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He had already taken orders, and in 1835 began his eighteen-year tenure of the vicarage of Wymeswold in Leicestershire, from which seclusion the twice-repeated offer of a colonial bishopric failed to draw him. He was Hulsean lecturer at Cambridge in 1841-1842, and steadily built up a reputation as scholar and preacher, which might have been greater if not for his excursions into minor poetry and magazine editing.

In 1844, he joined the Cambridge Camden Society (CCS) which published a list of do's and don'ts for church layout which they promoted as a science. He commissioned A.W.N. Pugin to restore St Mary's church. He also was a member of the Metaphysical Society, founded in 1869 by James Knowles.

In September 1853 Alford moved to Quebec Chapel, Marylebone, London, where he had a large congregation. In March 1857 Lord Palmerston advanced him to the deanery of Canterbury, where, till his death, he lived the same energetic and diverse lifestyle as ever. He had been the friend of most of his eminent contemporaries, and was much beloved for his amiable character. The inscription on his tomb, chosen by himself, is Diversorium Viatoris Hierosolymam Proficiscentis ("the inn of a traveler on his way to Jerusalem").

Alford was a talented artist, as his picture-book, The Riviera (1870), shows, and he had abundant musical and mechanical talent. Besides editing the works of John Donne, he published several volumes of his own verse, The School of the Heart (1835), The Abbot of Muchelnaye (1841), The Greek Testament. The Four Gospels (1849), and a number of hymns, the best-known of which are "Forward! be our watchword," "Come, ye thankful people, come", and "Ten thousand times ten thousand." He translated the Odyssey, wrote a well-known manual of idiom, A Plea for the Queen's English (1863), and was the first editor of the Contemporary Review (1866 - 1870).

His chief fame rests on his monumental edition of the New Testament in Greek (4 vols.), which occupied him from 1841 to 1861. In this work he first produced a careful collation of the readings of the chief manuscripts and the researches of the ripest continental scholarship of his day. Philological rather than theological in character, it marked an epochal change from the old homiletic commentary, and though more recent research, patristic and papyral, has largely changed the method of New Testament exegesis, Alford's work is still a quarry where the student can dig with a good deal of profit.

His Life, written by his widow, appeared in 1873 (Rivington).

Introduction

CHAPTER VI

THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS

SECTION I

ITS AUTHORSHIP

1. THE recognition of this Epistle has been as general,—and the exceptions to it for the most part the same,—as in the case of the last.

2. The principal testimonies of early Christian writers are the following:

( α) Irenæus, adv. Hær. iii. 7. 2, p. 182:

“Quoniam autem hyperbatis frequenter utitur Apostolus (Paulus, from what precedes) propter velocitatem sermonum suorum, et propter impetum qui in ipso est Spiritus, ex multis quidem aliis est invenire.… Et iterum in secunda ad Thessalonicenses de Antichristo dicens, ait: Et tunc revelabitur,” &c. ch. 2:8, 9.

( β) Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 2 Corinthians 11:3 (17), p. 655 P.:

οὐκ ἐν πᾶσι, φησὶν ὁ ἀπόστολος, ἡ γνῶσις, προσεύχεσθε δὲ ἵνα ῥυσθῶμεν ἀπὸ τῶν ἀτόπων καὶ πονηρῶν ἀνθρώπων· οὐ γὰρ πάντων ἡ πίστις (2 Thessalonians 3:1-2).

( γ) Tertullian, de resurr. carnis c. 24, vol. ii. p. 828: following on the citation from the first Epistle given above, ch. v. § i. 3, … “et in secunda, pleniore sollicitudine ad eosdem: obsecro autem vos, fratres, per adventum Domini nostri Jesu Christi,” &c. (ch. 2:1, 2.)

3. The objections brought by Schmidt (Einl. ii. p. 256 ff.), Kern (Tübing. Zeitschrift für 1839, 2 heft.), and Baur (Paulus, u.s.w. p. 488 ff.) against the genuineness of the Epistle, in as far as they rest on the old story of similarities and differences as compared with St. Paul’s acknowledged Epistles, have been already more than once dealt with. I shall now only notice those which regard points peculiar to our Epistle itself.

4. It is said that this second Epistle is not consistent with the first: that directed their attention to the Lord’s coming as almost immediate: this interposes delay,—the apostasy,—the man of sin, &c. It really seems as if no propriety nor exact fitting of circumstances would ever satisfy such critics. It might be imagined that this very discrepancy, even if allowed, would tell most strongly in favour of the genuineness.

5. It is alleged by Kern, that the whole prophetic passage, ch. 2:1 ff., does not correspond with the date claimed for the Epistle. It is assumed, that the man of sin is Nero, who was again to return, Revelation 17:10,— ὁ κατέχων, Vespasian,—the ἀποστασία, the falling away of Jews and Christians alike. This view, it is urged, fits a writer in A.D. 68–70, between Nero’s death and the destruction of Jerusalem. But than this nothing can be more inconclusive. Why have we not as good a right to say, that this interpretation is wrong, because it does not correspond to the received date of the Epistle, as vice versâ? To us (see below, § v) the interpretation is full of absurdity, and therefore the argument carries no conviction.

6. It is maintained again, that ch. 3:17 is strongly against the genuineness of our Epistle: for that there was no reason for guarding against forgeries; and as for πάσῃ ἐπιστολῇ, the Apostle had written but one. For an answer to this, see note in loc. where both the reason for inserting this is adduced, and it is shewn, that almost all of his Epistles either are expressly, or may be understood as having been, thus authenticated.

7. See the objections of Schmidt, Schrader, Kern, and Baur, treated at length in Lünemann’s Einleitung to his Commentary, pp. 161–167: and in Davidson, Introd. vol. ii. pp. 484, end.

SECTION II

FOR WHAT READERS, AND WITH WHAT OBJECT IT WAS WRITTEN

1. The former particular has been already sufficiently explained in the corresponding section of the Prolegomena to the first Epistle. But inasmuch as the condition of the Thessalonian Church in the mean time bears closely upon the object of the Epistle, I resume here the consideration of their circumstances and state of mind.

2. We have seen that there were those among them, who were too ready to take up and exaggerate the prevalence of the subject of Christ’s coming among the topics of the Apostle’s teaching. These persons, whether encouraged by the tone of the first Epistle or not, we cannot tell (for we cannot see any reference to the first Epistle in ch. 2:2, see note there), were evidently teaching, as an expansion of St. Paul’s doctrine, or as under his authority, or even as enjoined in a letter from him (ib. note), the actual presence of the day of the Lord. In consequence of this, their minds had become unsettled: they wanted directing into the love of God and the imitation of Christ’s patience (ch. 3:5). Some appear to have left off their daily employments, and to have been taking advantage of the supposed reign of Christ to be walking disorderly.

3. It was this state of things, which furnished the occasion for our Epistle being written. Its object is to make it clear to them that the day of Christ, though a legitimate matter of expectation for every Christian, and a constant stimulus for watchfulness, was not yet come: that a course and development of events must first happen, which he lays forth to them in the spirit of prophecy: shewing them that this development has already begun, and that not until it has ripened will the coming of the Lord take place.

4. This being the occasion of writing the Epistle, there are grouped round the central subject two other general topics of solace and confirmation: comfort under their present troubles (ch. 1): exhortation to honesty and diligence, and avoidance of the idle and disorderly (ch. 3).

SECTION III

PLACE AND TIME OF WRITING

1. In the address of the Epistle, we find the same three, Paul, Silvanus, and Timotheus, associated together, as in the first Epistle. This circumstance would at once direct us to Corinth, where Silas and Timotheus rejoined St. Paul (Acts 18:5), and whence we do not read that they accompanied him on his departure for Asia (Acts 18:18). And as we believe the first Epistle to have been written from that city, it will be most natural, considering the close sequence of this upon that first, to place the writing of it at Corinth, somewhat later in this same visit of a year and a half (Acts 18:11).

2. How long after the writing of the first Epistle in the winter of A.D. 52 (see above, ch. v. § iii. 3) we are to fix the date of our present one, must be settled merely by calculations of probability, and by the indications furnished in the Epistle itself.

3. The former of these do not afford us much help. For we can hardly assume with safety that the Apostle had received intelligence of the effects of his first Epistle, seeing that we have found cause to interpret ch. 2:2 not of that Epistle, but of false ones, circulated under the Apostle’s name. All that we can assume is, that more intelligence had arrived from Thessalonica: how soon after his writing to them, we cannot say. Their present state, as we have seen above, was but a carrying forward and exaggerating of that already begun when the former letter was sent: so that a very short time would suffice to have advanced them from the one grade of undue excitement to the other.

4. Nor do any hints furnished by our Epistle give us much more assistance. They are principally these. (a) In ch. 1:4, the Apostle speaks of his ἐγκαυχᾶσθαι ἐν ταῖς ἐκκλησίαις τοῦ θεοῦ concerning the endurance and faith of the Thessalonians under persecutions. It would seem from this, that the Achæan Churches (see 1 Corinthians 1:2; 2 Corinthians 1:1; Romans 16:1) had by this time acquired number and consistence. This however would furnish but a vague indication: it might point to any date after the first six months of his stay at Corinth. (b) In ch. 3:2, he desires their prayers ἵνα ῥυσθῶμεν ἀπὸ τῶν ἀτόπων καὶ πονηρῶν ἀνθρώπων. It has been inferred from this, that the tumult which occasioned his departure from Corinth was not far off: that the designs of the unbelieving Jews were drawing to a head: and that consequently our date must be fixed just before his departure. But this inference is not a safe one: for we find that his open breach with the Jews took place close upon the arrival of Silas and Timotheus (Acts 18:5-7), and that his situation immediately after this was one of peril: for in the vision which he had, the Lord said to him, οὐδεὶς ἐπιθήσεταί σοι τοῦ κακῶσαί σε.

5. So that we really have very little help in determining our date, from either of these sources. All we can say is, that it must be fixed, in all likelihood, between the winter of 52 and the spring of 54: and taking the medium, we may venture to place it somewhere about the middle of the year 53.

SECTION IV

STYLE

1. The style of our Epistle, like that of the first, is eminently Pauline. Certain dissimilarities have been pointed out by Baur, &c. (see above, § i. 3): but they are no more than might be found in any one undoubted writing of our Apostle. In a fresh and vigorous style, there will ever be, so to speak, librations over any rigid limits of habitude which can be assigned: and such are to be judged of, not by their mere occurrence and number, but by their subjective character being or not being in accordance with the writer’s well-known characteristics. Professor Jowett has treated one by one the supposed inconsistencies with Pauline usage (vol. i. p. 139 f.), and shewn that there is no real difficulty in supposing any of the expressions to have been used by St. Paul. He has also collected a very much larger number of resemblances in manner and phraseology to the Apostle’s other writings. The student who makes use of the references in this edition will be able to mark out these for himself, and to convince himself that the style of our Epistle is so closely related to that of the rest, as to shew that the same mind was employed in the choice of the words and the construction of the sentences.

2. One portion of this Epistle, viz. the prophetic section, ch. 2:1–12, as it is distinguished from the rest in subject, so differs in style, being, as is usual with the more solemn and declaratory paragraphs of St. Paul, loftier in diction and more abrupt and elliptical in construction. The passage in question will be found on comparison to bear, in style and flow of sentences, a close resemblance to the denunciatory and prophetic portions of the other Epistles: compare for instance Acts 18:3 with Colossians 2:8; Colossians 2:16; Colossians 2:8-9 with 1 Corinthians 15:24-28; 1 Corinthians 15:10 with Romans 1:18, 1 Corinthians 1:18, 2 Corinthians 2:15; 2 Corinthians 2:11 with Romans 1:24; Romans 1:26; Romans 1:12 with Romans 2:5; Romans 2:9, and Romans 1:32.

SECTION V

ON THE PROPHETIC IMPORT OF CH. 2:1–12

1. It may be well, before entering on this, to give the passage, as it stands in our rendering in the notes(70).

“(1) But we entreat you, brethren, in regard of the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, and our gathering together to Him,—(2) in order that ye should not be lightly shaken from your mind nor troubled, neither by spirit, nor by word, nor by epistle as from us, to the effect that the day of the Lord is present. (3) Let no man deceive you in any manner: for [that day shall not come] unless there have come the apostasy first, and there have been revealed the man of sin, the son of perdition, (4) he that withstands and exalts himself above every one that is called God or an object of adoration, so that he sits in the temple of God, shewing himself that he is God. (5) … (6) And now ye know that which hinders, in order that he may be revealed in his own time. (7) For the MYSTERY ALREADY is working of lawlessness, only until he that now hinders be removed: (8) and then shall be REVEALED the LAWLESS ONE, whom the Lord Jesus will destroy by the breath of His mouth, and annihilate by the appearance of His coming: (9) whose coming is according to the working of Satan in all power and signs and wonders of falsehood, (10) and in all deceit of unrighteousness for those who are perishing, because they did not receive the love of the truth in order to their being saved. (11) And on this account God is sending to them the working of error, in order that they should believe the falsehood, (12) that all might be judged who did not believe the truth, but found pleasure in iniquity.”

2. It will be my object to give a brief résumé of the history of the interpretation of this passage, and afterwards to state what I conceive to have been its meaning as addressed to the Thessalonians, and what as belonging to subsequent ages of the Church of Christ. The history of its interpretation I have drawn from several sources: principally from Lünemann’s Schlussbemerkungen to chap. ii. of his Commentary, pp. 204–217.

3. The first particulars in the history must be gleaned from the early Fathers. And their interpretation is for the most part well marked and consistent. They all regard it as a prophecy of the future, as yet unfulfilled when they wrote. They all regard the παρουσία as the personal return of our Lord to judgment and to bring in His Kingdom. They all regard the adversary here described as an individual person, the incarnation and concentration of sin(71).

IRENÆUS, adv. hær. v. 25. 1, p. 322: “Ille enim (Antichristus) omnem suscipiens diaboh virtutem, veniet non quasi rex justus nec quasi in subjectione Dei legitimus: sed impius et injustus et sine lege, quasi apostata, et iniquus et homicida, quasi latro, diabolicam apostasiam in se recapitulans: et idola quidem seponens, ad suadendum quod ipse sit Deus: se autem extollens unum idolum, habens in semetipso reliquorum idolorum varium errorem: ut hi qui per multas abominationes adorant diabolum, hi per hoc unum idolum serviant ipsi, de quo apostolus in Epistola quæ est ad Thessalonicenses secunda, sic ait” (Romans 1:3-4).

Again, ib. 3, p. 323: “ ‘Usque ad tempus temporum et dimidium temporis’ (Daniel 7:25), hoc est, per triennium et sex menses, in quibus veniens regnabit super terram. De quo iterum et apostolus Paulus in secunda ad Thess., simul et causam adventus ejus annuntians, sic ait” (Daniel 7:8 ff.).

Again, ib. 30. 4, p. 330: “Cum autem devastaverit Antichristus hic omnia in hoc mundo, regnabit annis tribus et mensibus sex, et sedebit in templo Hierosolymis: tum veniet Dominus de cœlis in nubibus, in gloria Patris, illum quidem et obedientes ei in stagnum ignis mittens: adducens autem justis regni tempora, hoc est requietionem, septimam diem sanctificatam; et restituens Abrahæ promissionem hæreditatis: in quo regno ait Dominus, multos ab Oriente et Occidente venientes, recumbere cum Abraham, Isaac et Jacob.”

TERTULLIAN, de Resurr. c. 24, vol. ii. p. 829, quoting the passage, inserts after ὁ κατέχων, “quis, nisi Romanus status? cujus abscessio in decem reges dispersa Antichristum superducet, et tum revelabitur iniquus.” See also his Apol. c. 32, vol. i. p. 447.

JUSTIN MARTYR, dial. cum Tryph. c. 110, p. 203: δύο παρουσίαι αὐτοῦ κατηγγελμέναι εισί, μία μὲν ὲν ᾗ παθητὸς καὶ ἄδοξος καὶ ἄτιμος καὶ σταυρούμενος κεκήρυκται, ἡ δὲ δευτέρα ἐν ᾗ μετὰ δόξης ὰπὸ τῶν οὐρανῶν πάρεσται, ὅταν καὶ ὁ τῆς ἀποστασίας ἄνθρωπος, ὁ καὶ εἰς τὸν ὕψιστον ἔξαλλα λαλῶν, ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἄνομα τολμήσῃ εἰς ἡμᾶς τοὺς χριστιανούς.

ORIGEN, contra Cels. vi. 45 f. vol. i. p. 667 f.: ἔχρην δὲ τὸν μὲν ἕτερον τῶν ἄκρων, καὶ βέλτιστον, υἱὸν ἀναγορεύεσθαι τοῦ θεοῦ, διὰ τὴν ὑπεροχήν· τὸν δὲ τούτῳ κατὰ διάμετρον ἐναντίον, υἱὸν τοῦ πονηροῦ δαίμονος, καὶ σατανᾶ, καὶ διαβόλου … λέγει δὲ ὁ παῦλος, περὶ τούτου τοῦ καλουμένου ἀντιχρίστου διδάσκων, καὶ παριστὰς μετά τινος ἐπικρύψεως τίνα τρόπον ἐπιδημήσει, καὶ πότε τῷ γένει τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ διὰ τί. He then quotes this whole passage.

CHRYSOSTOM in loc.: τίς δὲ οὗτός ἐστιν; ἆρα ὁ σατανᾶς; οὐδαμῶς· ἀλλʼ ἄνθρωπός τις πᾶσαν αὐτοῦ δεχόμενος τὴν ἐνέργειαν. καὶ ἀποκαλυφθῇ ὁ ἄνθρωπός, φησιν, ὁ ὑπεραιρόμενος ἐπὶ πάντα λεγόμενον θεὸν ἢ σέβασμα. οὐ γὰρ εἰδωλολατρείαν ἄξει ἐκεῖνος, ἀλλʼ ἀντίθεός τις ἔσται, καὶ πάντας καταλύσει τοὺς θεούς, καὶ κελεύσει προσκυνειν αὐτὸν ἀντὶ τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ καθεσθήσεται εἰς τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ θεοῦ, οὐ τὸν ἐν ἱεροσολύμοις μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ εἰς τὰς πανταχοῦ ἐκκλησίας.

And below: καὶ τί μετὰ ταῦτα; ἐγγὺς ἡ παραμυθία. ἐπάγει γάρ· ὃν ὁ κύριος ἰησοῦς κ. τ. λ. καθάπερ γὰρ κ. τ. λ. See the rest cited in the note on Daniel 7:8.

CYRIL OF JERUS., Catech. xv. 12, p. 229: ἔρχεται δὲ ὁ προειρημένος ἀντίχριστος οὗτος, ὅταν πληρωθῶσιν οἱ καιροὶ τῆς ῥωμαίων βασιλείας, καὶ πλησιάζει λοιπὸν τὰ τῆς τοῦ κόσμου συντελείας. δέκα μὲν ὁμοῦ ῥωμαίων ἐγείρονται βασιλεῖς, ἐν διαφόροις μὲν ἴσως τόποις, κατὰ δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν βασιλεύοντες καιρόν. μετὰ δὲ τούτους ἑνδέκατος ὁ ἁντίχριστος ἐκ τῆς μαγικῆς κακοτεχνίας τὴν ῥωμαϊκὴν ἐξουσίαν ἁρπάσας.

Theodoret’s interpretation agrees with the above as to the personality of Antichrist and as to our Lord’s coming. I shall quote some portion of it below, on ὁ κατέχων, and τὸ μυστήριον.

AUGUSTINE, de civ. Dei, xx. 19. 4, vol. vii. p. 687: “Non veniet ad vivos et mortuos judicandos Christus, nisi prius venerit ad seducendos in anima mortuos adversarius ejus Antichristus.”

JEROME, Epist. cxxi., ad Algasiam, qu. 11, vol. i. p. 887 f.: “Nisi, inquit, venerit discessio primum … ut omnes gentes quæ Romano imperio subjacent, recedant ab his, et revelatus fuerit, id est, ostensus, quem omnia prophetarum verba prænunciant, homo peccati, in quo fons omnium peccatorum est, et filius perditionis, id est diaboli: ipse est enim universorum perditio, qui adversatur Christo, et ideo vocatur Antichristus; et extollitur supra omne quod dicitur Deus, ut cunctarum gentium deos, sive probatam omnem et veram religionem suo calcet pede: et in templo Dei, vel Hierosolymis (ut quidam putant), vel in ecclesia, ut verius arbitramur, sederit, ostendens se, tanquam ipse sit Christus et filius Dei: nisi, inquit, fuerit Romanum imperium ante desolatum, et Antichristus præcesserit, Christus non veniet: qui ideo ita venturus est, ut Antichristum destruat.”

4. Respecting, however, the minor particulars of the prophecy, they are not so entirely at agreement. Augustine says (de civ. Dei, xx. 19. 2, p. 685: cf. also Jerome in the note),—‘in quo templo Dei sit sessurus, incertum est: utrum in illa ruina templi quod a Salomone rege constructum est, an vero in Ecclesia. Non enim templum alicujus idoli aut dæmonis templum Dei Apostolus diceret(72).’ And from this doubt about his ‘session,’ a doubt about his person also had begun to spring up; for he continues, ‘unde nonnulli non ipsum principem sed universum quodammodo corpus ejus, id est, ad eum pertinentem hominum multitudinem simul cum ipso suo principe hoc loco intelligi Antichristum volunt.’

5. The meaning of τὸ κατέχον, though, as will be seen from the note; generally agreed to be the Roman empire, was not by any means universally acquiesced in. Theodoret says, τινὲς τὸ κατέχον τὴν ῤ ωμαϊκὴν ἐνόησαν βασιλείαν, τινὲς δὲ τὴν χάριν τοῦ πνεύματος. κατεχούσης γάρ, φησί, τῆς τοῦ πνεύματος χάριτος ἐκεῖνος οὐ παραγίνεται, ἀλλʼ οὐχ οἷόν τε παύσασθαι παντελῶς τὴν χάριν τοῦ πνεύμαγος … ἀλλʼ οὐδὲ τὴν ῥωμαϊκὴν βασιλείαν ἑτέρα διαδέξεται βασιλεία͵· διὰ γὰρ τοῦ τετάρτου θηρίου καὶ ὁ θειότατος δανιὴλ τὴν ῥωμαϊκὴν ᾐνίξατο βασιλείαν. ἐν δὲ τούτῳ τὸ μικρὸν κέρας ἐβλάστησε τὸ ποιοῦν πόλεμον μετὰ τῶν ἁγίων. αὐτὸς δὲ οὗτός ἐστι περὶ οὗ τὰ προῤῥηθέντα εἶπεν ὁ θεῖος ἀπόστολος. οὐδέτερον τούτων οἶμαι φάναι τὸν θεῖον ἀπόστολον, ἀλλὰ τὸ παρʼ ἑτέρων εἰρημένον εἶναι ἀληθὲς ὑπολαμβάνω. ἐδοκίμασε γὰρ ὁ τῶν ὅλων θεὸς παρὰ τὸν τῆς συντελείας αὐτὸν ὀφθῆναι καιρόν. ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ τοίνυν ὅρος νῦν ἐπέχει φανῆναι. And so also Theodor.-Mops.(73) Another meaning yet is mentioned by Chrysostom, or rather another form of that repudiated above by Theodoret, viz., that the continuance of ἡ τοῦ πνεύματος χαρις, τουτέστι χαρίσματα, hindered his appearing. And remarkably enough, he rejects this from a reason the very opposite of that which weighed with Theodoret,—viz., from the fact that spiritual gifts had ceased: ἄλλως δὲ ἔδει ἤδη παραγίνεσθαι, εἴ γε ἔμελλε τῶν χαρισμάτων ἐκλειπόντων παραγίνεσθαι· καὶ γὰρ πάλαι ἐκλέλοιπεν(74). Augustine’s remarks (ubi supra) are curious: “Quod autem ait, et nunc quid detineat scitis, … quoniam scire illos dixit, aperte hoc dicere noluit. Et ideo nos, qui nescimus quod illi sciebant, pervenire cum labore ad id quod sensit Apostolus, cupimus, nec valemus: præsertim quia et illa quæ addidit, hunc sensum faciunt obscuriorem. Nam quid est, ‘Jam enim,’ &c. (Daniel 7:7)? Ego prorsus quid dixerit, fateor me ignorare.” Then he mentions the various opinions on τὸ κατέχον, giving this as the view of some, that it was said “de malis et fictis qui sunt in ecclesia, donec perveniant ad tantum numerum qui Antichristo magnum populum faciat: et hoc esse mysterium iniquitatis quia videtur occultum …” then again quoting Daniel 7:7, adds, “hoc est, donec exeat de medio ecclesiæ mysterium iniquitatis, quod nunc occultum est.”

6. This μυστήριον τῆς ἀνομίας was also variously understood. Chrysostom says, νέρωνα ἐνταῦθα φησίν, ὡσανεὶ τύπον ὄντα τοῦ ἀντιχρίστου· καὶ γὰρ οὗτος ἐβούλετο νομίζεσθαι θεός. καὶ καλῶς εἶπε τὸ μυστήριον· οὐ γὰρ φανερῶς ὡς ἐκεῖνος, οὐδʼ ἀπηρυθριασμένως. εἰ γὰρ πρὸ χρόνου ἐκείνου ἀνευρεθη, φησίν, ὃς οὐ πολὺ τοῦ ἀντιχρίστου ἐλείπετο κατὰ τὴν κακίαν, τί θαυμαστὸν εἰ ἤδη ἔσται; οὕτω δὴ συνεσκιασμένως εἶπε, καὶ φανερὸν αὐτὸν οὐκ ἠθέλησε ποιῆσαι, οὐ διὰ δειλίαν, ἀλλὰ παιδεύων ἡμᾶς μὴ περιττὰς ἔχθρας ἀναδέχεσθαι ὅταν μηδὲν ᾖ τὸ κατεπεῖγον. This opinion is also mentioned by Augustine, al., but involves of course an anachronism. Theodoret, also mentioning it, adds: ἐγὼ δὲ οἶμαι τὰς ἀναφυείσας αἱρέσεις δηλοῦν τὸν ἀπόστολον· διʼ ἐκείνων γὰρ ὁ διάβολος πολλοὺς ἀποστήσας τῆς ἀληθείας, προκατασκευάζει τῆς ἀπάτης τὸν ὄλεθρον. μυστήριον δὲ αὐτοὺς ἀνομίας ἐκάλεσεν, ὡς κεκρυμμένην ἔχοντας τῆς ἀνομίας τὴν πάγην … ὃ κρύβδην ἀεὶ κατεσκεύαζε, τότε προφανῶς καὶ διαῤῥήδην κηρύξει.

7.(75) The view of the fathers remained for ages the prevalent one in the Church. Modifications were introduced into it, as her relation to the state gradually altered; and the Church at last, instead of being exposed to further hostilities from the secular power, rose to the head of that power; and, penetrating larger and larger portions of the world, became a representation of the kingdom of God on earth, with an imposing hierarchy at her head. Then followed, in the Church in general, and among the hierarchy in particular, a neglect of the subject of Christ’s coming. But meanwhile, those who from time to time stood in opposition to the hierarchy, understood the Apostle’s description here, as they did also the figures in the Apocalypse, of that hierarchy itself. And thus arose,—the παρουσία being regarded much as before, only as an event far off instead of near,—first in the eleventh century the idea, that the Antichrist foretold by St. Paul is the establishment and growing power of the Popedom.

8. This view first appears in the conflict between the Emperors and the Popes, as held by the partisans of the imperial power: but soon becomes that of all those who were opponents of the hierarchy, as wishing for a freer spirit in Christendom than the ecclesiastical power allowed. It was held by the Waldenses, the Albigenses, the followers of Wickliffe and Huss. The κατέχον, which retarded the destruction of the papacy, was held by them to be the Imperial power, which they regarded as simply a revival of the old Roman Empire.

9. Thus towards the time of the Reformation, this reference of Antichrist to the papal hierarchy became very prevalent: and after that event it assumed almost the position of a dogma in the Protestant Churches. It is found in Bugenhagen, Zwingle, Calvin, &c., Osiander, Baldwin, Aretius, Erasm.-Schmid, Beza, Calixtus, Calovius, Newton, Wolf, Joachim-Lange, Turretin, Benson, Bengel, Macknight, Zachariæ, Michaelis, &c.: in the symbolical books of the Lutheran Church, and in Luther’s own writings: and runs through the works of our English Reformers(76).

10. The upholders of this view generally conceive that the Papacy will go on bringing out more and more its antichristian character, till at last the παρουσία will overtake and destroy it. The ἀποστασία is the fall from pure evangelical doctrine to the traditions of men. The singular, ὁ ἄνθρωπος τῆς ἁμαρτίας, is taken collectively, to signify a ‘series et successio hominum,’ inasmuch as it is a monarchical empire which is in question, which remains one and the same, though its individual head may change. The godlessness of Antichrist, described in Daniel 7:4, is justified historically by the Pope setting himself above all authority divine and human, the words πάντα λεγόμενον θεόν, &c. being, in accordance with Scriptural usage, taken to mean the princes and governments of the world, and an allusion being found in σέβασμα to σεβαστός, the title of the Roman Emperors. The ναὸς τοῦ θεοῦ is held to be the Christian Church, and the καθίσαι to point to the tyrannical power which the Pope usurps over it. By τὸ κατέχον is understood the Roman Empire, and by ὁ κατέχων the Roman Emperor,—and history is appealed to, to shew that out of the ruins of that empire the papacy has grown up. The declaration, τὸ μυστήριον ἤδη ἐνεργεῖται τῆς ἀνομίας, is justified by the fact, that the “semina erroris et ambitionis,” which prepared the way for the papacy, were already present in the Apostle’s time. For a catalogue of the τέρατα ψεύδους, Daniel 7:9, rich material was found in relics, transubstantiation, purgatory, &c. The annihilation of Antichrist by the πνεῦμα τοῦ στόματος of the Lord, has been understood of the breaking down of his power in the spirits of men by the opening and dispersion of the word of God in its purity by means of the Reformation; and the καταργήσει τῇ ἐπιφανείᾳ τῆς παρουσίας αὐτοῦ, of the final and material annihilation of Antichrist by the coming of the Lord Himself.

11. In the presence of such a polemical interpretation directed against them, it could hardly be expected that the Roman Catholics on their side would abstain from retaliation on their opponents. Accordingly we find that such writers as Estius, al., interpret the ἀποστασία of the defection from the Romish Church and the Pope, and understand by Antichrist the heretics, especially Luther and the Protestant Church.

12. Even before the reference to the papacy, the interpreters of the Greek Church took Mohammed to be the Antichrist intended by St. Paul, and the ἀποστασία to represent the falling off of many Oriental and Greek Churches to Islamism. And this view so far influenced the Protestant Church, that some of its writers have held a double Antichrist,—an Eastern one, viz. Mohammed and the Turkish power,—and a Western, viz. the Pope and his power. So Melancthon, Bucer, Bullinger, Piscator, &c.

13. Akin to this method of interpretation is that which in our own century has found the apostasy in the enormities of the French Revolution, Antichrist in Napoleon, and τὸ κατέχον in the continuance of the German Empire: an idea, remarks Lünemann, convicted of error by the termination of that empire in 1806.

14. One opinion of modern days has been, that it is objectionable to endeavour to assign closely a meaning to the single details of the imagery used by St. Paul. This has led to giving the whole description a general, ideal, or symbolic sense. So Koppe, who thinks that the Apostle is only following the general import of the Jewish expectations, resting on the prophecy of Daniel, that there should be a season of godlessness before the time of the end, the full eruption of which he expects after his own death: he himself being ὁ κατέχων. Similarly Storr,—who sees in ἄνθρωπος τῆς ἁμαρτίας ‘potestas aliqua, Deo omnique religioni adversaria, quæ penitus incognita et futuro demum tempore se proditura sit,’ and in τὸ κατέχον, the ‘copia hominum, verissimo amore inflammatorum in Christianam religionem.’ Nitzsch again believes the ‘man of sin to be the power of godlessness’ come to have open authority, or the general contempt of all religion. Pelt, comm. in Thess. p. 204, sums up his view thus: “Mihi igitur cum Koppio adversarius ille principium esse videtur, sive vis spiritualis evangelio contraria, quæ hue usque tamen in Pontificiorum Romanorum operibus ac serie luculentissime sese prodiit, ita tamen, ut omnia etiam mala, quæ in ecclesiam compareant, ad eandem Antichristi ἐνέργειαν sint referenda. Ejus vero παρουσία, i.e. summum fastigium, quod Christi reditum, qui nihil aliud est nisi regni divini victoria(77), antecedet, futurum adhuc esse videtur, quum illud tempus procul etiam nune abesse putemus, ubi omnes terræ incolæ in eo erunt ut ad Christi sacra transeant. κατέχον vero cum Theodoreto putarim esse Dei voluntatem illud Satanæ regnum cohibentem, ne erumpat, et si mediæ spectantur causæ, apostolorum tempore maxime imperii Romani vis, et quovis ævo illa resistentia, quam malis artibus, quæ religionem subvertere student, privati commodi et honoris augendorum cupiditas opponere solet.” And Pelt thinks that the symptoms of the future corruption of the Christian Church were already discernible in the apostolic times, in the danger of falling back from Christian freedom into Jewish legality, in the mingling of heathenism with Christianity, in false γνῶσις and ἄσκησις, in angelolatry, in the “fastus a religione Christiana omnino alienus.”

15. Olshausen’s view is, that inasmuch as the personal coming of Christ is immediately to follow this revelation of Antichrist, such revelation cannot have yet taken place: and consequently, though we need not stigmatize any of the various interpretations as false, none of them has exhausted the import of the prophecy. The various untoward events and ungodly persons which have been mentioned, including the unbelief and godlessness of the present time, are all prefigurations of Antichrist, but contain only some of his characteristics, not all: it is the union of all in some one personal appearance, that shall make the full Antichrist, as the union in one Person, Jesus of Nazareth, of all the types and prophecies, constituted the full Christ. And the κατέχον is the moral and conservative influence of political states, restraining this great final outbreak. See more on this below.

16. On the other hand, some have regarded the prophecy as one already fulfilled. So Grotius, Wetstein, Le Clerc, Whitby, Schöttgen, Nösselt, Krause, and Harduin. All these concur in referring the παρουσία τοῦ κυρίου to the coming of Christ in the destruction of Jerusalem.

17. Grotius holds Antichrist to be the godless Caligula, who (Suet. Calig. 22, 33) ordered universal supplication to himself as the High God, and (Jos. Antt. xviii. 8. 2. Philo, Leg. ad Cai. § 31, vol. ii. p. 576) would have set up a colossal image of imself in the temple at Jerusalem: and in ὁ κατέχων he sees L. Vitellius, the proconsul of Syria and Judæa, whose term of office delayed the putting up of the statue,—and in ὁ ἄνομος, Simon Magus. This theory is liable to the two very serious objections, 1) that it makes ὁ ἄνθρ. τῆς ἁμαρτ. and ὁ ἄνομος into two separate persons: 2) that it involves an anachronism, our Epistle having been written after Caligula’s time.

18. According to Wetstein, the ἄνθρ. τῆς ἁμαρτίας is Titus, whose army (Jos. B. J. vi. 6. 1), καιομένου αὐτοῦ τοῦ ναοῦ, καὶ τῶν πέριξ ἁπάντων, κομίσαντες τὰς σημαίας εἰς τὸ ἱερόν, καὶ θέμεναι τῆς ἀνατολικῆς πύλης ἄντικρυς, ἔθυσάν τε αὐταῖς αὐτόθι, καὶ τὸν τίτον μετὰ μεγίστων εὐφημιῶν ἀπέφηναν αὐτοκράτορα. His κατέχων is Nero, whose death was necessary for the reign of Titus,—and his ἀποστασία, the rebellion and slaughter of three princes, Galba, Otho, and Vitellius, which brought in the Flavian family. But this is the very height of absurdity, and surely needs no serious refutation.

19. Hammond(78) makes the man of sin to be Simon Magus, and the Gnostics, whose head he was. The ἐπισυναγωγὴ ἐπʼ αὐτόν, Daniel 7:1, he interprets as the “major libertas coëundi in ecclesiasticos cœtus ad colendum Christum:” the ἀποστασία, the falling off of Christians to Gnosticism (1 Timothy 4:1): ἀποκαλυφθῆναι, the Gnostics “putting off their disguise, and revealing themselves in their colours, i.e. cruel, professed enemies to Christ and Christians:” 1 Timothy 4:4 refers to Simon “making himself the supreme Father of all, who had created the God of the Jews” (Iren. i. 24. 1, 2, p. 100 f.). By τὸ κατέχον, he understands the union yet subsisting more or less between the Christians and the Jews in the Apostle’s estimation, which was removed when the Apostles entirely separated from the Jews: and ὁ κατέχων he maintains to be virtually the same with τὸ κατέχον, but if any masculine subject must be supplied, would make it ὁ νόμος. The μυστήριον τῆς ἀνομίας he refers to the wicked lives of these Gnostics, but mostly to their persecution of the Christians. 1 Timothy 4:8 he explains of the conflict at Rome between Simon and the Apostles Peter and Paul, which ended in the death of the former. Lünemann adds, “The exegetical and historical monstrosity of this interpretation is at present universally acknowledged.”

20. Le Clerc holds the ἀποστασία to be the rebellion of the Jewish people against the yoke of Rome: the man of sin, the rebel Jews, and especially their leader Simon, son of Giora, whose atrocities are related, in Josephus:— πᾶς λεγόμ. θεὸς κ. τ. λ., denotes the government:— τὸ κατέχον is whatever hindered the open breaking out of the rebellion,—partly the influence of those Jews in office who dissuaded the war,—partly fear of the Roman armies: and ὁ κατέχων, on one side, the “prœses Romanus,”—on the other, the “gentis proceres, rex Agrippa et pontifices plurimi.” The μυστήριον τῆς ἀνομίας is the rebellious ambition, which under the cloke of Jewish independence and zeal for the law of Moses, was even then at work, and at length broke openly forth.

21. Whitby takes the Jewish people for Antichrist, and finds in the apostasy the falling away of the Jewish converts to their old Judaism, alluded to in the Epistle to the Hebrews (3:12–14; 4:11; 6:4–6; 10:26, 27 al. fr.). His κατέχων is “the Emperor Claudius, who will let till he be taken away, i.e. he will hinder the Jews from breaking out into an open rebellion in his time, they being so signally and particularly obliged by him, that they cannot for shame think of revolting from his government.”

22. Schöttgen (vol. i. p. 861 ff.) takes Antichrist to be the Pharisees, Rabbis, and doctors of the law, who set up themselves above God, and had impious stories tending to bring Him into contempt: the ἀποστασία, the rebellion against Rome: the κατέχον, “Christiani, qui precibus suis rem aliquando distulerunt, donec oraculo divino admoniti Hierosolymis abierunt, et Pellam secesserunt:” the μυστήριον τῆς ἀνομίας, “ipsa doctrina perversa,” referring to 1 Timothy 3:16.

23. Nösselt and Krause understand by Antichrist the Jewish zealots, and by the κατέχον, Claudius, as Whitby. Lastly, Harduin makes the ἀποστασία the falling off of the Jews to paganism,—the man of sin, the High Priest Ananias (Acts 23:2),—the κατέχων, his predecessor, whose term of office must come to an end before he could be elected. From the beginning of his term, the ἄνθρωπος τῆς ἁμαρτίας was working as a prophet of lies, and was destroyed at the taking of Jerusalem by Titus.

24. All these prœterist interpretations have against them one fatal objection:—that it is impossible to conceive of the destruction of Jerusalem as in any sense corresponding to the παρουσία in St. Paul’s sense of the term: see especially, as bearing immediately on this passage, 1 Thessalonians 2:19; 1 Thessalonians 3:13; 1 Thessalonians 4:15; 1 Thessalonians 5:23.

25. A third class of interpretations is that adopted by many of the modern German expositors, and their followers in England. It is best described perhaps in the words of De Wette (Einl. Handb. ii. 132): “He goes altogether wrong, who finds here any more than the Apostle’s subjective anticipation from his own historical position, of the future of the Christian Church;” and expanded by Mr. Jowett (vol. ii. p. 178), “Such passages (Ephesians 6:12) are a much safer guide to the interpretation of the one we are considering, than the meaning of similar passages in the Old Testament. For they indicate to us the habitual thought of the Apostle’s mind: ‘a falling away first,’ suggested probably by the wavering which he saw around him among his own converts, the grievous wolves that were entering into the Church of Ephesus (Acts 20:29): the turning away of all them of Asia (2 Timothy 1:15). When we consider that his own converts, and his Jewish opponents, were all the world to him,—that through them, as it were in a glass, he appeared to himself to see the workings of human nature generally, we understand how this double image of good and evil should have presented itself to him, and the kind of necessity which he felt, that Christ and Antichrist should alternate with each other. It was not that he foresaw some great conflict, decisive of the destinies of mankind. What he anticipated far more nearly resembled the spiritual combat in the seventh chapter of the Romans. It was the same struggle, written in large letters, as Plato might have said, not on the tables of the heart, but on the scene around: the world turned inside out, as it might be described: evil as it is in the sight of God, and as it realizes itself to the conscience, putting on an external shape, transforming itself into a person.”

26. This hypothesis is so entirely separate from all others, that there seems no reason why we should not deal with it at once and on its own ground, before proceeding farther. It will be manifest to any one who exercises a moment’s thought, that the question moved by it simply resolves itself into this: Was the Apostle, or was he not, writing in the power of a spirit higher than his own? In other words, we are here at the very central question of Inspiration or no Inspiration: not disputing about any of its details, which have ever been matters of doubt among Christians: but just asking, for the Church and for the world, Have we, in any sense, God speaking in the Bible, or have we not? If we have,—then of all passages, it is in these which treat so confidently of futurity, that we must recognize His voice: if we have it not in these passages, then where are we to listen for it at all? Does not this hypothesis, do not they who embrace it, at once reduce the Scriptures to books written by men,—their declarations to the assertions of dogmatizing teachers,—their warnings to the apprehensions of excited minds,—their promises to the visions of enthusiasts,—their prophecies, to anticipations which may be accounted for by the circumstances of the writers, but have in them no objective permanent truth whatever?

27. On such terms, I fairly confess I am not prepared to deal with a question like that before us. I believe that our Lord uttered the words ascribed to Him by St. John (ch. 16:12, 13); I believe the apostolic Epistles to be the written proof of the fulfilment of that promise, as the apostolic preaching and labours were the spoken and acted proof: and in writing such passages as this, and 1 Thessalonians 4:13-17, and 1 Corinthians 15, I believe St. Paul to have been giving utterance, not to his own subjective human opinions, but to truths which the Spirit of God had revealed to him: which he put forth indeed in writing and in speaking, as God had placed him, in a Church which does not know of the time of her Lord’s coming,—as God had constituted his own mind, the vessel and organ of these truths, and gifted him with power of words,—but still, as being the truth for the Church to be guided by, not his own forebodings, for her to be misled by. What he may have meant by his expressions, is a question open to the widest and freest discussion: but that what he did mean, always under the above necessary conditions, is truth for us to receive, not opinion for us to canvass, is a position, the holding or rejecting of which might be very simply and strictly shewn to constitute the difference between one who receives, and one who repudiates, Christian revelation itself.

28. I now proceed to enquire, which, or whether any of all the above hypotheses, with the exception of the last, seems worthy of our acceptance. For the reason given above (24), I pass over those which regard the prophecy as fulfilled. The destruction of Jerusalem is inadequate as an interpretation of the coming of the Lord here: He has not yet come in any sense adequate to such interpretation: therefore the prophecy has yet to be fulfilled.

29. The interpretations of the ancient Fathers deserve all respect, short of absolute adoption because they were their interpretations. We must always in such cases strike a balance. In living near to the time when the speaking voice yet lingered in the Church, they had an advantage over us: in living far down in the unfolding of God’s purposes, we have an advantage over them. They may possibly have heard things which we have never heard: we certainly have seen things which they never saw. In each case, we are bound to enquire, which of these two is likely to preponderate?

30. Their consensus in expecting a personal Antichrist, is, I own, a weighty point. There was nothing in their peculiar circumstances or temperament, which prevented them from interpreting all that is here said as a personification, or from allegorizing it, as others have done since. This fact gives that interpretation a historical weight, the inference from which it is difficult to escape. The subject of the coming of Antichrist must have been no uncommon one in preaching and in converse, during the latter part of the first, and the second century. That no echoes of the apostolic sayings on the matter, should have reached thus far, no savour of the first outpouring of interpretation by the Spirit penetrated through the next generation, can hardly be conceived. So far, I feel, the patristic view carries with it some claim to our acceptance.

31. The next important point, the interpretation of τὸ κατέχον and ὁ κατέχων, rests, I would submit, on different grounds. Let us for a moment grant, that by the former of these words was imported the temporal political power, and by the latter, he who wielded it. Such being the case, the concrete interpretation most likely to be adopted by the Fathers would be, the Roman Empire, which existed before their eyes as that political power. But we have seen that particular power pass away, and be broken up: and that very passing away has furnished us with a key to the prophecy, which they did not possess.

32. On the μυστήριον τῆς ἀνομίας, as has been seen, they are divided: but even were it otherwise, their concrete interpretations are just those things in which we are not inferior to them, but rather superior. The prophecy has since their time expanded its action over a wide and continually increasing historic field: it is for us to observe what they could not, and to say what it is which could be thus described,—then at work, ever since at work, and now at work; and likely to issue in that concentration and revelation of evil which shall finally take place.

33. On looking onward to the next great class of interpretations, that which makes the man of sin to be the Papal power, it cannot be doubted, that there are many and striking points of correspondence with the language of the prophecy in the acts and professions of those who have successively held that power. But on the other hand it cannot be disguised that, in several important particulars, the prophetic requirements are very far from being fulfilled. I will only mention two, one subjective, the other objective. In the characteristic of 1 Corinthians 15:4, the Pope does not and never did fulfil the prophecy. Allowing all the striking coincidences with the latter part of the verse which have been so abundantly adduced, it never can be shewn that he fulfils the former part, nay so far is he from it, that the abject adoration of and submission to λεγόμενοι θεοί and σεβάσματα has ever been one of his most notable peculiarities.(79) The second objection, of an external and historical character, is even more decisive. If the Papacy be Antichrist, then has the manifestation been made, and endured now for nearly 1500 years, and yet that day of the Lord is not come, which by the terms of our prophecy such manifestation is immediately to precede.(80)
34. The same remarks will apply even more forcibly to all those minor interpretations which I have enumerated above. None of them exhausts the sense of the prophecy: and the taking any one of them to be that which is here designated, would shew the failure of the prophecy, not its fulfilment: for they have been and have passed away, and the Lord is not yet come.

35. We are thus directed to a point of view with regard to the prophecy, of the following kind. The ἄνομος, in the full prophetic sense, is not yet come. Though 1800 years later, we stand, with regard to him, where the Apostle stood: the day of the Lord not present, and not to arrive until this man of sin be manifested: the μυστήριον τῆς ἀνομίας still working, and much advanced in its working: the κατέχον still hindering. And let us ask ourselves, what does this represent to us? Is it not indicative of a state in which the ἀνομία is working on, so to speak, underground, under the surface of things,—gaining, throughout these many ages, more expansive force, more accumulated power, but still hidden and unconcentrated? And might we not look, in the pro gress of such a state of things, for repeated minor embodiments of this ἀνομία,— ἄνομοι, and ἀντίχριστοι πολλοί (1 John 2:18) springing up here and there in different ages and countries,—the ἀποστασία going onward and growing,—just as there were of Christ Himself frequent types and minor embodiments before He came in the flesh? Thus in the Papacy, where so many of the prophetic features are combined, we see as it were a standing embodiment and type of the final Antichrist—in the remarkable words of Gregory the Great, the ‘prœcursor Antichristi:’ and in Nero, and every persecutor as he arose, and Mohammed, and Napoleon, and many other forms and agencies of evil, other more transient types and examples of him. We may, following out the parallelism, contrast the Papacy, as a type of Antichrist, having its false priesthood, its pretended sacrifices, its ‘Lord God’ the Pope, with that standing Jewish hierarchy of God’s own appointing, and its High Priesthood by which our Lord was prefigured: and the other and personal types, with those typical persons, who appeared under the old covenant, and set forth so plainly the character and sufferings and triumphs of the Christ of God.

36. According then to this view, we still look for the man of sin, in the fulness of the prophetic sense, to appear, and that immediately before the coming of the Lord. We look for him as the final and central embodiment of that ἀνομία, that resistance to God and God’s law, which has been for these many centuries fermenting under the crust of human society, and of which we have already witnessed so many partial and tentative eruptions. Whether he is to be expected personally, as one individual embodiment of evil, we would not dogmatically pronounce: still we would not forget, that both ancient interpretation, and the world’s history, point this way. Almost all great movements for good or for ill have been gathered to a head by one central personal agency. Nor is there any reason to suppose that this will be otherwise in the coming ages. In proportion as the general standard of mental cultivation is raised, and man made equal with man, the ordinary power of genius is diminished, but its extraordinary power is increased; its reach deepened, its hold rendered more firm. As men become familiar with the achievements and the exercise of talent, they learn to despise and disregard its daily examples, and to be more independent of mere men of ability; but they only become more completely in the power of gigantic intellect, and the slaves of pre-eminent and unapproachable talent. So that there seems nothing improbable, judging from these considerations, and from the analogy of the partial manifestations which we have already seen, that the centralization of the antichristian power, in the sense of this prophecy, may ultimately take place in the person of some one of the sons of men.

37. The great ἀποστασία again will receive a similar interpretation. Many signal apostasies the world and the Church have seen. Continually, those are going out from us, who were not of us. Unquestionably the greatest of these has been the Papacy, that counterfeit of Christianity, with its whole system of falsehood and idolatry. But both it, and Mohammedanism, and Mormonism, and the rest, are but tentamina and foreshadowings of that great final apostasy ( ἡ ἀποστασία), which shall deceive, if it were possible, even the very elect.

38. The particulars of 1 John 2:4 we regard variously, according as the ἄνομος is a person or a set of persons, with however every inclination to take them literally of a person, giving out these things respecting himself, and sitting as described in the temple of God, whether that temple is to be taken in the strictly literal signification of the Jerusalem-temple (to which we do not incline), or as signifying a Christian place of assembly, the gathering-point of those who have sought the fulfilment of the divine promise of God’s presence,—and so called the temple of God.

39. The κατέχον and κατέχων, the one the general hindrance, the other the person in whom that hindrance is summed up, are, in this view, very plain. As the Fathers took them of the Roman Empire and Emperor, standing and ruling in their time, repressing the outbreak of sin and enormity,—so have we been taught by history to widen this view, and understand them of the fabric of human polity, and those who rule that polity, by which the great up-bursting of godlessness is kept down and hindered. I say, we have been taught this by history: seeing that as often as these outbursts have taken place, their course and devastations have been checked by the knitting up again of this fabric of temporal power: seeing that this power, wherever the seeds of evil are most plentiful, is strictly a coercive power, and that there only is its restraining hand able to be relaxed, where the light and liberty of the Gospel are shed abroad: seeing that especially has this temporal power ever been in conflict with the Papacy, restraining its pretensions, modifying its course of action, witnessing more or less against its tyranny and its lies.

40. The explanation of the μυστήριον τῆς ἀνομίας has been already anticipated. It, the ἀνομία, in the hearts and lives, in the speeches and writings of men, is and ever has been working in hidden places, and only awaits the removal of the hindering power to issue in that concentrated manifestation of ὁ ἄνομος, which shall usher in the times of the end.

41. When this shall be, is as much hidden from us, as it was from the Apostles themselves. This may be set, on the one hand, as a motive to caution and sobriety; while on the other let us not forget, that every century, every year, brings us nearer to the fulfilment,—and let this serve to keep us awake and watchful, as servants that wait for the coming of their Lord. We are not to tremble at every alarm; to imagine that every embodiment of sin is the final one, or every falling away the great apostasy: but to weigh, and to discern, in the power of Him, by whom the prince of this world is judged: that whenever the Lord comes He may find us ready,—ready to stand on His side against any, even the final concentration of His adversaries; ready, in daily intercourse with and obedience to Him, to hail His appearance with joy.

42. If it be said, that this is somewhat a dark view to take of the prospects of mankind, we may answer, first, that we are not speculating on the phænomena of the world, but we are interpreting God’s word: secondly, that we believe in One in whose hands all evil is working for good,—with whom there are no accidents nor failures,—who is bringing out of all this struggle, which shall mould and measure the history of the world, the ultimate good of man and the glorification of His boundless love in Christ: and thirdly, that no prospect is dark for those who believe in Him. For them all things are working together for good; and in the midst of the struggle itself, they know that every event is their gain; every apparent defeat, real success; and even the last dread conflict, the herald of that victory, in which all who have striven on God’s part shall have a glorious and everlasting share.

01 Chapter 1 

Verse 1-2
προσ θεσσαλονικεισ β
1, 2.] ADDRESS AND GREETING. On 2 Thessalonians 1:1, see 1 Thessalonians 1:1, note.

Verse 2
2.] πατρός, absol.: see Galatians 1:1; Galatians 1:3; 1 Timothy 1:2; 2 Timothy 1:2; Titus 1:4.

Verse 3
3. καθὼς ἄξιόν ἐστιν] as it is right—refers to the whole preceding sentence.

ὅτι, not ‘that,’— εὐχαριστεῖν ὅτι—which would make καθὼς ἄξ. ἐστ. flat and superfluous,—but because, dependent on the clause preceding, καθὼς ἄξ. ἐστιν, it is right, because &c.

“ ὀφείλομεν expresses the duty of thanksgiving from its subjective side as an inward conviction,— καθὼς ἄξιόν ἐστιν, on the other hand, from the objective side, as something answering to the state of circumstances.” Lün.

ὑπεραυξάνει] ‘Frequentavit hujus generis voce Paulus ( ὑπερλίαν, 2 Corinthians 11:5, ὑπερπλεονάζω, 1 Timothy 1:14, ὑπερπερισσεύομαι, 2 Corinthians 7:4 (cf. also Romans 5:20), ὑπερνικάε, Romans 8:37, ὑπερυψόω, Philippians 2:9), non quod iis delectaretur, sed quia vir vehemens natura duce sua cogitata gravibus verbis enuntiavit.’ Fritzsche ad Romans 5:20.

εἰς ἀλλήλους goes with ἀγάπη.

Verses 3-12
3–12.] INTRODUCTION. Thanksgiving for their increase in faith and love, and their endurance under persecution (2 Thessalonians 1:3-4): promise of a rich recompense at Christ’s coming (2 Thessalonians 1:5-10), and good wishes for their Christian perfection (2 Thessalonians 1:11-12).

Verse 4
4.] αὐτοὺς ἡμᾶς—as well as our Informants, and others who heard about you,—see 1 Thessalonians 1:8. There is ample reason (against Jowett) for the emphasis on αὐτοὺς ἡμᾶς. The fact of an Apostle making honourable mention of them in other churches was one which deserved this marking out, to their credit and encouragement.

ἐν ὑμῖν] as the object of our ἐγκαυχ.

ἐν ταῖς ἐκκλησίαις τοῦ θεοῦ] i.e. at Corinth and in Achaia.

ὑπομονῆς καὶ πίστεως] No ἓν διὰ δυοῖν (Grot., Pelt),—nor is there the slightest necessity, with Lünem., to take πίστις here in a different sense from that in 2 Thessalonians 1:3. The same faith which was receiving so rich increase, was manifesting itself by its fruit in the midst of persecutions and afflictions.

πᾶσιν belongs only to τοῖς διωγμοῖς ( ὑμῶν), as is shewn by the article before θλίψεσιν, and by αἷς ἀνέχεσθε, which is parallel with ὑμῶν.

αἷς ἀνέχεσθε] attr. for ὧν ἀν έχεσθε,—not for ἃς ἀνέχεσθε, as De W., al., for ἀνέχομαι always governs a genitive in the N. T. ἀνέχ., ye are enduring: the persecutions continued at the time of the Epistle being written.

Verse 5
5.] The sentence, in construction, is in apposition with the preceding τῆς ὑπομ. to ἀνέχεσθε,—but in the nominative: ὅ( τι) ἐστίν or the like having to be supplied. In Philippians 1:28 we have the like sentiment, with ἥτις ἐστίν supplied. There is a similar construction in Romans 8:3.

ἔνδειγμα] cf. ἔνδειξις in ref.—a proof: manifested in you being called on and enabled to suffer for Christ, and your adversaries filling up the measure of their opposition to God. The δικαία κρίσις is, that just judgment which will be completed at the Lord’s coming, but is even now preparing—this being an earnest and token of it.

εἰς τὸ κ. τ. λ.] in order to (belongs to the implied assertion of the foregoing clause—‘which judgment is even now bringing about &c.’

εἰς τό is not merely of the result, as Lün.: nor is it of the purpose of your endurance, αἷς ἀνέχεσθε εἰς τὸ κ. τ. λ., as Estius characteristically, to bring in the Romish doctrine of merit:—but of the purpose of God’s dispensation of δικαία κρίσις, by which you will be ripened and fitted for his kingdom. (Ellic. denies this, and would take εἰς τό of the object to which the δικαία κρίσις tended. But surely when we are speaking of the divine proceedings, the tendency involves the purpose, and there is no need for a semi-telic force)) your being counted worthy of the Kingdom of God, on behalf of which (for this meaning of ὑπέρ, see Acts 5:41; Acts 9:16; Romans 1:5; Romans 15:8; 2 Corinthians 12:10; 2 Corinthians 13:8, al.) ye also ( καί, as in ref., points out the connexion—q. d. ‘ye accordingly’) are suffering,

Verses 5-10
5–10.] Comfort under these afflictions, to think that they were only part of God’s carrying out his justice towards them and their persecutors.

Verse 6
6.] if at least (reff.: it refers back to δικαίας above, and introduces a substantiation of it by an appeal to our ideas of strict justice) it is just with (in the esteem of, reff.) God to requite to those who trouble you, tribulation (according to the strict jus talionis), and to you who are troubled, rest (reff.: literally, relaxation: ‘the glory of the kingdom of God on its negative side, as liberation from earthly affliction.’ Lün.) with us (viz. the writers, Paul, Silvanus, and Timotheus, who are troubled like yourselves: not ‘with us (all) Christians,’ as De W., al.,—for all Christians were not θλιβόμενοι, which is the condition of this ἄνεσις in our sentence: still less, ‘with us Jews,’ you being Gentiles (Bengel, al.)) at the revelation (manifestation in His appearing, reff.) of the Lord Jesus from heaven (cf. 1 Thessalonians 4:16) with the angels of His power (no hendiadys—not as E. V., ‘his mighty angels,’ which as usual, obscures and stultifies the sense: for the might of the angels is no element here, but His might, of which they are the angels—serving His power and proclaiming His might) in (the) fire of flame (further specification of the ἀποκάλυψις above: does not belong to the following. On the analogy, see Exodus 3:2; Exodus 19:18; Daniel 7:9-10) allotting (distributing as their portion: reff.) vengeance to those who know not God (the Gentiles, see reff.), and to those (the τοῖς repeated indicates a new class of persons) who obey not the Gospel of our Lord Jesus (the unbelieving Jews, see Romans 10:3; Romans 10:16), which persons ( οἵτινες, generic and classifying, refers back to their characteristics just mentioned, thus containing in itself the reason for τίσουσιν &c. following (against Ellic.). See ὅστις discussed by Hermann, Præf. ad Soph. Œd. Tyr. pp. vii–xv) shall pay the penalty of everlasting destruction from (local, as in Matthew 7:23, ἀποχωρεῖτε ἀπ ̓ ἐμοῦ οἱ ἐργαζόμενοι τὴν ἀνομίαν,—‘apart from,’ see reff. (so Pisc., Beza, Schott, Olsh., Lünem., al.). It has been interpreted of time,—‘from the time of the appearing &c.’ (Chr., Œc., Thl., &c.), but ἀπὸ προσώπου will not bear this:—also of the cause, which would make 2 Thessalonians 1:9 a mere repetition of ἐν τῇ ἀποκ. to διδόντος ἐκδ. above (so Grot., Beng., Pelt, De W., Baumg.-Crus., al.)) the face of the Lord and from the glory of his Power (i.e. from the manifestation of his power in the glorification of his saints (see ref. Isa.). De W. makes these words, ἀπὸ δόξης κ. τ. λ., an objection to the local sense of ἀπό. But it is not so:—the δόξα being the visible localized result of the ἰσχύς; see next verse) when He shall have come (follows on δίκην τίσουσιν &c. above. On the aor. subj. with ὅταν, see Winer, edn. 6, § 42. 5) to be glorified (aor.: by the great manifestation at His coming) in (not ‘through’ ( τουτέστι, διὰ, Chrys.: so Œc., Thl., Pelt, al.), nor ‘among:’ but they will be the element of His glorification: He will be glorified in them, just as the Sun is reflected in a mirror) his saints (not angels, but holy men), and to be wondered at in (see above) all them that believed (aor. participle, looking back from that day on the past),—because our testimony to you (ref., not τὸ ἐφ ̓ ὑμ., as ἐφ ̓ belongs immediately to μαρτύριον) was believed (parenthesis, serving to include the Thessalonians among the πιστεύσαντες),—in that day (of which we all know: to be joined with θαυμασθ., &c., not with ὅτι ἐπιστεύθη, &c., as Syr., Ambr., Grot., al., who also take ἐπιστ. as a future, ‘for in that day our testimony with regard to you will be substantiated.’ Most unwarrantable—requiring also ἐπιστώθη instead of - εύθη.

Calvin says, ‘repetit in die illa … ideo autem repetit, ut fidelium vota cohibeat, ne ultra modum festinent.’ I should rather say, to give more fixity and definiteness to the foregoing). We may observe, as against Jowett’s view of the arguments here being merely “they suffer now; therefore their enemies will suffer hereafter:—their enemies will suffer hereafter; therefore they will be comforted hereafter,”—that the arguments are nothing of the kind, resting entirely on the word δίκαιον, bringing in as it does all the relations of the Christian covenant, of them to God, and God to them,—and by contrast, of God to their enemies and persecutors.

Verse 11
11.] With a view to which (consummation, the ἐνδοξασθῆναι, &c., above, in your case, as is shewn below: not ‘wherefore,’ as E. V., Grot., Pelt, &c.) we pray also (as well as wish: had the καί imported (as Lün.) that the prayer of the Apostle was added on behalf of the Thessalonians to the fact (?) of the ἐνδοξασθῆναι, it would have been καὶ ἡμεῖς προς.) always concerning you, that (see note on 1 Corinthians 14:13) our God may count YOU (emphatic) worthy (not—‘make you worthy,’ as Luth., Grot., Olsh., al., which the word cannot mean. The verb has the secondary emphasis: see below) of your calling (just as we are exhorted to walk ἀξίως τῆς κλήσεως ἧς ἐκλήθημεν, Ephesians 4:1—the calling being taken not merely as the first act of God, but as the enduring state produced by that act (see especially 1 Corinthians 7:20), the normal termination of which is, glory. So that κλῆσις is not ‘the good thing to which we are called,’ as Lün.: which besides would require τῆς κλήσεως ἀξιώσῃ: now that τῆς κλήσεως is sheltered behind the verb, it is taken as a matter of course, ‘your calling,’ an acknowledged fact), and may fulfil (complete,—bring to its fulness in you) all (possible) right purpose of goodness (it is quite impossible, with many ancient Commentators, E. V., &c., to refer εὐδοκίαν to God—‘His good pleasure.’ In that case we must at least have τὴν εὐδοκίαν—and ἀγαθωσ. will not refer with any propriety either to God, of whom the word is never used (occurring Romans 15:14; Galatians 5:22; Ephesians 5:9 only, and always of MAN), or to the Thessalonians ( π. ἀγαθωσύνην εὐδοκίας). It ( εὐδοκία) must then apply to the Thessalonians, as it does to human agents in Philippians 1:15. And then ἀγαθωσύνης may be either a gen. objecti, ‘approval of that which is good,’—or a gen. appositionis, a εὐδοκία consisting in ἀγαθωσύνη. The latter I own seems to me (agst Ellic.) far the best: as ἀγαθωσύνη is in all the above citations a subjective quality, and the approval of that which is good would introduce an element here which seems irrelevant) and (all) work of faith (activity of faith: see ref. 1 Thess. note. The genitive is again one of apposition), in power (belongs to πληρώσῃ, q. d. mightily),—that &c. On ὄνομα, cf. Philippians 2:9 ff. Lünemann refers ἐν αὐτῷ to ὄνομα, ‘and ye in it:’ but surely the expression is one too appropriated in sacred diction, for it to refer to any but our Lord Himself: cf. 1 Corinthians 1:5; 2 Corinthians 13:4; Ephesians 1:4; Ephesians 4:21; Colossians 2:10, al.

02 Chapter 2 
Verse 1
1.] But (passing from those things which he prays for them, to those which he prays of them) we entreat (reff.) you, brethren (to win their affectionate attention), in regard of (the Vulg., E. V., and many ancient Commentators, render ὑπέρ, ‘per,’ ‘by,’ and understand it as introducing a formula jurandi, as in Il. ω. 466, καί μιν ὑπὲρ πατρὸς … λίσσεο. But this construction is not found in the N. T.; and it is most unnatural that the Apostle should thus conjure them by that, concerning which he was about to teach them. It is best therefore to take ὑπέρ, as so often, not quite = περί, but very nearly so, the meaning ‘on behalf of’ being slightly hinted—for the subject had been misrepresented, and justice is done to it by the Apostle; and so Chrys. ( περὶ τῆς παρουσίας τ. χριστοῦ ἐνταῦθα διαλέγεται κ. περὶ τῆς ἐπισυναγ. ἡμῶν) al.: see reff.) the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, and our gathering together (i.e. the gathering together of us, announced in 1 Thessalonians 4:17) to Him (Lün. condemns to, and would render ‘up to’ as 1 Thessalonians 4:17; but so much does not seem to lie in the preposition),

Verses 1-12
1–12.] DOGMATICAL PORTION OF THE EPISTLE. Information (by way of correction) concerning the approach of the day of the Lord: its prevenient and accompanying circumstances. This passage has given rise to many separate treatises: the principal of which I have enumerated in the Prolegomena, § v.

Verse 2
2.] in order that (aim of ἐρωτῶμεν) ye should not be lightly (soon and with small reason) shaken (properly of the waves agitated by a storm) from (see reff.) your mind ( νοῦς here in its general sense—your mental apprehension of the subject:—not ‘your former more correct sentiment,’ as Est., Corn.-a-lap., Grot., al.) nor yet troubled (reff.), neither (on μηδέ, which is disjunctive ( δέ), and separates negative from negative,—and μήτε, which is adjunctive ( τε), and connects the separate parts of the same negation, see Winer, Gr. edn. 6, § 55. 6; and cf. Luke 9:3) by spirit (by means of spiritual gift of prophecy or the like, assumed to substantiate such a view) nor by word (of. mouth: belongs closely to μήτε διʼ ἐπιστ. following, as is shewn by 2 Thessalonians 2:15, where they again appear together) nor by epistle as by (agency of) us (pretending to be from us. Let no pretended saying, no pretended epistle of mine, shake you in this matter. That there were such, is shewn by this parallel position of the clauses with διὰ πνεύματος, which last agency certainly was among them. Sayings, and an epistle, to this effect, were ascribed to the Apostle. So Chrys.: ἐνταῦθα δοκεῖ μοι αἰνίττεσθαι περϊιέναι τινὰς ἐπιστολὴν πλάσαντας δῆθεν ἀπὸ τοῦ παύλου, κ. ταύτην ἐπιδεικνυμένους λέγειν ὡς ἄρα ἐφέστηκεν ἡ ἡμέρα τοῦ κυρίου, ἵνα πολλοὺς ἐντεῦθεν πλανήσωσιν. However improbable this may seem, our expression would seem hardly to bear legitimately any other meaning. Cf. also ch. 2 Thessalonians 3:17, and note. It is impossible to understand the ἐπιστολὴ ὡς διʼ ἡμῶν of the first Epistle, wrongly understood, which certainly would have been more plainly expressed, and the Epistle not as here disowned, but explained. Jowett says, “The most probable hypothesis is, that the Apostle is not referring definitely to any particular speech or epistle, but to the possibility only of some one or other being used against him.” But this seems hardly definite enough) to the effect that (‘as if,’ or ‘as that.’ Lünem. is quite wrong in saying that ὡς shews that the matter indicated by ὅτι is groundless,—see 2 Corinthians 5:19, and note) the day of the Lord is present (not, ‘is at hand:’ ἐνίστημι occurs six times besides (reff.) in the N. T., and always in the sense of being present: in two of those places, Romans 8:38, 1 Corinthians 3:22, τὰ ἐνεστῶτα are distinguished expressly from τὰ μέλλοντα. Besides which, St. Paul could not have so written, nor could the Spirit have so spoken by him. The teaching of the Apostles was, and of the Holy Spirit in all ages has been, that the day of the Lord is at hand. But these Thessalonians imagined it to be already come, and accordingly were deserting their pursuits in life, and falling into other irregularities, as if the day of grace were closed. So Chrys.,— ὁ διάβολος … ἐπειδὴ οὐκ ἴσχυσε πεῖσαι ὅτι ψευδῆ τὰ μέλλοντα, ἑτέραν ἦλθεν ὁδόν, καὶ καταθεὶς ἀνθρώπους τινὰς λυμεῶνας, ἐπεχείρει τοὺς πειθομένους ἀπατᾷν, ὅτι τὰ μεγάλα ἐκεῖνα καὶ λαμπρὰ τέλος εἴληφε. τότε μὲν οὖν ἔλεγον ἐκεῖνοι τὴν ἀνάστασιν ἤδη γεγονέναι· νῦν δὲ ἔλεγον ὅτι ἐνέστηκεν ἡ κρίσις καὶ ἡ παρουσία τοῦ χριστοῦ, ἵνα τὸν χριστὸν αὐτὸν ψεύδει ὑποβάλωσι, καὶ πείσαντες ὡς οὐκ ἔστι λοιπὸν ἀντίδοσις οὐδὲ δικαστήριον καὶ κόλασις καὶ τιμωρία τοῖς κακῶς πεποιηκόσιν, ἐκείνους τε θρασυτέρους ἐργάσωνται, καὶ τούτους ταπεινοτέρους. καὶ τὸ δὴ πάντων χαλεπώτερον, ἐπεχείρουν οἱ μὲν ἁπλῶς ῥήματα ἀπαγγέλλειν ὡς παρὰ τοῦ παύλου ταῦτα λεγόμενα, οἱ δὲ καὶ ἐπιστολὰς πράττειν ὡς παρʼ ἐκείνου γραφείσας. Hom. in 2 Thessalonians 1:1, vol. xi. p. 469).

Verse 3
3.] Let no man deceive you in any manner (not only in either of the foregoing, but in any whatever): for (that day shall not come) (so E. V. supplies, rightly. There does not seem to have been any intention on the part of the Apostle to fill up the ellipsis: it supplies itself in the reader’s mind. Knatchbull connects ὅτι with ἐξαπατήσῃ, and supplies ἐνέστηκεν after it: but this is very harsh) unless there have come the apostasy first (of which he had told them when present, see 2 Thessalonians 2:5; and probably with a further reference still to our Lord’s prophecy in Matthew 24:10-12. There is no need, with Chrys., Thdrt., Thl., Aug., to suppose ἀποστασία to mean Antichrist himself ( τί ἐστιν ἡ ὰποστασία; αὐτὸν καλεῖ τὸν ἀντίχριστον ἀποστασίαν, Chr.), nor to regard him as its only cause: rather is he the chief fruit and topstone of the apostasy), and there have been revealed (ref. ch. 1. As Christ in his time, so Antichrist in his time, is ‘revealed’—brought out into light: he too is a μυστήριον, to be unfolded and displayed: see 2 Thessalonians 2:8-9) the man of sin (in whom sin is as it were personified, as righteousness in Christ. The gen. is called by Ellicott that of the predominating quality), the son of perdition (see ref. John, where our Lord uses the expression of Judas. It seems merely to refer to Antichrist himself, whose essence and inheritance is ἀπώλεια,—not to his influence over others, as Thdrt. (both: ὡς κ. αὐτὸν ἀπολλύμενον, κ. ἑτέροις πρόξενον τούτου γενόμενον), Œc., Pelt, al.), he that withstands (the construction is not to be carried on by zeugma, as if ἐπὶ πάντα κ. τ. λ. belonged to ἀντικείμενος as well as to ὑπεραιρόμενος (the omission of the second article is no proof of this, as Pelt supposes, but only that both predicates belong to one and the same subject), but ἀντικείμενος is absolute, ‘he that withstands CHRIST,’ the ἀντί χριστος, 1 John 2:18), and exalts himself above (in a hostile sense, reff.) every one that is called God (cf. λεγόμενοι θεοί, 1 Corinthians 8:5. “The expression includes the true God, as well as the false ones of the heathen—but λεγόμενον is a natural addition from Christian caution, as πάντα θεόν would have been a senseless and indeed blasphemous expression for a Christian.” Lünem.) or an object of adoration (= numen, and is a generalization of θεόν. Cf. the close parallel in Daniel 11:36-37 (Theod. and similarly LXX): κ. ὁ βασιλεὺς ὑψωθήσεται κ. μεγαλυνθήσεται ἐπὶ πάντα θεόν, κ. τ. λ.), so that he sits (not αὑτὸν … καθίσαι, as Grot., Pelt, al., but καθίσαι, intransitive, as in reff.) in (constr. prægnans—‘enters into and sits in.’ The aor. usually denotes that one definite act and not a series of acts is spoken of: but here, from the peculiar nature of the verb, that one act is the setting himself down, and the session remains after it: cf. Matthew 5:1; Matthew 19:28, &c.) the temple of God (this, say De W. and Lünemann after Irenæus, Hær. v. 30. 4, p. 330 (cited in Prolegg. § 2 Thessalonians 2:3 note),—cannot be any other than the temple at Jerusalem: on account of the definiteness of the expression, ὁ ναὸς τοῦ θεοῦ, and on account of καθίσαι. But there is no force in this. ὁ ναὸς τοῦ θεοῦ to used metaphorically by St. Paul in 1 Corinthians 3:17 bis: and why not here? see also 1 Corinthians 6:16; Ephesians 2:21. From these passages it to plain that such figurative sense was familiar to the Apostle. And if so, καθίσαι makes no difficulty. Its figurative sense, as holding a place of power, sitting as judge or ruler, is more frequent still: see in St. Paul, 1 Corinthians 6:4; and Matthew 23:2; Revelation 20:4; to which indeed we might add the many places where our Lord is said καθίσαι on the right hand of God, e.g. Hebrews 1:3; Hebrews 8:1; Hebrews 10:12; Hebrews 12:2; Revelation 3:21. Respecting the interpretation, see Prolegomena, § v.) shewing himself ( πειρώμενον ἀποδεικνύναι, Chrys. Hardly that, but the sense of the present, as in ὁ πειράζων—it is his habit and office to exhibit himself as God) that he it God (not ‘a god,’ nor is it equivalent to ὁ θεός—but designates the divine dignity which he predicates of himself. The construction is an attraction, for ἀποδ. ὅτι αὑτὸς …; and the emphasis is on ἐστιν, ‘that he IS God’).

Verse 5
5.] conveys a reproach—they would not have been so lightly moved, if they had remembered this.

Verse 6
6.] And now (not temporal, but as νυνὶ δέ in 1 Corinthians 13:13, ‘rebus sic stantibus’—‘now’ in our argument. We most not for a moment think of the ungrammatical rendering of Whitby, Masker., Heydenr., Schrader, OlSh., B.-Crus., and Wieseler, ‘that which at present hinders,’ which must be τὸ νῦν κατέχον: and for which 2 Thessalonians 2:7, Romans 12:3, 1 Corinthians 7:17, are no precedent whatever, not presenting any case of inversion of an adverb from its emphatic place between an article and a participle.

νῦν is a mere adverb of passage, and the stress is on τὸ κατέχον) ye know that which hinders (viz. ‘him’—the man of sin: not, the Apostle from speaking freely, as Heinsius,—nor the coming of Christ) in order that (the aim of κατέχον (in God’s purposes)—q. d. ‘that which keeps him back, that he may not be revealed before his,’ &c.) he may be revealed (see on 2 Thessalonians 2:3) in his own time (the time appointed him by God: reff.).

Verse 7
7.] For (explanation of last verse) the MYSTERY (as opposed to the ἀποκάλυψις of the man of sin) ALREADY (as opposed to ἐν τῷ ἑαυτοῦ καιρῷ above) is working (not ‘is being wrought,’ passive, as Est., Grot., all. I retain the inversion of the words, to mark better the primary and secondary emphasis: see below) of lawlessness (i.e. ungodliness—refusal to recognize God’s law—see reff.

The genitive is one of apposition: the ἀνομία is that wherein the μυστήριον consists:—not a genitive of the working cause, as Thdrt. ( ὡς κεκρυμμένην ἔχοντας τῆς ἀνομίας τὴν πάγην),—nor must we understand by the words, Antichrist himself, as Olsh., comparing τὸ τῆς εὐσεβείας μυστήριον, 1 Timothy 3:16,—not the unexampled depths of ungodliness, as Krebs, al., from Joseph. B. J. in reff.

As to the order of the words, cf. Arrian, exp. Alex. i. 17. 6, κ. εὑρέσθαι συγγνώμην τῷ πλήθει τῶν θηβαίων τῆς ἀποστάσεως, Lün.) only until he that now hinders ( ὁ κατέχων is placed before ἕως for emphasis, as in ref. Gal., μόνον τῶν πτωχῶν ἵνα μνημονεύωμεν) be removed (the phrase is used of any person or thing which is taken out of the way, whether by death or other removal. So in reff.: and Plut. Timol. p. 238. 3 (Wetst.): ἔγνω ζῆν καθʼ ἑαυτὸν ἐκ μέσου γενόμενος,—Ter. Phorm. v. 9. 40, ‘ea mortem obiit, e medio abiit.’ See also Herod. viii. 22: and for the opposite, ἐν μέσῳ εἶναι, Xen. Cyr. v. 2. 26.

Various erroneous arrangements and renderings of this sentence have been current: of which the principal have arisen from fancying that the participle κατέχων requires some verb to be supplied after it. So Vulg. (‘tantum ut qui tenet nunc, teneat, donec de medio fiat:’ so Syr., Erasm., Est., all.), and E. V. (‘only he who now letteth, will let,’ so Beza, Whitby, al.),— κατέχει (so Bengel, Pelt, al.):— ἐστίν (so Knatchb., Burton, al.)):

Verse 8
8.] and then (when he that hinders shall have been removed: the emphasis is on τότε) shall be revealed the lawless one (the same as the αὐτόν of 2 Thessalonians 2:6; viz. the ἄνθρωπος τῆς ἁμαρτίας), whom (by this relative clause is introduced his ultimate fate at the coming of the Lord. To this the Apostle is carried on by the fervency of his spirit, and has to return again below to describe the working of Antichrist previously) the Lord Jesus will destroy by the breath of His mouth (from Isaiah 11:4,— πατάξει γῆν τῷ λόγῳ τοῦ στόματος αὐτοῦ, κ. ἐν πνεύματι διὰ χειλέων ἀνελεῖ ἀσεβῆ. It is better to keep the expression in its simple majesty, than to interpret it, as Thdrt.,— φθέγξεται μόνον, κ. πανωλεθρίᾳ παραδώσει τὸν ἀλιτήριον.—Thdr-mops,— μόνον ἐπιβοήσας. Chrys. on this is fine: καθάπερ γὰρ πῦρ ἐπελθὸν ἁπλῶς τὰ μικρὰ ζωΰφια καὶ πρὸ τῆς παρουσίας αὐτῆς πόῤῥωθεν ὄντα ναρκᾶν ποιεῖ κ. ἀναλίσκει· οὕτω καὶ ὁ χριστὸς τῷ ἐπιτάγματι μόνον (but see above) κ. τῇ παρουσίᾳ τὸν ἀντίχριστον ἀναλώσει. ἀρκεῖ παρεῖναι αὐτόν, καὶ ταῦτα πάντα ἀπόλωλε) and annihilate (not, as Olsh., ‘deprive of his influence,’ nor can Revelation 19:19 be brought to bear here) by the appearance of His coming (not ‘the brightness of his coming,’ as very many Commentators, and E. V.; but as Beng.: ‘apparitio adventus ipso adventu prior est, vel certe prima ipsius adventus emicatio, uti ἐπιφάνεια τῆς ἡμέρας:’ the mere outburst of His presence shall bring the adversary to nought. Cf. the sublime expression of Milton,—‘far off His coming shone’):

Verse 9-10
9, 10.] whose (refers back to the ὅν above—going back in time, to describe the character of his agency) coming is (the present is not used for the future, nor is the Apostle setting himself at the time prophesied of,—but it describes the essential attribute, as so often) according to (such as might be expected from,—correspondent to) the working of Satan (Satan being the agent who works in the ἄνομος) in (manifested in, consisting in) all (kinds of) power and signs and wonders of falsehood ( πάσῃ and ψεύδους both belong to all three substantives: the varieties of his manifested power, and signs and wonders, all have falsehood for their base, and essence, and aim. Cf. John 8:44), and in all (manner of) deceit (not, as E. V. ‘deceivableness,’ for it is the agency of the man of sin—active deceit, of which the word is used) of unrighteousness (belonging to, consisting in, leading to, ἀδικία) for (the dativus incommodi) those who are perishing (on their way to perdition), (WHY? not by God’s absolute decree, but) because (in requital for this, that) they did not (when it was offered to them) receive the love of the truth (the opposite of the ψεῦδος which characterizes all the working of the man of sin: see as before, John 8:44) in order to their being saved.

Verse 11
11.] And on this account (because they did not receive, &c.) God is sending to them (not, as E.V., following rec., ‘shall send:’ the verb is present, because the mystery of iniquity is already working. πέμπει must not for a moment be understood of permissiveness only on God’s part—He is the judicial sender and doer—it is He who hardens the heart which has chosen the evil way. All such distinctions are the merest folly: whatever God permits, He ordains) the working of error (is causing these seducing influences to work among them. The E. V. has weakened, indeed almost stultified the sentence, by rendering ἐνέργ. πλάνης ‘a strong delusion,’ i.e. the passive state resulting, instead of the active cause), in order that they should believe the falsehood (which the mystery of sin is working among them. It is better here to take τῷ definite, referring to what has gone before, than abstract),—that (the higher or ultimate purpose of God) all might be judged (i.e. here ‘condemned,’ by the context) who did not (looking back over their time of probation) believe the truth, but found pleasure in iniquity.

I have above given the rendering of this important passage. For the history and criticism of its interpretation, see the Prolegomena, § v.

Verse 13
13.] δέ contrasts Paul, Silvanus, and Timotheus, with those of whom he has been recently speaking.

ὀφείλομεν] q. d. find it our duty: subjective: are bound, as E. V.

ἠγ. ὑπὸ κυρ.] Lünemann remarks, that as τῷ θεῷ has preceded, and ὁ θεός follows, κύριος here must be the Lord Jesus: cf. Romans 8:37; Galatians 2:20; Ephesians 5:2; Ephesians 5:25. Otherwise, the expression is perhaps more normally used of the Father, 2 Thessalonians 2:16; Ephesians 2:4; Colossians 3:12; John 3:16, al. freq.

ὅτι] may enounce either (as Ellicott) the matter and grounds of the thanksgiving, that God …, or the reason of it, because God.… St. Paul does not elsewhere use αἱρέομαι of divine election, but ἐκλέγομαι (1 Corinthians 1:27-28. Ephesians 1:4) or προορίζω (Romans 8:29. Ephesians 1:11). It is a LXX expression: see reff.

ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς must be taken in the general sense, as in reff.: not in the special, ‘from the beginning of the gospel,’ as Philippians 4:15. It answers to πρὸ τῶν αἰώνων, 1 Corinthians 2:7, πρὸ καταβολῆς κόσμου, Ephesians 1:4, πρὸ χρόνων αἰωνίων, 2 Timothy 1:9, all of which are spoken of the decrees of God.

εἰς σωτηρίαν] in contrast to the ἀπώλεια lately spoken of.

ἐν ἁγ. πν. κ. π. ἀλ.] the elements in which the εἵλατο εἰς σωτ. takes place: not, as De W., the aim ( ἐν for εἰς) of the εἵλατο. πνεύματος is the Holy Spirit—the sanctification of (wrought by) the Spirit: not, ‘sanctification of (your) spirit.’ This is the divine side of the element: the human side follows, the πίστις ἀληθείας, ‘your own reception, by faith, of the truth.’

Verses 13-17
13–17.] Exhortation, grounded on thankfulness to God for their election by Him, to stand fast in the faith; and prayer that God would enable them to do so.

Verses 13-15
13–3:15.] HORTATORY PORTION OF THE EPISTLE.

Verse 14
14. εἰς ὅ] to which (i.e. the being saved in sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth) He (God) called you through our Gospel (our preaching of the Gospel to you), in order to (your) acquisition (see on 1 Thessalonians 5:9) of the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ (i.e. your sharing in the glory which He has; see ref. John: Romans 8:17; Romans 8:29; not the glory of which He is the bestower or source, as Pelt, al. Equally wrong is the interpretation of Œc., Thl., Corn.-a-lap., al.— ἵνα δόξαν περιποιήσῃ τῷ υἱῷ αὐτοῦ: of Luther, al., “zum herrlichen Eigenthum,”—‘ut essetis gloriosa possessio domini nostri J. C.:’ for, not to mention other objections, the whole context has for its purpose the lot of the Thessalonians as contrasted with that of those spoken of, 2 Thessalonians 2:10-12;—and the sense of περιποίησις is indicated by the parallel 1 Thessalonians 5:9).

Verse 15
15.] Therefore—seeing that such is God’s intent respecting you. Prof. Jowett here describes the Apostle as being “unconscious of the logical inconsistency” of appealing to them to do any thing, after he has just stated their election of God. Rather we should say, that he was deeply conscious, as ever, of the logical necessity of the only practical inference which man can draw from God’s gracious purposes to him. No human reasoning powers can connect the two,—God’s sovereignty and man’s freewill: all we know of them is, that the one is as certain a truth as the other. In proportion then as we assert the one strongly, we must ever implicate the other as strongly: a course which the great Apostle never fails to pursue: cf. Philippians 2:12-13, al. freq.

στήκ. is a contrast to σαλευθῆναι, 2 Thessalonians 2:2. On the sense of παραδόσεις, as relating to matters of doctrine, see Ellic.’s note, and the reff. given by him.

ἅς is the accusative of second reference.

ἐπιστ. ἡμῶν, as contrasted with the ἐπιστ. ὡς διʼ ἡμῶν of 2 Thessalonians 2:2, refers to 1 Thess.

Verse 16-17
16, 17.] αὐτός, as a majestic introduction, in contrast with ἡμῶν, see 1 Thessalonians 3:11, and as ensuring the efficacy of the wish—q. d. ‘and then you are safe.’ Our Lord Jesus Christ is placed first, not merely because He is the mediator between men and God (Lün.), but because the sentence is a climax.

ὁ ἀγ. ἡμ. κ. τ. λ. probably refers to ὁ θεὸς κ. ὁ πατ. ἡμ. alone: and yet when we consider how impossible it would have been for the Apostle to have written οἱ ἀγαπήσαντες, and that the singular verb following undoubtedly refers to both, I would not too hastily pronounce this. See note on 1 Thessalonians 3:11.

ἀγαπήσας—who loved us—refers to a single fact—the love of the Father in sending His Son—or the love of the Father and Son in our accomplished Redemption.

κ. δούς—and gave—by that act of Love.

παράκλ. αἰων.] consolation, under all trials, and that eternal,—not transitory, as this world’s consolations: sufficient in life, and in death, and for ever: cf. Romans 8:38 f. This for all time present: and then ἐλπ. ἀγ. for the future.

ἐν χάριτι belongs, not to ἐλπ. ἀγ., but to δούς, and is the medium through, or element in which, the gift is made. Better thus than to refer it to both the participles ἀγαπ. κ. δούς; for ὁ ἀγαπήσας as applied to God (or the Lord Jesus) usually stands absolute, cf. Romans 8:37; Galatians 2:20; Ephesians 5:2.

παρακαλέσαι] as in 1 Thessalonians 3:11; 1 Thessalonians 3:3 pers. sing. opt. aor. comfort, with reference to your disquiet respecting the παρουσία. After στηρ. understand ὑμᾶς, which has been supplied—see var. readd.,—better than τὰς καρδ. ὑμῶν, which are not the agents in ἔργον and λόγος. This latter is not ‘doctrine,’ as Chrys., Calv. (‘tam in piæ et sanctæ vitæ cursu, quam in sana doctrina’),—for ἔργον (work) and λόγος (word), seeing that παντί applies to both, must be correlative, and both apply to matters in which the man is an agent. Still less must we understand ἐν as = διὰ (Chrys., Thl. 2, Beng., al.): the sphere, and not the instruments, of the consolation and confirmation, is spoken of.

03 Chapter 3 
Verse 1
1.] On τὸ λ. (= λοιπόν), see 1 Thessalonians 4:1.

ἵνα] On the use of telic conjunctions with verbs like προσεύχομαι, see note on 1 Corinthians 14:13.

ὁ λ. τ. κυρ.] the Lord’s word—i.e. the Gospel: see reff.

τρέχῃ] Contrast to ‘being bound:’ see 2 Timothy 2:9—may spread rapidly.

δοξ.] See reff. The word of the Lord is then glorified, when it becomes the power of God to salvation to the believer—see Romans 1:16.

καθὼς καὶ πρὸς ὑμᾶς] for they had thus received it: 1 Thessalonians 1:6.

πρὸς ὑμᾶς] among you (reff.).

Verses 1-5
1–5.] Exhortation to pray for him and his colleagues (1, 2). His confidence that the Lord will keep them (3)—and that they will obey his commands (4). Prayer for them (5).

Verse 2
2.] And in order for that to be the case,—that we may be free to preach it. On ἄτοπος, Lünem. says, “it is properly used of that which is not in its right place. When of persons, it designates one who does or says that which is inappropriate under the circumstances. Thus it answers to ineptus in Latin (Cic. de Orat. ii. 4). From ‘aptitude,’ it passes to its wider ethical meaning, and is used of men who act contrary to divine or human laws. Thus it gets the general signification of bad or ungodly. See examples in Kypke, Obss. ii. p. 145,—in Lösner and Wetst.” Who are these men? It is obvious that the key to the answer will be found in Acts 18. They were the Jews at Corinth, who were at that time the especial adversaries of the Apostle and his preaching. And this is confirmed by the clause which he has added to account for their ἀτοπία and πονηρία:

οὐ γὰρ πάντων ἡ πίστις—for to all men the (Christian) faith does not belong—all men do not receive it—have no receptivity for it—obviously pointing at Jews by this description. It is more natural to understand the article here as definite, the faith, than as abstract: for faith, as such, would not bear much meaning here.

Verse 3
3.] Calvin says, “Ceterum de aliis magis quam do se anxium fuisse Paulum, ostendunt hæc ipsa verba. In eum maligni homines improbitatis suæ aculeos dirigebant, in eum totus impetus irruebat: curam interea suam ad Thessalonicenses convertit, nequid hæc illis tentatio noceat.”

πιστός seems to be chosen in allusion to πίστις which has just preceded; but the allusion cannot be more than that of sound, as the things spoken of are wholly different.

ὁ κύριος is our Lord: see ch. 2 Thessalonians 2:16, and 2 Thessalonians 3:5.

δέ, in contrast with the men just mentioned.

στηρίξει] in reference to his wish, ch. 2 Thessalonians 2:17.

τοῦ πονηροῦ may mean ‘the evil one,’ as in Matthew 13:19; Ephesians 4:16, al.: and so Ellic. But here the assurance seems, as before said, to correspond to the wish ch. 2 Thessalonians 2:17; and thus στηρίξαι ἐν παντὶ ἔργῳ κ. λόγῳ ἀγαθῷ = στηρίξει κ. φυλάξει ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ: in which case τ. πον. is neuter. We may observe that the words are nearly a citation from the Lord’s prayer.

Verse 4
4.] forms a transition to the exhortations which are to follow, 2 Thessalonians 3:6 ff.

ἐν κυρίῳ, as the element in which his confidence is exercised, shews it to be one assuming that they will act consistently with their Christian profession: and so gives the expectation the force of an exhortation, but at the same time of a hopeful exhortation.

ἐφʼ ὑμᾶς (reff.), with reference to you—the direction of his confidence. καὶ ποιεῖτε κ. ποιήσετε is all the apodosis—not ὅτι ἃ παραγγ. κ. ποιεῖτε, καὶ ποιήσετε, as Erasm.

Verse 5
5.] There does not appear to be any distrust of the Thessalonians implied by this repeated wish for them, as De W. supposes. Rather is it an enlargement, taken up by the δέ (not only so, but) of the ἃ παραγγέλλομεν κ. ποιεῖτε κ. ποιήσετε.

ὁ κύρ. is our Lord, as before.

ἡ ἀγάπη τ. θεοῦ here, from the fact of his wishing that their hearts may be directed into it, must be subjective, the love of man to God. The objective meaning, God’s love, is out of the question. The other subjective meanings, the love which God works (Pelt), … which God commands (LeClerc), are far-fetched. ἡ ὑπομονὴ τ. χριστοῦ has very generally been understood as in E. V., ‘the patient waiting for Christ.’ So Œc., Ambr., Erasm., Corn.-a-lap., Beza, all. But ὑπομονή will not bear this meaning. It occurs thirty-four times in the N. T., and always in the sense of endurance,—patience. Nor again can the expression mean ‘endurance for Christ’s sake,’ which the simple genitive will not convey: but it must be, as Chrys. (1) ἵνα ὑπομένωμεν, ὡς ἐκεῖνος ὑπέμεινεν, the patience of Christ (gen. possess.),—which Christ shewed.

Verse 6
6.] παραγγέλλομεν δέ takes up the assurance of 2 Thessalonians 3:4, and tests its general form by a special command.

ἐν ὀνόμ. κ. τ. λ. strengthens the παραγγ., and does not belong to the following.

στέλλεσθαι] lit. ‘to take in, or shorten sail:’ ἱστία μὲν στείλαντο, θέσαν δʼ ἐν νηῒ μελαίνῃ, Il. α. 433: hence, to draw in or shorten, generally: πότερά σοι παῤῥησίᾳ | φράσω τὰ κεῖθεν, ἢ λόγον στειλώμεθα, Eur. Bacch. 625;—to conceal: ἐβουλεύετο μὲν στέλλεσθαι, οὐ μὴν ἠδύνατό γε κρύπτειν τὸ γεγονός, Polyb. Frag. hist. 39 (from Suidas, voc. στείλασθαι),— οὐ δυναμένων τὴν ἐκ τῆς συνηθείας καταξίωσιν στέλλεσθαι (‘cohibere consuetam reverentiam’), ib. viii. 22. 4. So here, ‘cohibere vos’—to keep yourselves from: see reff.: obviously without allusion as yet to any formal excommunication, but implying merely avoidance in intercourse and fellowship. The accusative is repeated before the infinitive, probably because the clause ἐν ὀνόμ., &c., intervenes.

The παράδοσις refers to the oral instruction which the Apostle had given them when he was present, and subsequently confirmed by writing (1 Thessalonians 4:11-12).

παρελάβοσαν] plural, as belonging to the πάντες implied in παντός; so in ἔβαν οἶκόνδε ἕκαστος.

On the form - οσαν, which is said to have been originally Macedonian, and thence is found in the Alexandrian ( ἐσχάζοσαν, Lycophr. 21), Lobeck remarks (Phryn. p. 349), “ex modorum et temporum metaplasmis, quos conjunctim tractare solent dialectorum scriptores, nullus diutius viguit eo quo tertiæ aoristi secundi personæ plurales ad similitudinem verborum in μι traducuntur,— εἴδοσαν Niceph., ἐφεύροσαν Anna Comnena, μετήλθοσαν Nicet. (and παρήλθοσαν).” We have ἤλθοσαν ἔθνη, Psalms 78:1; see other examples from LXX in Winer, edn. 6, § 13. 2. f.

Verses 6-15
6–15.] Dehortation from disorderly, idle habits of life. He had given a hint in this direction before, in the first Epistle (1 Thessalonians 5:14-15): he now speaks more plainly, doubtless because their restlessness and excitement concerning the παρουσία had been accompanied by an increase of such habits. His dissuading them from associating with such persons, seems to shew that the core of the Church (as Lün.) was as yet sound in this respect.

Verse 7
7.] πῶς δεῖ μιμ. ἡμ. is a concise way of expressing ‘how ye ought to walk in imitation of us.’

ἀτακτέω also occurs in Lysias κατὰ ἀλκιβ. a. p. 141. 18, in this sense, of ‘leading a disorderly life.’

Verse 8
8.] ἄρτον ἐφάγομεν, a Hebraistic expression for ‘got our sustenance:’ παρά τινος, ‘at any one’s expense,’ from any one as a gift: there seems to be an allusion in the construction to the original sense of δωρεάν.

ἐργαζόμ. belongs to ἄρτον ἐφ. as a contrast to δωρεάν: but by working, &c. The sentence may also be taken as De W. and Ellic., regarding ἐν κόπῳ κ. μόχ. as the contrast to δωρεάν, and ἐργαζ. νύκτ. κ. ἡμ. as a parallel clause to ἐν κόπ. κ. μόχ.
Verse 9
9.] See 1 Corinthians 9:4 ff., where he treats of his abstinence from this his apostolic power.

οὐχ ὅτι, my meaning is not, that … See reff. and Hartung, Part. ii. 153.

ἑαυτούς is used in the plural for ἡμᾶς αὐτούς and ὑμᾶς αὐτούς for shortness, but never in the singular for ἐμαυτόν or σεαυτόν, where no such reason exists: see Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 272.

Verse 10
10.] καὶ γάρ,—and we carried this further: we not only set you an example, but inculcated the duty of diligence by special precept. The γάρ is co-ordinate with that in 2 Thessalonians 3:7. The καί does not bring out ὅτε ἦμεν πρ. ὑμᾶς as a new feature, as Thdrt., for of this period the last three verses have treated—but it brings out τοῦτο, on which the stress lies, as an additional element in the reminiscence. This seems to me clearly to be the force here, and not the merely conjunctive, as Ellic. maintains, τοῦτο, viz. what follows.

εἴ τις κ. τ. λ.] Schöttgen and Wetst. quote this saying from several places in the rabbinical books.

Verse 11
11.] Ground for reminding them of this his saying.

περιεργαζομένους] being busybodies; or, being active about trifles; ‘busy only with what is not their own business’ (Jowett: who refers to Quintilian’s ‘non agere sed satagere’): see reff. So in the charge against Socrates, Plato, Apol. § 3, σωκράτης ἀδικεῖ κ. περιεργάζεται ζητῶν τά τε ὑπὸ γῆς κ. τὰ ἐπουράνια, κ. τὸν ἥττω λόγον κρείττω ποιῶν, κ. ἄλλους ταὐτὰ ταῦτα διδάσκων.

Verse 12
12.] παρακαλοῦμεν, scil, αὐτούς.

ἐν κυρ. see on 2 Thessalonians 3:6.

μετὰ ἡσυχ. may be taken either subjectively,—with a quiet mind;—or objectively, with quietness, i.e. in out ward peace. The former is most probable, as addressed to the offenders themselves. ἑαυτῶν, emphatic—that which they themselves have earned.

Verse 13
13.] δέ—ye who are free from this fault. On ἐγκ. and ἐκκ. see notes on 2 Corinthians 4:1 and Galatians 6:9.

καλοποιοῦντες, from the context, cannot mean ‘doing good’ (to others), but doing well, living diligently and uprightly: see also Galatians 4:9, where the same general sentiment occurs. Chrys.’s meaning is surely far-fetched: στέλλεσθε μέν, φησιν, ἀπʼ αὐτῶν κ. ἐπιτιμᾶτε αὐτοῖς, μὴ μὴν περιΐδητε λιμῷ διαφθαρέντας.

Verse 14
14.] Many Commentators (Luth., Calv., Grot., Calov., Le Clerc, Beng., Pelt, Winer, al.) have joined διὰ τῆς ἐπιστολῆς with what follows, and explained it (usually, see below),—‘note that man by an Epistle (to me).’ But τῆς is decidedly against this rendering,—unless we suppose that it signifies ‘your’ answer to this. (Bengel and Pelt, taking τῆς ἐπ. for this Epistle, would render, ‘notate nota censoria, hanc Epist., ejus admonendi causa, adhibentes eique incultantes’ (Beng.),—‘Eum hac epistola freti severius tractate’ (Pelt): but both these require σημειοῦσθε to be diverted from its simple meaning.) The great objection to the above connexion is that St. Paul has already pointed out the manner of treating such an one, 2 Thessalonians 3:6, and is not likely to enjoin a further reference to himself on the subject. It is far better therefore, with Chrys. (there seems no reason for qualifying this by apparently, as Ellic), Est., Corn.-a-lap., Beza, Hamm., Whitby, Schott, Olsh., De W., Baum.-Crus., Lün., Ellic., all., to join διὰ τῆς ἐπ. with the preceding τῷ λόγ. ἡμ., and render it our word by this Epistle, as ἡ ἐπιστολή is undoubtedly used in reff., and the word is that in 2 Thessalonians 3:12.

σημειοῦσθε] mark, see ref. Polyb.: the ordinary meaning of the word: put a σημεῖον on him, by noticing him for the sake of avoidance. On what is called the dynamic middle, see Krüger, Sprachlehre, § 52. 8. 4.

Verse 15
15.] καί is more delicate than ἀλλά or δέ would be: q. d. ‘and I know that it will follow as a consequence of your being Christians, that ye will, &c.’

ὡς in the first clause seems superfluous: it is perhaps inserted to correspond with the other clause, or still further to soften the ἐχθρὸν ἡγεῖσθε. So ὥσπερ, Job 19:11; Job 33:10.

Verse 16
16.] Concluding wish. On αὐτὸς δέ, see on ch. 2 Thessalonians 2:16.

ὁ κύριος τῆς εἰρήνης] As the Apostle constantly uses ὁ θεὸς τῆς εἰρ. for the God of Peace (see Romans 15:33; Romans 16:20 :2 Corinthians 13:11, al.), we here must understand our Lord Jesus Christ.

ἡ εἰρήνη must not be understood only of peace with one another: for there has been no special mention of mutual disagreement in this Epistle: but of peace in general, outward and inward, here and hereafter, as in Romans 14:17. See Fritz, on Romans, vol. i, p. 22.

The stress is on ὑμῖν—May the Lord of Peace give you (that) Peace always in every way (whether it be outward or inward, for time or for eternity).

μετὰ πάντων ὑ.] therefore with the ἀτάκτως περιπατοῦντες also (Lün.): not as Jowett, pleonastic. The man who was to be admonished as an ἀδελφός, would hardly be excluded from the Apostle’s parting blessing.

Verse 17
17.] Autographic salutation. The Epistle, as it follows from this, was not written with the Apostle’s own hand, but dictated. So with other Epistles; see Romans 16:22 :1 Corinthians 16:21; Colossians 4:18.

ὅ] which circumstance: not attraction for ὅς. The whole of 2 Thessalonians 3:17-18, not merely the benediction, are included. By the words οὕτως γράφω, we must not conceive that any thing was added, such as his signature,—or as Œc., οἷον τὸ ἀσπάζομαι ὑμᾶς, ἢ τὸ ἔῤῥωσθε, ἤ τι τοιοῦτον: they are said of that which he is writing at the time. His reason for this caution evidently was, the ἐπιστολὴ ὡς διʼ ἡμῶν, spoken of ch. 2 Thessalonians 2:2. And the words ἐν πάσῃ ἐπιστολῇ must not, with Lün., be limited to any future Epistles which he might send to the Thessalonians, but understood of a caution which he intended to practise in future with all his Epistles: or at least with such as required, from circumstances, this identification. Thus we have (1 Thess. being manifestly an exception, as written before the rule was established) Gal. written with his own hand (see note on Galatians 6:11); 1 Cor. authenticated (1 Corinthians 16:21); 2 Cor. sent by Titus and therefore perhaps not needing it (but it may have existed in 2 Corinthians 13:12-13 without being specified); Rom. not requiring it as not insisting on his personal authority (but here again the concluding doxology may have been autographic): Col. authenticated (Colossians 4:18); Eph. apparently without it (but possibly Ephesians 6:24 may have been autographic): Phil. from its character and its bearer Epaphroditus not requiring it (but here again Ephesians 4:23 may be autographic): and the Epistles to individuals would not require such authentication, not to mention that they are probably all autographic—that to Philemon certainly is, see Philemon 1:19 there. (So for the most part De Wette.)

Verse 17-18
17, 18.] CONCLUSION.

