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Abstract

New Testament chronology dates its documents; this article tests one of them as an ances-
tor. It proposes a literary-genealogical test for the priority question: a literature proposed
as earliest should exhibit recoverable ancestry, its load-bearing forms derivable from inde-
pendently attested antecedents, while the forms that follow it may show transformations of
it. On that test the received sequence is anomalous: it begins with the literature whose im-
mediate Christian ancestry must be reconstructed, as the field’s own category ‘pre-Pauline’
concedes, and ends with the literature whose ancestry can be read. The article separates
three claims collapsed under ‘Revelation First’ (absolute, corpus and generative priority),
prices the chronological gate (the Nero cipher and the Gallio synchronism) without dissolv-
ing it, and reports two executed results: Revelation 1-3 is the earliest extant Christian text
constructed as a closed seven-church corpus, and a machine census of some seventy thou-
sand units of the relevant Greek finds otépavog ¢ Cwi¢ unique to Rev. 2.10 and Jas 1.12,
with the common-source audit run and defeat conditions stated. A directional microtest finds
the ordered triad work, toil, endurance in exactly two of some 69,400 units, Rev. 2.2 and 1
Thess. 1.3. Revelation First is distinct from the early dating of Revelation: a pre-70 date is
not yet priority. It becomes a falsifiable research programme with its first arrows drawn.
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Abstract

New Testament chronology dates its documents; this article tests one of them as an ancestor.
It proposes a literary-genealogical test for the priority question: a literature proposed as earli-
est should exhibit recoverable ancestry - its load-bearing forms derivable from independently
attested antecedents - while the forms that follow it may show transformations of it. On that
test the received sequence is anomalous: it begins with the literature whose immediate Chris-
tian ancestry must be reconstructed, as the field’s own category ‘pre-Pauline’ concedes, and
ends with the literature whose ancestry can be read. The article separates three claims col-
lapsed under ‘Revelation First’ - absolute, corpus, and generative priority - and reports two
executed results. Revelation 1-3 is the earliest extant Christian text constructed as a closed
seven-church corpus; no evidence places a sevenfold Pauline collection before it, a major re-
cent Pauline-priority account concedes the absence and calls Revelation’s seven archetypal,
and the Muratorian Fragment reads Paul as following John’s order. A machine census of
some seventy thousand units of the relevant Greek - Septuagint, New Testament, Apostolic
Fathers, Philo, Josephus, and the Greek pseudepigrapha - finds otépavog thig¢ Cwfig unique to
Rev. 2.10 and Jas 1.12, the promise performed in one text and presupposed in the other, with
the common-source audit run against its best candidates and defeat conditions stated. The
chronological gate confronting the maximal claim is priced, not dissolved. Revelation First
becomes a falsifiable research programme with its first arrows drawn.

Keywords: Apocalypse of John; chronology; corpus formation; Epistle of James; literary ge-
nealogy; Muratorian Fragment; Pauline letters

I. The Question and Its Three Claims

The date of the Apocalypse of John is one of the most worked questions in New Testament
studies. The positions are familiar: a Domitianic date remains the majority judgement; a
Neronian or Galban date persists as a serious minority position; Trajanic and composite dat-
ings remain available. What the dating debate rarely asks is a different question: not simply
how early Revelation may be placed, but what kind of priority it might possess within the
textual formation that became the New Testament.

That distinction matters because ‘Revelation First’ can name three different claims. The
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strongest is absolute compositional priority: Revelation was completed before the earliest
surviving Pauline letter and was therefore the first-composed document later included in the
New Testament. A second claim concerns corpus formation: Revelation’s sevenfold address
to churches preceded and helped generate the later construal of Paul’s letters as a closed
corpus to seven churches, even if some or all individual Pauline letters had already been writ-
ten. A third claim is generative priority: particular structures compressed in Revelation were
elaborated by later texts, whether or not Revelation preceded every one of them in absolute
date. These claims require different evidence and can receive different verdicts. The present
chronology has tended to collapse them by assuming that if Paul wrote first, every direction
of dependence must run from Paul toward Revelation.

The distinction also corrects the novelty claim. The question has a prehistory. In 1733 Isaac
Newton argued that the Apocalypse preceded Hebrews and the Petrine letters and that later
New Testament writings used its language; the Muratorian Fragment says that Paul wrote
to seven churches while following the order or example of his predecessor John (Newton
1733: 239-47; Metzger 1987: 305-7). Neither witness supplies a modern historical-critical
demonstration that Revelation preceded the undisputed Pauline letters. Newton retained
a conventional Pauline sequence elsewhere, and the date and provenance of the Muratorian
Fragment remain disputed (Hahneman 1992). The priority question was therefore not literally
unimagined. What appears absent, so far as I have been able to determine, is a sustained
modern test that separates absolute, corpus, and generative priority, audits the evidence
proper to each, and asks what would decide among them. Newton’s ground, moreover, was
itself directional: he catalogued specific allusions—the two-edged sword of the word, the
heavenly city with foundations, the cappatiopdéc—and concluded that the Apocalypse “seems
to be alluded to in the Epistles of Peter and that to the Hebrews, and therefore to have been
written before them” (Newton 1733: pt. 2, ch. 1). The dependence test proposed below in
Section V was run once, at the discipline’s threshold, and not repeated.

The test this article brings to that question is literary-genealogical: a literature proposed as
earliest should be tested as an ancestor, not merely dated as an artefact. Two expectations
follow. A plausible first literature should exhibit recoverable ancestry - its load-bearing forms
derivable from materials demonstrably available before it - and the forms that follow it may be
expected to show transformations of it. For any major feature of a candidate text, the ancestry
on offer falls into one of four classes: an extant antecedent; an independently attested tradi-
tion; a reconstructed antecedent, inferred primarily because the later text seems to require
it; or an unexplained innovation. The distinction that matters is not known source against
unknown source - all ancient literature depends on lost materials - but between antecedents
independently evidenced and antecedents postulated to fill a gap the received chronology
itself creates.

Applied to the received sequence, the test registers an anomaly the dating debate does not.
The earliest Pauline letters are entirely explicable as letters: Hellenistic epistolography, Jew-
ish scriptural interpretation, paraenesis, and apocalyptic thought supply their generic ances-
try. What they do not arrive with is a visible Christian literary ancestry. They enter the
surviving record already in possession of a developed Christian symbolic, doctrinal, and tex-
tual grammar: formulae Paul himself marks as received rather than originated (1 Cor. 15.3;
11.23); a passage whose pre-Pauline status has sustained a literature of its own (Phil. 2.6-11;
Martin 1997); confessions, eschatological schedules, and translocal ecclesial identity whose
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prior stages scholarship reconstructs from the letters that presuppose them. The pattern
reaches the earliest letter itself. At 1 Thess. 4.15 Paul grounds the parousia teaching &v
Ab6yw KLpiov, in a word of the Lord whose antecedent has produced a standing source-critical
problem - an unattested saying of Jesus, an inherited tradition, or a revelation to Paul - the
missing-ancestor question posed by the first document on the received chronology, in that
document’s own words. The discipline’s own working category, ‘pre-Pauline’, concedes the
structure of the problem: the supposedly first Christian literature repeatedly requires an ear-
lier Christian layer, and that layer must be rebuilt from the literature itself - oral kerygma,
lost formulae, community practice. Revelation presents the opposite profile. Its load-bearing
images announce their antecedents in the extant prophetic and scriptural corpus: the throne
from Ezek. 1 and Isa. 6; the beasts from Dan. 7; the measured temple from Ezek. 40-48; the
plagues from Exodus; the fallen city and lament from Ezek. 26-28 and Jer. 50-51; the new
creation from Isa. 65-66; the river and tree from Gen. 2 and Ezek. 47 (Bauckham 1993; Beale
1999: 76-99). Revelation is not without innovation, but its innovations are transformations
of visible antecedents, and what it presupposes beyond them - the Christ event, some prior
Christ tradition - must be named with the same discipline.

The anomaly can be stated in one sentence. The received chronology begins with the litera-
ture whose immediate Christian ancestry must be reconstructed, and ends with the literature
whose ancestry can be read. Revelation First asks whether that order has been reversed. The
three claims distinguished above are the levels at which the question can be tested; the sec-
tions that follow are the test’s instruments.

This article performs that test. Section II identifies the chronological gate that any claim
of absolute priority must pass, states its cost without evasion, and shows why the gate itself
demands an instrument that does not presuppose the chronology under examination. Section
IIT explains why the nineteenth-century early-date mainstream and the modern Domitianic
consensus establish admissible ranges but do not by themselves decide direction. Section IV
advances the strongest corpus-level case: Revelation’s construction of a seven-church textual
corpus and the ancient reception of Paul as following that architecture. Section V isolates a
lexical microtest capable of adjudication rather than impression and fixes its rules. Section
VI states generative priority as a research programme under the ancestry test and meets
the genre objection. Section VII runs the programme'’s first case to completion. Section VIII
states the conditions under which each level would fail. The aim is not to announce a new
chronology by decree. It is to put the missing distinctions into the field so that no rejection
of the maximal claim can silently dispose of the stronger bounded claims beneath it.

II. The Chronological Gate

This section does double duty. It prices the maximal claim, as any honest account must. It
also demonstrates, link by link, why the priority question needs an instrument that does not
presuppose the chronology under examination: every path from a dated object to a dated
letter passes through the corpus whose composition history is in question. The ancestry test
of Section I is that instrument. What follows is therefore both an audit and a motivation.
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I1.1 Revelation: Early Is Not Yet First

A pre-70 date for Revelation does not by itself establish priority over Paul. This point must be
made first because it is the easiest place for the argument to overreach. The strongest inter-
nal arguments for an early Apocalypse usually place it in the Neronian or immediately post-
Neronian years. George van Kooten’s reconstruction locates the book in 68-69 CE, while ear-
lier arguments from the standing temple, the imperial count, and the Nero cipher commonly
yield dates in the 60s (Robinson 1976: 221-53; van Kooten 2007). Those dates challenge the
Domitianic consensus. They do not precede 1 Thessalonians on the conventional chronology.

The external evidence remains contestable but cannot be dismissed. Irenaeus, writing around
180 CE, says that ‘it’ or ‘he’ was seen not long ago, near the end of Domitian’s reign (Adv. Haer.
5.30.3). The subject of €wpdOn is unexpressed. Grammatically, the verb can refer either to the
apocalypse or to the seer, although most modern interpreters judge the vision-reading con-
textually preferable (Aune 1997: lix-1x; Koester 2014: 71-79). Later writers connect John’s
exile and the Apocalypse with Domitian, but the dossier is neither early nor independent at
every point. Conversely, early-date traditions and arguments persisted, and modern schol-
arship has repeatedly reopened the Domitianic setting rather than treating it as self-evident
(Wilson 1993; van Kooten 2007; Mucha 2014). The proper conclusion is not that the late date
collapses, but that the external evidence supplies a strong reception memory rather than an
inscriptional date.

The sentence deserves to be seen whole (Adv. Haer. 5.30.3):

el yap £6g1 avaavdov ¢ viv Kap® KnpdTTEcOatl Tobvopa avtod, 61" ekeivov av
EPPEON ToD KAl TNV AIIOKAALYID £WPAKOTOG: 0VOE Yap PO MOAA0D YpOVOoL £wPao,
AAAQ oyebOV Emil THC NUETEPAC YEVERG, IPOC T TEAEL TG AOpeTIOVOD APYTC.

For if it were necessary that his name be proclaimed openly at the present time,
it would have been spoken by the one who also saw the apocalypse. For it—or
he—was seen not long ago, but almost in our own generation, toward the end of
Domitian’s reign. (Translation mine.)

Both candidate subjects stand in the sentence: the apocalypse (trv amokdAvyiv) and the seer
(Tod éwpakdTog). The personal reading is therefore not contextually idle: it serves Irenaeus’s
point that the seer could have named the beast to people of nearly Irenaeus’s generation. The
grammar permits both constructions, and the ambiguity is acknowledged across the commen-
tary tradition even where the vision-reading is preferred (Aune 1997: lix-1x; Koester 2014:
71-79). One further feature of the same chapter deserves notice. Three paragraphs earlier
(5.30.1), Irenaeus appeals to the number 666 as it stands “in all the good and ancient copies”
(év maot tolg omovbaiolg Kol apyaiolg avtiypd@oig). A book whose copies are ancient in 180
sits uneasily beside a composition “almost in our own generation”; the tension is internal to
the sole anchoring witness. If ancient copies already circulate in 180, composition ‘almost
in our own generation’ is strained as a claim about the book; it is natural as a claim about
the seer. The tension is noted at its honest weight: copies could be called ancient relative to
180 even on a Domitianic composition, so the observation marks an internal strain in the sole
anchoring witness, not a proof.

The internal evidence is similarly permissive rather than coercive. Rev. 11.1-2 speaks of
measuring the temple, altar, and worshippers. A pre-70 referent is economical, but post-70
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symbolic, remembered, or visionary temples are ordinary within Jewish apocalyptic discourse.
Rev. 17.10 presents a count of kings and therefore invites historical location, but the starting
point and treatment of short reigns remain disputed. Rev. 13.18’s 666, together with the 616
variant, yields Nero Caesar with exceptional economy in Hebrew spelling; yet identification
of Nero does not automatically date the text to Nero’s lifetime. Nero could function as re-
membered persecutor, returning beast, or template for Domitianic memory (Bauckham 1993:
384-407; Mucha 2014). The destruction of Jerusalem is not narrated as a completed event,
but an argument from silence carries limited weight in a book whose temporal registers are
deliberately unstable.

The Nero cipher therefore cuts both ways. It is among the best reasons to resist a securely
late Domitianic setting. It is also a chronological price. If the number encodes the reigning
or recently fallen Nero, Revelation cannot be earlier than Nero’s accession in 54 CE. An
argument that uses the cipher to make Revelation early cannot then speak as though the
book might float freely into the 40s. Absolute Revelation First requires an overlap between
a plausible date after 54 and a plausible date for the earliest Pauline letter at or after that
point.

I1.2 Paul: The Gallio Synchronism

The conventional dating of Paul is not direct in the sense of a dated autograph, but neither is
it merely a circular habit projected backward from later canon formation. Its strongest fixed
point is the Gallio synchronism. The Delphi inscription dates Gallio’s proconsulship of Achaia
to July 51 - June 52 CE on the usual restoration, with some placing it a year later. Acts 18.12-
17 places Paul before Gallio during his Corinthian residence. When that episode is correlated
with the movements presupposed in 1 Thessalonians, the letter is normally dated around 50-
51 CE. The correlation depends on the historical use of Acts and on reconstruction of Paul’s
itinerary, and it is anchored at exactly one end: the stone dates the proconsul, while every
further step is reconstruction from the corpus itself (Sanchez Bosch 1991: 336-47; Riesner
2011).

This is the hardest evidence against absolute Revelation First, and the argument becomes
credible only by naming it. If Rev. 13.18 requires a date after 54, while 1 Thessalonians
belongs around 50-51, the strongest claim fails under the standard chronology.

But the gate deserves the same audit as everything else in this article, and audited, it changes
character. Its one material element - the Delphi inscription - constrains Gallio: it names a
proconsul and a year, and it says nothing of Paul. Every link that connects the stone to a
date for 1 Thessalonians is corpus-internal: Acts places Paul before Gallio; internal correla-
tion ties the letter to that visit. The date of Acts is itself contested in current scholarship
on independent grounds (Pervo 2006; Tyson 2006), and a further point becomes unavoidable
once the priority question is on the table: a corpus’s self-narrated chronology cannot fore-
close a question about that corpus’s own composition history, any more than the Pastorals’
self-presentation dates the Pastorals. The discipline already owns that principle; the priority
question obliges only its symmetrical application. Revelation’s internal evidence was ruled
permissive rather than coercive above. Paul’s internal evidence is owed the same verdict,
and the same vocabulary. What remains of the gate under symmetrical audit is one stone
that dates a proconsul, and a narrative that the question itself places under examination. The
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symmetry must not flatten degrees: the Gallio chain is stronger than the ambiguous Irenaean
verb, and ‘corpus-internal’ names a class, not an equivalence - Acts is an independent narra-
tive with historiographical claims of its own, not a self-dating colophon. Stated exactly, what
would have to fail for absolute priority to pass is not the date of Acts but the historicity of
the Gallio episode as an episode in Paul’s life, or its correlation with this letter. The synchro-
nism raises the evidentiary cost of the maximal claim; it does not remove the model from
comparison.

To keep absolute priority live, one must therefore do at least one of three things: show that
the Nero solution does not function as a terminus post quem for composition; treat the Acts
correlation as the contested, corpus-internal datum it is - not a hypothetical maneuver but a
live position in the field; or establish a later placement for 1 Thessalonians within a Pauline
chronology that still accounts for the Gallio evidence. None of these is cost-free, and none
is accomplished by a pre-70 date alone. But the second is partly purchased already in the
current literature, and its price is this article’s general finding stated locally.

The chain, stated once with precision, is: stone dates proconsul; Acts places Paul before
him; an itinerary reconstructed from 1 Thess. 3.1-6 and Acts 17-18 connects the letter to
that Corinthian residence. The conventional date is strong because the links cohere, not
because an inscription directly dates the letter. This distinction matters. It prevents the Gallio
synchronism from becoming a talisman, while also preventing an absolute-priority argument
from dissolving a serious historical chain by calling it merely inferential.

An adequate maximal case must therefore attack a link rather than the existence of linkage.
A letters-only Pauline chronology would need to place 1 Thessalonians later and then explain
why its movements still fit the Corinthian episode that Acts synchronizes with Gallio. A non-
Neronian reading of 666 would need to outperform the Nero/616 solution rather than merely
note that alternatives exist. A compositional model could place a pre-Pauline stratum beneath
a later Neronian layer, but that would establish priority for a stratum, not for the extant book,
and must be named as a different claim. The chronological gate is not a reason to close the
question. It is the place where the strongest form becomes answerable.

The result is not a concealed concession but a clarified claim ladder. Absolute priority is a
priced hypothesis, and its price can now be stated exactly: the documentary status of the
Acts correlation - a status contested in the field and unavailable, on this article’s method,
as foreclosure. Corpus priority does not face the same gate, because a later collection can
be shaped by Revelation even when the component letters are older. Generative priority is
still more local: one text may elaborate a form encountered in Revelation without requiring
Revelation to precede the whole Pauline corpus. The field has often treated the difficulty of
the first claim as though it automatically refuted the second and third. It does not.

I1.3 What the Manuscripts Can and Cannot Decide

The physical record cannot rescue absolute priority, but it also cannot close the bounded
questions. The earliest papyrus witnesses are copies separated from composition by decades:
P98 preserves Rev. 1.13-2.1 and is generally assigned to the second century; P46 preserves
a substantial Pauline collection around 200 CE, with palaeographic ranges that must not be
treated as calendar dates (Choat 2019; Nongbri 2019). These objects establish circulation,
not composition, and the accident that one fragment is assigned earlier than another gives no



Alexanarch - AXN:0BE9.GENERATIVE deposit #1735

‘seniority’ to the underlying work. The material finding is therefore neutral, and the correct
symmetry is not to flatten all inference into equivalence but to identify the chain on each
side: Gallio is a stronger absolute synchronism than the ambiguous Irenaean verb, though its
application to a particular letter still passes through Acts, and manuscript survival must not
masquerade as a date of composition.

III. A Consensus That Reversed—and a Question It Forgot

The history of Revelation’s date matters because the modern consensus is not the undisturbed
inheritance of critical scholarship. In the late nineteenth century, major critical scholars
placed the Apocalypse under Nero or Galba. Philip Schaff explicitly reassigned it to 68 or
69 ‘with the majority of modern critics’, and J. Christian Wilson documents the breadth of
the early-date position across German, French, British, and American scholarship (Schaff
1910: 1.834-37; Wilson 1993: 587-605). Lightfoot, Westcott, Hort, Baur, Renan, and others
disagreed on much else while finding a pre-70 Apocalypse plausible. The early date was not
inherently a preterist or conservative programme; it belonged to the critical mainstream of
its moment. Milligan, himself a defender of the later date, conceded in 1893 that recent
scholarship had decided, with little exception, for the earlier date (Milligan 1893).

The twentieth century reversed that distribution. Swete, Charles, and later commentaries re-
established the Domitianic date; by the later twentieth century it functioned as the default in
introductions and commentaries (Swete 1907: xcix-cvi; Charles 1920: 1.xci-xcvii; Aune 1997:
lvi-1xx). The reversal did not occur because a newly discovered first-century object dated the
Apocalypse. It occurred through changed evaluations of Irenaeus, the social setting of the
Asian churches, imperial cult evidence, linguistic development, and the relation of Revelation
to other early Christian texts. Those are legitimate historical reasons. The historiographic
point is narrower: the same broad dossier has supported opposite critical majorities, and re-
cent work continues to produce both early and late reconstructions (van Kooten 2007; Mucha
2014). Consensus therefore has adjudicative weight but not foreclosing force.

What the modern debate largely forgot was not the possibility of an early date, but the need
to separate date from direction. Newton’s directional question, set out in Section I, then
disappears into the standard sequence, where a late Revelation can only receive and cannot
originate.

The present article does not invoke historiography as a sociology of suppression. Fields settle
for ordinary reasons; successful settlements organize curricula, commentaries, and citation.
But a settlement can hide the distinctions it no longer needs. Once Paul is placed first and
Revelation last, absolute priority, corpus priority, and generative priority appear to rise and
fall together. The next section shows that they do not.

IV. The Seven-Church Corpus

IV.1 Not Seven Ordinary Letters

Revelation 1-3 does not contain seven independent Pauline-style letters. The book opens
with an epistolary greeting to seven churches (Rev. 1.4), commands John to write what he
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sees in one book and send it to the seven named communities (1.11), and then embeds seven
formulaic proclamations within that single textual object. Each proclamation addresses the
angel of a church, identifies the speaker through imagery from the opening vision, declares
knowledge of the community, commends or censures, commands, and promises to the victor.
The hearing formula repeatedly turns the singular address outward: ‘Let anyone who has an
ear listen to what the Spirit is saying to the churches.” Each local message belongs to all
seven.

David Aune’s form-critical conclusion remains decisive: the proclamations are neither ordi-
nary letters nor epistles. Their closest relations have been sought among prophetic speech,
royal or imperial proclamations, covenant forms, revelatory letters, and Greek rhetoric (Aune
1990: 182-204). Calling them ‘letters’ is convenient but can obscure the formal innovation.
Revelation does not collect seven occasional exchanges. It constructs a numerically closed,
scripturalized address in which one heavenly speaker assesses seven communities through
one book. The primary unit is not the individual message but the sevenfold corpus.

This distinction changes the directionality question. Paul’s undisputed letters are occasional
communications whose later gathering produces a corpus. Revelation presents corpus form
at the point of composition: a single biblion, seven named churches, fixed order, repeated ar-
chitecture, collective audition. The question is therefore not simply whether John knew how
Christian letters sounded. It is whether the later seven-church construal of Paul is better
explained as precedent for Revelation or as reception of Revelation’s already closed architec-
ture.

IV.2 ‘In the Shadow of Paul’—and the Missing Collection

David Frankfurter’s recent account offers the strongest contemporary version of Pauline pri-
ority. He argues that Revelation’s seven messages are fictional devices by which John ap-
propriates and exceeds the growing authority of Pauline letter collections in late first-century
Asia Minor. The heavenly speaker displaces the human apostle; the closed sevenfold arrange-
ment answers the charismatic authority of Pauline textuality; Revelation is therefore written
‘in the shadow of Paul’ (Frankfurter 2024: 79-98). The argument is powerful because it ex-
plains why an apocalypse would stage divine speech through epistolary forms.

But its directional premise requires separation. Frankfurter acknowledges that there is no ev-
idence for a sevenfold Pauline collection in the first century. He later states more strongly that
Revelation’s letters serve as “the archetype of such collections”—the model for subsequent
sevenfold Pauline arrangements, the Ignatian corpus, and the Catholic Epistles (Frankfurter
2024: 79-98). Those observations produce an opening. Pauline letters may have circulated
and acquired authority before Revelation; that does not establish that a seven-church Pauline
corpus supplied Revelation’s number, closure, or order. The historical Paul can precede John
as letter writer while Revelation precedes “Paul” as a seven-church canonical object. The
standard reconstructions of the collection’s history point the same way: on both Gamble’s ac-
count of the Pauline collection and Trobisch’s of the edited corpus, the counting of addressees
into a sevenfold church-scheme belongs to the collection’s later shaping, not to the letters’ oc-
casional circulation (Gamble 1995; Trobisch 1994). The absence of a first-century sevenfold
Pauline collection is not an accident of survival; it is what both reconstructions expect.

Frankfurter does not, of course, concede Revelation First; his model continues to posit earlier,
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non-sevenfold Pauline collections behind the Apocalypse. What his reconstruction indepen-
dently establishes is the narrower premise required here: the sevenfold configuration is first
attested in Revelation and subsequently becomes archetypal for Christian letter collections.
That is stronger for this article than agreement would be - an opposing model producing one
of the predicted observations.

This is corpus priority. It is neither a verbal trick nor a retreat from chronology. Ancient
texts often have more than one date: the composition of components, their collection, the
construction of a named corpus, and the stabilization of an order. A theory that invokes
‘Pauline collections’ must specify which collection, how many letters it contained, and what
evidence places that configuration before Revelation. Without such evidence, Paul’s earlier
occasional letters explain the availability of epistolary authority but not the sevenfold ecclesial
architecture. Revelation supplies that architecture directly.

Four dates are in play, not one: the dates of the component letters; the date at which some
of them began travelling together; the date at which a collection acquired a stable princi-
ple of inclusion and order; and the date at which reception construed that collection as a
corpus to seven churches. Scholarship on the Pauline collection has proposed sharply differ-
ent histories for these stages, from authorial collection through gradual accretion and later
editorial publication (Gamble 1995; Trobisch 1994). None of those histories permits “Paul
wrote earlier” to settle “the seven-church Paul existed earlier.” A component can precede
the architecture into which it is later built.

The number seven makes the distinction visible. A Pauline corpus to seven churches is not
simply a pile of seven letters. It counts addressees: two letters to Corinth become one church;
two to Thessalonica become one church; letters to persons are excluded from the ecclesial
count; other texts are admitted or omitted until the collection can be read as complete. That
is configurational work. Revelation requires no retrospective counting operation. Its seven
cities are named before the proclamations begin, ordered in one itinerary, bound into one
book, and repeatedly addressed as a collective through the singular-to-plural hearing formula.
The sevenfold form belongs to the composition itself. The Pauline seven belongs to the history
of collection and reception. The claim of corpus priority concerns the relation between those
two architectures.

IV.3 The Muratorian Direction

The Muratorian Fragment makes the directional claim explicit. Introducing the Pauline cor-
pus, it states that Paul, “following the order of his predecessor John” (sequens prodecessoris
sui Iohannis ordinem), writes by name to only seven churches (Muratorian Fragment 47-
50; Metzger 1987: 305-7). The Latin text is corrupt in places, and the Fragment’s date is
disputed: late second century on the traditional account (Metzger 1987: 191-201), fourth
century on Hahneman'’s revision (1992). Neither dating makes the Fragment an eyewitness
to composition, and the argument here does not require the early verdict. On either dating, it
preserves a canon-formation-era construal in which Paul’s seven-church corpus follows John'’s.
That construal does not date the component letters; it establishes the direction assigned to
the two corpus architectures in ancient reception.

The witness says three things. It counts Paul’s addressees rather than his individual letters,
reducing multiple letters to Corinth and Thessalonica to one church each. It treats seven as
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a meaningful limit rather than an accident. And it describes Paul’s arrangement as following
John’s order. The writer could be wrong about historical sequence. Yet error is not an explana-
tion; it is the datum to be explained. One alternative must be acknowledged: the fragmentist
may be making a canonological rather than a historical point - ‘order’ as the sequence of an
emerging canon, not a claim about which architecture shaped which. The Fragment’s own
procedure tells against reading it as mere sequence: it counts Paul’s addressees into seven
churches, treats the number as a meaningful limit, and names John a predecessor whose ordo
Paul follows - construal of architecture, not shelf-position. But even on the canonological read-
ing the datum stands in weakened form: the list still reads Paul’s seven through John’s. Why
did this canon list construe Paul through Revelation rather than Revelation through Paul?
The most economical answer is that, by the time the corpus was being counted, Revelation’s
seven churches supplied the visible template for a universal ecclesial collection.

This does not prove that Revelation preceded 1 Thessalonians. It proves something the stan-
dard chronology often leaves unformulated: ancient reception could recognize John’s seven-
fold corpus as formally prior to the Pauline seven-church corpus. The Muratorian statement
is therefore not evidence for absolute priority unless accompanied by a reliable chronological
claim. It is direct evidence for an ancient construal of corpus priority, and it aligns with the
absence of a demonstrable first-century sevenfold Pauline collection.

IV.4 The Positive Finding

The positive finding can now be stated at its honest strength. Revelation 1-3 creates the ear-
liest extant Christian textual object structured as a closed address to seven named churches.
No surviving evidence places a sevenfold Pauline collection before it. The Muratorian Frag-
ment later reads Paul’s seven churches as following John’s order. A recent Pauline-priority
theory itself concedes both the lack of evidence for an early sevenfold Pauline collection and
the archetypal force of Revelation’s seven (Frankfurter 2024). The most economical account
is therefore layered: occasional Pauline letters may be earlier; Revelation’s seven-church cor-
pus is formally prior; the collected Paul is subsequently interpreted and arranged through
that architecture.

‘Formally prior’ should be given its exact sense. Three claims are distinguishable: that Revela-
tion’s form historically generated the Pauline configuration; that it is structurally archetypal -
first attested, and treated as the model in reception; and that its priority is the more economi-
cal explanation of the evidence. The second is established here; the third is argued; the first is
the economical reading of the second and third together, not an independently demonstrated
fact.

That finding matters even if the maximal thesis fails. It reverses one arrow in the received
story without requiring every arrow to reverse. Revelation need not be the first physical
sheet written in the New Testament world in order to stand at the beginning of a major New
Testament form: the closed, translocal, seven-church corpus.

V. A Directional Microtest: Work, Toil, Endurance

Corpus architecture does not establish dependence between Revelation and an individual
Pauline letter. That question requires local tests. One candidate is the ordered triad shared
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by Rev. 2.2 and 1 Thess. 1.3:

Rev. 2.2: o1ba T £pya 00V KOl TOV KOOV Kl TNV DIIOPOVT| 00V

1 Thess. 1.3: 10D £pyou Ti|g mioTewg Kol Tod KOMov THg dyanng Kal Tfig dIopoviiq
TG €éAmibog

The sequence is identical: work, toil, endurance. Revelation gives the nouns as an unqualified
triad within the divine assessment, ‘I know your works and your toil and your endurance.’
First Thessalonians expands each noun with a governing theological genitive: work of faith,
toil of love, endurance of hope. The verbal parallel has long been noticed, but it is usually
subordinated to the assumed chronology rather than used to test it.

Four explanations are available: Paul expands a formula found in Revelation; Revelation ab-
breviates a Pauline formulation; both use a shared Jewish or early Christian triad; or the
sequence is coincidental. Direction cannot be inferred from compression alone. Literary tra-
ditions move both from compact formula to expansion and from elaborate phrase to epitome.
Nor is local fit decisive by itself: the triad serves Revelation’s repeated evaluative formula
and Paul’s thanksgiving equally well.

The value of the parallel is methodological. A directionality test should ask at least four
questions:

1. What external chronology can be established without presuming the dependence under
examination?

2. How marked is the sequence within the Septuagint, Jewish Greek, Paul, Revelation, and
other early Christian literature?

3. Which text better explains the lexical order and the transformation performed by the
other?

4. Does the proposed borrower display additional clustered correspondences that are un-
likely to arise from shared diction alone? A corpus-wide lexical study could therefore
produce a result, and for this article the markedness question was run under the same
rules as the census of Section VII: across roughly 69,400 units of the Septuagint, the
Greek New Testament, the Apostolic Fathers, Philo, Josephus, and the Greek pseude-
pigrapha, the ordered triple occurs in exactly two units - Rev. 2.2 and 1 Thess. 1.3 -
and the pair k6mog with dmopovn is itself unique to the same two verses. The sequence is
not widespread in prior Jewish Greek; the removal clause below does not fire. What the
count does not decide is the remainder of the test: the direction of the genitive expan-
sion is undetermined, and the first question - external chronology established without
presuming the dependence - cannot be cleared, because 1 Thessalonians is held to its
date by the synchronism of Section II. The markedness finding therefore stands, and the
arrow is withheld; the pinning is, demonstrably, the only thing withholding it.

The probative unit is the ordered cluster, not any one noun. £pyov, k6mo¢, and DIIOpOVT| are
individually common enough to carry little directional force. The question is whether their
conjunction in this orderis marked, and whether one text transforms that marked unit in a way
the other better explains. A negative result would be useful. If the triad proves widespread
in prior Jewish Greek or ordinary paraenesis, it should be removed from the case. If it is rare
but appears in independent pre-Pauline material, common tradition gains probability. If it
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is concentrated in these two texts and the expanded theological genitives are demonstrably
secondary to the bare evaluative sequence, Revelation-to-Paul dependence becomes a serious
local result. The test is designed to be lost as well as won.

Even in that bounded form, the microtest exposes a disciplinary asymmetry. Under the re-
ceived chronology, the parallel is automatically available as Pauline influence on Revelation
or common tradition. Revelation-to-Paul dependence is rarely listed as a candidate before the
lexical evidence is weighed. Once absolute, corpus, and generative priority are separated, the
fourth candidate enters the analysis without being smuggled in as a conclusion.

VI. Generative Priority as a Research Programme

The third level of Revelation First is generative priority. It asks whether structures that ap-
pear in compressed, visionary, or liturgical form in Revelation become discursive, narrative,
or doctrinal forms elsewhere. Newton’s old proposal that Hebrews and the Petrine letters
use the Apocalypse belongs here, even though his individual parallels require complete re-
evaluation. The seven-church corpus is one successful example of the method because it
identifies a bounded formal object, a later reception statement, and an observable transfor-
mation.

VI.1 The Ancestry Asymmetry

Revelation deserves this testing because of the asymmetry set out in Section I: its principal
materials can be mapped backward into extant antecedents without first positing a mature
Christian literary system, where the earliest letters presuppose a Christian layer the field
reconstructs from the letters themselves.

That asymmetry does not date the book. Dependence on ancient scripture can occur in any
decade, and Paul is himself saturated in scripture. It does, however, supply a directional
reason to test Revelation as a beginning rather than assume it only as an ending. Read as
the first Christian writing, the Apocalypse is a culminating recomposition of already available
prophetic forms. The epistle and the gospel, treated as the first Christian literatures, arrive
as new generic solutions whose immediate Christian prehistory must be reconstructed from
oral mission, community practice, and lost texts. A Revelation-first sequence begins with the
document that can grow directly from the prophetic corpus and asks whether later forms
unfold from it. This is an economy to investigate, not a chronology smuggled in as literary
elegance.

VI.2 The Genre Objection

The asymmetry invites an immediate objection: genre explains it. An apocalypse is densely
scriptural by constitution, while occasional correspondence naturally presupposes conversa-
tions, messengers, circumstances, and oral teaching that no letter contains. Paul’s missing
context is not suspicious; it is what letters are. The objection is serious, and the answer is not
to deny it but to draw a line through it: situational context is not genealogy. Nobody owes
an ancestor for Chloe’s people (1 Cor. 1.11); that is ordinary lost occasion. But a developed
Christological formula the letter itself marks as received (1 Cor. 15.3), a passage debated as
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quotation, an eschatological schedule, a translocal ecclesial identity - these are not conver-
sational circumstances. They are load-bearing Christian forms, and the ancestry test asks of
them what it asks of every unit: is the antecedent independently attested, or reconstructed
principally because the later text requires it?

The discipline cuts symmetrically. Revelation’s situational context - the Asian assemblies,
the seer’s circumstances - is equally lost and equally without interest to the test. And Reve-
lation’s specifically Christian material also presupposes what no extant earlier text supplies:
the Christ event and some prior Christ tradition. The claim licensed by Section I is therefore
calibrated, not absolute: an unusually large proportion of Revelation’s load-bearing literary
machinery has extant antecedents, against a body of letters whose Christian-specific machin-
ery is, by the field’s own procedures, supplied from reconstruction. The genre objection
explains why the letters lack narrated circumstances. It does not explain why their Christian
forms lack attested ancestors.

A second objection is stronger and deserves its own answer: the pre-Pauline formulae are not
missing ancestors but embedded ones. The letters preserve earlier strata - creedal blocks,
hymnic material, received tradition - so Paul’s Christian ancestry is attested within the letters
rather than reconstructed behind them. The reply is that embedded attestation is attestation
of reception, not of the antecedent: that Paul received something is exactly what Paul says
(1 Cor. 15.3; 11.23); what the received material was - its wording, extent, genre, and date -
is reconstructed, and the literature’s unresolved disputes over whether Phil. 2.6-11 is quota-
tion at all measure how much of the ancestor remains inference. The four ancestry classes of
Section I are built for precisely this case: an embedded formula is an independently attested
tradition at the moment of citation and a reconstructed antecedent everywhere beyond it.
Even granting the embedded blocks as genuinely early, they are fragments whose surround-
ing literary system must still be supplied; Revelation’s antecedents are extant books. And the
concession on Revelation’s side must be equally concrete: no scriptural antecedent generates
the death of Jesus, the existence of the assemblies, apostles and prophets, the testimony for
which Antipas dies, or the acclamations of Christian worship. The ancestry claim is compar-
ative, not absolute: not that Revelation owes nothing invisible, but that an unusually large
proportion of its load-bearing literary machinery has extant antecedents, where the letters’
Christian-specific machinery is, by the field’s own procedures, supplied from reconstruction.

VI.3 Reversible Arrows

Other candidates must be treated one by one. The Lamb christology of Rev. 5 may stand in a
generative relation to later sacrificial and atonement discourse, or it may condense already
circulating christological traditions. The throne hymns of Rev. 4-5, 7, 11, 15 and 19 may pre-
serve an early liturgical stratum, or they may be literary compositions shaped by established
worship. The New Jerusalem may generate later ecclesial and eschatological architectures,
or it may synthesize prophetic and Second Temple materials already available to several writ-
ers. Apocalyptic phrases in Hebrews, 1 Peter, 2 Peter, and the Pauline corpus may reflect
Revelation, shared scriptural matrices, or independent development. No global assertion
can decide these questions in advance.

The research programme therefore replaces the metaphor of a single ‘seed text’ with a series
of reversible arrows. For each proposed relation, the investigator must identify the unit, map
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the antecedent traditions available to both texts, establish the transformation, and state what
evidence would reverse the arrow. Multiple independent arrows would make a cumulative
case for generative priority. Failure of one would not decide the rest. This is slower than
announcing that the whole New Testament unfolds from Revelation, but it is the only way to
make that possibility historically answerable.

The programme also distinguishes citation from architecture. A later text need not quote
Revelation for Revelation to be generative; it may normalize an apocalyptic structure into
paraenesis, narrative, liturgy, or doctrine. Conversely, verbal resemblance alone is insuffi-
cient where both texts inherit the same scriptural matrix. The strongest cases will combine
several kinds of evidence: a marked formal unit, a plausible chronological overlap, an asym-
metrical transformation, a reception trace, and the absence of an equally economical common
source. No single criterion carries the thesis. Convergence does.

VII. The Programme Executed: The Crown of Life

Section V marked a directional test and declined to run it, because its pair was pinned at one
end by the chronology under examination. Section VI specified what the strongest cases must
combine. This section runs one such case to completion. The pair is Rev. 2.10 and Jas 1.12:

Rev. 2.10: ylvov moTtog ayptl Oavdtov, Kal 6wow got Tov até@avov Thg Cwig

Be faithful unto death, and I will give you the crown of life.

Jas 1.12: pakdaplog avnp 0G DIIOPEVEL TELPATIOD, OTL HOKIIOG YEPOPEVOG ANPYWETAL
TOV oTéPavov T Cwiig, OV EmNyyelAaTo TOi¢ AYyan®oly adTOD

Blessed is the one who endures testing, for having been proved he will receive the
crown of life, which he promised to those who love him. (Translations mine.)

One text gives the crown in a promise; the other gives it in a report of a promise. The four
questions of Section V are taken in order.

The first question asks what external chronology can be established without presuming the
dependence under examination. Here the pair differs decisively from the triad of Section
V. First Thessalonians is held to its conventional date by the Gallio synchronism; any arrow
drawn toward it must first engage Section II. The date of James is genuinely open. Serious
scholarship defends an early Palestinian setting and a late pseudonymous one, with propos-
als spanning from the 40s to the second century (Johnson 1995: 118-21; Allison 2013: 3-32).
The present test requires no verdict in that debate and issues none: it needs only the fact
that no external anchor places James before any plausible date for Revelation. The arrow can
therefore be tested on its literary merits, in either direction, without engaging the chronolog-
ical gate at all. That is what a first execution of the programme requires, and it is why this
case, rather than the triad, is the one run here.

The second question asks how marked the shared unit is. For this article a machine-assisted
census was conducted across the relevant Greek fields: the Septuagint in Rahlfs’s edition,
including 1-4 Maccabees, Wisdom, Sirach, and the Psalms of Solomon; the Greek New Testa-
ment; the Apostolic Fathers; and the complete works of Philo and Josephus - roughly 61,500
versified or windowed units in all. The search was diacritic-blind, its rules were fixed before
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any result was seen, and the instrument and corpus manifest are archived with the article’s
supporting materials. The exact formula otégavoc tiic CTwfig - in any case-form, with or with-
out the article - occurs twice in the entire field: Rev. 2.10 and Jas 1.12. Nowhere in the
Septuagint, nowhere in the Apostolic Fathers, nowhere in Philo or Josephus.

That uniqueness is informative rather than trivial, because the census also shows the sur-
rounding slot to be productive. Crown-of-X genitives are generated freely across the field:
a crown of glory (1 Pet. 5.4), of righteousness (2 Tim. 4.8), of boasting (1 Thess. 2.19),
perishable and imperishable crowns (1 Cor. 9.25); a crown of hubris twice in Isaiah (Isa.
28.1, 3 LXX); a crown of incorruption twice in the Martyrdom of Polycarp (17.1; 19.2), of the
righteous in 2 Clement, of the presbytery in Ignatius (Magn. 13); Philo’s crowns of contests
and of the racecourse; Josephus’s civic crowns. One near-miss deserves particular notice:
Philo can write of the runner who completes the racecourse of Biog and obtains ‘crowns and
prizes worthy of it’ (Migr. 133). Greek moral prose had a crown of life available - in the Biog
register. The register the two texts share is the other life-word, Cwn, and the census shows
that in the whole surveyed field only they share it. The slot was fillable in two ways; these
two texts fill it the same marked way. The sweep was then extended past the Septuagint’s
compass: the Greek pseudepigrapha - the Testament of Job, the Greek Enoch fragments, 3
Baruch, 4 Baruch, both recensions of the Testament of Abraham, the Testament of Solomon,
Joseph and Aseneth, the Greek Life of Adam and Eve, the Lives of the Prophets, the Sibylline
Oracles, and the Greek fragments of Jubilees, some eight thousand further units - with the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs searched in Charles’s edition (Charles 1908). The result
is unchanged: the formula occurs nowhere, and the crown-slot stays productive without it - a
crown of righteousness at the investiture of Levi (T. Levi 8.2), crowns of glory in Benjamin’s
exhortation (T. Benj. 4.1), crowns of witness in the Testament of Abraham, ornamental and
cosmic crowns elsewhere. One transmission fact is noted rather than searched: the crowns
of the Ascension of Isaiah (chs. 7-9) survive in Ethiopic, not in the extant Greek.

The third question asks which text better explains the unit and the transformation performed
by the other. Three observations bear on it, of different strengths.

First, the formula is paradigm-native in Revelation and an isolate in James. Revelation runs a
productive genitive system on tfijc CwiiG: the tree of life (2.7; 22.14, 19), the book of life (3.5;
13.8; 17.8; 20.12, 15; 21.27), the water of life (21.6; 22.1, 17), the crown of life (2.10) - four
head-nouns, eleven and more constructions, the densest Cwfi¢ usage in the New Testament.
The crown is promised three verses after the tree, in the same victor-promise series, in the
book’s own idiom. James uses Cwn twice: once in the formula, and once at 4.14, where your
life is a vapour. In one text the phrase is generated by a native paradigm; in the other it stands
alone and is attributed to a prior utterance. A formula at home, and a formula presupposed.

Second, the speech-acts are asymmetrical. Revelation performs the promise in the first per-
son: dwow ooy, I will give you. James reports it anaphorically: ov émnyyeiAato, which he
promised - a relative clause presupposing a promising already made, whose subject James
does not name and whose text James does not cite. This asymmetry must not be overread.
Literary relations run from performance to report and from report to performance; an oral
or lost promise-tradition could in principle stand behind the anaphora. What the asymmetry
does is pose the directional question with unusual sharpness: what utterance does Jas 1.12
presuppose? The question has an empirical form - which extant text performs the promise
James reports? - and the census returns exactly one: Rev. 2.10.
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Third, the surrounding complex is distributed in one text and fused in the other. James binds
testing, endurance, approval, and crown into a single verse, primed by 1.2-4, where the
proving (6okiplov) of faith works endurance (bmopovrv). Revelation distributes the same
complex across the heptad: at Smyrna, testing, faithfulness unto death, and the crown of life
(2.10); at Philadelphia, the word of endurance, the hour of testing, and the crown (3.10-11).
By Section V’s own discipline, fusion and distribution, like compression and expansion, do
not of themselves yield direction. What survives the discipline is a census fact: in the entire
swept field the fused complex occurs in exactly one verse, Jas 1.12, and its distributed form
in exactly one book.

The fourth question asks whether the correspondences cluster. They do, and on a remarkably
small stretch of text. James uses the anaphoric tail énnyyeidato toig ayan®dov abtdév exactly
twice, verbatim: at 1.12, of the crown, and at 2.5, of the poor whom God chose to be rich in
faith and heirs of the kingdom ‘which he promised to those who love him’. The two promised
contents correspond to two adjacent verses of the message to Smyrna. Rev. 2.10 promises
the crown. Rev. 2.9, the sentence before, pronounces the paradox: I know your poverty - but
you are rich. The pricing must be symmetrical here as everywhere. The kingdom promised
to the poor carries beatitude resonance (Mt. 5.3; Lk. 6.20), and ‘those who love him’ is itself
scriptural idiom (Exod. 20.6). But the beatitude does not supply the figure James shares
with Smyrna - the poor pronounced rich - and the beatitude form itself is a further mild
contact: James’s pokdaploc 6 vmopévwy stands beside a book that speaks seven macarisms
(Rev. 1.3; 14.13; 16.15; 19.9; 20.6; 22.7, 14). Section V’s fourth criterion asked for clustered
correspondences unlikely to arise from shared diction alone. Two promise-anaphora, one
epistle, landing on two consecutive verses of one proclamation, is such a cluster - with one
asymmetry that must be stated against it. The adjacency is Revelation’s, not James’s: the
epistle separates the two anaphora by a chapter, and only the proposed source holds their
contents side by side. Under the hypothesis being tested that is what borrowing from one
small locus looks like; outside it, it is a fact about Revelation that James merely touches twice.
The cluster therefore supports the case rather than carrying it: it establishes that James’s
promise-reports concentrate on one stretch of one proclamation, and the directional weight
rests where it belongs, on the formula and the speech-act asymmetry.

The common-source audit must now be run at full strength, against its best candidate rather
than its weakest. The candidate is 4 Macc. 17.12-15, the theatre of the martyrs’ contest:

NOA0BETEL Yap TOTE Apetn 61 vmopoviic boripdlovoa: 1O PIKOG apbapoia £v Cwij
moAvypoviw ... BeooéPera 6& Evika TOLG EaLTHG AOANTAG OTEQAVODOQ.

For on that day virtue was the umpire, proving them through endurance; the vic-
tory was incorruption in long-lasting life ... and godliness won, crowning her own
athletes.

This passage supplies the field from which both writers could draw: a Jewish martyrological
agon in which testing proceeds through endurance to a crowning and a life-adjacent prize.
It does not supply the formula. The crown is a verb (otepavodoa), not the noun-phrase; the
prize named is a@bapoia, with Cwn only as qualified duration; the frame is spectacle, not
promise; there is no first-person giver and no énayyeiia. Common tradition of this kind ex-
plains why both texts inhabit the same imagery; it does not explain why they alone share one
exact noun-formula inside a promise structure. The pseudepigrapha sweep adds a second
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candidate, stronger on the very axis where 4 Maccabees is weak. In the Testament of Job,
God promises the tested man directly: Satan will assault him but cannot kill him, and &&v
vmopeivng - if you endure - his name will be made renowned; £€on yap wg AOANTNC TLUKTEOWY
Kol KoPTeEP®OV OVOoLG Kal Ekbeyodpevog tov otépavov, ‘for you will be like an athlete, trading
blows and bearing pains and awaiting the crown’ (T. Job 4.4-10). Here is the promise-shape
itself: first-person divine speech, conditional endurance, Satanic testing, a crown. Three ob-
servations price it. The crown is bare and agonistic - wg aOAnTg, the register of 4 Maccabees
and 1 Cor. 9.25 - with no genitive at all, and the rewards T. Job names are renown, double
restitution, and resurrection, never a genitive of Cwn. The death-clause runs inverted: T. Job’s
promise exempts the endurer from death, where Rev. 2.10 promises the crown through it,
maotog aypt Oavdtov. And the tradition’s bearing on James is not hypothetical but confessed:
Jas 5.11 appeals to the vmopovn of Job by name, at the far pole of the epistle’s own 1.12/5.11
bracket. The Job field is therefore demonstrably live in James - and it still does not supply the
formula. A James drawing the complex from that field would inherit a genitive-free athlete’s
crown; the crown James reports carries th¢ Cwi|g, the paradigm signature of exactly one ex-
tant book, inside an anaphora whose contents land on Rev. 2.9-10. The remaining alternative,
an unattested dominical saying behind both texts, must be priced by the economy criterion
of Section VI: it postulates a lost source to explain what an extant text already performs, and
it must additionally explain why the epistle’s second promise-anaphora lands on the adjacent
Smyrna verse. The Septuagint, meanwhile, sits on a particular side of this ledger. The one
scriptural crown for endurers is Zech. 6.14 LXX: 0 6& oté@avog £0tat Toi¢ dImopévovaty, the
crown shall be for those who endure. Revelation’s promise thus exhibits the ancestry this ar-
ticle’s test expects of Revelation: a readable prophetic antecedent, transformed in the book’s
own paradigm. James’s formula presupposes a promiser it does not name.

Two further data complete the case. The reception trace exists, and at the addressed church.
The Martyrdom of Polycarp, memorialising the bishop of Smyrna’s fidelity unto death, twice
awards him the crown of incorruption (17.1; 19.2) - the promise-shape of Rev. 2.10 received
at Smyrna itself, its lexeme shifted into the register of 4 Maccabees and 1 Cor. 9.25. And the
stakes within James are structural, not incidental. On Eng’s analysis of the epistle’s archi-
tecture, 1.12 is not a stray macarism but the thesis statement of the whole letter, bracketed
with the endurance macarism of 5.11 (Eng 2022). This article takes from that analysis only
its structural finding; the directional claim advanced here is not Eng’s. But the finding raises
the stakes of the test: if the arrow holds, it reaches the epistle’s spine.

The five criteria of Section VI can now be checked against the case. A marked formal unit:
a formula unique in a field of sixty thousand units, within a demonstrably productive slot. A
plausible chronological overlap: secured by the openness of James’s date, without re-dating
either text. An asymmetrical transformation: performative to anaphoric, paradigm-native to
isolate, distributed to fused. A reception trace: at the addressed church, within living mem-
ory. The absence of an equally economical common source: audited against the strongest
candidate, which supplies the field and not the formula. The case is therefore stated at the
strength Section V calibrated: a serious local result, not a demonstration. Its defeat condi-
tions can now be stated with the sweep behind them rather than ahead of them. An attested
promise of a otépavocg Tiig Cwic in a text securely earlier than Revelation would reopen the
common-source audit - reopen, not mechanically defeat, since the weight of any such attesta-
tion would itself depend on date, recension, and transmission: the pseudepigrapha reach the
present through Christian hands, and in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs the crowns
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stand beside interpolated martyr-material in the same witnesses. No such attestation was
found. The strongest standing alternative deserves its proper station: the generic reading of
émmyyeldato - James reporting the general scriptural promise that God rewards those who
love him, in Septuagintal idiom - is the null hypothesis, not an exotic escape. What overcomes
it is not the cluster but the count: a generic report has the whole promise-tradition to draw
its content from, and the content it draws twice is a formula the entire swept field supplies
exactly once outside James, inside a performed promise. The case is defeated outright if that
markedness finding fails under a still wider sweep, or if the formula itself can be shown to
circulate as generic promise-language in evidence the census has not reached.

What this section has not done should be stated as plainly as what it has. It has not dated
James, and does not need to. It has not passed the gate of Section II, and does not claim
to. It has not decided the maximal thesis. It has run the programme of Section VI once,
to completion, under stated rules, with the audit conducted against the alternative’s best
material and the defeat conditions on the table. Section V said the test is designed to be lost
as well as won. Run, this one has not been lost.

VIII. Conditions of Adjudication

The three claims can now be tested under different conditions.

Absolute priority is defeated by an external or material anchor - not by the corpus’s self-
narrated chronology - placing the composition of any Pauline letter before the earliest plau-
sible date of Revelation’s received form. The Delphi inscription is such an anchor for Gallio’s
tenure; itis not such an anchor for 1 Thessalonians, which it reaches only through Acts. Under
the standard reconstruction the claim is priced by the Gallio-Acts synchronism; but the re-
construction’s load-bearing link is contested (Pervo 2006; Tyson 2006) and is, on the method
of this article, subject to the same audit as the evidence it is asked to overrule - contestable,
though not equally contestable at every link. A pre-70 date for Revelation is insufficient by
itself to establish the claim; the synchronism is insufficient by itself to defeat it.

Corpus priority is defeated by evidence of a sevenfold Pauline church collection demonstrably
circulating before Revelation, or by a persuasive demonstration that Revelation’s number,
order, and single-book architecture depend on such a collection. The mere prior existence of
Pauline letters does not meet that burden.

Generative priority is defeated locally wherever an earlier source or shared tradition explains
the correspondence more economically, or where the proposed direction cannot account for
the borrower’s transformation. It is strengthened when a marked cluster appears in Revela-
tion in compressed form, recurs elsewhere in elaborated form, and lacks a better common
antecedent.

The executed case of Section VII is governed by the same clause and carries its own conditions,
stated there: a securely pre-Revelation attestation of the crown-of-life formula, which would
reopen its common-source audit; a demonstration that James’s promise-anaphora is generic
rather than particular; the failure of the markedness finding under a wider sweep. Its defeat
would remove one arrow, not the programme.

The historiographic claim is defeated by identification of a sustained modern historical-critical
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treatment that explicitly distinguishes and tests these three levels. That would be a welcome
correction, because it would supply the debate this article seeks to establish.

These are conditions of adjudication rather than theatrical falsification clauses. Historical
arguments rarely turn on one observation that mechanically destroys a thesis. They turn on
comparative explanatory cost. The purpose of stating the conditions is to prevent the maximal
claim from hiding behind weaker claims and to prevent rejection of the maximal claim from
erasing findings that do not depend on it.

IX. Conclusion

The strongest form of Revelation First is harder than an early-date argument. A Neronian
reading of the beast number and the Gallio synchronism create a genuine chronological gate,
and the standard reconstruction places 1 Thessalonians before the earliest plausible Neronian
Apocalypse - on the strength of a stone that dates a proconsul, and a narrative internal to the
corpus under examination. Any case for absolute priority must address that gate directly.
This article has not pretended to pass it; it has identified the exact links at which it can be
passed or lost, and has shown where the load-bearing link sits under the same audit the article
applies throughout - contestable in kind, strongest of its kind. The maximal thesis remains
live, but no longer vague.

It has established a bounded result that does not depend on passing that gate. Revelation
1-3 is the earliest extant Christian text that itself constructs a closed corpus addressed to
seven named churches. No evidence places a sevenfold Pauline church collection before
it. The Muratorian Fragment explicitly interprets Paul as following John’s order, and a major
recent account that places Revelation in the shadow of Pauline collections acknowledges both
the absence of a first-century sevenfold Pauline corpus and Revelation’s archetypal force.
The direction of formal priority therefore need not match the direction of every component’s
composition.

A second bounded result now stands beside it. The programme’s first executed case finds the
crown of life corpus-unique to Rev. 2.10 and Jas 1.12 across sixty thousand units of the rele-
vant Greek fields, and the direction Revelation-to-James materially stronger than its audited
alternatives - at the calibrated strength Section V set for a serious local result, and with its
defeat conditions stated.

The received sequence has treated ‘Paul first, Revelation later’ as a single answer. It is at
least four questions: when were the individual texts composed; when were they collected;
when were they configured as corpora; and which forms became generative for later writing
and reception? Once those questions are separated, Revelation no longer sits only at the end
of a line. In one demonstrable sense, it stands at the beginning of one. In the strongest sense,
the question remains expensive but now exact. What it can no longer be is unasked.
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