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General Introduction


The Ancient Christian Texts series (hereafter ACT) presents the full text of ancient Christian commentaries on Scripture that have remained so unnoticed that they have not yet been translated into English.

The patristic period (A.D. 95-750) is the time of the fathers of the church, when the exegesis of Scripture texts was in its primitive formation. This period spans from Clement of Rome to John of Damascus, embracing seven centuries of biblical interpretation, from the end of the New Testament to the mid-eighth century, including the Venerable Bede.

This series extends but does not reduplicate texts of the Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture (ACCS). It presents full-length translations of texts that appear only as brief extracts in the ACCS. The ACCS began years ago authorizing full-length translations of key patristic texts on Scripture in order to provide fresh sources of valuable commentary that previously was not available in English. It is from these translations that the ACT Series has emerged.

A multiyear project such as this requires a well-defined objective. The task is straightforward: to introduce full-length translations of key texts of early Christian teaching, homilies and commentaries on a particular book of Scripture. These are seminal documents that have decisively shaped the entire subsequent history of biblical exegesis, but in our time have been largely ignored.

To carry out this mission the Ancient Christian Texts series has four aspirations:


1. To show the approach of one of the early Christian writers in dealing with the problems of understanding, reading and conveying the meaning of a particular book of Scripture.

2. To make more fully available the whole argument of the ancient Christian interpreter of Scripture to all who wish to think with the early church about a particular canonical text.

3. To broaden the base of biblical studies, Christian teaching and preaching to include classical Christian exegesis.

4. To stimulate Christian historical, biblical, theological and pastoral scholarship toward deeper inquiry into early classic practitioners of scriptural interpretation.




For Whom Is This Series Designed?

We have selected and translated these texts primarily for general and nonprofessional use by an audience of persons who study the Bible regularly.

In varied cultural settings around the world, contemporary readers are asking how they might grasp the meaning of sacred texts under the instruction of the great minds of the ancient church. They often study books of the Bible verse by verse, book by book, in groups and workshops, sometimes with a modern commentary in hand. But many who study the Bible intensively hunger to have available to them as well the thoughts of some reliable classic Christian commentator on this same text. This series will give the modern commentators a classical text for comparison and amplification. Readers will judge for themselves as to how valuable or complementary are their insights and guidance.

The classic texts we are translating were originally written for anyone (lay or clergy, believers and seekers) who would wish to reflect and meditate with the great minds of the early church. They sought to illuminate the plain sense, theological wisdom, and moral and spiritual meaning of an individual book of Scripture. They were not written for an academic audience, but for a community of faith shaped by the sacred text.

Yet in serving this general audience, the editors remain determined not to neglect the rigorous requirements and needs of academic readers who until recently have had few full translations available to them in the history of exegesis. So this series is designed also to serve public libraries, universities, academic classes, homiletic preparation and historical interests worldwide in Christian scholarship and interpretation.

Hence our expected audience is not limited to the highly technical and specialized scholarly field of patristic studies, with its strong bent toward detailed word studies and explorations of cultural contexts. Though all of our editors and translators are patristic and linguistic scholars, they also are scholars who search for the meanings and implications of the texts. The audience is not primarily the university scholar concentrating on the study of the history of the transmission of the text or those with highly focused interests in textual morphology or historical-critical issues. If we succeed in serving our wider readers practically and well, we hope to serve as well college and seminary courses in Bible, church history, historical theology, hermeneutics and homiletics. These texts have not until now been available to these classes.




Readiness for Classic Spiritual Formation

Today global Christians are being steadily drawn toward these biblical and patristic sources for daily meditation and spiritual formation. They are on the outlook for primary classic sources of spiritual formation and biblical interpretation, presented in accessible form and grounded in reliable scholarship.

These crucial texts have had an extended epoch of sustained influence on Scripture interpretation, but virtually no influence in the modern period. They also deserve a hearing among modern readers and scholars. There is a growing awareness of the speculative excesses and spiritual and homiletic limitations of much post-Enlightenment criticism. Meanwhile the motifs, methods and approaches of ancient exegetes have remained unfamiliar not only to historians but to otherwise highly literate biblical scholars, trained exhaustively in the methods of historical and scientific criticism.

It is ironic that our times, which claim to be so fully furnished with historical insight and research methods, have neglected these texts more than scholars in previous centuries who could read them in their original languages.

This series provides indisputable evidence of the modern neglect of classic Christian exegesis: it remains a fact that extensive and once authoritative classic commentaries on Scripture still remain untranslated into any modern language. Even in China such a high level of neglect has not befallen classic Buddhist, Taoist and Confucian commentaries.




Ecumenical Scholarship

This series, like its two companion series, the ACCS and Ancient Christian Doctrine (ACD), are expressions of unceasing ecumenical efforts that have enjoyed the wide cooperation of distinguished scholars of many differing academic communities. Under this classic textual umbrella, it has brought together in common spirit Christians who have long distanced themselves from each other by competing church memories. But all of these traditions have an equal right to appeal to the early history of Christian exegesis. All of these traditions can, without a sacrifice of principle or intellect, come together to study texts common to them all. This is its ecumenical significance.

This series of translations is respectful of a distinctively theological reading of Scripture that cannot be reduced to historical, philosophical, scientific, or sociological insights or methods alone. It takes seriously the venerable tradition of ecumenical reflection concerning the premises of revelation, providence, apostolicity, canon and consensuality. A high respect is here granted, despite modern assumptions, to uniquely Christian theological forms of reasoning, such as classical consensual christological and triune reasoning, as distinguishing premises of classic Christian textual interpretation. These cannot be acquired by empirical methods alone. This approach does not pit theology against critical theory; instead, it incorporates critical historical methods and brings them into coordinate accountability within its larger purpose of listening to Scripture.

The internationally diverse character of our editors and translators corresponds with the global range of our audience, which bridges many major communions of Christianity. We have sought to bring together a distinguished international network of Protestant, Catholic and Orthodox scholars, editors, and translators of the highest quality and reputation to accomplish this design.

But why just now at this historical moment is this need for patristic wisdom felt particularly by so many readers of Scripture? Part of the reason is that these readers have been long deprived of significant contact with many of these vital sources of classic Christian exegesis.




The Ancient Commentary Tradition

This series focuses on texts that comment on Scripture and teach its meaning. We define a commentary in its plain-sense definition as a series of illustrative or explanatory notes on any work of enduring significance. The word commentary is an Anglicized form of the Latin commentarius (or “annotation” or “memorandum” on a subject or text or series of events). In its theological meaning it is a work that explains, analyzes or expounds a biblical book or portion of Scripture. Tertullian, Origen, John Chrysostom, Jerome, Augustine and Clement of Alexandria all revealed their familiarity with both the secular and religious commentators available to them as they unpacked the meanings of the sacred text at hand.

The commentary in ancient times typically began with a general introduction covering such questions as authorship, date, purpose and audience. It commented as needed on grammatical or lexical problems in the text and provided explanations of difficulties in the text. It typically moved verse by verse through a Scripture text, seeking to make its meaning clear and its import understood.

The general western literary genre of commentary has been definitively shaped by the history of early Christian commentaries on Scripture. It is from Origen, Hilary, the Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum, John Chrysostom and Cyril of Alexandria that we learn what a commentary is—far more so than in the case of classic medical, philosophical or poetic commentaries. It leaves too much unsaid simply to assume that the Christian biblical commentary took a previously extant literary genre and reshaped it for Christian texts. Rather it is more accurate to say that the Western literary genre of the commentary (and especially the biblical commentary) has patristic commentaries as its decisive pattern and prototype.

It is only in the last two centuries, since the development of modern historicist methods of criticism, that modern writers have sought more strictly to delimit the definition of a commentary so as to include only certain limited interests focusing largely on historical-critical method, philological and grammatical observations, literary analysis, and socio-political or economic circumstances impinging on the text. While respecting all these approaches, the ACT editors do not hesitate to use the classic word commentary to define more broadly the genre of this series. These are commentaries in their classic sense.

The ACT editors freely take the assumption that the Christian canon is to be respected as the church’s sacred text. The reading and preaching of Scripture are vital to religious life. The central hope of this endeavor is that it might contribute in some small way to the revitalization of religious faith and community through a renewed discovery of the earliest readings of the church’s Scriptures.




An Appeal to Allow the Text to Speak for Itself

This prompts two appeals:

1. For those who begin by assuming as normative for a commentary only the norms considered typical for modern expressions of what a commentary is, we ask: Please allow the ancient commentators to define commentarius according to their own lights. Those who assume the preemptive authority and truthfulness of modern critical methods alone will always tend to view the classic Christian exegetes as dated, quaint, premodern, hence inadequate, and in some instances comic or even mean-spirited, prejudiced, unjust and oppressive. So in the interest of hermeneutical fairness, it is recommended that the modern reader not impose on ancient Christian exegetes modern assumptions about valid readings of Scripture. The ancient Christian writers constantly challenge these unspoken, hidden and indeed often camouflaged assumptions that have become commonplace in our time.

We leave it to others to discuss the merits of ancient versus modern methods of exegesis. But even this cannot be done honestly without a serious examination of the texts of ancient exegesis. Ancient commentaries may be disqualified as commentaries by modern standards. But they remain commentaries by the standards of those who anteceded and formed the basis of the modern commentary.

The attempt to read a Scripture text while ruling out all theological and moral assumptions—as well as ecclesial, sacramental and dogmatic assumptions that have prevailed generally in the community of faith out of which it emerged—is a very thin enterprise indeed. Those who tendentiously may read a single page of patristic exegesis, gasp and toss it away because it does not conform adequately to the canons of modern exegesis and historicist commentary are surely not exhibiting a valid model for critical inquiry today.

2. In ancient Christian exegesis, chains of biblical references were often very important in thinking about the text in relation to the whole testimony of sacred Scripture, by the analogy of faith, comparing text with text, on the premise that scripturam ex scriptura explicandam esse. When ancient exegesis weaves many Scriptures together, it does not limit its focus to a single text as much modern exegesis prefers, but constantly relates it to other texts, by analogy, intensively using typological reasoning, as did the rabbinic tradition.

Since the principle prevails in ancient Christian exegesis that each text is illumined by other texts and by the whole narrative of the history of revelation, we find in patristic comments on a given text many other subtexts interwoven in order to illumine that text. In these ways the models of exegesis often do not correspond with modern commentary assumptions, which tend to resist or rule out chains of scriptural reference. We implore the reader not to force the assumptions of twenty-first-century hermeneutics on the ancient Christian writers, who themselves knew nothing of what we now call hermeneutics.




The Complementarity of Research Methods in this Series

The Ancient Christian Texts series will employ several interrelated methods of research, which the editors and translators seek to bring together in a working integration. Principal among these methods are the following:

1. The editors, translators and annotators will bring to bear the best resources of textual criticism in preparation for their volumes. This series is not intended to produce a new critical edition of the original-language text. The best Urtext in the original language will be used. Significant variants in the earliest manuscript sources of the text may be commented on as needed in the annotations. But it will be assumed that the editors and translators will be familiar with the textual ambiguities of a particular text and be able to state their conclusions about significant differences among scholars. Since we are working with ancient texts that have, in some cases, problematic or ambiguous passages, we are obliged to employ all methods of historical, philological and textual inquiry appropriate to the study of ancient texts. To that end, we will appeal to the most reliable text-critical scholarship of both biblical and patristic studies. We will assume that our editors and translators have reviewed the international literature of textual critics regarding their text so as to provide the reader with a translation of the most authoritative and reliable form of the ancient text. We will leave it to the volume editors and translators, under the supervision of the general editors, to make these assessments. This will include the challenge of considering which variants within the biblical text itself might impinge on the patristic text, and which forms or stemma of the biblical text the patristic writer was employing. The annotator will supply explanatory footnotes where these textual challenges may raise potential confusions for the reader.

2. Our editors and translators will seek to understand the historical context (including socioeconomic, political and psychological aspects as needed) of the text. These understandings are often vital to right discernment of the writer’s intention. Yet we do not see our primary mission as that of discussing in detail these contexts. They are to be factored into the translation and commented on as needed in the annotations, but are not to become the primary focus of this series. Our central interest is less in the social location of the text or the philological history of particular words than in authorial intent and accurate translation. Assuming a proper social-historical contextualization of the text, the main focus of this series will be on a dispassionate and fair translation and analysis of the text itself.

3. The main task is to set forth the meaning of the biblical text itself as understood by the patristic writer. The intention of our volume editors and translators is to help the reader see clearly into the meanings which patristic commentators have discovered in the biblical text. Exegesis in its classic sense implies an effort to explain, interpret and comment on a text, its meaning, its sources and its connections with other texts. It implies a close reading of the text, utilizing whatever linguistic, historical, literary or theological resources are available to explain the text. It is contrasted with eisegesis, which implies that interpreters have imposed their own personal opinions or assumptions on the text. The patristic writers actively practiced intratextual exegesis, which seeks to define and identify the exact wording of the text, its grammatical structure and the interconnectedness of its parts. They also practiced extratextual exegesis, seeking to discern the geographical, historical or cultural context in which the text was written. Our editors and annotators will also be attentive as needed to the ways in which the ancient Christian writer described his own interpreting process or hermeneutic assumptions.

4. The underlying philosophy of translation that we employ in this series, like that of the Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture, is termed dynamic equivalency. We wish to avoid the pitfalls of either too loose a paraphrase or too rigid a literal translation. We seek language that is literary but not purely literal. Whenever possible we have opted for the metaphors and terms that are normally in use in everyday English-speaking culture. Our purpose is to allow the ancient Christian writers to speak for themselves to ordinary readers in the present generation. We want to make it easier for the Bible reader to gain ready access to the deepest reflection of the ancient Christian community of faith on a particular book of Scripture. We seek a thought-for-thought translation rather than a formal equivalence or word-for-word style. This requires the words to be first translated accurately and then rendered in understandable idiom. We seek to present the same thoughts, feelings, connotations and effects of the original text in everyday English language. We have used vocabulary and language structures commonly used by the average person. We do not leave the quality of translation only to the primary translator, but pass it through several levels of editorial review before confirming it.




The Function of the ACT Introductions, Annotations and Translations

In writing the introduction for a particular volume of the ACT series, the translator or volume editor will discuss, where possible, the opinion of the writer regarding authorship of the text, the importance of the biblical book for other patristic interpreters, the availability or paucity of patristic comment, any salient points of debate between the Fathers, and any special challenges involved in translating and editing the particular volume. The introduction affords the opportunity to frame the entire commentary in a manner that will help the general reader understand the nature and significance of patristic comment on the biblical texts under consideration and to help readers find their critical bearings so as to read and use the commentary in an informed way.

The footnotes will assist the reader with obscurities and potential confusions. In the annotations the volume editors have identified Scripture allusions and historical references embedded within the texts. Their purpose is to help the reader move easily from passage to passage without losing a sense of the whole.

The ACT general editors seek to be circumspect and meticulous in commissioning volume editors and translators. We strive for a high level of consistency and literary quality throughout the course of this series. We have sought out as volume editors and translators those patristic and biblical scholars who are thoroughly familiar with their original language sources, who are informed historically, and who are sympathetic to the needs of ordinary nonprofessional readers who may not have professional language skills.

 

Thomas C. Oden and Gerald L. Bray, Series Editors
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Translator’s Introduction


The present volume publishes English translations of two early Greek commentaries on the Revelation of Saint John, that of Oecumenius and that of Andrew of Caesarea. Along with the commentary of Arethas of Caesarea (c. 900), who was very largely dependent on Andrew, these commentaries provide the only significant commentary on Revelation in the Greek tradition. The commentary of Oecumenius was the first full commentary on Revelation in the Greek language. The commentary of Andrew of Caesarea became the standard commentary on Revelation in the later Byzantine tradition. After Arethas no significant commentary on Revelation has been written by an Eastern commentator.

Presenting the commentaries of Oecumenius and Andrew together in one volume is of especial value for those interested in ancient commentary on Revelation.1 It is evident that Andrew had read the commentary of Oecumenius, for he often reports on the opinions of Oecumenius, although never by name, and offers his own contrary interpretations. Therefore, not only are these two commentaries the first and most important commentaries from the Greek tradition but also together they present, as it were, an early dialogue on the meaning and significance of Revelation for the faith and life of the church. Publishing both in one volume allows the reader easy access to this conversation and gives an illustration of the breadth of interpretation of this mystical book even while providing demonstration of the unity of faith that Oecumenius and Andrew shared.


Oecumenius

Questions concerning the identity, date and provenance and literary output of Oecumenius continue to elicit various conclusions. In 1532 Donatus Veronensis published under the name of Oecumenius commentaries on the book of Acts, the seven Catholic Epistles and the letters of Paul.2 Although some scholia from the commentary on the Pauline epistles may be authentic to Oecumenius, the remainder of these commentaries have been demonstrated to be falsely ascribed to him.3 A commentary consisting of scholia on Revelation was published by J. A. Cramer in 1844 and attributed to Oecumenius,4 but this collection of comments has since been demonstrated to be only an abbreviation of the commentary of Andrew of Caesarea.

In 1901 Franz Diekamp discovered the authentic commentary of Oecumenius on Revelation in a twelfth-century manuscript from Messina (Messina S. Salvatore 99).5 A critical text of Oecumenius’s commentary on Revelation, however, did not appear until 1928, when H. C. Hoskier published his critical edition.6 This edition has since been superseded by the more thorough and reliable work of Marc De Groote, and the translation of this volume is based on the critical edition of De Groote.7




Date and Identity of Oecumenius

His evaluation of the Messina manuscript convinced Diekamp that the commentary of Oecumenius must be dated very early in the 600s. He noted that in commenting on Revelation 1:1-2 (“what must soon take place”), Oecumenius says that many of the prophecies in Revelation have not yet taken place, although “a considerable span of time has passed, indeed more than 500 years.”8 Later, commenting on Revelation 1:9, Oecumenius follows Eusebius and dates the writing of Revelation to the time of the emperor Domitian (A.D. 81-96).9 Five hundred years from the end of the first century would demand a writing of Oecumenius’s commentary at the very end of the sixth century. Diekamp argued that three considerations made a much later date impossible. First, a seventh-century Syriac manuscript contained a citation from the eleventh book of Oecumenius’s commentary. Second, toward the end of the commentary Oecumenius affirms that after the incarnation Christ is “one person, one hypostasis, and one energy.”10 However, Diekamp reasons, this remark is so void of polemical force that it must have been made before the beginning of the monoenergistic controversy. Finally, Diekamp considered Oecumenius’s comments on Revelation 9:5 so open to Origen’s teaching on universal restoration that he could not have written too long after the condemnation of Origen at the Fifth Ecumenical Council in 553.11 Diekamp concluded that Oecumenius was a Monophysite Christian in the tradition of Severus of Antioch who wrote his commentary “around 600, although not much later.”12

However, the Syriac manuscript to which Diekamp had referred itself offers significant cause to doubt such a late dating of Oecumenius and his commentary. In their examination of the Syriac text, Anton Spitaler and Josef Schmid concluded that Oecumenius was a layperson of distinct Monophysite sympathies who enjoyed a close relationship with Severus of Antioch and who wrote his commentary in “the first half, at the latest in the middle of the sixth century.”13 The passage concerning Oecumenius lies within a catena of quotations from twenty-five different authors, and as a whole the catena evinces a definite Monophysite conviction.14 The heading introducing the section on Oecumenius is interesting and important: “From Oecumenius, a careful man who is very orthodox, as the letters of Patriarch Mar Severus written to him show, from the sixth discourse which he composed on the Revelation of the Evangelist John.”15 From this Spitaler and Schmid argued that the Oecumenius of the commentary was also a correspondent of Severus of Antioch, and since Severus died in 538, Oecumenius must have written his commentary around that date. Letters of Severus to a certain Oecumenius refer to him as a count (Latin: comes) and even give greetings to his wife. This suggests that Oecumenius was a married layperson of high civil rank in the imperial administration and might even have enjoyed direct access to the emperor.16 Concerning Oecumenius’s mention of the five hundred years, Spitaler and Schmid argue that Oecumenius may be calculating in terms of Christian time, that is, from the time of Jesus.17

The opinion that the author of the commentary on Revelation and the correspondent of Severus were one and the same person, however, is not universal. In a detailed article, Adele Monaci Castagno argued against the position of Spitaler-Schmid, affirming that the reference by Oecumenius to the five hundred years is most naturally understood to be reckoned from the time of the writing of Revelation. Therefore, a time of writing c. 600 is to be conceded.18 Castagno further disputes the identification of Oecumenius the commentator and Oecumenius the correspondent of Severus. While the correspondent of Severus is clearly a Monophysite compatriot of Severus, the distinct Monophysite themes of Severus cannot be found in the commentary. Rather, Castagno claims, the christological claims of Oecumenius reflect the general trend in the East during the sixth century to reconcile Chalcedonian and Monophysite positions and to assimilate christological terminology toward that of Cyril of Alexandria. This trend culminated in the Sententia adversus tria Capitula of the Fifth Ecumenical Council (553) and the council’s dogmatic canons.19 Indeed, according to Castagno many of the christological formulas found in the commentary are parallel to the dogmatic formula of the council of 553.20 The statements of Oecumenius in the commentary concerning the person of Christ are best interpreted as coming after the Fifth Council, and if that is so, then the Monophysite correspondent of Severus is not the Oecumenius of the commentary. Finally, Castagno believes that Oecumenius reflects the Fifth Council’s condemnation of Origen’s doctrine of the “restoration of all things” when in his comments on Revelation 9:5 Oecumenius writes that he agrees “with the dogma of the church (τῷ δόγματι τῆς έκκλησίας) that the punishments in the coming age are eternal.”21

The entire question of the date and identity of Oecumenius has more recently been reviewed by John C. Lamoreaux,22 who presents a vigorous argument for the identity of Oecumenius the commentator and Oecumenius the correspondent of Severus. Lamoreaux emphasizes the importance of the Syriac fragment, which explicitly asserts that the author of the commentary was a Monophysite who was also the recipient of letters from Severus of Antioch. A serious weakness in the argument of Castagno is that the evidence of this seventh-century Syriac fragment is not considered.23 Moreover, Lamoreaux claims, Castagno has not considered significant evidence concerning the christological terminology of Oecumenius. While he does not contest Castagno’s claim that some of Oecumenius’s christological statements are not distinctively Monophysite and that others are similar to those of the Fifth Council, Lamoreaux faults Castagno for not examining the scholia on the Pauline epistles, which may well be from Oecumenius.24 Lamoreaux cites four scholia that he believes “most clearly” reveal that Oecumenius was a true Monophysite.25 All four of these scholia in some manner speak of “one nature” (μία ϕύσις) bringing Lamoreaux to conclude that “the Monophysitism of Ecumenius’ scholia is beyond doubt, for it is hard to imagine a Chalcedonian, either before or after the Fifth Council, expressing such views.”26 As for the christological formula of the commentary, Oecumenius “seldom rises above the level of Christological banality.” Yet the commentary does show a strong opposition to the views of Apollinarius,27 and some phrases reflect the usage of Severus. Concerning the latter he mentions Severus’s emphasis on “one energy” against the Tome of Leo,28 that the expressions “from two natures” or “from divinity and humanity” are Severian and that the phrase “peculiarity in natural quality” was of first importance for Severus. As corroboration Lamoreaux points out that nowhere does Oecumenius affirm the Council of Chalcedon or Leo’s Tome. This and other evidence leads Lamoreaux to date the commentary of Oecumenius between 508 and 518.29

What is one to make of these various arguments and the evidence that supports them? The evidence clearly does not go in one direction. However, the following seem to me to be reasonable conclusions from the evidence:

1. Oecumenius was a layperson of high imperial rank (comes); he was married and was respected as a person of intellectual capacity (“philosophos,” “rhetor,” “scholasticus”).30

2. The Oecumenius who commented on Revelation and the Oecumenius who was a correspondent of Severus of Antioch are the same person. One must agree with Lamoreaux that the evidence of the Syriac fragment, which explicitly identifies them, is strong. The argument of Castagno is materially weakened by not taking that important evidence into account, and until that evidence should be rendered doubtful the death of Severus in 538 remains the certain terminus ante quem of the commentary. The statement of Oecumenius that the prophecies of Revelation have not all been fulfilled although “a considerable span of time has passed, indeed more than 500 years” remains troublesome. The solution of Spitaler-Schmid that the reckoning is from the time of Christ is not persuasive. Lamoreaux helpfully points out Oecumenius’s own discussion of the passage (Rev 1:1-2). Oecumenius quotes Psalm 90:4 to say that the word soon does not refer to any period of time but to the power and eternality of God.31 The five hundred years may therefore refer not to the time since the writing of Revelation but “rather to the length of the delay separating Christ’s first and second coming.”32 It is not an ideal solution, but Oecumenius does seem to introduce some imprecision into his discussion that erodes confidence in using this reckoning for establishing the date of the commentary and of Oecumenius himself.

3. Oecumenius represented a Chalcedonian christology with a distinct Cyrillian emphasis. There is, however, no reason to insist that the statements of Oecumenius are best interpreted as written after the Fifth Council, as Castagno argues. To be sure, parallels exist, but these are perfectly harmonious with the christological climate during the end of the fifth and the beginning half of the sixth century. No formulation proffered by the canons of the Fifth Council are without parallel in the writings of Cyril, and it is clear that the canons of the Fifth Council that Castagno adduces are intended to harmonize Cyril and the Definitio Fidei of the Council of Chalcedon. Further, had Oecumenius written after the Fifth Council, one might expect some indication of the anathemas against the Three Chapters. No hint of that momentous condemnation, however, exists in the text of Oecumenius. The christological formulas of Oecumenius can easily be accommodated to the first decades of the sixth century. The dating that Lamoreaux suggests, between 508 and 518, seems reasonable.

At the same time, Lamoreaux has perhaps overemphasized the Monophysite character of Oecumenius. Were Oecumenius the strict Monophysite that Lamoreaux describes him to be, one might expect some hint of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril against Nestorius. No hint of these anathemas exists in the text of Oecumenius. Indeed, some suggestion that the Council of Chalcedon was not legitimate might be expected of an avid follower of Severus of Antioch. However, the christological claims of Oecumenius remain fully within the Chalcedonian consensus, indicated by the fact that Oecumenius routinely condemns Nestorius and Eutyches together, as did Chalcedon. Furthermore, it is not evident that the scholia on the Pauline epistles are so certainly from Oecumenius, as Lamoreaux suggests.33 Be that as it may, the use of the language of “one nature” (μία ϕύσις) in the scholia does not appear in the text of the commentary. If the use of this terminology was so usual for Oecumenius, why then does it never occur in the christological passages of the commentary? Rather, Oecumenius remains true to the basic Chalcedonian terminology and christological construct. For example, in his first christological statement Oecumenius writes that the Immanuel is united “from two natures, from divinity and humanity, the [natures] subsisting perfectly according to their own integrity.”34 Here the two natures that are united in the one Immanuel are said to “subsist perfectly” (τελείως έχουσῶν). This phrase reflects the Chalcedonian insistence on the integrity of the natures after the incarnation. In fact, the τελείως of Oecumenius may reflect the statements of the Definitio of Chalcedon that “the same is perfect (τέλειον) in divinity and perfect (τέλειον) in humanity.”35 In the ACCS volume on Revelation, I claimed that Oecumenius was not opposed to the Council of Chalcedon but that he “interpreted it in a manner genial to the Monophysite interests of Severus of Antioch.”36 I remain convinced of the accuracy of that description.




The Theology of Oecumenius

In view of the preceding discussion, one need only briefly describe the Christology of Oecumenius. There is no sufficient reason to suppose that he was not a supporter of the Council of Chalcedon. Repeatedly, Oecumenius condemns Nestorius and Eutyches by name or by their false doctrines.37 These were the two heretics condemned also by Chalcedon. However, Oecumenius represents the general tendency of the late fifth and early sixth century to interpret that council in terms of Cyril of Alexandria. That is, while the distinction of natures after the union is affirmed, there is a decided interest to emphasize the reality and indivisibility of the one Christ.38 This is evidently clear in the christological statement that Oecumenius makes toward the end of his commentary. There he states that the Immanuel possesses divinity and humanity “perfectly” and then in a manner similar to the Definitio Fidei of Chalcedon says that the divinity and humanity are united “unconfusedly, unchangeably, immutably, really.”39 It is interesting to note that while Oecumenius uses the first two adverbs of the Definitio of Chalcedon that were directed against the Eutychian doctrine of mixture, he does not use the two adverbs that were directed against Nestorius, namely, “indivisibly” (άδιαρέτως) and “inseparably” (άχωρίστως). Rather, Oecumenius uses the additional adverbs of “immutably” (άναλλοιώτως) and “really” (άϕαντασιάστως) that can only be directed against Eutyches.40 All four adverbs of Oecumenius are directed against Eutyches! This suggests that Oecumenius, although clearly Cyrillian, is quite sensitive to the charge that the unitive christology of Cyril issued into a phantom and docetic reality. At the same time, however, and in the same context Oecumenius makes his strongest assertion of the unity of Christ. He says that “after the inexpressible union there is one person, one hypostasis, and one energy.”41 Here Oecumenius affirms Chalcedon’s important equation of πρόσωπον and ὑπόστασις42 but adds the idea that there was one operative energy in Christ.

This christological posture of reaffirming the doctrinal content of the Definitio Fidei of Chalcedon while strongly affirming that the operative subject in Christ was one and singular is typical of that party in the imperial East who were attempting to unite the Chalcedonian and Monophysite parties. One can discern the interests and even the terminology of Oecumenius in the failed attempt of Emperor Zeno and Patriarch Acacius to unify these opposing christological parties. In 482 Zeno issued his famous Henotikon (“Plan of Union”) in which it was confessed that the Only-begotten Son of God, himself God, was truly incarnated; that he was of the same substance with the Father and of the same substance with us; and that this one who was made flesh of the Holy Spirit and of Mary the mother of God was “one and not two.” “For we affirm that both the miracles and the sufferings which he willingly endured in the flesh are those of one. We altogether reject those who divide (διαιροῦντας) or confuse (συγχέοντας) or introduce a phantom (ϕαντασίαν).”43 The Henotikon even reflects the beginnings of the theopaschite question of whether one of the Trinity was incarnated and suffered, as does Oecumenius.44

The letters of Severus to Oecumenius call him a comes, suggesting that Oecumenius is a friend and confident of the imperial court. It may well be that Oecumenius was serving the imperial attempt to bring christological compromise to the Chalcedonian and Monophysite parties of the East.

Oecumenius also gives evidence of the debates concerning eschatology contemporary to himself. This is especially evident in two contexts. Oecumenius notes that “certain of the fathers” had deduced from Revelation 9:5-6 the idea of restoration which taught that after a certain period of punishment sinners, having been purified, were no longer punished. He is aware, however, that “the majority of other fathers and the received Scriptures” teach that the final punishment of sinners will be everlasting. Oecumenius expresses his agreement with “the teaching of the church” that the future punishments are eternal, and he quotes in support of that teaching Jesus’ words in Matthew 25:46 and the words of Isaiah 66:24. Yet, and as I shall note below, Oecumenius takes every opportunity to emphasize the beneficence and kindness of God. And perhaps it is because of this emphasis that Oecumenius is clearly not fully comfortable with the idea of a harsh, eternal punishment. He takes “a sort of middle path” and interprets the passage to say that while sinners will be severely punished for the mystical period of five months, afterwards they will be punished less severely.45 This may, as Diekamp suggests, reveal a “hidden preference” for Origenistic ideas.46 However, the reference to “certain of the fathers” makes this less than certain.

The second passage is Oecumenius’s discussion of Revelation 20:13–21:2 concerning the sea giving up its dead. Oecumenius refuses any spiritualizing of the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead. He gives an extended discussion of the reconstitution of the four elements that concern the body and concludes that “when each element has given back whatever was mixed with it of the human being, the resurrection is accomplished.”47

The conviction of Oecumenius that God is essentially good, merciful and beneficent tempers throughout his interpretation of the judgment scenes in Revelation.48 Unlike the devil, who “with hatchet and hammer” smashes the doors of those who do not receive him, God is eager to improve the works of humankind and bring repentance to those who have sinned. “Behold,” God says, “I stand at the door and knock. If anyone hears my voice and opens the door, I will come in to him and dine with him and he with me.” Oecumenius comments, “Here the Lord reveals his own humble and peaceful nature.”49 Because God is by nature merciful, Oecumenius understands divine punishments within time primarily as pedagogy. A good example of this is his interpretation of the appearance of God as jasper and carnelian (Rev 4:3). While jasper symbolizes the life-giving nature of God, carnelian represents the fearsomeness of God. At times the severity of God must also be depicted because the pure goodness of God may give sinners a false sense of security and give cause to them for further sin. Therefore, “with good reason does God desire his severity depicted along with his goodness and beneficence.” Oecumenius observes, however, that the jasper is the jewel first mentioned, while the carnelian is mentioned second. Why is this? “For [God’s] nature is in itself good and beneficent and gentle. And he wishes to be our Father rather than our Lord. But, if it is proper to speak in this way, we force him to become fearsome and punishing. And therefore, often he abandons that which is according to his nature, namely, gentleness, and assumes that which is contrary to his nature, namely, severity.”50

Oecumenius gives a similar interpretation to Revelation 8:12-13, which speaks of a third of the earth, sea and heavenly bodies enduring calamity. These scenes, according to Oecumenius, depict events of the end time, but they depict only partial calamity (one-third) to evidence the final demonstration of God’s goodness. By the partial dissolution of the elements God intends to persuade sinners to repentance, for he “is opening a door for repentance and is calling people to a change of heart through fear of that which is coming to pass.”51




The Interpretation of Revelation: Method, Structure and Content

In the introduction to his translation of Oecumenius, John Suggit has a section comparing Oecumenius with Origen. He claims that Oecumenius was “much indebted to Origen” and that, like Origen, Oecumenius was “much more interested in the spiritual or intellectual meaning of the text than in its literal meaning.”52 It seems to me, however, that drawing this connection is ill-advised. While there may be some few terminological similarities, such as the use of νοητός, Oecumenius never adopts the specific view of Origen that the sensual reality is but a symbolic image of higher, spiritual realities. The hermeneutics of Origen moves the reader from the realities of the senses or the historical to the realm of ideas and a purely noetic reality. As far as I can tell, Oecumenius never does this. In his discussion of Revelation 8:8-9, Oecumenius interprets the mountain burning with fire that is thrown into the sea. Although, he says, this may be interpreted in a literal (πρὸς τὸ γράμμα) and perceptible (τὸ αἰσθητόν) manner, “according to analogy and rhetorical custom (κατὰ τε άναγωγὴν καὶ τοὺς τῆς τροπῆς), the ‘sea’ may be regarded as the present life because of its turbulence and many distractions.” Oecumenius continues, “And one might interpret the ‘fish’ and the ‘boats’ to be those persons who are made filthy by salty and bitter sins and who are dissipated by anxiety over useless regrets for what they did in life.”53 In the following section on Revelation 8:10-11, Oecumenius interprets the waters that became wormwood as figuratively (τροπικῶς) referring to people, and he derives this figure from the biblical speech of the Psalms.54 Oecumenius then concludes: “Although these words are spoken figuratively (ἐν τροπολογίᾳ), it is not impossible that these things and other things like them will literally happen at that time.”55 In his discussion of Revelation 9:13-19, Oecumenius similarly interprets the river Euphrates “figuratively (τροπολογίαν), as is customary in visions.” Here the river Euphrates refers to the vision of God, for “that which is divine is figuratively (άλληγορεῖται) called a ‘river”’ by Isaiah.”56 We see in these examples a variety of terms that seem to be synonymous. But in every case these terms indicate nothing other than symbolic speech, usually of the spiritual reality of earthly and historical life, or in one case of the vision of God. Seldom does Oecumenius move allegorically from earthly reality to the purely spiritual, which is characteristic of Origenism.

Oecumenius understands Revelation to be an unveiling of the spiritual meaning of human history. For this he uses the term “mystery” (μυστήριον), and Revelation is full of mystery because the Evangelist John was “holier than all preachers and more spiritual than every other spiritual person.” Oecumenius gives us his programmatic understanding of Revelation at the beginning of his commentary:

One might even rightly consider this present work of his to be especially mystical (μυστικωτάτην), inasmuch as it contains subtle and delicately intricate mysteries. For it does not discourse for us concerning present matters only, but rather also concerning matters which have happened in the past and matters which are going to happen in the future. In fact, the special characteristic of this entire prophecy is that it distinguishes and speaks of these three periods of time.57

We can see quite clearly that Oecumenius interprets Revelation to be a spiritual interpretation of “three periods of time.” As it happens Oecumenius emphasizes events of the past, most especially those concerning the incarnation of the Word, and those of the future, that is, the events immediately preceding the end of the world. It is important to note, however, that the incarnation of the eternal Word made possible this revelation of the meaning of history. For this reason and at the beginning of the commentary proper Oecumenius makes his first significant christological statement. While John in other writing uses words proper to the Word’s divinity, “in the present writing he rather uses words proper to his humanity, so that it should not appear that he acquired his understanding from that which is more divine rather than from human realities as well.” It is the “pattern of pure theology,” says Oecumenius, that just as one must believe that God the Word was eternally begotten from the Father, so one must believe that “in the last days for us and our salvation he became man.”58 The coming of Christ is the key for understanding the past, the present and the future.

Oecumenius makes no attempt to interpret Revelation in a sequential manner. Indeed, he explicitly notes that a vision does not demand a temporal sequence, so that which is first is sometimes narrated last and that which is last is sometimes narrated first.59 Although he gives no explanation for this, Oecumenius divides his commentary into twelve discourses (λόγοι). His manner of commentary is to provide a more or less lengthy section of biblical text and follow it by repeating phrases and clauses with the appropriate commentary and interpretation. Depending on the text his comments can be quite short or can extend to lengthy expositions on various dogmatic and apologetic questions. However, the basic structure of the commentary is determined by the interpretation that Oecumenius gives to the opening of the seven seals. Virtually unique to him,60 Oecumenius interprets the opening of the seven seals as a revelation of the various works of the incarnate Son of God: “The gradual opening of the seals reveals the gradual recovery of our free and open relationship with God, which the Only-Begotten, having become incarnate, acquired for us when by his own righteousness he set aright our offenses. It is then to be noted that the loosing of each seal reveals a certain work done by the Lord for our salvation and effected by him against our spiritual enemies.”61 The seven seals represent the following events in the life of Christ: (1) the physical birth of the Lord, (2) the temptation of the Lord and his victory over the tempter, (3) his salvific teaching and the benefits of his miracles, (4) the lashes that Christ received, (5) the chains and beatings to which the Lord was subjected, (6) the cross and death of the Lord and the resurrection and ascension that follow after and (7) the second coming of the Lord and the giving of blessings as rewards.

The first six of these seals govern Oecumenius’s exposition through Revelation 7.62 Beginning at Revelation 8:1-2, however, with the opening of the seventh seal visions of the future become dominant. Since the seventh seal reveals the second coming and the granting of eternal rewards, Oecumenius’s interpretation of the following sections has to do with the signs and events associated with the second coming of Christ and the consummation of the world with its final punishments and its final bliss. Thus, the blowing of the seven trumpets by the angels signals various events at the end, some concerning the blessed and some concerning the sinners.

Within these sections, however, as Oecumenius says by way of digression and by sharp U-turns, the narrative from time to time refers to events of the past, again to the time of the earthly life of Christ. Despite the fact that Oecumenius interprets the beast that wars against the two witnesses as the antichrist,63 he interprets the woman of Revelation 12 to be the Virgin Mary and the child to be Christ. The vision, says Oecumenius, “intends to describe more completely to us the circumstances concerning the antichrist, whom we mentioned briefly in previous discussion.” Since the incarnation of the Christ provided a pretext for Satan to raise up the antichrist, “the vision gives a certain order and sequence to the material that it is going to discuss and begins the discussion from the fleshly conception of the Lord by portraying for us the mother of God.”64 This conviction, then, determines the interpretation that Oecumenius gives to the details of the woman: enclothed with the sun means she was pregnant with the Sun of righteousness, the twelve stars are the twelve apostles, her crying out in anguish refers to the natural shyness of a virgin, the desire of the dragon to devour the child refers to the plot of Herod to kill the baby Jesus, the flight of the woman into the wilderness refers to the flight into Egypt, and so on.

Oecumenius adopts the same procedure later in the commentary concerning the thousand-year reign. According to Oecumenius, at the end of Revelation 19 the narrative had begun to speak of the final judgment of the devil. However, the Evangelist wishes to preserve the coherence of the narrative and so speaks first of the suffering of the devil at the time of the incarnation. Unique to Oecumenius, the thousand years are interpreted to be the time of Christ’s earthly life, and given this conviction the details of Revelation 20 are interpreted accordingly. Therefore, for example, the binding of the devil refers to his weakness in view of the miracles of Christ, the marks of deity. The loosing of the devil refers to “the time between the incarnation of the Lord and the consummation of the present age.”65

Clearly the incarnation of the eternal Word plays an important hermeneutical role in the commentary of Oecumenius. The seven seals, the vision of the woman and the thousand years all refer to the incarnation and life of Christ. This explains too why significant christological statements occur in the commentary and especially at the beginning and at the end. The heresies of Nestorius and Eutyches destroy the true incarnation, which is the key to understanding the purposes of God and the destiny of the human race.

Finally, some mention must be made concerning Oecumenius’s opinion of the authority of Revelation. He clearly believes that Revelation is an inspired and canonical text of the church. Indeed, Oecumenius begins his text by quoting 2 Timothy 3:16, “All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable.” Furthermore, the authority of Revelation has received significant affirmation from the church’s tradition. Oecumenius mentions six “authoritative fathers” who have received and confirmed the Revelation: Athanasius, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Methodius, Cyril of Alexandria and Hippolytus.66 Although he never again adduces Athanasius, Basil, Methodius or Hippolytus, he does quote a significant number of church fathers and other witnesses, including Josephus, Eusebius of Caesarea, Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Evagrius and Gregory of Nyssa. Yet Oecumenius never mentions any previous work on Revelation; perhaps there was no commentary available to him. His own commentary evinces a remarkable vigor and creativity, and some of his interpretations are unique to himself. In this regard I mention again his interpretation of the thousand years as representing the time of the life of Christ, and I add his unique interpretation of the four living creatures (Rev 4:6-8). According to Oecumenius, the four living creatures symbolize the four fundamental elements from which every creature is made: the lion is symbol of fire, the ox is symbol of the earth, the man is symbol of the air, and the eagle is symbol of water. This interpretation enables Oecumenius to affirm the providential care of God over the world in the face of certain Jews who believe that because of the sin of Adam God no longer cares for the world but only for the realm of the angels.67 According to Oecumenius, these Jews believed that God desired to dwell only among the holy orders in heaven. We see the christological impulse that seems to drive the commentary of Oecumenius in his resistance to this false opinion.




Andrew of Caesarea

The commentary of Andrew of Caesarea is very different in form and content from that of Oecumenius. Andrew gives every indication that he is governed by traditional and accepted opinions, and very little of his commentary could be called original. He stands well within the churchly consensus on questions concerning Christology and eschatology that occupied the sixth century. Although he quotes with some frequency from established authorities such as Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Methodius, Eusebius of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, Epiphanius of Salamis and Cyril of Alexandria, as well as from Papias and Pseudo-Dionysius, he never refers to any earlier commentary. However, Andrew evidently knew and had read the commentary of Oecumenius, for often he mentions or summarizes the views of Oecumenius, usually to disagree and to offer his own comments.

It might be argued that historically the commentary of Andrew is the most important of the Greek commentaries. Although that of Oecumenius is the first Greek commentary on Revelation, that of Andrew became the standard commentary on Revelation in the Byzantine tradition. Moreover, the text of Revelation presented in the commentary of Andrew became the standard text form in the Byzantine textual tradition and was followed by most of the so-called Majority Text.68 Finally, Andrew of Caesarea seems to have been the first to divide Revelation according to a conceived pattern. He divides Revelation into twenty-four books (βίβλοι) corresponding to the twenty-four elders. Each book is further divided into three chapters (κεϕάλαια) corresponding to the threefold nature of a person, body, soul and spirit.69 There are, therefore, seventy-two chapters in all. The interpretative comments of Andrew are quite often rather short and rarely reach theological depth. However, from time to time, when he believes it is required, Andrew will offer a more extended discussion.

This translation is based on the critical text of Josef Schmid.70




Date and Identity of Andrew of Caesarea

Very little is known with certainty of Andrew and of the circumstances of his commentary. In 1897 Franz Diekamp could write that the commentary of Andrew was the oldest Greek commentary on Revelation and perhaps even the oldest continuous commentary on Revelation in the church’s history. Scholarly opinion on date showed considerable doubt, some scholars dating Andrew as early as the fifth century. Diekamp believed that some passages in the commentary reflected recent experience during the Hunnish invasions and dated the commentary c. 515.71

This dating had to be reassessed when in 1901 Diekamp discovered the Messina manuscript of Oecumenius’s commentary and it was clear that Andrew had used Oecumenius and must, therefore, be dated later. Andrew certainly wrote his commentary before 637, when the city of Jerusalem fell to the armies of Islam. In his comments on Revelation 16:19, Andrew interprets the “great city” to be Jerusalem and the three parts into which it was split to be the division between Christians, Jews and Samaritans. He then comments, “For at the present time the Jews and Samaritans hide their real intentions out of fear of our pious rulers, and they seem to be associated with us, not daring to separate themselves with their own people.”72 There is no hint of the Arabs at “the present time,” and the reference to “our pious rulers” makes it clear that the Christian Byzantine emperors were still in power.73 A similar observation makes it unlikely that Andrew wrote his commentary during the years 614 to 627, for during that time Jerusalem was in the hands of the Persians. Had Andrew written between 627 and 637, both Diekamp and Castagno argue, Andrew would have most probably mentioned more explicitly the recent Persian occupation.74 Concerning the terminus a quo of Andrew’s commentary, it seems unlikely that it could have been before c. 563. The episcopal list of the bishops of Caesarea in Cappadocia is clear between 510 and 563, and only c. 563 could Andrew have become bishop of that metropolitan city.75 It may be that Diekamp is correct that a closer dating than c. 563 to 614 is not possible. However, Castagno believes that the commentary of Andrew on Revelation 9:17-19, Revelation 16:8-9 and Revelation 20:7-8 well suits the invasions and plunderings of the Persians c. 610.76 It would appear, therefore, that the commentary of Andrew on Revelation may be dated to the first years of the seventh century, one century after that of Oecumenius.

How extensive the literary output of Andrew was is unknown. The commentary, however, was not his only work. Diekamp reports that a catalogue of the patriarchal library in Constantinople, published in Strassburg in 1578, attributes an interpretation of the book of Daniel to Andrew.77 More important is the work Therapeutike in which Andrew apparently in question-and-answer form gives his understanding to various questions, especially concerning eschatology.78




The Theology of Andrew of Caesarea

Unlike Oecumenius, who reveals a distinct Cyrillian Christology and makes at times significant christological claims, Andrew of Caesarea gives only incidental christological comments and these without the slightest polemical tint. Andrew never mentions heresies by name, although it is clear that he is an avid adherent to the Nicene doctrine of the full deity of the Son and to the two natures doctrine of Chalcedon. Christ is true God “who rules all things, who is without beginning and similarly without end, who is and who was before and who is without limit, since he is eternal with the Father.”79 As King of kings and Lord of lords Christ is the ruler of kings, “for he is equal in strength to the Father and of one essence with him.”80 The phrase “who is, who was and who is to come” refers to the “tri-hypostatic deity” (τῆς τρισυπαστάταυ θεότητας) of Father, Son and Holy Spirit.81 Other christological statements are equally traditional and without polemical focus. Among other possibilities Andrew interprets the bronze feet of the one like a son of man as referring to the two natures of Christ. “Since the bronze refers to the human nature and the incense refers to the divine nature, through these is indicated the sweet odor of the faith and the unconfusedness of the unity.”82 In a similar interpretation Andrew states that the bronze feet of the Son of God symbolize “the undivided and unmixed unity of the divinity and humanity.”83 If the commentary is any guide, Andrew was fully unengaged in the christological debates of the post-Chalcedonian era.

However, it is evident that Andrew was interested in eschatological questions that were agitating the sixth century. The excessive spiritualizing of Origen and his followers had led the Byzantine church to a condemnation of various opinions of Origen. In 543 the emperor Justinian issued an edict against Origen containing nine anathemas. The fifth anathema says that “if anyone says or thinks that, at the resurrection, human bodies will rise spherical in form and unlike our present form, let him be anathema.”84 This condemnation was reiterated at the Fifth Ecumenical Council in 553 in its anathemas against Origen. That council stated in its tenth anathema that “if anyone shall say that after the resurrection the body of the Lord was ethereal, having the form of a sphere, and that such shall be the bodies of all after the resurrection, let him be anathema.”85 Andrew stands totally in consensus with the church’s orthodoxy on this question. The question about the body’s resurrection shape finds no clear echo in the commentary. However, the issue is directly addressed in the Therapeutike. In answer to a question after the shape of the resurrection body, Andrew replies that “when the holy apostle says there will be a transformation from corruption to incorruption,86 he does not mean that the body will change into a spherical body, as some who have been deceived think, as though such a shape were superior to all others.”87

Andrew’s opposition to speculative spiritualizing in eschatological questions is evident also in his opinion on whether in the resurrection the body will retain all of its members, especially those that will have no further use, such as those for eating and for procreation. Origen had denied that such members would belong to the resurrection body, and he had been followed in this opinion by others.88 In his Therapeutike Andrew rejects this opinion and asserts that after the resurrection the body will continue to possess all of its members. There is full continuity between the body given to Adam and Eve and those that will rise, for “nothing made by the creator is despicable (αἰσχρόν) and ugly (ἄκοσμον).”89

Eschatology dominates the commentary of Andrew. This was unavoidable given Andrew’s conviction that Revelation has to do primarily with future events. Some discussions within the commentary reflect the Origenistic controversies. In his commentary on Revelation 16:10-11, one of his longer discussions, Andrew raises the issue of eternal torment. There are those who think that “the goodness of God and his foreknowledge and his power serve as a hindrance to eternal punishment.” However, says Andrew, these persons should also consider the divine justice that always “apportions to each according to that which is deserved.” Those who sin have done so by way of their free will and intention. These are the sources of human sin, and therefore, although God “is most prepared toward mercy and goodness,” the verdict of eternal torment is just “because of the evil which [sinners] freely did.”90 This argument goes directly counter to the doctrine of restoration, which claimed that eventually all rational souls will be purified and come to know the Word and participate in him. Nor does Andrew share the opinion of Oecumenius that after a certain span of time the torments of eternity will become less severe.91

Andrew is in the tradition of those who emphasize the continuity between the first creation and the consummation of the world. In commenting on Revelation 20:11 and Revelation 21:1, Andrew strongly rejects any suggestion that the material world will be annihilated, and for support of his position he refers to Irenaeus, Antipater of Bosra and Methodius. Rather, argues Andrew, the creation will also be transformed with us “into the freedom of the glory of the children of God,”92 being made new into that which is more brilliant. “The creation, which was made for our sake, receives with us a change for the better, not going into nonexistence, just as we do not go into nonexistence after our death.”93 Here Andrew rejects two views of Origen, that the material world will be annihilated and only a spiritual existence will remain94 and that the end will be like the beginning with the rational souls returning to a primordial bliss.95 Finally, Andrew holds the position that on death souls do not go to the place of their final destination but rather to an intermediate place that is fitting to the life they lived and is an intimation of their final destiny. In his comments on Revelation 6:11, Andrew writes that the martyrs under the altar “see in the spirit” that for which they hope and “rightly rejoice, resting in the bosom of Abraham.”96 This view is reinforced in Andrew’s Therapeutike. There, in direct dependence on Epiphanius, Andrew answers the question “where are the souls after they leave the body” by saying that they are in rooms worthy of that which they did in life (ἐv τaμιείοις άξίοις τῶν βεβιωμένων ἑκάστῃ).97




The Interpretation of Revelation: Method, Structure and Content

In the prologue to the commentary Andrew indicates his understanding of holy Scripture and the manner in which it is to be interpreted.98 The Spirit inspires the text “in a tripartite manner corresponding to the tripartite nature of man.”

As it were, the body of Scripture is the letter and the story according to its literal meaning (τὸ γράμμα καὶ ἡ κατ’ αἴσθησιν ἱστορία). As if it were the soul, the tropological meaning leads the reader from that which is of the sense to that which is intellectual (ἐξ αἰσθητῶν ἐπὶ τὰ νοητά). And as is the spirit, the anagogical and spiritual meaning (ἡ άναγωγὴ καὶ θεωρία) reveals that which is coming and the higher things.99

Despite the threefold nature of the divine speech, Andrew is not a follower of Origen in his interpretations. Unlike Origen, who moves from the senses to the realm of ideas, Andrew’s hermeneutics remain within the economical structure of biblical thought. The spiritual meaning of the text does not lead the soul upward to higher realities. Rather, the spiritual meaning leads forward by revealing “that which is to come and the higher things.” These “higher things” are themselves not a Christianized Platonic realm but the realities of the kingdom of God that are the future and eternal lot of the redeemed. Andrew admits that the “spiritual” meaning “is found with abundance” in Revelation, for it contains visions of future things. To be sure, the threefold nature of the text is proper to different persons depending on their spiritual aptitude.100 Those such as the Theologian who are fully submitted to the Spirit are especially suited for receiving visions of the future bliss when all the redeemed will be of that “blessed lot.”

Unlike Oecumenius, who at strategic points believes the visions of Revelation reveal past events, Andrew is very hesitant to see past events in the visions of the prophecy.101 Revelation has to do with present and especially future events and realities. The perspective is clear already in Andrew’s comments on Revelation 1:1-2 concerning the words “all things which are and that which must happen after them.” Andrew explains, “These words are indicative of both present and future time.”102

This governing perspective on Revelation is especially noticeable in three contexts that also contrast nicely with the procedure of Oecumenius. The first concerns the opening of the seven seals. According to Oecumenius, the seven seals symbolized events in the life of Christ, that is, events of the past. Andrew, however, explicitly rejects this interpretation and adopts the understanding of Methodius:


Some have interpreted the loosing of the present seal and all those which follow thereafter to refer to the incarnate economy of God the Word. . . . But we have read Methodius and note how he spoke concerning this text: It is not necessary to think “that Christ is the one who has been born; for the mystery of the incarnation of the Word was fulfilled long before the Apocalypse, whereas John speaks of things which are present or future.”103



He then interprets the seven seals as having to do with events beginning from the preaching of the apostles to the “dissolution of the earthly city” (Rev 8:1). Similarly, the four living creatures and the four horses (Rev 6:2, 4, 5, 8) refer to present and future realities.104

The second context is the vision of the woman, the dragon and the child (Rev 12:1-18). Oecumenius had interpreted this vision to refer to the Virgin Mary and the dangers surrounding the birth of Jesus. Again, Andrew explicitly rejects this interpretation and appeals to the authority of Methodius: “However, the great Methodius understands [the woman] to be the holy Church, believing that what is narrated concerning her is unsuited of the divine birth since the Lord had been born already a long time previously.”105 And a little later he quotes Methodius: “It is not necessary to think that it is Christ himself who is the one born. For long before the Apocalypse, the mystery of the incarnation of the Word was fulfilled. But John speaks concerning things present and things to come.”106 From this perspective Andrew adopts the various interpretations of Methodius: the birth of the child refers to the church bringing forth children of God through baptism; the “male” child refers to desires of the people of the church which are not effeminate; the wilderness to which the woman flees is that citizenship that is “devoid of every desire.” Typical of Andrew’s perspective are his concluding words: “To be sure, this occurs always, but it will especially be so at the coming of the antichrist.”107 The future reference is always close to Andrew’s mind.

Finally, I mention Andrew’s interpretation of the thousand years of Revelation 20. Oecumenius thought the millennial period to be the period of Christ’s earthly life during which the devil was “bound” by the demonstrations of Christ’s deity. Andrew too believes that the devil was bound by the cross of Christ. However, this binding of the devil is a present and future reality, for we see the effects of his being bound in “the disappearance of idol-worship, the destruction of pagan temples, the abandonment of the defilement of altars and the knowledge of the will of God throughout the world.” The number one thousand itself is symbolic either of “many” or of “complete,” and so it refers either to the time of the preaching of the church or represents the time from the incarnation of the Lord until the arrival of the antichrist during which time we are released from the life learned from the law and are called to the “perfect man,” to the measure of the maturity of the fullness of Christ.108

Why was Andrew so insistent on interpreting Revelation in terms of the present and the future? The answer lies in his understanding of the purpose for which the revelations were given to John. God wishes for all humankind to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth. For that reason God revealed to John that which is and that which is to come to entice and to persuade all persons to repentance and conversion. Andrew makes this point at the beginning of his commentary. In persona Iohannis Andrew says that the revelations were given that John “might testify and proclaim for the conversion of those who hear those things which are and lie hidden to humankind and those things which will come in the future.”109 Andrew comes to the same point at the end of the commentary. On the plea “Come, Lord Jesus,” Andrew writes that “this present book is holy and inspired by God and leads those who read it to their blessed end and inheritance.”110 Finally, it is to be noted that throughout the commentary Andrew at times concludes his words with a prayer of exhortation and doxology. Revelation is for the strengthening of Christian conviction, perseverance and hope. At the end of his epilogue Andrew quotes 1 Timothy 2:4, that God “wishes that all be saved and come to the knowledge of the truth” However, Andrew adds, “each person partakes of [the divine] light according to the measure of the purity of their spiritual eyes. May he who is all-merciful, Christ our God, who suffered for us in the flesh, deem us worthy to receive this grace pure and undefiled. To him we owe all praise, honor and worship, together with the Father and the life-giving Spirit, forever and ever. Amen.”111

The purpose of Revelation is to assist the readers to receive God’s grace “pure and undefiled.” Andrew wrote his commentary as a bishop and in the same cause.

As we have noted, Oecumenius divides the text of Revelation into twelve discourses, while Andrew of Caesarea divides the text into twenty-four books and seventy-two chapters. They were, of course, unaware of the chapter and verse textual divisions that are common in modern Bibles. For the reader’s convenience I have added chapter and verse references to both commentary texts.














OECUMENIUS
Commentary on the Apocalypse



First Discourse

“All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable,” as a holy saying says somewhere.1 For all those who have preached to us the word of salvation—whether they were prophets, apostles or evangelists—were made wise by the Spirit. At least this is true of the divine John, who was holier than all preachers and more spiritual than every other spiritual person, since he “lay upon the breast” of the Lord2 and because of his intimacy drew to himself a more abundant grace of the Spirit. And for this reason he was called a “son of thunder,”3 since he filled the earth under heaven with the sound of his divine teachings. One might even rightly consider this present work of his to be especially mystical, inasmuch as it contains subtle and delicately intricate mysteries. For it does not discourse for us concerning present matters only, but rather also concerning matters that have happened in the past and matters that are going to happen in the future. In fact, the special characteristic of this entire prophecy is that it distinguishes and speaks of these three periods of time. For even those outside the faith adduce their own seers who had knowledge of “all things that were, and that were to be, and that had been before,”4 coming thereby, as I think, to an understanding of our own prophets.5 For those who delivered oracles among them never possessed the knowledge of all things, since the demons at work in them never required the one who was attempting to interpret spiritual and divine things to be spiritual and wise. Indeed, as the holy apostle says, “It is for the spiritual to judge spiritual things.”6 But I am as far from the work of the Spirit as I am from the divine and most high Wisdom. For this reason, this undertaking that I have assumed is rather more reckless than safe. For according to the opinion of Solomon and the Truth, “Wisdom will not enter a deceitful soul or dwell in a body enslaved to sin.”7 And so I endeavor to do this as a certain exercise, investigating in it what is uninvestigated.

It is known that some have been tempted to say that this writing is spurious8 and is not to be associated with the other writings of John. However, I am among those who say that it contains what is profitable to the soul and has nothing that is ungodly and unworthy of the author. I, therefore, attest to its authenticity along with those authoritative fathers who have received and confirmed this text. Among these are the great Athanasius in his Treatise on the Canonical Books of the Old and New Testaments,9 the holy Basil in his short investigation On the Son,10 Gregory the Theologian in his oration In the Presence of the Bishops,11 the most wise Methodius in his book On the Resurrection12 and Cyril, who was great in word and deed, in the sixth book of his treatise In Spirit and in Truth.13 To these we might also add the holy Hippolytus in his Commentary on Daniel.14 Certainly there would have been no mention [of the Apocalypse] among the Fathers, who were so careful lest there were anything in it that was spurious or objectionable. And others of the saints would not dare to commend the writing unless they were aware of the common respect it had received by those who think rightly. If “a threefold cord is not quickly broken,” as the Preacher says,15 a sixfold cord could hardly be broken.16 What, therefore, does the holy disciple of Christ, who even boasts of the divine love,17 say to us through the Apocalypse? One must finally go to the divine words themselves, calling on earlier authorities18 for assistance.


[1:1-2] The revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave to him to show to his servants what must soon take place; and he made it known by sending it through his angel to his servant John, who bore witness to the word of God and to the testimony of Jesus Christ, even to all that he saw.



It is good to note at the beginning that although in all of his writings the holy John is fond of using words of our Savior, Jesus Christ, which are proper to his deity, in the present writing he rather uses words proper to his humanity, so that it should not appear that he acquired his understanding from that which is more divine rather than from human realities as well. For it is the pattern of pure theology that just as one must believe that God the Word was begotten from God the Father before all ages and before all intervals of time, he being coeternal and consubstantial with the Father and the Spirit, and that [with the Father and the Spirit] he rules the ages and all creation, both the intellectual and the perceptible, as the most wise Paul says in his letter to the Colossians: “For in him all things were created, in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or principalities or authorities—all things were created through him and for him; and he is the head of the body, indeed of the church, who is the first fruit, the firstborn of the dead, that in everything he might be preeminent,”19 so also one must believe that in the last days for us and our salvation he became man, not by any loss of divinity but by the assumption of human flesh together with a rational soul, so that he who is Immanuel may be recognized as united from two natures, from divinity and humanity, the natures subsisting perfectly according to their own integrity and the distinction that arises from their natural qualities and peculiarities, neither nature being mixed or changed by coming together into unity or being separated after the ineffable and real union.20 Similarly, both Nestorius and Eutyches are abominable, for they hold to evil teachings that are contrary and opposed to this doctrine.





OEBPS/Text/nav.xhtml

    
      Sommaire


      
        		
          Cover
        


        		
          Title Page
        


        		
          Contents
        


        		
          General Introduction
        


        		
          Abbreviations
        


        		
          Translator’s Introduction
        


        		
          Oecumenius: Commentary on the Apocalypse
          
            		
              First Discourse
            


            		
              Second Discourse
            


            		
              Third Discourse
            


            		
              Fourth Discourse
            


            		
              Fifth Discourse
            


            		
              Sixth Discourse
            


            		
              Seventh Discourse
            


            		
              Eighth Discourse
            


            		
              Ninth Discourse
            


            		
              Tenth Discourse
            


            		
              Eleventh Discourse
            


            		
              Twelfth Discourse
            


          


        


        		
          Andrew of Caesarea: Commentary on the Apocalypse
          
            		
              A Listing of the Chapters of the Interpretation of the Revelation of Saint John the Apostle
            


            		
              The Interpretation of Andrew, Archbishop of Caesarea of Cappadocia of the Revelation of John the Theologian
            


            		
              Book One
            


            		
              Book Two
            


            		
              Book Three
            


            		
              Book Four
            


            		
              Book Five
            


            		
              Book Six
            


            		
              Book Seven
            


            		
              Book Eight
            


            		
              Book Nine
            


            		
              Book Ten
            


            		
              Book Eleven
            


            		
              Book Twelve
            


            		
              Book Thirteen
            


            		
              Book Fourteen
            


            		
              Book Fifteen
            


            		
              Book Sixteen
            


            		
              Book Seventeen
            


            		
              Book Eighteen
            


            		
              Book Nineteen
            


            		
              Book Twenty
            


            		
              Book Twenty-One
            


            		
              Book Twenty-Two
            


            		
              Book Twenty-Three
            


            		
              Book Twenty-Four
            


          


        


        		
          Notes
        


        		
          Scripture Index
        


        		
          About the Editor
        


        		
          Like this book?
        


        		
          Copyright
        


      


    
    
      Pagination de l’édition papier


      
        		
          1
        


        		
          2
        


        		
          vii
        


        		
          viii
        


        		
          ix
        


        		
          x
        


        		
          xi
        


        		
          xii
        


        		
          xiii
        


        		
          xiv
        


        		
          xv
        


        		
          xvi
        


        		
          xvii
        


        		
          xix
        


        		
          xx
        


        		
          xxi
        


        		
          xxii
        


        		
          xxiii
        


        		
          xxiv
        


        		
          xxv
        


        		
          xxvi
        


        		
          xxvii
        


        		
          xxviii
        


        		
          xxix
        


        		
          xxx
        


        		
          xxxi
        


        		
          xxxii
        


        		
          xxxiii
        


        		
          xxxiv
        


        		
          xxxv
        


        		
          xxxvi
        


        		
          xxxvii
        


        		
          xxxviii
        


        		
          xxxix
        


        		
          1
        


        		
          2
        


        		
          3
        


        		
          4
        


        		
          5
        


        		
          6
        


        		
          7
        


        		
          8
        


        		
          9
        


        		
          10
        


        		
          11
        


        		
          12
        


        		
          13
        


        		
          14
        


        		
          15
        


        		
          16
        


        		
          17
        


        		
          18
        


        		
          19
        


        		
          20
        


        		
          21
        


        		
          22
        


        		
          23
        


        		
          24
        


        		
          25
        


        		
          26
        


        		
          27
        


        		
          28
        


        		
          29
        


        		
          30
        


        		
          31
        


        		
          32
        


        		
          33
        


        		
          34
        


        		
          35
        


        		
          36
        


        		
          37
        


        		
          38
        


        		
          39
        


        		
          40
        


        		
          41
        


        		
          42
        


        		
          43
        


        		
          44
        


        		
          45
        


        		
          46
        


        		
          47
        


        		
          48
        


        		
          49
        


        		
          50
        


        		
          51
        


        		
          52
        


        		
          53
        


        		
          54
        


        		
          55
        


        		
          56
        


        		
          57
        


        		
          58
        


        		
          59
        


        		
          60
        


        		
          61
        


        		
          62
        


        		
          63
        


        		
          64
        


        		
          65
        


        		
          66
        


        		
          67
        


        		
          68
        


        		
          69
        


        		
          70
        


        		
          71
        


        		
          72
        


        		
          73
        


        		
          74
        


        		
          75
        


        		
          76
        


        		
          77
        


        		
          78
        


        		
          79
        


        		
          80
        


        		
          81
        


        		
          82
        


        		
          83
        


        		
          84
        


        		
          85
        


        		
          86
        


        		
          87
        


        		
          88
        


        		
          89
        


        		
          90
        


        		
          91
        


        		
          92
        


        		
          93
        


        		
          94
        


        		
          95
        


        		
          96
        


        		
          97
        


        		
          98
        


        		
          99
        


        		
          100
        


        		
          101
        


        		
          102
        


        		
          103
        


        		
          104
        


        		
          105
        


        		
          106
        


        		
          107
        


        		
          108
        


        		
          109
        


        		
          110
        


        		
          111
        


        		
          113
        


        		
          114
        


        		
          115
        


        		
          116
        


        		
          117
        


        		
          118
        


        		
          119
        


        		
          120
        


        		
          121
        


        		
          122
        


        		
          123
        


        		
          124
        


        		
          125
        


        		
          126
        


        		
          127
        


        		
          128
        


        		
          129
        


        		
          130
        


        		
          131
        


        		
          132
        


        		
          133
        


        		
          134
        


        		
          135
        


        		
          136
        


        		
          137
        


        		
          138
        


        		
          139
        


        		
          140
        


        		
          141
        


        		
          142
        


        		
          143
        


        		
          144
        


        		
          145
        


        		
          146
        


        		
          147
        


        		
          148
        


        		
          149
        


        		
          150
        


        		
          151
        


        		
          152
        


        		
          153
        


        		
          154
        


        		
          155
        


        		
          156
        


        		
          157
        


        		
          158
        


        		
          159
        


        		
          160
        


        		
          161
        


        		
          162
        


        		
          163
        


        		
          164
        


        		
          165
        


        		
          166
        


        		
          167
        


        		
          168
        


        		
          169
        


        		
          170
        


        		
          171
        


        		
          172
        


        		
          173
        


        		
          174
        


        		
          175
        


        		
          176
        


        		
          177
        


        		
          178
        


        		
          179
        


        		
          180
        


        		
          181
        


        		
          182
        


        		
          183
        


        		
          184
        


        		
          185
        


        		
          186
        


        		
          187
        


        		
          188
        


        		
          189
        


        		
          190
        


        		
          191
        


        		
          192
        


        		
          193
        


        		
          194
        


        		
          195
        


        		
          196
        


        		
          197
        


        		
          198
        


        		
          199
        


        		
          200
        


        		
          201
        


        		
          202
        


        		
          203
        


        		
          204
        


        		
          205
        


        		
          206
        


        		
          207
        


        		
          208
        


        		
          209
        


        		
          210
        


        		
          211
        


        		
          212
        


      


    
    
      Guide


      
        		
          Cover
        


        		
          Greek Commentaries on Revelation
        


        		
          Start of content
        


        		
          Index
        


        		
          Contents
        


      


    


OEBPS/Images/pagetitre.jpg
ANCIENT
CHRISTIAN
TexTS

GRrREEK COMMENTARIES
ON REVELATION

Commentary on the Apocalypse

Oecumenius

Commentary on the Apocalypse
Andrew of Caesarea

TRANSLATED WITH AN
INTRODUCTION AND NOTES BY

Wirriam C. WEINRICH

EDITED BY

Tuomas C. Open

SERIES EDITORS

Tuomas C. ODeN ano GERALD L. Bray

=

Ivp

Academic






OEBPS/Images/cover.jpg
_ANCIENT
CHRISTIAN
TEXTS

GRrREEKk COMMENTARIES ON

REVELATION

Oecumenius
and
Andrew of Caesarea

translated by
William C. Weinrich
edited by
Thomas C. Oden

series editors

Thomas C. Oden
and Gerald L. Bray






