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A.  Canonicity of the Epistle.

1.  This book is one of the most accepted books in the Canon of Scripture by the early Church fathers.



a.  Justin Martyr (95?-166), who lived and taught at Ephesus shortly after his conversion about A.D. 130 wrote that ‘a certain man among us, whose name was John, one of the apostles of Christ, prophesied in a revelation made to him, that those who believed in Christ would spend a thousand years in Jerusalem’.  In his book Dialogue with Trypho, p. 308, written between a.d. 139–161, he quotes from the Apocalypse, as John the apostle’s work, the prophecy of the millennium of the saints, to be followed by the general resurrection and judgment.  Justin held his controversy with Trypho, a learned Jew, at Ephesus, where John had been living thirty or thirty-five years before: he says that ‘the Revelation had been given to John, one of the twelve apostles of Christ’.”
 



b.  Melito (?-195), bishop of Sardis (about 171 A.D.), one of the seven churches addressed, a successor, therefore, of one of the seven angels, is said by Eusebius [Ecclesiastical History] to have written treatises on the Apocalypse of John. The testimony of the bishop of Sardis is the more impartial, as Sardis is one of the churches severely reproved (Rev 3:1).”
 



c.  Theophilus of Antioch (?-181) (pastor of the Syrian church of Antioch) knew the book well and cites from it.  According to Eusebius, he explicitly cited the Apocalypse as by “John, a disciple of the Lord,” whom he identifies as the apostle by describing him further as the person who leaned on Jesus’ breast, and who published the gospel while residing in Ephesus.


d.  Eusebius says that Apollonius, who lived in Asia Minor in the end of the second century, also  quoted testimonies from the Apocalypse of John.



e.  Irenaeus (about A.D. 180), a hearer of Polycarp, the disciple of John, again and again quotes the Apocalypse as the work of the apostle John.  In his book Against Heresies, alluding to the mystical number of the beast, six hundred sixty-six (Rev 13:18), he says, “We do not hazard a confident theory as to the name of Antichrist; for if it had been necessary that his name should be proclaimed openly at the present time, it would have been declared by him who saw the apocalyptic vision; for it was seen at no long time back, but almost in our generation, towards the end of Domitian’s reign.” In his work Against Heresies, published ten years after Polycarp’s martyrdom, he quotes the Apocalypse twenty times, and makes long extracts from it, as inspired Scripture.”
  He speaks of ‘all the genuine and ancient copies’ of the Revelation of John, thus indicating its early circulation.  Irenaeus holds it to be the work of “John the disciple of the Lord.”


f.  The Muratrian fragment, which lists book of the Canon (written about 200 A.D.), refers to John the apostle writing to the seven churches, indicating it was accepted by the church in Rome.


g.  Tertullian (150-230?) (bishop of Carthage) [in his book Against Marcion], quotes the apostle John’s descriptions in the Apocalypse of the sword proceeding out of the Lord’s mouth (Rev 19:15), and of the heavenly city (Rev 21:1–27).”



h.  Hippolytus, bishop of Ostia, near Rome (about a. d. 240), quotes Rev 17:1–18, as the writing of John the apostle. Among Hippolytus’ works, there is specified a treatise “on the Apocalypse and Gospel according to John.”
  He considered its author to be ‘the apostle and disciple of the Lord’.


i.  Clement of Alexandria (150-218) (bishop of the church of Alexandria Egypt), alludes to the twenty-four seats on which the elders sit as mentioned by John in the Apocalypse (Rev 4:5); also, he mentions John’s return from Patmos to Ephesus on the death of the Roman tyrant [the Emperor Domitian].”



j.  Origen (185-254) (bishop of the church of Caesarea on the Mediterranean coast in northern Judea 65 miles NW of Jerusalem) , writing in his Commentary on Matthew, quoted in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, mentions John as the author of the Apocalypse without expressing any doubts as to its authenticity; also, he quotes Rev 1:9, and says, “John seems to have beheld the Apocalypse in the island of Patmos.”



k.  “An important witness for the apostolic authorship of Revelation has more recently come from the Gnostic materials discovered in 1945 at Chenoboskion in Upper Egypt.  One of the documents is the Apocryphon of John, which cites Rev 1:19 and claims to be written by ‘John, the brother of James, these who are the sons of Zebedee’.  Authorities date he Apocryphon as early as the end of the first century A.D. and note that in any event it cannot be given a date much later than about A.D. 150.”


2.  There is clear evidence of wide circulation of the book throughout the Roman Empire.  From the list above we see it circulated and accepted in Egypt, Palestine, Syria, Asia Minor, Rome, and Carthage in North Africa.

3.  The authorship and canonicity of the book was doubted during the 4th century.  “The attack was made by Dionysius of Alexandria and the Alexandrian School of Theology, which opposed the doctrine of the millennial kingdom, which is plainly taught in Rev 20 with its reference to the thousand year reign of Christ.  An attack by them on the authorship of John tended to weaken the force of this prophecy.”
  “Dionysius was an outstanding Christian leader of his time, a man of great influence.  He served as overseer of the Alexandrian church from A.D. 247 to 264, having been a distinguished pupil of Origen.  He was staunch in his insistence on correct doctrine.  This was demonstrated when he spoke out strongly against the Novatian heresy.  His unusual theological preferences included a strong opposition to the teaching of a thousand-year kingdom on earth.  In keeping with this outlook he actively campaigned against a literal understanding of the Apocalypse.”
  Dionysius was disturbed by the excessive chiliasm in his church and attempted to remove the Apocalypse from the arsenal of his theological opponents by comparing it with the Gospel and Epistles of John and concluding that it could not have been written by the same author.  Revelation was also attacked by a group of heretics in Asia Minor, who in their opposition to Montanism [a Christian sect arising in the late second century and stressing apocalyptic expectations, the continuing prophetic gifts of the Spirit, and strict ascetic discipline
] rejected both the Gospel of John and Revelation.  According to Epiphanius, they attributed the Apocalypse to the Gnositic Cerinthus.



a.  It was not included in the Canon by the Council of Laodicea, circa 360.



b.  It was omitted from the Peshitta (Syriac) Version of the Bible (early 5th century).  Then put in the 6th century version of the Syriac (the Philoxenian) Bible.



c.  It was doubted in the Syrian church in the 6th century.


d.  The Third Council of Carthage (397) listed the Apocalypse as canonical, and the Third Council of Constantinople (680) accepted it as canonical in the Eastern Church.


4.  The manuscript evidence for Revelation is excellent, being found in the following (these are certainly not the only witnesses, just the most important ones):


a.  Papyrus: 18 (3rd-4th century); 24 (4th); 47 (3rd); 98 (possibly 2nd century, containing chapters 1, 13-20).



b.  Uncials: Aleph (4th century); A (5th), C (5th).


5.  There is no book of the entire New Testament whose external attestation can compare with that of Revelation, in nearness, clearness, definiteness, and positiveness of statement.  More than any other NT book, the Apocalypse enjoyed wide distribution and early recognition.
B.  Authorship of the Epistle.

1.  The following writers clearly witness to their belief that the apostle John was the author of this book: Justin, Irenaeus, Clement, Origen, Tertullian, and Hippolytus.

2.  The writer of the book calls himself “John.”



a.  Rev 1:1, “The revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave Him to show to His bond-servants, the things which must soon take place; and He sent and communicated it by His angel to His bond-servant John.”



b.  Rev 1:4, “John to the seven churches that are in Asia.”



c.  Rev 1:9, “I, John, your brother and fellow partaker in the tribulation and kingdom and perseverance which are in Jesus, was on the island called Patmos because of the word of God and the testimony of Jesus.”



d.  Rev 22:8a, “I, John, am the one who heard and saw these things.”



e.  “John’s direct communication with his contemporaries in his own name is too deliberate to be accidental.  We are forced to the conclusion that John wants to stress the difference between his book and previous apocalyptic writing.  The author’s matter-of-fact approach and his extensive knowledge of the precise conditions that existed in each of the seven churches indicate that he wrote as a person of authority to Christian communities that were in some sense under his jurisdiction.  Although he wrote as a prophet, he functioned among his churches as an apostle.”


3.  The opponents of Johanine authorship theorize that there were two men named John in Ephesus or that at some later time there was an elder in Ephesus named John, who was mistaken for the apostle.  If the critics are correct, then we have one of the greatest cases of mistaken identity in the history of the world.  There are two main critics.



a.  Papias, the pastor of the church of Hierapolis, circa 130 A.D., is mentioned by Eusebius as having said that there was person named John, living in Ephesus, known as John the Presbyter or John the Elder.  Papias’ statement is this: “And if anyone chanced to come who had actually been a follower of the elders, what Andrew or what Peter said…or what John (said); and the things which Aristion and John the elder, disciples of the Lord, say.”
  Based upon this statement Eusebius concluded there were two Johns at Ephesus.  There is also a statement attributed to Papias to the effect that John the Apostle was martyred before the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A.D.  However, according to Andreas (6th century Christian, who wrote a commentary on Revelation), Papias knew the book and accepted it as inspired.


b.  The greatest critic of apostolic authorship was Dionysius, bishop of the church of Alexandria, Egypt (190-265).  Dionysius came to his conclusion based on a comparison with the Gospel of John, considering the character of the writer, the writer’s thought and style, and the linguistic differences between the two writings.  Dionysius’ opinions about the Greek inaccuracies do not stand up to modern critical judgment.  (For example, “twelve of the nineteen terms or expressions with which Dionysius says the Apocalypse has no connection or affinity are found in the book.
)  Dionysius made a statement that there was a second John at Ephesus (called by scholars ‘the elder John’, meaning that he was the pastor of the church of Ephesus), but this identification of a second ‘John’ was said by Dionysius to be based upon a traveler’s report that there were two tombs in Ephesus ascribed to “John.”  Dionysius’s statement against apostolic authorship: ‘But I think that there was a certain other [John] among those that were in Asia, since it is said both that there were two tombs at Ephesus, and that each of the two is said to be John’s.’  “This highly theoretical conclusion was to play a significant role in influencing Eusebius in his later interpretation of a statement of Papias.  Furthermore, this conclusion could in no way be classified as reliable tradition received by Dionysius; it was only vague hearsay that may or may not have had anything whatever to do with the John who wrote the Apocalypse.”
  If ‘John the elder’ wrote Revelation while ‘John the apostle’ was living in Ephesus, then he would know that many would confuse the two and he would be culpable for not making his identity clearer in the introduction of Revelation.  If he really did exist, then how did his writing of Revelation not go unchallenged by the Church so soon after its publication?  Therefore, this elder John theory is only tenable on the supposition that John the apostle had never lived at Ephesus, and that from the early second century the whole Church had mistakenly assumed that he had.  Was the church of Ephesus overrun with brilliant Christians named ‘John’, who only needed to announce their first name for the Christians to know which John was meant?  Hardly.  There was only one well known ‘John’ to the seven churches of Asia.


c.  “There can be no doubt that Dionysius was first of all interested in destroying the influence of the Apocalypse.  He adopted two tactics to do this.  First, he fought the literalist, chiliastic interpretation of the book, the earliest accepted orthodox interpretation.  His second tactic was to raise questions about apostolic authorship.  He knew the widespread acceptance of the Apocalypse as canonical and dared not reject the book outright.  Eusebius championed Dionysius’s criticism of the apostolic authorship.  However, Eusebius stopped short of an outright denial of canonicity because he knew he was at odds with the church in this matter.  Eusebius also endorsed Dionysius’s strong antichiliastic viewpoint.  In citing Papias’s chiliastic views (i.e., that there would be a millennium after the resurrection of the dead with a kingdom of Christ set up in material form on the earth), Eusebius characterizes them as the result of a perverse reading of the apostolic accounts without proper allowance for those accounts having been spoken mystically and symbolically.”


4.  The writer was clearly known to the seven churches of Asia Minor as “John” and is fully acquainted with the history of each church.


5.  There are common ideas, theology, and terminology between the writer of the Gospel of John and Revelation.  Both use the word ‘Logos’ of Christ, which is used this way nowhere else in the New Testament except the works attributed to John.  Christ is described as a Lamb in both.  The figures of speech involving waters, springs, etc. are the same.  The figure of Christ as a shepherd is used in both.  Both state that a temple is no longer needed for worship of God.  Both contain a symbolical allusion to manna.  Both books love to use antithesis: light and darkness, truth and falsehood, power of God versus the power of this world.


6.  “The evidence for John the Apostle [as the author of the epistle] hangs largely on the question of whether the Apostle John actually was exiled on the Isle of Patmos, as the author of this book claims (Rev 1:9).  There is good historical evidence in support of the claim.  Clement of Alexandria (150-218) refers to the Apostle John as returning from the Isle of Patmos.  Eusebius dates John’s return from the isle immediately following the death of Domitian (96 A.D.).  Irenaeus…states that John lived in Ephesus after returning from Patmos until the reign of Trajan [98-117].”

C.  Date of the Epistle.


1.  The book was probably written at the end of the reign of the Emperor Domitian, 90-96 A.D.  Irenaeus (115-190?), who grew up in Ephesus and was the pupil of Polycarp, who was the pupil of the apostle John, states in his writings that the Apocalypse “was seen not very long ago, but almost in our own generation, at the end of the reign of Domitian.”  Eusebius and Jerome both place the writing of the book during the time of Domitian’s reign.   “If Irenaeus had been wrong, later witnesses including Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Victorinus, and Jerome would have corrected him.  Instead, they confirmed his dating.”


2.  The historical background of the book gives clear indications that the beast (which represents the Roman Emperor) demands to be worshipped (Rev 13:4, 15-16; 14:9-11; 15:2; 16:2; 19:20; 20:4).  This Emperor worship well suited the later period of Domitian’s reign.  It was not until the reign of Domitian that failure to honor the emperor as a god became a political offense and punishable.


3.  Eusebius, Severus, Tertullian, and Hegesippus all write about the persecution of Christians during the reign of Domitian.  The worship of the Emperor as ‘God’ (Domitian ordered himself to be called ‘our Lord and our God’) can be seen by the fact that a new Caesar-temple was erected in Ephesus during Domitian’s reign.  And the failure of Christians to worship him would certainly lead to some persecutions.

4.  The Lord’s strong revulsion to the state of decline in the Laodicean church would strongly suggest a date a generation or two after the founding of the church by Paul, that is, 35-40 years later, which would date the letter of Revelation around 95 A.D.

5.  Rev 3:17 describes the church at Laodicea as ‘rich’ although the city was almost completely destroyed by an earthquake in A.D. 60-61.
  This precludes the conclusion of some scholars that the epistle was written in the late 60’s during the reign of Nero, since the city could not be rebuilt and prosper that quickly.

D.  Purpose of the Epistle.

1.  To criticize believers for their negative volition and reversionism, and encourage and challenge them to change their minds and return to positive volition.


2.  To describe the coming great Tribulation and the ultimate triumph of God over all the forces of evil in the world.


3.  To provide a message of hope to those who will soon undergo periods of testing and persecution.

E.  Destination.


1.  It was obviously intended for the churches of Asia mentioned in chapters 2-3.

2.  However, there were other churches in Asia at the time which are not mentioned, Troas (Acts 20:7ff), Hierapolis and Colossae (Col 2:1; 4:13, 16).


3.  Sir William Ramsay suggested that the choice of churches mentioned was governed by the great circular road which linked all the churches, and which, therefore, provided a convenient network for the distribution of the letters throughout the whole province.  The order of mention of the churches would then represent the route which the messenger took in delivering the book.

4.  We should also consider that these were the churches especially under John’s care.


5.  It should also be remembered that even though the book was sent to these churches, the writer was aware that this book was the close of the Canon of Scripture and as such would have a wide distribution to all Christian churches, which in fact actually occurred.

F.  Major Theological Themes.

1.  Confidence in doctrine triumphs over sin and evil.


2.  The inevitability of the judgment of sin and evil.


3.  There will be the onward movement of the plan of God until its satisfactory consummation in human history.

G.  Historical Background.


1.  Vespasian was the Roman general in charge of the siege of Jerusalem at the time of Nero’s death.  He was called back to Rome and became Emperor from 69-79 A.D.  His son Titus continued and concluded the siege of Jerusalem and later became Emperor from 79-81 A.D.  Domitian was the other son of Vespasian and brother of Titus, who succeeded his brother Titus and was Emperor from 81-96 A.D.


2.  Autocratic to an extreme, Domitian paraded his authority and made his control so absolute that his consultation of the Senate was perfunctory.  He called himself “Lord and God.”  The lasting effect of his reign was to move the authority of the Emperor closer to that of an absolute monarchy.


3.  The historian Suetonius describes Domitian’s last years as a reign of terror.  Not only political enemies but those of a different philosophy were a target, as part of his campaign for the purity of the official religion—the worship of himself.  In 95 he executed his cousin, the counsel Flavius Clemens, and banished Clemens’ wife Flavia Domitilla, who was also Domitian’s niece, for treason and ‘atheism’.  “The charge of ‘atheism’ against Flavius Clemens and Flavia Domitilla was not unique but, Dio Cassius [a Roman historian, writing circa 225 A.D.] tells us, was ‘a charge on which many others who drifted into Jewish ways were condemned’.  Because Judaism was ‘permitted’ [an religion accepted by the Roman government and tolerated under legal protection], accusing numbers of mainstream Jews in Rome of ‘atheism’ would have been radically inappropriate; that such a thing happened under Domitian is possible but improbable.  But Christians, considered members of an off-brand Jewish sect becoming increasingly distanced from, yet still linked with, Judaism, could well come under such an accusation.”


4.  In September 96, before his 45th birthday, Domitian was assassinated in a conspiracy involving his own wife Domitia and the praetorian prefects.


5.  The Christian letter First Clement, written in 96 A.D. alludes in chapter one, verse one “to the sudden and repeated calamities and reverses that have befallen us.”  “The letter is part of the 4th-century biblical Codex Alexandrinus.  1 Clement is a genuine letter from the Roman church to the church in Corinth. These Roman Christians were prompted to write by the report (1 Clem 47:7) of renewed outbreak of factions and divisions in Corinth.  The writer might have been the same Clement mentioned by the Shepherd of Hermas whose duty it was to send communication from Rome ‘to the cities abroad’, but this identification is by no means certain. The author shares a positive assessment of Roman society and government (61:1–3) and demonstrates a concern for the maintenance of hierarchical order consistent with the prevailing perspective of the well-educated “social elite” of Roman society.  This stands in sharp contrast with the perspective of the contemporary book of Revelation, which sees the imperial Roman system as the “Beast” to be opposed at all costs, even at the risk of death.”


6.  Eusebius, the first Church historian (writing circa 325 A.D.), reports a persecution and martyrdoms in the fifteenth year of Domitian (96 A.D.)  The Eusebius passage refers to the banishment of Flavia Domitilla because of her testimony to Christ.


7.  Melito of Sardis (170-180 A.D.) addressed a petition to the Roman Emperor claiming that, of the preceding emperors, only Nero and Domitian ‘persuaded by certain malignant persons, desired to bring our doctrine into ill repute’.

8.  About 197 A.D. Tertullian writes that Domitian, who was similar to Nero in cruelty, attempted to do what Nero had done (assault the Christian sect with the imperial sword) but because of humane reasons soon stopped what he had begun and even restored those whom he had banished.


9.  Writing in Asia Minor in 110, Pliny the Younger tells of those charged with professing Christ who said they had ceased to be Christians twenty years ago (90 A.D.), hinting at the persecution under Domitian.


10.  Hegesippus (about 160-180 A.D.), cited in Eusebius’ history, describes the fact that  as a result of Domitian’s order that the descendants of David should be put to death, the grandsons of Jude, the half-brother of Jesus, were interrogated but dismissed as being of no consequence [no threat to the rule or worship of the Emperor].

11.  “Whether or not by Domitian’s personal orders, local authorities may have undertaken their own investigations, especially in areas where Christians had annoyed their Pagan neighbors who judged them antisocial and irreligious.  The Christians’ refusal to join in the public cult and perhaps to honor the divinized Domitian, when reported by those hostile to them, would have resulted in tribunals and sentences and martyrdom.”


12.  “Domitian stands out as the arch persecutor of this period, as Nero was of the first period.  His procedure against Christians was not an isolated act, but part of a general policy under which others suffered. His reign was a return to ancient principles. He attempted to reform morals, suppress luxury and vice, and banish immoral oriental rites, actors, astrologers, and philosophers. It was in his attempt to revive the national religion that he came in conflict with Christianity. His own cousin, Flavius Clemens, was condemned apparently for Christianity (atheism), and his wife Domitilla was banished.  The profession of Christianity in itself was not sufficient for the condemnation of Roman citizens of high standing; hence the charges of atheism were put forward. But for ordinary Roman citizens and for provincials the profession of Christianity merited death. No definite edict or general prescription was enacted; only the principle instituted by Nero was allowed to be carried out. There was a standing proscription against Christians as against brigands [criminals], but harsh procedure against both was spasmodic and depended on the caprice or character of provincial governors.  Domitian took one definite step against Christianity in establishing an easy test by which to detect those who were Christians, namely, the demand to worship the genius of the emperor. This too was only part of Domitian’s general policy of asserting his own ‘Lord and God’ title and emphasizing the imperial cult as a bond of political union. Many Christians were martyred in succeeding reigns because they refused to worship the emperor. The Apocalypse probably reflects the sufferings of the Church in the reign of Domitian.”


13.  “John the apostle arrived in Ephesus at about the time of Paul’s martyrdom in Rome and spent the remainder of his life overseeing churches in the same general area.”
  “John was part of a migration of Palestinian Christians from Palestine to the province of Asia before the outbreak of the rebellion [the Jewish revolt of A.D. 66-70].”


14.  “Domitian persecution must be understood especially against the background of compromise with trade guilds and their patron deities.  Apparently, a significant group among the Asia Minor churches did not think it a grave sin to show open expressions of loyalty to such trade guild deities.  This was especially the case when they were expected to pay their ‘dues’ to trade guilds by attending annual dinners held in honor of the guilds' patron deities.  Homage to the emperor as divine was included along with worship of such local deities. For the culture in general these expressions of loyalty were part of being patriotic.  After all, the patron gods of the guilds together with the imperial god of Rome were purportedly responsible for the social and economic blessings that the culture had enjoyed.  Refusal to show gratefulness to these gods was bad citizenship.  The likelihood that demands of emperor worship slowly but surely were increasing would have intensified this situation.  There was probably no official, widespread demand to show loyalty to the imperial cult, but there is at least evidence that references to the emperor as god, especially in Domitian's reign, were used by both provincial Roman officials and local people who were trying to flatter the emperor in order to gain the favor of Rome.  In addition to the imperial and local trade guild pressures, another problem with compromise arose from the Jewish community.  The occasional economic deprivation and official governmental persecution still would have tempted Christians to compromise with local trade guild cults and emperor worship.  John's purpose was to jolt these Christians back into the reality of their faith and the seriousness of their sin by telling them that they could not be loyal to two masters but only one.

In addition to the imperial and local trade guild pressures, another problem with compromise arose from the Jewish community.  According to Roman law, religions were considered illegal outside their country of origin, though this was not enforced unless there was overt social misbehavior associated with the practice of a religion. The only exception to this law was Judaism, the practice of which was allowed throughout the Empire. Christians were probably considered a sect of Judaism until 70 A.D., though they likely would not have been completely disassociated from Judaism in the minds of pagans in the years following 70.  After that date Judaism made formal attempts to dissociate itself from Christianity, at least partly because Christians claimed that Jerusalem's destruction was punishment for the Jews’ crucifixion of Jesus.  Furthermore, Christianity was winning a significant portion of Gentile ‘godfearers’ to its ranks, who formerly had associated themselves with synagogue worship. This likely increased Jewish animosity toward the church.  The antipathy would have been heightened, since Jews would have viewed Christianity as offering the godfearers a cut-rate Judaism whereby salvation could come without the obligation of keeping the Law.  At least some of these factors lay behind Jewish oppression of the churches of Smyrna (2:9) and possibly of Philadelphia (3:9).  Apparently, the Jews made it clear to local government officials that Christians were not a legitimate sect within Judaism but a new religion, whose adherents had no legal right to practice their religion outside Palestine. Such instigation probably caused the Romans to focus more on Christians and to investigate Christians’ loyalty to the deity of the emperor.  This Jewish pressure would have tempted some Christians to maintain a quieter attitude about their faith so that they would not attract too much attention to themselves before either Jews or Romans.  Whether Christians attracted attention because of their distinctiveness from Judaism or because of their lack of conformity to the expectations of trade guild or imperial cults, they could suffer various degrees of oppression. Though it was sporadic, there was an ongoing threat that Christians would be brought before Roman officials and asked to show their loyalty to the emperor by invoking the Roman gods ‘according to the [set] formula, offering sacrifices of wine and incense before the emperor's image and cursing Christ’.”
H.  Conclusion.

1.  “The Apocalypse is the product of the NT gift of prophecy, administered by the Holy Spirit.  It involved immediate divine inspiration of the spokesperson or writer.  The gift provided exhortation and encouragement.  The gift shared elements in common with the gift of teaching.  It incorporated predication of the future into its function.  The gift was temporary.”


2.  “The bulk of the Apocalypse resulted from John’s prophetic trances.  There is, however, no justification for equating such a trance with a dream where logical coherence is nonexistent.  Though in some sort of ecstatic state, John’s spirit was wide awake and its powers were exercised with unusual alertness and clarity.”


3.  The preferred approach to the Apocalypse is to interpret according to normal principles of grammar and facts of history.  This is usually referred to as literal interpretation.  The symbols and visions were the means of communicating the message to the prophet, but they have a literal meaning unless otherwise indicated in the text.  They do not furnish grounds for interpreting the text in a nonliteral fashion.  They are to be interpreted as one would interpret the rest of the Bible.”


4.  Regarding the Solecisms (deliberate grammatical mistakes) of John’s writing, Beale explains (p.101), “It has apparently not been noticed before, but a significant number of these irregularities occur in the midst of OT allusions.  A number of expressions appear irregular because John is carrying over the exact grammatical forms of the allusions, often from the various versions of the Greek OT and sometimes from the Hebrew.  He does not change the OT grammatical form to fit the immediate syntactical context in Revelation, so the OT expression sticks out like a sore thumb.   Just as often, the precise grammar of the OT passage is not retained, but stylistic Semitisms or Septuagintalisms are incorporated in order to create the dissonance.  This ‘dissonance’ (a deliberate mistake in grammar) is one of the ways that John seeks to focus the readers’ attention more on the phrase and to force them to recognize the presence of an OT allusion.”


5.  “The main idea of the Apocalypse could be formulated as follows: the sovereignty of God and Christ in redeeming and judging brings them glory, which is intended to motivate saints to worship God and reflect his glorious attributes through obedience to his word.”


6.  Regarding the formula, ‘the one having ears, let him hear.’  “The expression about hearing indicates that parabolic communication is intended both to open the eyes of the true remnant and to blind counterfeit members of the covenant community.  It will reveal truth to some but conceal it from others.  The parabolic method of revelation is instituted in the Apocalypse because many in the churches have become intractable in their compromising stance.  The symbols in Revelation have both a hardening effect on the unbelieving and a shock effect on genuine saints caught up in the church's compromising complacency.  The twofold spiritual function of the symbols is supported further by the fact that John has patterned the series of trumpets and bowls after the Exodus plague signs, which functioned both to harden the Egyptians and to give insight and redemption to Israel.  But a remnant among the Egyptians responded positively to the plagues and left Egypt with Israel, and the majority of Israelites who left Egypt were characterized by unbelief [believer degeneracy of rejection of God’s Word, that is, reversionism]. Consequently, as with the OT prophets and Jesus, the symbols used by John not only harden the reprobate, but both jolt genuine believers out of their spiritual anesthesia and shock a remnant among the unbelieving mass to believe.”
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