary a
positive tone overall and a quality of hope and encouragement. He refers to the love of God
in many ways and many times. In no fewer than fifteen instances he uses the
word éhavBporia,'™ “love for humanity,” to describe God, a word frequently found in the
prayers of the Eastern tradition. The passage below is typical of the affirmative tone of the

commentary, both toward the love of God and for human self-determination.

In every way, God, who thirsts for our salvation, exhorts us for the inheritance
of his blessings through both goodness and misfortunes, by leading us to see
the splendor of the heavenly Jerusalem and the dark and grievous gloom of
the Gehenna of fire. So that either by yearning for eternal glory or by fear of
endless shame, since there is (still) time, we will work to effect the good, along
with renouncing all the rest...let us not receive the grace of God in vain but
let us make his benefits productive through repentance and showr'% good
deeds that we might attain the promised blessings in Christ himself..."

" Chp, 50, Text 171, Comm. 166,

5 sidavBporia, literally, “the love for humankind,” is found either as a noun or as an adjective describing
God"s disposition toward humans in Chp. 2, Text 20, Comm. 24; Chp, 3, Text 27, Comm. 33, Chp. 5, Texr 30,
Comm. 37, Chp. 9, Text 44, Comin, 53; Chp. 9, Text 46, Comm. 55; Chp, 15, Text 64, Comm. 75 and 76 ; Chp.
18, Text 72, Comm. 84 (twice); Chp, 21, Text 89, Comm. 101; Chp 45, Text 163, Comm. 161, Chp. 49, Text
169, Comm. 165; Chp. 54, Text 191, Comm. 182; Chp. 55, Text 195, Comm. 184; Chp. 66, Text 236, Comm.
217. Twice Andrew uses shovbponia to describe the love of angels for human beings in Chp. 25, Texr 95,
Comm. 106 and Chp. T2, Text 264, Comm. 241.

9% Che 66, Text 236-7, Comm, 218-19,
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Chapter 7

Posterity and Contributions of Andrew of Caesarea

7.1 Andrew’s Posterity: Subsequent Commentaries

7.1.1 Arethas of Caesarea

In the late 9" or early 10" centuries, Arethas, the episcopal successor of Andrew to
the very same see of Caesarea, Cappadocia, also wrote a commentary on Revelation.'™"
Arethas depended heavily on Andrew, often quoting him word for word, and in other
sections paraphrasing Andrew rather than literally reproducing the passage.'” In the
passages in which Arethas copies Andrew word for word, Schmid observes that one can
easily recognize the text type of the Andreas manuscripts which Arethas used.'™ The
commentary of Arethas is the second most significant commentary on the Apocalypse in the

Greek tradition after that of Andrew.

7.1.2 Maximos the Peloponnesian

In the early 17th century, Maximos the Peloponnesian created Greek translations of
various writings for use by the average laymen and priests in the amAf yAdooa (plain
language), or vernacular Greek. The educated classes did not need translations of the ancient
authorities, but most spiritual writings were inaccessible to the ordinary person. Maximos’
translations included the writings of Basil, miscellaneous sermons, a medical encyclopedia,

1034

the Apocalypse of John and the Psalter. Along with his translation of the Apocalypse he

W Yulioyh eEnyiioeng £x Saddpov daylev davBpiw, or according to another manuseript 'Ex tdv
AvBpen L TETOVIIEVIOV OUVOYLS TYoAKY, Topotedeion vnd Apébo, Swete, cxei.  Arethas is printed in
Migne, P.G. 106:487-806. See also Josef Schmid, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen
Apokalvpserextes |, Der dApokalypse-rext des Arethas von Kgivareia und einiger anderer jiingerer Gruppen,
Texte wnd Forschungen zur byzantinisch-neugriechischen Philologie. Num. 27 (Athens: Verlag der
Byzantinisch-neugriechischen Jahrbilcher, 1936).

%% Sehmid, Einleitung, 97.
™3 Schmid, Einleitung, 97.

"4 See Emest Cadman Colwell and H.R.Willoughby, The Elizabeth Day McCormick Apocalypse, (2 vols.)
vol. I, A Greek Corpus of Revelation Iconography, by H.R. Willoughby, and vol. 1l, Histary and Text, by Ernest
Cadman Colwell (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1940), 2:4.
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created an accompanying commentary. Maximos began the commentary as a combination of
the best of Andrew and Arethas, but by the time he reached middle of his exposition he
primarily relied on Andrew and only occasionally included additional points taken from

Arethas, '™

7.1.3 Anthimos of Jerusalem

Anthimos of Jerusalem, who served as Patriarch of Jerusalem from 1788-1808, also
wrote a commentary on the Apocalypse, the inscription of which indicates its dependence on
Andrew and Arethas: "Eppnveic Umd 10U lepocoripav "AvOipou sulleyeica mapd
v dylov matépov ApéBa xal "Avdpéov eig T ilepav 'Anokdiuyy tod dyiov

evBoEoy kal mavevdpfiuov dmootéhov xai edayyelotod Twdvvou,'™

7.2 Andrew’s Posterity: Translations of the Commentary

Andrew’s commentary was translated into four ancient languages: Latin, Armenian,
Old Slavonic and Georgian. [t may have been translated into Latin by the 12" century, as we
will see below in the description of a discovery of the commentary in a Latin monastery by
the Armenian bishop, Nerses. But what is more remarkable is that Andrew’s commentary is
credited with the eventual acceptance of Revelation into the New Testament canon of the
Churches of Armenia, Georgia and Russia. This dissertation is the first translation of the

complete commentary into any modern language.
7.2.1 The Armenian Translation

Schmid recounts how the Andreas commentary was translated into Armenian on the

impetus of the famous Armenian figure, Nerses of Lampron, Archbishop of Tarsus (d. 1198),

" Elizabeth Day MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:120 “Maximos began his work with the intention of blending the
best of Andreas and Arethas and increasing the scriptural element; that blending decreased as the work
progressed, with the result that the dominant source for most of the commentary is that of Andreas”
McCormick Apocalypse, 2242, The same observations are made by Schmid who discusses the content and
manuscripts of Maximos in Einfeitung, 97-8. The Maximoes commentary survives in four manuscripts.

136 Sehmid, Einleitung, 99.
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and that the commentary impacted the New Testament canon for the Armenians.' "’

Although Armenian translations of the Apocalypse existed prior to the time of Nerses,
Revelation was not widely accepted as Scripture. Nerses® translation of the Andreas
commentary bolstered Revelation’s acceptance among the Armenians and both Revelation
and the commentary are preserved in many manuscripts, '

The Merses text includes a foreword which recounts the reception of the commentary
by an Armenian synod held in Constantinople under “Thetalios” of Constantinople.'™ The
date of the synod is not clear, nor the precise participants, nor the identity of “Thetalios.”
Monetheless, the statement of Nerses is quite interesting. He begins the foreword by stating:
“On the demand of the general synod held in the God-Preserved city of Constantinople, the
Revelation of John was recognized as canonical, but also the investigation about it which

bl

happened through the bishops of Caesarea.” Nerses then quotes the words of Thetalios in

support of Revelation:

This writing of the Revelation of John has been received among the other
apostolic writings which the Church possesses on the basis of the testing and
determining of my brothers and holy-collaborating bishops. And it is without
mistake and is to be accepted because it contains the wisdom of God which
brings the greatest help or usefulness to those who consider it with the eyes of
the sprit as a true gift of the Holy Spirit which one may not disregard. It is
however, also not un-genuine, as it was supposed by some wicked men. Much
more, it is really by the Son of Thunder, that is St. John, because if we believe
the words of Athanasius of Alexandria, the great patriarch.... '**

Thetalios then lists several other patristic witnesses and the writings in which they use
the Apocalypse or in which they confirm it, including Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory the
Theologian, Cyril of Alexandria, Hippolytus, even though, “We do not want to make a lot of

words, although we have still other witnesses that agree with them among the holy Fathers

"7 Sehmid, Einleitung, 99.

3% Schmid, Einleitung, 100, footnote 1. The groundbreaking work in the area of the Armenian text of
Revelation was done by Frederick Comwallis Conybeare, See F.C, Conybeare, The Armenian Version of
Revelation and Cyril of Alexandria’s Scholia {London: Text and Translation Society, 1907).

1139 Sehmid, Einfeitung, 102, Footnote 2 states that the name “Thetalios” is found in patristic certifications in
an Armenian list of translations published in Constantinople in 1717 of the works of Cyril of Alexandria and
that Thetalios is also mentioned in a letter by Nerses,

1990 Schmid, Einleitung, 102. 1 am indebted 1o John Fendrick for the translation of these first two Nerses
quotations,
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who confirm that this Revelation is by the Evangelist John™ including Irenaeus and others
before him, and even the “thrice-ailing Urigen,”m' Thetalios then gives his rationale for

accepting Revelation:

If we approach this Revelation with mistrust then we despise the saints who
cleansed the world of bad schisms, and they have made a testimony about it.
For if these are seen to be rejected by us then also those who have accepted it
would have to be rejected. Far be it to think this!.... Therefore, I also, the poor
Thetalios and the holy synod that was with me, have accepted this Apocalypse
into the catholic Church with honor as also a true revelation, but that also the
examination of the explanation which was composed by Andreas the
archbishop of Caesarea was accepted by this synod, not out of himself but on
the foundation of the Fathers he made the construction of his words and
whose gift of the Spirit he has taken as his guide and witness in his
investigations. Therefore this investigation, which the bishop of Caesarea has
made concerning the Revelation, has been taken into our catholic Church on
the conclusion and witnessing of the general synod.'**

As Nerses' foreword continues, it reveals that he did not merely translate Andrew’s
commentary, but he considerably reworked it. The title given in the foreword is: “The
Apocalypse of the Evangelist John, a short explanation of our holy father Andrew, blessed
Bishop of Caesarea, Cappadocia, and with him Arethas, bishop of the same city.”'*"” Schmid
explains how the translated portions are a translation of the Andreas commentary, but also
notes places where Nerses offered his own interpretation in addition.'™ Although the title
mentions Arethas, not a trace of Arethas is to be found in the commentary, therefore, Schmid
concludes that the inclusion of the name of Arethas in the title does not go back to Nerses
himself, '™

An epilogue written by Nerses offers even more information about the circumstances

of his discovery of the commentary:

™Y Sehmid, Einleitung, 103,
1942 Schmid, Einfeitung, 103-4,
1093 2 chmid, Einleitung, 104,

loud Schmid, Einleitung, 109-110, Robert Thomson discusses these features in greater detail in his recent
translation and publication of the Nerses commentary,

™3 Sehmid, Einfeitung, 110.



-238 -

I, Nerses, poor in Christ and slothful among the lovers of study, offspring of
the last and miserable time, on the reading of the Revelation of John was
distressed at not knowing the solution to its amazing words. Hunting here and
there for a commentary on the same in our own language, | did not find any.
Afterwards 1 had occasion to visit the great Antioch; and as | was going
around the monasteries of the Romans and Franks which were there, this
desire burned in my mind. After investigation, | found among the books of the
famous monastery of Saint Paul in that city the commentary on Revelation in
the Lombard language, in the same script which the Franks use, composed by
two authors.'®® Desiring to translate it, I found no one who could turn it from
that language into Armenian. Then, going out of the city to the holy mountain
on the north side, in one of the monasteries of the Romans which is called
Bet’ias, I found locked up with one of the reclusive monks called Basil what |
desired in the Greek language and script, well written and elegant, which had
belonged to Athanasios, patriarch of that city. 1 requested it with entreaties
from that well-disposed man, and on receiving it hastened with the book to the
patriarchal throne, to my lord Catholicos, the saintly Grigorios. When he was
informed of this he greatly rejoiced, and ordered it to be translated by the
metropolitan of Hierapolis, Konstandeay, who was staying there under the
auspices of the patriarch., With the help of God and of the holy Lord
[Grigorios] we began — he to translate and I to write; and we dedicated this
wonderful and divine commentary on Revelation to the studious children of
the Armenian church....This commentary to the divine Revelation was
translated in 628 [1179] of the Armenian era...But it was corrected from the
copy in literary style...by the hand of the humble bishop of that metropolis
Tarsus, the miserable Nerses, through the grace and mercy of Christ, who is
blessed for ever. Amen.'™"’

7.2.2 The Georgian Translation

Just as in the case of the Armenians, who did not accept Revelation into the canon
until the time of Nerses of Lampron and his production of the Andreas commentary in
Armenian, the Apocalypse was similarly excluded from the canon of the Georgian Church
until the translation of the text and the commentary by Andrew into the Georgian language

by St. Euthymios (Ekwthime),'®* one of the founders of the Georgian monastery Iwiron on

" Thomson explains that Nerses had found a copy of Arethas’ revision of Andrew’s commentary, presumably
in Italian. But the Greek copy which Nerses eventually found was the commentary of Andrew, Thomson, 17, fn
80. Note that Merses refers to the Greek monastery as “Roman." See Commentary, page BS, fn 369,

"7 Translation by Thomson, Nerses of Lambron Commentary, 17-19, The story is also told by Schmid.
Einleitung, 107-9.

1% 1y M. Lang “Recent Work on the Georgian New Testament.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies, Vol. 19, No. 1, (1957), 82-93, §6.
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Mt. Athos (d. 1028). Euthymios is also credited with revising the old Georgian gospel text
according to Greek manuscripts and completing the Georgian New Testament.'"

Euthymios used a manuscript with the Andreas commentary as the basis for his
translation of Revelation and translated both of them into Georgian.'”™ This translation is
preserved in several manuscripts and the two oldest were probably copied out of the original
itself, according to Schmid.'”' Euthymios’ work on the Book of Revelation would have
been completed sometime before 987, which is the date of the earliest known Georgian
manuscript of the f*i|:nt:1+:al:g.rpuse.m's1 According to Robert Blake, the Apocalypse, “strictly
speaking, never became canonical among the \l‘.}«aau:u'g,ians.””:'sj

The oldest Georgian copies, as old as the oldest Greek copies, may preserve a form of
the commentary no longer extant in the Greek tradition. J. Neville Birdsall noted that the
Georgian version gave the entire text of Revelation first, followed by a lemmatized version
of the commentary, such as the type with which we are familiar in the Greek manuscripts.
None of the Greek manuscripts in existence have a prefaced continuous text of Revelation.
They only present the text of Revelation in the lemmatized form section by section, just
before Andrew’s comments. Birdsall believes that the Georgian tradition preserves an earlier
Greek form of the commentary, which must have been in front of Euthymios when he
translated the commentary. This is entirely possible since the text of Revelation is already
preserved in the lemmata. It is hardly surprising that later copyists would see the prefixed
continuous text as superfluous and unnecessary and would not make copies which included

the prefixed text.'”

% Metzger, Canon of the New Testament, 224,

5% Euthymios’ work is not an actual translation but an abbreviated translation or paraphrase of Andrew, See J.
Meville Birdsall, ** Revelation® by Euthymus the Athonite,” Beda Kartlisa 41 (1983) 96-101, 99.

"%\ Schmid, Einleitung, 113.

sz Metzger, Carnon of the New Testament, 224,

153 “The Caesarean Text of the Gospel of Mark,” Harvard Theological Review 21 [1928] 287. Metzger, Canon
af the New Testament, 224 fn. 37. Blake did not explain what he meant by the comment, but if by “canonical™
Blake meant “read during Church services,” the same can be said of the status of Revelation for all of the

Orthodox Churches.

1954 Birdsall, 98.
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7.2.3 The Slavonic Translation

The impact of the acceptance of Revelation in the Slavic tradition can be seen by the
fact that the oldest extant Slavic manuscript of Revelation contains a translation of Andrew’s
commentary in a condensed version.'’>

The Church Slavonic translation of the Andreas commentary is available in two
printed editions, the latter of which is a literal copy of the older one. The heading of the older

edition reads:

Our holy father Andreas, Archbishop of Caesarea, Cappadocia’s
[nterpretation of the Apocalypse of the Holy Apostle and Evangelist of Christ,
John the Theologian, from the Greek into the Slavic language has been
translated and ordered through the will and the effort and with the blessing of
the most worthy and orthodox illustrious father Cyril Zacharais Kopistenskij,
through God’s grace, Archimandrite of the Cave Monastery in Kiev. Printed
for the first time and issued in the Holy Great Cave Monastery at Kiev, of the
Stavropege of the holy Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople, in the year of
the creation of the world 7133, since the appearance of the Word of God 1625

in the 9" Indiction.'"*

The second edition, dated 1768, contains the commentary of Andrew along with
homilies by John Chrysostom.'™” The first forward is dedicated to the bishop Gregory
Dolmat, as was the foreword in the first edition, but a second foreword found in the second
edition is dedicated to the reader.'”® This second foreword discusses the content, the author
and the value of the Apocalypse as well as the occasion for the publication of the translation.

It presents different views of the Fathers on the authorship of the Apocalypse, and also

W53 The Nikol 'skij Apocalypse Codex, dated mid-thirteenth century. To create the abbreviated version many of

the patristic quotations were removed as well as the motivational comments and doxologies at the end of each
of Andrew’s sections. The commentary and text of Revelation follow Andrew’s divisions into twenty four main
sections and seventy two smaller chapiers. Thomas Hilary Oller, *The Nikol'skij Apocalypse Codex and its
Place in the Textual History of Medieval Slavic Apocalypse Manuscripts,” (Ph.D. diss., Brown University,
1993y

138 Sehmid, Einleitung, 114. Translation by John Fendrick.
1057 - " .
Schmid, Einleitung, 115,

"3 Schmid, Einleitung, 116,
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mentions the opinion that Revelation was written by the heretic Cerinthus. The forward

concludes:

The views of those explainers are acceptable to the Church, which holds fast
to the authorship of the apostle John. One of these is Andreas of Caesarea.
The book was printed so that it might work with the homilies of the blessed
John Chrysostom through its content for the Orthodox Church. It is useful
then for every Orthodox Christian,"">”

7.3 Andrew’s Posterity: Artistic Depictions of the Apocalypse

Andrew’s commentary was so influential that it even impacted an unexpected arena:
the artistic representations of the Apocalypse. The Elizabeth Day McCormick Apocalypse is
an illustrated 17" century manuscript of the commentary by Maximos the Peloponnesian
which Maximos wrote to accompany his translation of the Apocalypse in the Greek

vernacular.

The manuscript contains the most extensive set of Greek images of Revelation, sixty-

nine miniature scenes in all. Most titles of the scenes are taken from the chapter headings of

Andrew’s |::ur:tmm-.:mar;s,r.1‘‘]'5":I

Russian illustrated Apocalypses also reflect influence from the Andreas commentary.

The Russian series of scenes were planned and organized to employ the same chapter

1061

headings as those of Andrew and to illustrate those headings and divisions.” For almost

every one of the McCormick miniatures, a thematic counterpart exists in the Russian

Apocalypse manuscripts. 1062

"% Schmid, Einleitung, 116, Translation by John Fendrick.
"0 MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:143-4.
150 MeCormick Apocalypse 1:160 -161.

1962 A feCormick Apocalypse, 1:161, ciling F.I. Buslaev, The Russian Hustrated Apocalypse (in Russian,
Maoscow, 1884), and 4An Apocalypse with Three Exegeses, (Old Believers Printing Shop, Moscow, 1910).
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7.4 Andrew’s Contributions

7.4.1 Preservation of the Greek Apocalypse Interpretive Tradition

Andrew’s broad outlook and inclusive style has resulted in a commentary which
preserved the entire Eastern tradition of Apocalypse interpretation. He reported opinions with
which he did not agree, including the classic justification given for millennialism.'*® Had
Oikoumenios’ commentary not survived, Andrew would have preserved many of
Oikoumenios’ opinions as well. Andrew preserves many anonymous opinions and traditional
views, some of which would have otherwise been entirely lost.'%* Andrew preserved a
fragment of Papias regarding the fall of some of the angels,'™ and other patristic comments

and traditions regarding the end times, the Antichrist, etc. '*®

7.4.2 Preservation of Witness to Apostolic Authorship of Revelation

But more importantly, Andrew preserves Papias as the earliest witness to the
apostolic authorship of the Apocalypse, since Andrew cites Papias as one of the authorities
who accepted the Johannine authorship of Revelation.'®’ Particularly noteworthy about the
list of authorities Andrew provides for the “trustworthiness™ of Revelation — Gregory the
Theologian, Cyril (of Alexandria), Papias, Irenaeus, Methodios and Hippolytus — is that the
list is not a list of those who accepted the book as Seripture, but those who specifically state
that the book was composed by John the Apostle and Evangelist. The inclusion of Gregory
the Theologian is at first surprising because Gregory does not include the Apocalypse in his
canon, and only cites Revelation on a couple of occasions, something which Andrew must
have known. Nonetheless, Gregory is included among those who attest to the trustworthiness

of the book, (trustworthy because it is apostolic), because in one of his rare references to

"3 Chp. 63, Text 222, Comm. 206,
1% See chapter 5.7.2, which lists eighteen unidentified sources or traditional opinions preserved by Andrew.

05 Chp. 34, Test 129-130, Comm. 134 .

"% For Andrew’s preservation of Hippolytus traditions, see Pierre Prigent and Ralph Stehly, “Les fragments du

De Apocalypsi d'Hippolyte,” Theologische Zeftschrif 29 (1973) 315-333, 315-16.

17 Prafague, Text 10, Comm. 11.
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Revelation he mentions John as the author. It is in this context that the inclusion of Papias on
the list is especially important, since Papias® work Exposition of Dominical Oracles, which
contained many early and apostolic traditions, is no longer extant. Yet, Andrew had a copy of
it, and because Andrew cites Papias as supporting Johannine authorship, through Andrew we

have the earliest attestation of apostolic authorship of Revelation.'*®*

7.4.3 Facilitation of Acceptance of Revelation into the Canon

The greatest contribution which Andrew made was to pave the way for the
unanimous acceptance of Revelation into the Eastern canon. Even centuries after Andrew’s
commentary was penned, the Book of Revelation remained largely unaccepted in the East.
Nikephoros, the Patriarch of Constantinople (d. 829) did not list it among the canonical
books of the New Testament.'®” The first evidence that the tide had finally turned in favor
of the Apocalypse comes as a notation by the Byzantine historian Nikephoros Kallistos in the
fourteenth century.'"™ Renewed interest in the Apocalypse was evident in Orthodox circles
after the fall of Constantinople in 1453 and the subjugation of Eastern Christians under
Ottoman Turkish rule. “[O]nce the Greeks under Turkish rule found themselves in a social
and political position comparable to that of the early Christians under Roman rule, their
attitude toward the Revelation of John changed entirely. Late-Greek interest in the Christian
Apocalypse suddenly became as keen and vivacious as it had earlier been dull.”"""" The
number of Apocalypse manuscripts sharply increased during this period, “followed by
vernacular translations of the Revelation of John into the modern Greek of the times,”
beginning with the commentary of Maximos the Peloponnesian.'"”

Certainly, the experience of persecution and martyrdom lived by Greek Orthodox

Christians under Turkish rule stimulated interest in the Apocalypse. But that interest alone

"% This is supported by a Papias fragment prefixed to a manusecript on the gospel of John, which Benjamin
Bacon believed to have been originally intended for Revelation, “Adhuc in Corpore Constituto” Harvard
Theological Review 23 (1930) 305-307. His arguments are very persuasive.

189 MfeCormick Apocalypse, 1:93,
"N MeCormick Apocalypse, 1:93, citing Nikephorus Kallistos, Ecclesiastical History 2,45,
W MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:143.

"R MeCormick Apocalypse, 11:143,
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may not have been enough to result in unquestioned acceptance of Revelation as Scripture
were it not for the commentary of Andrew, It is questionable whether historical
circumstances alone would have propelled the Apocalypse, long viewed with suspicion,
indisputably into the New Testament canon without support by a patristic authority. Andrew
made the Book of Revelation acceptable by providing a sober, sound and patristic
interpretation, entirely orthodox in doctrine, spirituality and style, which led to its ultimate

acceplance.

7.5 The Pre-Eminence and Importance of Andrew’s Commentary

Hoskier, who brought Qikoumenios’ commentary to light and published it in a
massive work, believed Oikoumenios® contribution to be highly significant, if for no other
reason than its rarity. Oikoumenios, as the first Greek author of a commentary on Revelation,
is unquestionably significant. Hoskier simply dismissed Andrew’s commentary as “terribly
commonplace” and did not even consider the Andreas text-type of Revelation worthy of
being catalngued.lm But Andrew’s commentary is “commonplace™ because it was popular.
Recognized as a well done and effective exposition of a difficult book, it was copied and
recopied. The commentary circulated along with the text of the Apocalypse in a large portion
of the Greek Apocalypse manuscripts because it was useful, sensible, orderly, ecclesiastically
and theologically sound, orthodox in thought as well as style. The dramatic disparity between
the number of surviving manuscripts of Oikoumenios and Andrew — only one complete
manuscript of Oikoumenios wversus more than eighty-three of Andrew — is ample
demonstration of the quality of Andrew’s work and the esteem with which it was held in the
Orthodox Church for centuries.

Andrew’s commentary is thoughtful and academic, yet also spiritual and ecclesial in
demeanor. Andrew exudes an air of episcopal dignity and demonstrates a commendable

respect for the text. His division of the commentary into twenty four main sections, each

"1 Hoskier, The Complete Commentary of Oecumenius on the Apocalypse, 4. “[Alnyone who is at all familiar
with Andreas, whose commentary is terribly commonplace, will soon accord to Oecumenius a superior position
in these studies. Oecumenius, although most uneven in the value of his expositions, is always vigorous, and at
times very interesting.” Ibid, 4-5.
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ending in a doxology, along with his emphasis on the spiritual lesson in a passage, gives the
work the flavor of a series of sermons. Despite the serious and sober nature of the Book of
Revelation and the many descriptions of disasters and punishments, the commentary
succeeds in conveying a positive tone of hope and optimism. His emphasis is on the love of
God for all humankind and his conviction that everyone is capable of choosing to be saved
shines brilliantly. Ever mindful of his responsibilities as a pastor, he takes the opportunity to
offer not only didactic but also paranetical comments aimed at the spiritual edification and
improvement of the reader. At times he seems genuinely inspired by the text and in turn he
inspires the reader.

No other Orthodox commentaries on the Apocalypse appeared after Arethas until the
Ottoman Empire.'” It has rightly been noted that Andrew’s work, for all practical purposes,
was the last Greek patristic commentary, since Arethas was heavily dependent on Andrew,
and Arethas is considered to be of distant secondary importance. Later commentaries
consisted almost entirely of selections taken from Andrew with a few modifications and
additions from Arethas.'"”

We have established that in spite of the existence of an earlier complete commentary
on the Book of Revelation by Oikoumenios, Andrew’s commentary gained a pre-eminence in
the East that remains unparalleled among any scripture commentaries on Revelation or any
other commentary in the Eastern tradition, for that matter, since it is unrivaled in its impact
and influence. No single commentary has so decisively impacted the interpretation and
acceptance of any single of book of the Bible. In fact, no other ancient commentary on
Revelation exists for the Orthodox Church. In time, Andrew’s commentary was translated
into Latin as well as Armenian, Georgian and Slavonic, and was considered responsible for
the increased acceptance of Revelation and its eventual acceptance into the canon in those
countries as well as its eventual acceptance into the canon of the Greek East. The importance
of Andrew’s commentary for the East cannot be overstated. Its popularity even influenced

the manuscript tradition of the text of Revelation itself. At least one third of all existing

"M savvas Agourides, H Aroxdiuyie o Tadvvou, Eppnveia Kaviic Awafiixng series, vol. 18 {Thessalonika:

Pournaras Press, 1994), 60-635,

% McCormick Apocalypse, 1:96.
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manuscripts of Revelation contain Andrew’s -:ununentaqr.mm The large number of Andreas
commentary manuscripts helped Schmid define the text of the Book of Revelation.

Andrew wrote his commentary to support the canonical acceptance of Revelation.
Andrew wrote to provide an orthodox alternative to Oikoumenios® commentary, either
motivated by his own concerns or by those of Makarios. He wrote because he believed that
the lessons of Revelation were spiritually beneficial for the faithful and so that the
Apocalypse would be read by them. Andrew not only accomplished these goals, but in fact

he was far more successful than he could ever have imagined.

% Bruce M. Metzger, Canon of the New Testament, 217. According to Metzger, the Book of Revelation exists
in 287 manuscripis and fragmenis. Of these, approximately %6 manuscripts contain the commentary of Andrew
of Caesarea in its complete form or an abbreviated form.
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FOREWORD TO THE SECOND VOLUME

This volume is the second part of the dissertation entitled, “Andrew of Caesarea
and the Apocalypse in the Ancient Church of the East: Studies and Translation.” Part |
consisted of the thesis itself, “Studies on the Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew of
Caesarea,” which was an analysis of the commentary. Part 2, presented in this volume,
“Translation of the Apocalypse Commentary of Andrew of Caesarea,” is a translation
based on the critical text of the commentary produced by Josef Schmid, Der Apokalypse-
Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia, vol. 1 of Studien zur Geschichte des

griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, 3 parts (Miinchen: Karl Zink Verlag, 1955-56).



ACW
ANF
Barn.
Cel. Hier.
Chp.

Chr. and Ant.

Comm,
CWS

De Groote
Dial,

EH

Eccl. Hier.

Ep.

fn

FC
Heres.
Hom,
KIV
LF
Mare.
Morals
NIV
NEKJV
NPNF 1*

NPNF 2™

Oik.

On Dan.
Or.
Prin.
RSV
Serm,
Suggit
Symp.
Text

Vie.
[27]
[]

0

ABBREVIATIONS

Ancient Christian Writers series

Ante-Nicene Fathers series

Epistle of Barnabas

Pseudo-Dionysios, The Celestial Hierarchy

Chapter. Numerical divisions created by Andrew for the commentary

Hippolytus, On Christ and the Antichrist

Commentary. Comm. with a page number indicates the present translation

Classics of Western Spirituality series

Oecumenii Commentarius in Apocalypsin, ed. Marc De Groote.

Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho

Eusebius of Caesarea, Ecclesiastical History.

Pseudo-Dionysios, The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy

Epistle

footnote

The Fathers of the Church series

Irenacus, Against Heresies

Homily

Bible, King James Version.

Library of the Fathers series

Tertullian, Against Marcion

Gregory the Great, Morals on the Book of Job

Bible, New International Version

Bible, New King James Version

A Select Library of the Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers of the Christian
Church, first series

A Select Library of the Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers of the Christian
Church, second series

Oikoumenios, Commentary on the Apocalypse

Hippolytus, Commentary On Daniel

Oration

Origen, On First Principles

Bible, Revised Standard Version

Sermon

Oecumenius, Commentary on the Apocalypse, translated by John Suggit.

Methodios of Olympus, The Symposium

Schmid, Josef, Der Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia,
Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes

Victorinus, Commentary on the Apocalypse.

Square brackets enclosing a number in bold type indicate page numbers in
Schmid’s critical edition
Square brackets enclose those words bracketed in the critical text by
Schmid to indicate questionable text from a critical or textual
perspective.
Parentheses indicate words supplied by the translator for clarity.
Parentheses also indicate the Septuagint number of a psalm.



1]

Table ofthe Chapters of the Interpretation

Section |
Chapter 1
Chapter 2
Chapter 3

Section 2
Chapter 4
Chapter 5
Chapter 6
Section 3
Chapter 7
Chapter 8
Chapter 9
Section 4
Chapter 10

Chapter 11

Chapter 12
Section 5

Chapter 13

Chapter 14

[2]  Chapter 15
Section 6
Chapter 16

of the Apocalypse
of Saint John the Apostle

Apocalypse of Jesus Christ

Vision in which the Lord was seen

The things that had been written to the angel of the church of the
Ephesians

The things declared to the angel of the church of the Smyrnaeans
The things declared to the angel of the church in Pergamum
The things declared to the angel of the church in Thyatira

The things declared to the angel of the church in Sardis
The things declared to the angel of the church in Philadelphia
The things declared to the angel of the church of the Laodiceans

About the door that will be seen in heaven and the twenty four elders
and what follows these things
About the small scroll sealed with seven seals which no one who has
created nature is able to open

And I saw in the midst of the throne and of the four animals

Loosening of the first seal
About the second seal

Loosening of the third seal

Loosening of the fourth seal showing the plagues which befall the

impious



Chapter 17

Chapter 18

Section 7

Chapter 19

Chapter 20

Chapter 21

Section 8
Chapter 22

Chapter 23

Chapter 24
Section 9

Chapter 25

Chapter 26

Chapter 27
Section 10

Chapter 28

Chapter 29

* Chapter 30
Section 11
Chapter 31
Chapter 32

Loosening of the fifth seal, meaning the saints crying out to the Lord
about the end of the world.
Loosening of the sixth seal signifying the upcoming plagues at the

end of time

About the 144,000 saved from the plague (inflicted) by the four
angels

About the innumerable crowd of those clothed in shining garments
from the nations

Loosening of the seventh seal meaning the angelic powers bringing

the prayers of the saints to God as incenses

About the seven angels whose first blow of the trumpet brings hail,
fire, and blood on the earth.
About the second angel and the destruction of living things in the sea

About the third angel and the river water being made bitter

About the fourth angel and the darkening of the stars
About the fifth angel and the mental locusts and the variety of their
form

About the sixth angel and the loosening of the angels on the Euphrates

About the angel wrapped in a cloud and a rainbow who is foretelling
the end of the world

How the Evangelist took the tiny scroll from the angel
About Enoch and Elias

How those who were destroyed by the Antichrist will be raised
About the seventh trumpet and the saints praising God at the future
judgment



[3]  Chapter33

Section 12
Chapter 34
Chapter 35
Chapter 36

Section 13
Chapter 37
Chapter 38
Chapter 39

Section 14
Chapter 40
Chapter 41
Chapter 42

Section 15
Chapter 43

Chapter 44
Chapter 45

Section 16
Chapter 46
Chapter 47
Chapter 48

Section 17
Chapter 49
Chapter 50
Chapter 51

About the prior persecutions of the churches and about the

Antichrist

About the war of the angels and the demons and the fall of Satan
About how the dragon does not cease persecuting the Church

About the beast with ten horns and seven heads

About the false prophet
About the name of the Antichrist
About the lamb and the 144,000

About the angel proclaiming the proximity of the future judgment
About the angel announcing the fall of Babylon
About the angel securing the faithful that they might not accept

Antichrist.

How the one sitting in the cloud by the sickle brings the growing
things on earth to an end

About the angel harvesting the vine of bitterness

About the seven angels bringing the plagues upon men

before the end of the world and about the sea of glass

How the first bowl poured out became wounds on the apostates
The second plague against those in the sea

How through the third (bowl) the rivers are turned to blood

How through the fourth (bowl) people are burnt

How through the fifth (bowl) the kingdom of the beast is darkened
How through the sixth (bowl) the road through Euphrates is
opened to the kings from the east.



Section 18
Chapter 52

[4]  Chapter 53

Chapter 54
Section 19
Chapter 55

Chapter 56

Chapter 57
Section 20
Chapter 58

Chapter 59
Chapter 60

Section 21
Chapter 61

Chapter 62

Chapter 63
Section 22

Chapter 64

Chapter 65
Chapter 66

How through the seventh (bowl) hail and earthquake come
against the people.

About the one of the seven angels showing the blessed John the
destruction of the city of the harlot and about the seven heads and
ten horns

How the angel interpreted the mystery seen by him

About another angel, declaring the fall of Babylon and [about] the
heavenly voice commanding the flight from the city and about the loss
of the delights which she had before.

About the praise of the saints and the triple “Alleluia™ which

they sing for the destruction of Babylon

About the mystical marriage and the supper of the lamb

How the Evangelist saw Christ on horseback with the angelic

powers

About the Antichrist and those cast with him into Gehenna

How Satan was bound since the crucifixion of Christ until the end time

and about the one thousand years

About the thrones prepared for those who undeniably kept the
confession of Christ
What is the first resurrection and what is the second death

About Gog and Magog

About the one sitting on the throne and the common resurrection
and judgment
About the new heaven and earth and the heavenly Jerusalem

About what was said by the one sitting on the throne



Section-23

Chapter 67

Chapter 68
Chapter 69

151

Section 24
Chapter 70
Chapter 71
Chapter 72

About the angel pointing out to him the city of the saints and the
measuring of its walls and gates
About the pure river appearing to flow from the throne

That the God of the prophets is Christ and Master of the Angels

Concerning the trustworthiness of the things seen by the apostle.
How he was called not to seal but to preach the Apocalypse
How the Church and the Spirit in it are invited to the glorious
manifestation of Christ and about the curse by which those who

falsify the book are thrown down.

(Page 6 in the critical text is blank)



7] THE INTERPRETATION OF THE APOCALYPSE
OF JOHN THE THEOLOGIAN
BY ANDREW,
ARCHBISHOP OF CAESAREA, CAPPADOCIA

To my lord brother and co-celebrant:

Having been asked many times by many people — who out of love (for me) have a
greater opinion of my abilities (than is warranted) — to elucidate the Apocalypse of John the
Theologian' and to adapt the prophecies to the time after this vision,” I was putting off this
undertaking, [8] knowing that to explain the things which are secretly and mysteriously seen
by the saints which will happen in the future time® befits a great mind and (one) enlightened
by the Divine Spirit. Despite the fact that the books of the pmphefs of old have been
explained by many, still the depth of the mysteries in them are kept invisible until that day in
which the partial knowledge® will be abolished and the perfect knowledge will be disclosed.
Although most of those matters concerning the first epiphany of ouwr grear God and Savior®
have been preached, if there was some confusion over those matters concerning his second

coming, how could anyone (such as myself), who is deprived of the prophetic spirit, not

"In the Eastem Christian tradition John “the Evangelist” is referred to as “John the Theologian.” The title
“theologian™ is very restricted in the East and the designation “Doctor of the Church™ is not used at all. The
appellation “Theologian™ is a special title employed by the Orthodox Church for only three saints: John the
Theologian (the Evangelist), Gregory the Theologian (of Nazianzus), and St. Symeon the New Theologian, (a
spiritual writer and abbot of the monastery of 5t. Mamas in Constantinople, who died in 1022). Elsewhere in
this commentary, Andrew also refers to John as “the Apostle.” Generally speaking, however, when an Eastern
Father, including Andrew, refers simply 1o “the Apostle,” with no other context provided and no indication of a
specific apostle, it is a reference 5t Paul. For example, see Andrew’s comment on the next page, in which he
refers to simply “the Apostle” while quoting Romans and 1 Corinthians.

* This comment indicates Andrew’s preliminary stance toward the Book of Revelation, He understands that the
Apocalypse was initjally received and understood in a specific historical context and it is within this context
that the prophecies had their first function. An original awdience was iniended for the book and an
understanding of the historical context of the book is essential and foundational,

' This indicates that Andrew accepts Revelation not only as a historical document but one with an
eschatological component as well.

"1 Cor. 13:9.

5 Titus 2:13.



appear bold by attempting (to explain) these things whose end is not in sight?” But since
obedience is beiter than a sacrifice’ and, according to the Apostle (Paul) hope does not bring
to shame® and love never fails’, through which (love) I am connected to your God-like soul,
O Makarios,"’ I hope through this (treatise) for both the completion of the deficiencies and

(to receive) the wages of obedience,''

which [ have known is the fruit of love, and I will
shortly fulfill this (task) that was assigned to me, with (the help of) God who will enlighten
me.

First, therefore, as you yourself well know, since there are three parts to a human

being, 2 all divinely inspired Scrfp."ure”' has been endowed with three parts by divine grace.

® This is our first indication, among many, that Andrew does not seem to believe that the end of the world is
near.

"1 Sam. 15:22. These words are the response of the prophet Samuel to King Saul when Saul tried to justify
himself by performing a sacrifice rather than by obeying God. Is Andrew jokingly suggesting that this project
will result in the neglect of his liturgical or episcopal duties?

" Rom. 5:5.
"1 Cor. 13:8.

" “This word could also be employed here as a form of address meaning, “O Beatitude,” or “Blessed One,”
rather than a proper name. Most likely it is functioning here as a title or an expression of esteem.

"' It is unclear here whether Andrew has experienced the rewards of his obedience to “Makarios” specifically or
whether he is speaking generally about the spiritual benefit derived from obedience, especially to one’s spiritual
father or ecclesiastical superior. Motice how he combined these ideas, found in the previous sentence, and refers
again to hope, love and obedience,

"1 Thess. 5:23. St. Paul's comment that the human being consists of body, soul and spirit was paired by Origen
with Prov. 22:20 which advises one to hearken to the words of wisdom and, “record them threefold (LXX:
tproadc) for yoursell on the table of your heart for counsel and knowledge.” These two verses inspired Origen
to identify three levels of meaning in the Scriptures: literal, moral and allegorical. (Prin. 4.2.4.) Origen
exercised unparalleled influence wpon Christian interpreters for centuries. In presenting his methodology,
Andrew does not use the term diinyopia, a Greek word which literally means “to say other things." Allegory
was variously undersiood by the Fathers. Usually it meant the mystical, symbolic or spiritual meaning
underlying a word, a hidden meaning about which even the author of the book could be entirely unaware. A
preference for allegory characterized exepgesis at the “school of Alexandria.” On the other hand, the “school of
Antioch,” the other great center of Christian learning in antiquity, confined allegorical interpretation to those
passages which specifically indicated that an underlying symbolic meaning was intended, such as parables, The
Antiocheans preferred the word Gewpla to describe the underlying spiritual message of a text but insisted that
the spiritual meaning must be directly based on the literal meaning and not sprung out of one's imagination.
(See Paul Ternant, *La Gewpic d' Antioche dans le cadre des sense de J‘Ecriture,” Biblica 34 (1953) 135-158,
354-383 and 456-486.) Andrew’s apparent preference for the term Bewpic instead of dAAnyopio may hint at an
exegelical orientation leaning toward an Antiochean approach. It might also hint at a desire to distance himsell
from Origen, whose writings and teachings were uliimately condemned by the Church at the Fifth Ecumenical
Council in 553, a few decades prior to this commentary, due to certain theological errors. Or perhaps here we
simply see the beginning of Andrew’s effort to correct and to conscientiously differentiate himself from
Oikoumenios. Oikoumenios, who composed the first complete Greek commentary on Revelation in the late 6"



“And by this (grace), the body is somewhat like the letter and like histur:irg.'M established
according to sense perception. In like manner, the soul is the figurative sense,” guiding the
reader from that which can be perceived by the senses to that which can be perceived by the

16 and the

intellect. Likewise the spirit has appeared to be the anagogical sense
contemplation'’  of the future and higher things, so that the first level moreover [9] is

appropriate to the ones guided by ihe Law,"® the second (is appropriate) to the ones who are

century, not infrequently departed from ecclesiastical tradition to arrive at rather imaginative conclusions, (The
first eritical edition was Oecumenii Commentarius in Apocalypsin, ed. Marc De Groote, Traditio Exegetica
Graeca series, vol. 8 [Louvain: Peeters, 1999], hereinafter “De Groote,” The English translation is Oecumenius
Commentary on the Apocalypse, trans. John M. Suggit, Fathers of the Church series, vol. 112 [Washington,
D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2006], hereinafter “Suggit.”™) In his reluctance to employ the word
“allegory” Andrew may also be following a tradition established by his famous fourth century predecessor in
the see of Caesarea, Basil the Great, who disapproved of allegory and “[those] who have attempted by false
arguments and allegorical interpretations to bestow on the Scriptures a dignity of their own
imagining. ...[Theirs is the attitude of one who considers himsell wiser than the revelations of the Spirit and
introduces his own ideas in pretense of an explanation. Therefore, let it be understood as it has been written.”
(On the Six Days of Creation 9.1, Basil: Exegetical Homilies, trans. Agnes Clare Way, Fathers of the Church
series, vol. 46 [Washington: Catholic University of America Press, 1963], 135-6.) Although a belief in three
levels of meaning in Seripture was popular in the East, some interpreters, including John Cassian, Augusting,
and Gregory the Great, identified four levels of Scripture: literal (the historical event), allegorical (the
underlying spiritual or theological meaning), tropological (the moral instruction or message), and anagogical
(the truth or message about the future life and Christian expectation),

"* Bednvevorog, (2 Tim. 3:16). This is a common patristic adjective to describe the inspiration of the Bible. For
example, see Chrysostom’s use of this term in On Genesis, Hom. 8, (trans. Robert C. Hill, Fathers of the Church
series, vols. 74, 82 and 87 [Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1986-1992], 74:109.) See
also Robert Hill, “Chrysostom’s terminology for the inspired word”™ in Estudios Biblios 41 (1983) 367-373.
Andrew also uses this term in his prologue. See Texd 10, line 9,

"' lotopia, sometimes referred to as the “literal sense,” can mean the actual historical event described in
Scripture or simply the plain meaning of the text,

¥ Tponohoyia, sometimes referred to as the “moral sense” of the Scripture, is often understood as the
interpretation which provides guidance for Christian behavior, However, the term fropofogy can also be used to
indicate a “figurative™ meaning.

' Avaywyf, or the “anagogical sense,” could be used in a general manner to indicate the spiritual meaning
underlying the literal or historical aspect of the text, but dvorywyf) is also a term employed for a more specific
type of spiritual interpretation which indicates a truth or interpretation related to the future resurrected life or the
way of the life in the Kingdom of Heaven. We see that understanding at work here since Andrew links
avoryonyty o “the future things” and differentiates it from the “higher” things. Andrew sees both Gewpie and
avoryanyi as occupying the “third level™ because they provide a “spiritual” interpretation of the text, as opposed
to a moral lesson or historical explanation,

" @ewpia. This term signified the deeper spiritual meaning in a text. Here 8eawpia is that which Andrew calls
the “higher” things,

" Andrew is alluding to Gal. 3:24: “The Law was our guide (matbayayde) until Christ came so that we might
be justified by faith.” Andrew identifies the lowest level of scripture interpretation as observance of the mere
letter or an understanding which was limited to the passage’s historical meaning. A literal or historical



governed by grace,'” and the third (is appropriate) to those who exist in the blessed condition
in which the Spirit governs,” having subordinated to it all carnal thoughts and motions.”'
The first is suited to the histories of things which have already occurred, even though

in many places this too has been adorned in no small degree by the foreshadﬂwingn that

interpretation alone was regarded as methodologically “Jewish.” The impetus for this understanding began with
Paul: “For it is written in the Law of Moses, “You shall not muzzle an ox while it is treading out the grain.” 15 it
for oxen that God is concerned? Or does he not speak entirely for our sake? (1 Cor. 9:9-10 RSV) Paul's
rationale for his views on the Law of Moses is the primary subject of his epistles to the Romans and Galatians
and it is no accident that Andrew alludes to Galatians here. Early Christian interpreters identified the literalism
of Jewish exegesis with the Old Covenant and contrasted it with the New Covenant: the Christian life and an
understanding illumined by the Spirit. ' lotopia was perceived as practically synonymous with “literalism™ and
considered far inferior to allegory or a spiritvalized interpretation. The literal-historical type of exegesis,
originally disfavored among Christians for that reason, was later popularized in Antioch where the subjective
quality of allegory evoked great concem. As early as the Epistle of Barnabas and Justin Martyr's Dialogue with
Trypho, the Fathers commonly used typology and allegory to show how Old Testament events, prophecies, and
regulations of the Mosaic law were fulfilled and superseded by Christ. (See Barn. 7, 8, 10} Jewish apologists
vigorously argued against Christian claims and naturally rejected this interpretation in favor of a literal
understanding of events and insisted that the Mosaic Law was obligatory rather than symbolic in nature,
Christian authors responded by criticizing Jewish exegesis as too literal, and hence, not *spiritual.” Origen
wrole that “they understand Scripture not according to the spiritual meaning but according to the sound of the
letter.” (Prin. 4.2.2. See also 4.2.6.) The same concept is expressed by Methodios (Symp. 9). lrenaeus argued
that enly Christians can truly understand the Scriptures since they alone have the key of salvation. The Jews
cannot understand the hidden truths in the Old Testament since they rejected God's divine plan. (Heres. 4.26.1;
See also Justin Dial. 38.) Legal regulations (i.e., dietary rules, circumeision, ete.) which Jews interpreted and
applied literally were seen by Christians as pointing to a deeper, spiritual meaning and purpose whose time had
come. The time for the Mosaic Law was past and its literal observance was to be abandoned. This too was seen
as fulfillment of prophecy. Hippolytus wrote: “It was meet and necessary that the things spoken of old by the
prophets should be sealed to the unbelieving Pharisees, who thought that they understood the letier of the law,
and be opened to the believing. The things, therefore, which of old were sealed, are now by the grace of God the
Lord all open to the saints.” Comm. On Daniel 2.19. Extant Works and Fragmenis of Hippolytus, trans. 8.D.F,
Salmond, Ante-Micene Fathers series, vol. ¥, (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., reprinted
1990, 181,

" roditevopévorg év ydpir. That is, those who are baptized and presumably follow a higher morality rather
than observing mere outward legalism. Ordinary members of the Church can understand and benefit from both
the literal meaning and the moral lesson in scripture,

» ) poxapig Miker, év 1) 0 mvetuo fomieder.

' His point is that very few Christians attain such a level of spirituality that they can properly understand the
mystical meaning underlying the Scripture.

# Timog refers to the application of a technique which today we have entitled fypology, one of the most
common forms of interpretation in the early Church, especially for Old Testament. Typology was based on the
belief that the person of Christ and the events of the New Testament were prefigured in Old Testament persons
and events. The interpreter perceived an analogous relationship between the original person or event in the Old
Testament, the “type,” and a later person and event in the New Testament, the “anti-type.” This technigue is
first seen in the New Testament itself. For example Paul offers an interpretation of Hagar and Sarah as types of
the Old and New Covenants (Gal. 4:24-26). Jesus himsell even employs typology when he refers to his coming
resurrection as the “sign of Jonah™ (Mait, 12:39-40), Here Andrew follows a long-standing tradition which

recognized typological interpretation. Notice, however, that he sees typology as linked to history and not as
purely allegorical.
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anticipates the truth. The second part suits proverbial advice and other such pedagogical
uses, as for instance, Thorns are sown in the hand of a drunkard, > and “Shame on you,
Sidon,” it says, said the sea,” and things similar to these. The third part, that is to say, the
spiritual part, (is) to be found especially abundant in the Apocalypse of the Theological Man;
on the one hand, lavishly seen with historical form and figurative speech in the other
prophets, whereas, on the other hand here, (in the Apocalypse), (the spiritual part) is
especially seen in abundance since it has been ordered by God to be proclaimed to those who
are more perfect in knowledge. Therefore, even though we ourselves do not understand the
entire depth of the hidden spirit within it, we too will elucidate what was seen by the blessed
one (John).>* We neither dare to understand everything according 1o the letter,”® nor state that
which we have conjectured. But rather we will expound (these things) as if supplying a
training”’ for the quick-wittedness of the mind and as a form of contempt for the present
things, since they are transitory, and (for the purpose of) coveting the future things, since
these remain, [10] having left behind the exact knowledge of these matters to divine wisdom,
which also knows the times in which these prophesized things will come to pass, which is

forbidden to seek (as we have learned) through the apostles.”

# Prov. 26:9. Origen also quotes this exact verse as an example of a passage which does not allow for a literal
interpretation in Hom. On Genesis 11.6. Andrew's citation of this same verse may suggest that it was a stock
example employed in Christian exegetical instruction.

M [sa. 23:4.

* Andrew agrees to expound on the Apocalypse, even though he lacks perfect understanding, because God has
ordered that the message within it be preached (Rev. 1:19, 22:10).

% Andrew confesses that he does not even entirely understand Revelation's meaning on a historical level,

¥ yupvacia is the root of the English words “gymnasium” and “gymnastics.” Interpreting Revelation is
“mental gymnastics,” according to Andrew, and serves as a “workout” for the mind.

™ Acts 1:7, 1 Thess. 5:1. Having acknowledged that he cannot explain all of Revelation even on the historical
level, Andrew excuses himself from this task by focusing on the spiritual message (“found especially abundant™
within the text), since this present life is “transitory,” and the historical meaning, is therefore less important.
The effort however, will serve as an exercise to train the higher faculties (voic) or to direct one toward the
future life. This statement is erucial to understanding that Andrew's “commentary” is essentially homiletic in
style and purpose, rather than strictly exegetical. His intent is spiritual and inspirational. As he also notes below
at the conclusion of his prologue, the value of his work is to prompt contrition from the faithful and to remind
them of the “rewards that will be bestowed on the righteous and the retribution of the wicked and sinful.” (Text
11; Comm, 12.) Citations to Andrew’s commentary will include the chapter number according to Andrew's
divisions “Chp.,"” followed by the page number in Schmid's critical text, given as “Texy,” and lastly, the location
of a passage within the present translation will be cited as “Comm.” followed by the page number.) That we are
“forbidden to seek” knowledge of the future was also a point made by Chrysostom., Hom. on Mayr, 72.1
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Out of obedience™ we have performed this (task), and have divided the present

treatise into twenty four sections, seventy two chapters for the three part existence® of body,
soul and spirit of the twenty four elders, through whom is symbolized the whole body of
those who have pleased God from the beginning to the end of times, as will be explained in
what follows. Concerning the divine inspiration of the book we believe it superfluous 1o
lengthen the discussion,”’ since its trustworthiness is witnessed by the Blessed Gregory the
Thﬂﬂlﬂgial’l,ﬂ !‘.ZZ:,'ril,E'3 in addition to the more ancient fathers, Fapias,” [renacus,””

Methodios®™ and Hippolytus.’” From them we have also [11] taken many starting points,”®

T — s

* This is Andrew’s third reference to his acceptance of this task out of “obedience.”

" mdoraaic

" Andrew does not wish to embark on a discussion of the canonical status of the book, nor the arguments
concerning its apostolic authorship. He dismisses any concerns as to its canonicity and authenticity by citing
these notable Fathers, However, if it were fruly “unnecessary to discuss™ he would not have mentioned the issue
at all nor cited witnesses to confirm its “divine inspiration.” Far from being “unnecessary to discuss,” in fact
Andrew has shown his awareness of the book’s uncertain canonical status and feels the need to give at least
some perfunctory references to support its apostolic authorship before he goes any further. It is somewhat
surprising that Andrew does nol cite his predecessor, Basil the Great, nor does he mention Epiphanios, whom he
will cite shortly (Chp. 1, Text 15, Comm. 17T), or Justin Martyr, whom he will cite later (Chp. 34, Text 131,
Comm. 123).

* This is Gregory Nazianzus, See footnote 1 about title “Theologian.” In Theological Oration 29,17 Gregory
quotes the phrase from Rev. 1:8, “he who is, was and is to come,” to support the full divinity of Christ. In O
42.9, Gregory seems to acknowledge apostolic authorship of Revelation by his statement, “as John taught me
through the Apocalypse,” which is the evidence to which Andrew refers here. However, Gregory does nol
include the Apocalypse in his Mew Testament canon of Scripture which he expounded in poetic verse (Poem
1.12.56%), a fact of which Andrew may be aware, but has conveniently ignored,

* Cyril of Alexandria, The Adoration and Worship of God in Spirit and Truth 6.

* While Andrew cites Papias as an early witness, ironically Andrew himself becomes a wiiness to Papias’
statements about the Apocalypse. The works of Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis, an early second century Father,
are no longer extant with the exception of a few fragments, Andrew’s commentary itself preserved one of these
fragments which would have otherwise been lost (Chp. 33, Text 129, Comm. 134), In this instance, Andrew
cites Paplas as providing the earliest written testimony to the tradition that the apostle John was the author of
the Apocalypse in his work, Exposition of Dominical Oraeles. Despite the fact that the work itself is no longer
extant, we know from Andrew's citation here that Papias provided important attestation to the early Church
tradition of the apostolic authorship of Revelation.

* Irenaeus frequently cited the Apocalypse, especially in his work Against Heresies. (See Heres. 1.26.3; 4.14.2,
4.17.6.;4, 18.6;420.11; 4.11.3)) Irenaeus was a chiliast, as were Papias and Justin Martyr, all of whom relied
on Rev, 20 for their views.

* Bishop of Olympus in Lycia, reportedly martyred in 311, according to Socrates’ Ecclesiastical History 6.13.
Methodios was one of the most important writers of his day. He frequently cited the Apocalypse, for example in
his works On the Resurrection 2.28, and Symposium 1.5, 5.8; 6.5; 8.4-13. Despite his early date and the
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coming into this (task), as well as reciting their sayings in certain places. And you, O man of
God,” compensate our labor with your prayers, as [ think it contributes not a little to
compunction®”” through remembrance of both the rewards that will be bestowed on the

righteous and the retribution of the wicked and sinful.
SECTION 1, CHAPTER 1

Rev. 1:1 (The) Apocalypse of Jesus Christ, which God gave to him, to show to his
servants that which must come to pass soon.

An apocalypse is the manifestation of hidden mysteries when the intellect!! is
illuminated* either through divine dreams or according to waking visions from divine
enlightenment.® To be given to Christ, it says," making this statement about him especially

with respect to his human (nature), since in the gospel he (John) above all other (Evangelists)

tendencies of the times, Methodios was not a chiliast, preferring a spiritual interpretation of the Revelation to
the literal belief in an earthly kingdom.

T A very prolific writer of the early Church, Hippolytus was the last Christian author in Rome to write in
Gireek. He died as a martyr in 235, Among his writings were a treatise On Christ and Antichrist and also a
Commentary on Daniel, the oldest extant and complete Scripture commentary. Hippolytus is also remembered
for aggressively responding to the attacks by Gaius and the “Alogoi” against the writings traditionally atiributed
to the Apostle John. Hippolytus defended the Johannine writings and fought the efforts of Gaius and others to
attribute the books to a heretic, Cerinthus. To this end, Hippolytus made a careful comparison of the reputed
contradictions between the Synoptics, John's Gospel, and the Apocalypse to demonstrate that the signs of the
end times described in the Apocalypse do not contradict the rest of Scripture. He also refuted the literal
interpretation of Apocalypse which Gaius had used to discredit the book.

* Andrew “starts” with them but knows that he cannot rely on them since sufficient patristic guidance for his
interpretation of the Apocalypse simply does not exist.

| Tim. 6:11.

o wardvobic, The nuances underlying this word, a very common word in the patristic tradition, can fluctuate,
but the word entails more than simply remorse for one's sins or a sorrowful state. [t suggests tears and
repentance, considered a gift of God, and implies a type of spiritual stimulation moving the individual to a new
state of mind and changed way of life. &pgowevning kal Howep Eycvedoradeio, (12 vols.), ed. Al
Martinos (Athens, 1962-68), 7:445-446,

" fyepovikde. This is the principle part of the soul, that which is created by God for the apprehension of
spiritual truths, visions and revelations, and for the indwelling of Christ, A Greek Patristic Lexicon, ed. G.W.H.
Lampe (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961}, 600,

* parouyalopévou.

¥ edndpyea,

* ¢maiv. This word, used with extreme frequency by Andrew, can either mean “he says” (John) or “it says” (the
biblical text). It is difficult to determine which of these Andrew intends or whether he even distinguishes
between them at all. The word will be translated according to what appears appropriate for the context.
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dwelt on the sublime and the things befitting God. And here, the magnitude of the divinity of
Christ is shown through the attending angel, and through the name of the teaching servants,

for all things are his servants,

The must come to pass soom means that some of the
predictions concerning them are to come to pass immediately thereafter, [12] and the things
regarding the end are not to be delayed, because one thousand years io God is like

vesterday's day, which is reckoned as having (already) elapsed. 16

Rev. 1:1b-2 " dnd he made it known through the sending of his angel to his servant
John, Ywho bore witness to the word of God and the witness of Jesus Christ, all that he saw,
both those things which are and those things which must come to pass afierward.

“Christ”, he says, “declared these things to me through an angel, as the Master to a
household servant, as | had born witness to my confession to him,” of which, on the basis of
the visions (he is) to bear witness and, in view of the return (to God) of those who hear,
to preach both the things which are and which escape understanding and the things which
will occur in the future, for prophetically, he had seen them both."” And (this is) clear from
what he says: those which are and those which must come to pass.‘m These are descriptions

of both the present time and of the future.*’

¥ Ps. 119 (118):91. i odpnavta Sodihe od. (For convenience of reference, the number of a psalm will follow
the standard modern enumeration with the Septuagint number provided in parentheses.) For Andrew, this phrase
might easily come to mind because of its presence in a priestly prayer recited in the liturgy of St. Basil.
Andrew’'s recollection of this liturgical phrase perfectly fits the context both here and its liturgical setting. In the
context of the liturgy, the phrase within the prayer is followed by references to the many angels surrounding the
throne of God and the prayer is followed by the singing of the hymn, “Holy, Holy, Holy,” which is the hymn of
the angels in Rev. 4:8.

Y Ps. 90(89):4.

" Andrew sees prophecy as operating on two planes: the present and the future. This is clearly opposed to
Oikoumenios who believed that John's visions also spoke about the past. “For this is the mark of consummate
prophecy, to encompass three periods. For even those who are not Christians introduce their own seers who
knew ‘the events of the present, the future and the past’ though they have, [ think, been held in distain by our
prophets.™ (Oik.1.1.2, Suggit 19) Oikoumenios’ observation regarding three levels of prophecy among “even
those who are not Christians™ refers to Homer (fiad 1.70) and Hesiod (Theogony 38).

* Andrew easily supports his understanding of prophecy against that of Oikoumenios by citing the very words
of the Apocalypse itsell here: that its prophecies relate to the present and future. This shows Andrew's
sensitivity to the text and his tendency to search for the meaning of a passage within the text itself and within a
more established ecclesiastical tradition rather than introducing concepts foreign to or contradictory to the text.

* Oikoumenios interpreted many portions of Revelation as an allegory of the life of Christ. Andrew not only
bases his opinion on the explicit statement of Rev. 1:2, but also on Methodios™ conclusion expressed in the
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Rev. 1:3  Blessed is the one who reads and the ones who hear the words of the
prophecy and the ones keeping the things which have been written in it. For the time is near.

He blesses those who read and hear through the actions, for the present time is near,
through which it is possible to acquire the blessing, for the work is laid open to all. As the
Lord says, work [13] while it is day.® And elsewhere, the time is near,”' the time of the
distribution of prizes, on account of the brevity of the present life in comparison to the

future.”

Rev. 1:4 John, to the seven churches that are in Asia: Grace to you and peace from
the One who is, and who was, and who is to come, and from the seven spirits which are

before his throne.

Symposium. Methodios, writing in the 3" century, remarked: “Remember that the mystery of the incarnation of
the Word was fulfilled long before the Apocalypse, whercas John's prophetic message has to do with the
present and the future.” Methodios Symp. 8.7, The Symposium: A Treatise on Chastity, trans. Herbert Musurillo,
Ancient Christian Writers series, vol. 27 (Westminster, MD: Newman Press, 1958), 112,

* John 9:4, i.e., show vigilance and perseverance.
I Rev. 113,

*2 Here is another indication that Andrew does not perceive himself as living in the end-times. The end is near
not because Andrew anticipates the end of world to occur shortly, but because each of us will face the end of
our own lives very soon in comparison to eternity. Andrew expresses a typical interpretation of the function of
Revelation in the East and the typical eschatological stance of the Orthodox Church which has historically
refrained from interpreting Rewvelation according to present historical events or engaging in predictions
regarding the end. The time of the end of the world is not known, but for each of us an end will arrive quickly
enough. Augustine shared this view and eloquently expressed the practical purpose for this stance while
commenting on 2 Thess. 2:2: “But those to whom the Apostle said ‘Be not easily moved from your mind...as if
the day of the Lord were at hand® evidently loved the Lord’s coming, and the purpose of the Doctor of the
Gentiles in saying this was not to break them away from the love which burned in them; rather, he did not want
them to put their faith in those from whom they heard that the day of the Lord was at hand, lest, perhaps, when
the time had passed within which they had thought He would come, and they saw that He had not come, they
might think the other promises made to them were also false, and might despair of the mercy of faith itself.
Therefore, it is not the one who asserts that He is near nor the one who asserts that He is not near which loves
the coming of the Lord, but the one who waits for Him, whether He be near or far, with sincere faith, firm hope
and ardent love,” Ep. 19915, Adugustine: Letters, (5 vols.), trans, Wilfred Parsons, Fathers of the Church series,
vols. 12, 18, 20, 30 and 32 (New York: Fathers of the Church, Inc. 1953), 30:367.
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Due to the existence of many churches, he sent (letters) to only seven, mystically
meaning by this number the churches everywhere,” also corresponding to the present day

life, in which the seventh period of days is (now) taking place.’® For this reason also he

** This is a very common patristic interpretation of this verse. The number seven was said to symbolize
perfection and completeness, hence early interpreters understood the number of churches addressed by John and
Paul as signifying the universality of the message, The Muratorian Canon states: “It is necessary for us to
discuss these one by one, since the blessed apostle Paul himself, following the example of his predecessor John,
writes by name to only seven churches... It is true that he writes once more to the Corinthians and to the
Thessalonians for the sake of admonition, yet it is clearly recognizable that there is one Church spread
throughout the whole extent of the earth. For John also in the Apocalypse, though he writes to seven churches,
nevertheless speaks to all.” Bruce Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament: its Origin, Development and
Signtficance (Mew York: Oxford University Press, 1987), 306-307. The same concept is expressed by
Augusline, who remarks, after noting that Paul wrote to seven churches, that “John also writes to the seven
Churches which he mentions as established in those places, by all of which we understand that the Church is
commended by the number seven” Augustine Ep, 49, FC 12:236. See also Victorinus, Commentary on the
Apocalypse 1.7, (trans. Robert Ernest Wallis, The Fathers of the Third and Fourth Centuries. Ante-Nicene
Fathers series, vol. VII, eds. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson [Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., reprinted 1975], Cyprian Exhortation for Martyrdom 11, (The Treatises of Cyprian. Treatise
X1, Exhortation to Martyrdom, Addressed ro Fortunatus, trans, Ernest Wallis, The Fathers of the Third
Century. Hippolwtus, Cyprian, Cafus, Novatian, Ante-Nicene Fathers series, vol. V, eds. Alexander Robertson
and James Donaldson. [Grand Rapids, MI: Wm B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., reprinted 19907}, Tertullian,
Against Marcion 517 (Against Marcion, trans, Peter Holmes, Latin Christianity: Its Founder, Tersullian, Ante-
Micene Fathers series, vol. 111, ed. Alan Menzies. [Grand Rapids, MI: Wm B, Eerdmans Publishing Co., reprint,
1989]). and Gregory the Great, (a contemporary of Andrew), Morals on the Book of Job, 17.29(43) and
35.9(18) (trans. Members of the English Church, Library of the Fathers series, vols. 18, 21, 23 and 31 [Oxford:
John Henry Parker, 1844-50]).

5 Early church literature expressed different conceptions of time. Some writers considered their present time as
the “sixth™ day, with the end of time being the seventh day, the time of etemal repose, See, for example,
Augustine, Question 57.3, Augusiine: Eighty Three Different Quesiions, wrans, David Mosher, ed. Hermigild
Dressler, Fathers of the Church series, vol. 70 (Washington: Catholic University of America Press, 1977), 105,
See also Augusting’s Sermon 259 (Augusiine, Sermons on the Liturgical Seasons, trans, Mary Sarah
Muldowney, Fathers of the Church series, vol. 38 [New York: Fathers of the Church, Inc., 1959], 370}, in
which the day of judgment is the seventh day. Irenaeus believed that the world would come to an end when it
was 6,000 years old, ushering in the millennial age in a classic chiliastic understanding. “For in as many days as
this world was made, in so many thousand years shall it be concluded... in six days created things were
completed; it is evident, therefore, that they will come to an end at the sixth thousandth year.” (Irenagus, fHeres.
5.28.3; The Apostolic Fathers with Justin Martyr and frenaeus, eds, and trans. Alexander Roberts and James
Donaldson, Ante-Nicene Fathers series, vol, | [Grand Rapids: Wm B, Eerdmans Publishing Company, reprinted
1989], 557.) But others regarded world history as divided into seven “days” or “periods” of time, in which the
age of the Church oceupied the seventh period, which was expressed as the “seventh day” or the “seventh age.”
As we will see below, Andrew believes the millenniom to be the age of the Church and the “eighth day”
represents the end time. Jean Daniélow notes that [renaeus and Methodios (both of whom are sources for
Andrew) have allusions to the millennium as the seventh day, “a designation which is connected with
speculations on the cosmic week.” This was a departure from the traditional conception of time within Judaism
in which the seventh age is that of the Sabbath repose, the eschaton. Daniélou notes that the first Christian
writing in which the doctrine of the seventh millennium can be found is in the Epistle of Barnabas, and quotes
the passage in which the six days of creation are interpreted to mean that “in six thousand vears the Lord shall
bring all things to an end, for with him a day is as a thousand years....And, He rested on the seventh day, means
this; when His Son shall come, and shall abolish the time of the Lawless One, and shall judge the ungodly, and
shall change the sun and the moon and the stars, then shall He rest gloriously on the seventh day...when | have
set all things at rest 1 will make the beginning of the eighth day which is the beginning of another world.”
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mentions seven angels and seven churches, to whom he says, Grace to you and peace from
the Tri-hypostatic*® Divinity. For by the “who is” the Father is signified, who said to Moses /
am He who is,”® and by the “who was” (is signified) the Logos, who was in the beginning
with God,”" and by the “who is to come™ the Paraclete® who always enlightens the children
of the Church through holy baptism, more completely and more strongly in the future. It is
possible to understand the seven spirits as the seven angels who were appointed to govern the

churches,” not [14] counting them equal to the most divine and royal Trinity, but mentioned

(Barn, 15.3-8). “By contrast,” Danié¢lou observes, “the conception of the ages of the world as a series of
millennia seems to be an idea foreign to Judaism.” Daniélou believes the “cosmic week” is Babylonian in
origin, from the circle of the “Hellenized Magi,” which “sees seven cosmic periods as each dominated by a
planet. Thus a system is arrived at in which seven millennia constitute the total time of the world, a scheme
quite foreign to Judaism, in which the duration of the world is séx days, the seventh day representing eternal
life... So then there is a Jewish contribution, the repose of the seventh day, and a Hellenistic one; the seven
millennia. In the passage in Barnabas a third element intervenes — the eighth day... Christ