Rev 2:6



 is the adversative use of the conjunction ALLA, meaning “But, Yet, However, or Nevertheless (see BDAG, p.44, pt.2).”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular adjective HOUTOS, meaning “this” and referring to what our Lord is about to say.  This is followed by the second person singular present active indicative from the verb ECHW, which means “to have.”  The combination of these two words is an idiom meaning “you have this (in your favor).”
 


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.


The active voice indicates that the Ephesian believers produce the action.


The indicative mood is declarative, indicating the presentation of a fact and reality.

“Nevertheless you have this [in your favor],”
 is the appositional use of the conjunction HOTI, in which the word HOTI stands in apposition to a noun, pronoun, or other substantive [here it is in apposition to the word HOUTOS = this].  When it does so the translation ‘namely, that’ should make good sense.  This usage is normally in apposition to the demonstrative TOUTO in such expressions as ‘﻿I say this to you, namely, that …﻿’ and the like.  As such, the pronoun is kataphoric or proleptic, in that its content is revealed by what follows rather than by what precedes.”
  Then we have the second person singular present active indicative from the verb MISEW, which means “to have a strong aversion to, hate, detest.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.


The active voice indicates that the Ephesian believers produce the action.


The indicative mood is declarative, indicating the presentation of a fact and reality.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter plural article and noun ERGON, which means “the deeds, actions, or works” plus the possessive genitive masculine plural of the article and proper noun NIKOLAITES, which means “of the Nicolaitans.”
“namely, that you hate the deeds of the Nicolaitans,”
 is the accusative direct object from the neuter plural relative pronoun HOS, meaning “which.”  Then we have the crasis or combining of the adjunctive use of the conjunction KAI and the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I also.”  Finally, we have the first person singular present active indicative from the verb MISEW, which means “to hate” (see above).

The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.


The active voice indicates that the Lord Jesus Christ produces the action as an anthropopathism.


The indicative mood is declarative, indicating the presentation of a fact and reality.
“which deeds I also hate.”
Rev 2:6 corrected translation
“Nevertheless you have this [in your favor], namely, that you hate the deeds of the Nicolaitans, which deeds I also hate.”
Explanation:
1.  “Nevertheless you have this [in your favor],”

a.  In contrast to our Lord’s condemnation of the Ephesian church for neglecting their most important love, He turns now and commends them for doing something right.

b.  The importance of this statement is recognizing that our Lord never forgets the things we have done right.  He forgives and forgets the things we do wrong, when we acknowledge them to Him, but He never forgets the things we do right.

c.  Unlike mankind, who rarely forgets the things that others do wrong to them, out Lord never forgets the things that we do right for Him.

2.  “namely, that you hate [detest] the deeds of the Nicolaitans,”

a.  Our Lord now explains what it is that the Ephesian church has done right and pleased the Lord.

b.  These believers have hated the deeds of the Nicolaitans.  This begs the question, ‘Who were the Nicolaitans and what were their deeds?’  Irenaeus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Jerome, Augustine, and Eusebius all say they were a sect of licentious antinomian Gnostics who lapsed into their antinomian license because of an over-strained asceticism.



(1)  While the church at Ephesus is commended for hating the deeds of the Nicolaitans, the church of Pergamum is blamed for having believers who believe their doctrines (Rev 2:15, “So you also have some who in the same way hold the teaching of the Nicolaitans.”). They were a group of Christians, who sought to introduce into the church a false freedom or licentiousness, thus abusing Paul’s doctrine of grace.



(2)  Nicolaus was one of the seven men appointed and ordained by the apostles to administer the daily food distribution among the Hellenistic Christian widows in the early Jerusalem church (Acts 6:5).  He was ‘a proselyte of Antioch’ (a Gentile converted to Judaism and then to Christianity).  The early church fathers are divided on whether or not Nicolaus later became apostate and founded the heretical sect known as the Nicolaitans.



(3)  The Nicolaitans were “a sect of the early Church associated with the cities of Ephesus and Pergamum (Rev 2:6, 15).  The group was apparently accused of the sins of eating meat offered to idols and (probably ritual) sexual immorality (Rev 2:14).  The association of these same antinomian practices (proscribed by the Apostolic Council at Jerusalem; Acts 15:20, 28–29; cf. 21:25) with the prophetess Jezebel at Thyatira (Rev 2:20) may indicate activity by the sect in that city as well.  Two explanations have been offered for the name of this group.  Irenaeus reported that this sect traced its origins to Nicolaus of Antioch, one of the seven Hellenists chosen to assist the apostles (Acts 6:1–5).  Clement of Alexandria concurred with Irenaeus but argued that the group’s second century adherents had corrupted Nicolaus’s teachings.  Most modern scholars are dubious of any connection between the sect and Nicolaus of Antioch, and many even doubt that the libertine gnostic sects known to the apologists by this name are the same as those mentioned in Revelation.”



(4)  “The clue to the real meaning of this term is found in the identification of the Nicolaitans with ‘the teaching of Balaam’ in Revelation 2:14–15.  Not only is it possible that ‘Nikolaitan’ is a Greek form of “Balaam” (as understood by the rabbis), but, more important, this interpretation fits both the text and the first-century situation.  John identifies the teaching of Balaam with two problems: ‘eating food sacrificed to idols’ and ‘sexual immorality’.  The early church constantly struggled with compromises with paganism, as we see in Paul’s long discussion in 1 Corinthians 8–10, as well as in the conclusions reached in Acts 15:20, 29.  Both of these center on food offered to idols, Paul’s conclusion being that one could eat such food if purchased in the marketplace, but one should not go to a meal in a pagan temple.  Following this Pauline rule, however, would cut one off from membership in trade guilds, patriotic celebrations (including ceremonies honoring the emperor, considered essential to good citizenship, although not taken seriously by the upper classes as religious events) and many family celebrations.  We can easily see the pressure to rationalize and thereby develop a compromise.  The issue of sexual immorality is more difficult, for it is also mentioned in Revelation 2:20, 22, in the case of Jezebel (an Old Testament code word for a New Testament woman leader of the church in Thyatira, indicating her spirit and God’s evaluation, rather than the woman’s actual name).  On the one hand, sexual immorality was a problem in the early church, as Paul’s discussions show (1 Cor 5:1; 6:12–20; compare Heb 13:4).  In the middle of a pagan society that accepted the use of prostitutes (although wives were expected to remain faithful), it was difficult to remain obedient on this point and relatively easy to compromise.  On the other hand, ‘sexual immorality’ was used in the Old Testament for involvement with pagan deities.  For example, the Old Testament Jezebel was not to our knowledge physically immoral—she was likely faithful to Ahab all her life—but she did lead Israel into Baal worship.  Since Israel was God’s ‘bride’, such involvement with other gods was called ‘adultery’ or ‘sexual immorality’.  Furthermore, the line between the two meanings of ‘immorality’ was difficult to draw.  Sexual immorality was involved in the Peor incident (connected to Balaam, Num 25:1–18), but the biggest issue was that the women were Moabites or Midianites, pagan women, and they led the men to eat feasts associated with their gods and then to worship the gods themselves.  In other words, the sexual immorality was wrong because it was associated with the worship of other gods, a commonplace in the pagan world in which many temples had prostitutes in them through whom a man could become ‘joined’ to the god.  The Nicolaitans, then, appear to be a group that corrupted God’s people by suggesting compromise with the culture of the day.  Rather than worship God and him alone, they suggested that it was appropriate to engage in patriotic ceremonies (such as feasts associated with the worship of the emperor) and other cultural institutions (for example, trade guilds, something like our modern unions or professional associations, and their worship). It is possible that either as part of these ceremonies or as a separate area of compromise they also permitted the use of prostitutes (perhaps as an accepted part of the ‘business ethic’ of their day).  Jesus (who is speaking through John) was not impressed. In fact, he threatened judgment on the church.  The Nicolaitans are still with us under a variety of names, for there are always people who in the name of being ‘realistic’ or under any number of other theological justifications counsel compromise with the dominant culture. This passage warns us that Jesus will not ‘buy’ these justifications.  He demands nothing less than total loyalty to his own person and directions. Anything less than this will put those who compromise in danger of his judgment.”


c.  The Nicolaitans taught the false doctrine called ‘antinomianism,’ which is “the view that Christians are exempt from the demands of the moral law by reason of their reliance upon divine grace alone for salvation.  Although the expression is not found in Scripture, it is evident that Paul was libelously accused by his detractors of holding such a false doctrine.  In Rom 3:8 he denied heatedly the accusation that he had called right conduct irrelevant to Christian experience, and again made this repudiation in Rom. 6:1f, 15f.  The gospel brings freedom from sin but not freedom to sin.  It is true that in the new dispensation of Christ the believer is no longer under obligation to the Mosaic law, in the sense that he is emancipated from its frustrating impositions upon an incapable human will.  His obedience is not rendered directly to the commandment, but represents his response to the person of Christ.  But this reorientation does not supply him with a license to transgress with impunity.  Some of the Gnostic sects of the 1st and 2nd centuries were antinomian in their teaching.  The Nicolaitans advocated a return to sub-Christian morality.  The licentious practices of these Gnostics (standing in such marked contrast with the severe asceticism of other schools within the movement) arose from an unscriptural dualism that erroneously divorced matter from spirit.  Since matter was thought to be irredeemably corrupt, the bodily passions could be indulged without inhibition, and in fact should be, so that the soul might shine in brighter splendor by comparison.  The maxim of Gnostic antinomianism was: ‘Give to the flesh the things of the flesh and to the spirit the things of the spirit.’”


d.  Since Peter was writing to the Gentile churches in Asia (as well as other churches), he was probably describing the beginnings of this group, when he wrote 2 Pet 2:12-15, “But these [false prophets], like unreasoning animals, creatures of instinct having been born for the purpose of capture and destruction, slandering in things which they are ignorant, will also be destroyed because of their depravity.  They cheat themselves out of reward because of unrighteousness.  They regard parties in the daytime as a pleasure.  [They are] stains and defects, engaging in loud, drunken parties associated with their pleasures as they feast together with you, having eyes full of an adulteress and unceasing from sin, enticing unstable souls, having a heart trained in greed, accursed children.  Having abandoned the right way of life, they have gone astray, pursuing the way of life of Balaam, the son of Beor, who loved the wealth from unrighteousness.”


e.  Therefore, the believers of the Ephesian church rejected this pre-Gnostic group of Christians and their belief in antinomianism as Christian lifestyle.  For this, they are commended by the Lord.  The Ephesian church did not compromise with the paganistic practices of Greek society.  They did not compromise their Christian principles in order to do what they wanted or be considered acceptable by their family, friends, peers, fellow-workers, and fellow-citizens.  They rejected the influence of other antinomian believers.


f.  They did not hate these apostate believers, for that would be a violation of the mandate to unconditional love for all believers, emphasized by John in his epistles.  However, they did hate the false doctrine and anti-Christian lifestyle being lived by the Nicolaitans.  
3.  “which deeds I also hate [detest].”

a.  Compare Heb 1:9a, “You [the Incarnate Christ] have loved righteousness and have hated lawlessness;”  Jesus Christ hates all acts of sinfulness, wrongdoing, evil, that is, violation of the will of God.

b.  Since hatred is described in the Bible as a sin, how can perfect God ‘hate’?


(1)  This is obviously an anthropopathism, which is the use of human language by God, in order to be able to communicate a divine thought to man that is otherwise not able to be communicated.  Human language is the only way man would be able to understand this divine thought.



(2)  God is love.  He is not and cannot be a God of hate.



(3)  Another explanation given here is thus: “The hate of Jesus (and the Church) for the works of the Nicolaitans in Ephesus differentiates between the ones who work evil and their evil works.  Only the evil works are hated. An extension of this differentiation leads to the well-known idea of hating the sin and loving the sinner.  This idea is already embedded in the OT, where God hates sin but has no pleasure in the death of the sinner, and desires only that he be converted from his ways and live (Ezek 18:23).”


c.  Jesus Christ hates antinomianism just as much as He hates legalism.  Both are an abomination.  Both are distortions of the spiritual life.


d.  We, like our Lord, are not to hate any fellow Christians, regardless of their spiritual status (apostate, new, advancing, or mature believer), but we have the obligation to detest, despise, and reject the deeds, actions, or works of those under the influence of false teachers and false doctrine.
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