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PREEFACE

THE following Commentary is primarily philological. Its
aim is to ascertain with as great precision as possible the
actual meaning of the writer’s language. The Com-
mentaries which have been regularly consulted are those
of Chrysostom and Theodore of Mopsuestia, amongst the
ancients ; and amongst the moderns, Alford, Barry, De
Wette, Eadie, Ellicott, Meyer (W. Schmidt), Moule, von
Soden, and the Speaker’s; also for Ephesians, Harless,
Stier, and Macpherson; and for Colossians, Lightfoot.
The Commentary of von Soden, though concise, is very
acute and independent. Mr. Moule’s also, although
bearing a modest title, is of great value. Other writers
have been occasionally consulted. Much use has been
made of Fritzsche’s occasional notes in his various com-
mentaries, especially in connexion with the illustration
of the language of the Epistles from classical and late
Greek authors. Wetstein, of course, has not been over-
looked. ‘

The text adopted is that of the Revisers, except

where otherwise stated.
T K. ABBOIEY




INTRODUCTION.

§ 1. TO WHAT READERS WAS THE EPISTLE ADDRESSED?

THis question cannot be treated apart from that of the genuine-
ness of & 'E¢éoe in i. 1.

MSS. All extant MS. authority, with three exceptions, is in
favour of the words. The three exceptions are 8 B 672

In & they are added by a later hand (&°).

In B they are also added by a corrector (B®), although Hug
was of opinion that the correction was by the first hand.

In 67 they were written by the original scribe, but are expunged
by the corrector. Possibly this correction is not independent of
B. ' Lightfoot observes that a reading in St. Paul’s Epistles sup-
ported by & B 672 almost always represents the original text.

In addition to these, however, we have the express testimony
of Basil that the words were absent from the most ancient, or
rather all the ancient, MSS. in his day. His words are: 7ois
Egeaios émoré\\wv, ds yvnoios jropévors 7¢ Svti 8 émyvdoews,
dvras adrovs Bwaldvres dvépacey, elmdv' Totls dyiots 7ols odoL Kkal
marols é&v Xpiord “Inaod” olrw yap xai ol wpd fHudyv Tapadeddraot kai
pets év Tois makatols TOV dvriypdbwv edpiikapey (Ady. Eunom. ii. 19).
The hypothesis that he is referring, not to é "E¢éso, but either
to Tots or to odow, is quite untenable. How strange it would be
that he should go on to quote the words xal mworois év Xp. 'L,
which had no relation to the interpretation in question, and omit
the intervening év 'E¢éow, the absence of which was no doubt
what gave rise to it! The ofrw ydp must surely refer to the whole
quotation as he gives it. Moreover, he - distinguishes the MSS.
from oi mpd Wudv, by which he doubtless meant Origen, who
omitted the words. Besides, his proof from this passage (against
Eunomius), that Christ may be called 6 dv, would have no founda-
tion if he had read év ’E¢éoo after odow.!

11t has been said that Basil’s statement is not confirmed. The objection is
doubly fallacious. His statement as to what he had himself seen does not need

a
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Versions. All the Versions have the words, but it must be
borne in mind that we have no MSS. of any of these as old as
N B. :
ZFathers, etc. Origen’s commentary is quoted in Cramer’s
Catena as follows: Qpuyérys 8¢ ¢, émt pdvov "Ederiov elpoper
Kelpuevov, T ““Tols Gylots Tols odar” kal {yrodpev el py mapée (Z.e. is
redundant) mpookeipevov 76 “ Tois dyiows Tots obor” Ti Stvarar onpai-
vew Spa otv € pi) bomep v 1) "BEdSe dvopd ¢now éavrod 6
xpnporilov Mooe 10 dv, olrws oi peréyovres Tod Ovros, yivovras
dvres, kalovuevor ofovel ék To0 i) elvar els TO elvar “ éEedébaro yap o
@cds T8 i) Svra” ¢noiv ¢ adros HMadlos “lva 70 dvra karapyroy,”
k.. As Tois dylots Tols odow occurs with & and the name of the
place in other Epistles (z Cor., Phil. ; cf. Rom. i. 7), it is clear that
what Origen refers to as used of the Ephesians only is 7ois ofow
without & "E¢éoo.

Tertullian informs us that Marcion gave the Epistle the title
“ad Laodicenos ” (4dv. Marc. v. 17): “Ecclesiae quidem veritate
epistolam istam ad Ephesios habemus emissam, non ad Laodicenos,
sed Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare (ze. falsify) ! gestiit,
quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator ; nihil autem de titulis in-
terest, cum ad omnes apostolus scripserit, dum ad quosdam.” Com-
pare zbid. 11, “ praetereo hic et de alia epistola, quam nos ad Ephesios -
praescriptum (ze. superscribed) habemus, haeretici vero ad Laodice-
nos.” It is clear from this that Marcion had not the words év
*E¢péoo in his text. But it is also inferred with great probability that
Tertullian himself had them not. For he does not charge Marcion
with falsifying the text but the title, and he vindicates the title “ad
Ephesios” by an appeal to the “veritas ecclesiae,” not to the actual
words in the text, which would have been conclusive. Moreover,
how strange the remark, “nihil autem de titulis interest,” etc., if he
had & "E¢ére in the text of the apostle! It is clear that “titulus”
here means the superscription, not the address in the text.

Lightfoot points out that there are indications in the earlier
Latin commentators that in the copies they used the word
“Ephesi,” if not absent, was in a different position, which would
betray its later introduction. Thus in the middle of the fourth
century, Victorinus Afer writes: “Sed haec cum dicit ‘Sanctis
qui sunt fidelibus Ephesi,’ quid adjungitur? ‘In Christo Jesu’”
(Mai. Script. Vett. Nova Coll. iii. p. 87).

Ambrosiaster, in his Commentary, ignores “Ephesi”: “Non
solum fidelibus scribit, sed et sanctis: ut tunc vere fideles sint,
si fuerint sancti in Christo Jesu.”

confirmation, while as to the fact that the most ancient copies in his day did not

contain the words, he is fully supported. !
1 ¢ Interpolare” in Latin writers means usually to furbish up old articles so

as to make them look new.
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Sedulius Scotus (eighth or ninth century) writes: *Sanctis.
Non omnibus Ephesiis, sed his qui credunt in Christo. Et
fidelibus. Omnes sancti fideles sunt, non omnes fideles sancti,
etc. Qui sunt in Christo Jesu. Plures fideles sunt, sed non in
Christo,” etc. 'The omission of “Ephesi” in the quotations from
the text is of no importance ; but the position of “qui sunt” is
remarkable. It would seem as if some transcriber, finding
“sanctis qui sunt et fidelibus in Christo Jesu,” and stumbling
at the order, transposed “qui sunt” into the position in which
Sedulius, or some earlier writer whom he copies, appears to have
found them.

Jerome is doubtless referring to Origen when he says (i /oc.):
“Quidam curiosius (ze. with more refinement) quam necesse est,
putant ex eo quod Moysi dictum sit ¢ Haec dices filiis Israel : qui
est misit me,’ etiam eos qui Ephesi sunt sancti et fideles, essentiae
vocabulo nuncupatos. . . . Alii vero simpliciter non ad eos, qui
sint, sed qui Ephesi sancti et fideles sint, scriptum arbitrantur.”
This is obscurely expressed, and it is not clear whether he means
to refer to a difference of reading. But as we know that he had
read Origen’s commentary, he can hardly have been ignorant of
the fact that the interpretation he quotes implied the omission of
& E¢éoo, and the reader will observe that the word is “scriptum,”
not “scriptam,” as some commentators have quoted it. If this is
taken strictly it must refer to the reading.

When we turn to the Epistle itself we find its whole tone and

character out of keeping with the traditional designation. St.
" Paul had spent about three years at Ephesus “ceasing not to
warn every one day and night with tears” (Acts xx. 31). On his
last journey to Jerusalem he sent for the elders of Ephesus to
meet him at Miletus. His address to them (Acts xx. 18 sqq.) is
full of affectionate remembrance of his labours amongst them, and
of earnest warnings. The parting is described in touching words :
“They fell on his neck and kissed him, sorrowing most of all for
the words which he spake, that they should see his face no more.”
There was no Church with which his relations were more close,
nay, so close and affectionate, or in connexion with which he had
such sacred and affecting memories. We might expect a letter
written to Ephesus to be full of personal reminiscences, and
allusions to his labours amongst them ; instead of which we have
a composition more like a treatise than a letter, and so absolutely
destitute of local or personal colouring that it might have been
written to a Church which St. Paul had never even visited. We
need not attach much importance to the absence of personal
greetings. There are no special salutations in the Epp. to the
Corinthians and to the Philippians, for example, perhaps because,
as Lightfoot says: “Where all alike are known to us, it becomes



iv THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS [§ 5 &

irksome, if not invidious, to select any for special salutation.”
But there is not even a general friendly greeting as in those
Epistles ; there is nothing but the impersonal eipijvy Tois adeXpols,
x7.A, vi. 23. But in addition to the general greeting in Phil,
for example, domrdoacfe wdvra dytov . . . domdlovrar bpds ol avv
éuoi ddeAdpol, r.m.\., that Epistle abounds in personal reminis-
cences, to which there is no parallel here. Even the Epistle to
the Colossians, whom St. Paul had never seen, betrays a more
lively personal interest.

It is impossible to explain this on the supposition that the
Epistle was addressed to the Ephesian Church, so loving to the
apostle and so beloved.

But we may go farther than this, for there are expressions in
the Epistle which seem impossible to reconcile with the supposition
that it is addressed to that Church. Ch. i. 15, “ Having heard of
your faith,” etc., may perhaps be explained, though not very
naturally, as referring to the period since his departure from them.
Not so the following: iii. 2, “For this cause, I Paul, the prisoner
of Christ Jesus in behalf of you Gentiles,—if indeed ye have heard
of (or ‘were instructed in’) the dispensation of the grace of God
which was given me to you-ward”; iv. 21, 22, “But ye did not
so learn Christ, if indeed ye heard of Him, and were taught in
Him,” etc.

Dr. Hort thinks the usual reply to the argument from the two
latter passages true and sufficient, namely, that elye “is not in-
frequently used with a rhetorical or appealing force where no real
doubt is meant to be expressed,” and St. Paul could not express
any real doubt in either case about any Church of Proconsular
Asia, any more than about the Ephesian Church.

Let it be granted that elye does not imply the existence of a
doubt, it certainly (as an intensified “if”) implies that doubt is not
inconceivable. It cannot mean more than “I am sure,” “I do not
doubt,” “I know,” “I am persuaded.” But this is not the way in
which a man expresses himself about a matter of his own experi-
ence, or in which he has himself been the agent. A preacher
occupying a friend’s pulpit may say “I know,” or “if indeed ye
have been taught,” but not when addressing those whom he has
himself taught.

Dr. Hort in confirmation of his remark about the appealing
force of elye refers to Ellicott’s note, which is a notable instance of
petitio principii. Having said that elye “does not iz ifself imply the
rectitude of the assumption made,” as Hermann’s Cazon implies
(““elye usurpatur de re quae jure sumpta creditur”), but that this must
be gathered from the context, he proceeds: “In the present case
there could be no real doubt ; ¢ neque enim ignorare quod hic dicitur
(iii. 2) poterant Ephesii quibus Paulus ipse evangelium plusquam
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biennio praedicaverat,” Estius; comp. ch. iv. 215 2 Cor. v. 3;
Col. i. 23. No argument, then, can be fairly deduced from these
words against the inscription of this Ep. to the Ephesians.” That
is to say, if elye implied doubt, the Epistle could not be addressed
to the Ephesians ; but it was so addressed, therefore eiye does not
imply doubt, and therefore is not inconsistent with such an
address. The three passages referred to in illustration are singu-
larly unsuitable for the purpose. Ch. iv. 21 belongs to the very
Epistle in question.. In z Cor. v. 3, elye xai &vdvodpevor od yvpvol
etpefyadpeda, and in Col. i. 23, elye émypévere 1) wiore, k1., it s
the future that is spoken of, and the particle has its usual sense,
“if as I assume.” Lightfoot, indeed (on Gal. iii. 4), expresses the
opinion that in the N.T. eiye is even less affirmative than eimep.

Eph. iii. 4 also (whether we adopt Hort’s view that dvayww-
okovres means ‘‘reading the O.T. Scriptures ” or not) seems to imply
that the author was not well known to his readers. The Ephesians
had not now first to learn what St. Paul’s knowledge of the
mystery was.

In the early Church the Epistle was universally regarded as
addressed to the Ephesians. It is so referred to in the Muratorian
Canon ; by Irenaeus (Haer. i. 3. 1,4; i. 8. 4; v. 2. 36); by
Tertullian (quoted above); by Clement of Alexandria (Stzom.
iv. 65); and by Origen, who, as we saw above, had not & E¢éoo
in his text (Comment. 77 loc., and Contra Celsum, iii. 20).

There is one important exception to this general belief, namely,
Marcion, who, as above mentioned, held the Epistle to be
addressed to the Laodiceans. This fact has been generally put
aside as of no importance, it being supposed that this was a mere
critical conjecture of Marcion (as Tertullian assumes), and prob-
ably suggested by Col. iv. 16. But considering the antiquity of
Marcion, who was of earlier date than any of the Catholic writers
cited, we are hardly justified in treating his evidence so lightly,
seeing that he could have no theological motive for changing the
title. Even if his “ad Laodicenos” was only a critical conjecture,
this would justify the inference that the destination of the Epistle
was at that time to some extent an open question. But it is
unlikely that he should have been led to adopt this title merely by
the fact that mention is made elsewhere of an Epistle (not to, but)
from Laodicea. There is nothing in the Epistle itself to suggest
Laodicea. It is, then, not improbable that he had seen a copy
with & Aaodikela in the text.

Passing by this, however, for the present, we have the following
facts to account for: First, the early absence of év 'Edéoe. As
Lightfoot puts it: “We have no direct evidence that a single
Greek manuscript during this period (second and third centuries)
contained the words in question. The recent manuscripts to
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which Basil refers in the latter half of the fourth century, are the
earliest of which this can be distinctly affirmed” (Biblical Essays,
p. 381). Secondly, the early and universal recognition in the
Church of the Epistle as written to the Ephesians.

Writers who hold & *E¢éoe to have been an integral part of
the original text suppose the words to have been omitted for
critical reasons, namely, because they seemed not to agree with
the character of the Epistle. This theory, to be plausible, would
require the facts to be reversed, Ze. that the words should be
omitted by the later not the earlier authorities, and that the
opinion of the early Church should be vacillating. In fact, it
explains the unanimity of early opinion by supposing that é&
*E¢héoe was read without question, and explains the early omission
of the words by supposing that opinion was not unanimous.

Apart from this, the theory postulates a critical study of the
relations between the apostle and the Churches which it would be
a complete anachronism to ascribe to that early age. Much later,
indeed, we find Theodore of Mopsuestia led by éxovoas in i. 15 to
regard the Epistle as written by St. Paul before he had seen the
Ephesians. “Numquam profecto dixisset se auditu de illis cognos-
centem gratiarum pro illis facere actionem, si eos alicubi vel
vidisset, vel ad notitiam ejus illa ratione venire potuissent.” So
also Severianus and Oecumenius. But it did not. occur to
Theodore or the others to question the correctness of the text.

An accidental omission of the words is out of the question.
The only hypothesis that agrees with the facts is that the Epistle
was in some sense an encyclical or circular letter. This seems to
have been first suggested in a definite form by Ussher (Adnn. V. et
N. Test. a.p. 64) : “ Ubi notandum, in antiquis nonnullis codicibus
(ut ex Basilii libro ii. adversus Eunomium, et Hieronymi in hunc
Apostoli locum commentario, apparet) generatim inscriptam fuisse
hanc epistolam, rois dylois Tois odot kal miorois & Xpuore Inood, vel
“(ut in litterarum encyclicarum descriptione fieri solebat) sanctis
qui sunt . . . et fidelibus in Christo Jesu, ac si Ephesum primo,
ut praecipuam, Asiae metropolim missa ea fuisset ; transmittenda
inde ad reliquas (intersertis singularum nominibus) ejusdem pro-
vinciae ecclesias : ad quarum aliquot, quas Paulus ipse nunquam
viderat, illa ipsius verba potissimum spectaverint.”

There are two forms of this hypothesis. The first (agreeing
with Ussher’s view) supposes that a blank was originally left after
rois odow, which would be filled in with the names of the respective
Churches for which the copies were intended, while in the Church
at large some copies would be circulated with a vacant space, in
which case, of course, in the copies made from these the blank
would be disregarded. Or we might suppose, with Hort, that
there was originally only one copy sent by the hand of Tychicus,
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the blank being filled orally when the Epistle was read in each
place, and the name so supplied being naturally written in the
copy or copies which would be made for preservation there.

The objection most strongly urged against this view is that
there is no trace of copies with any other name in the place of
’E¢éoe in the text, and that it is highly improbable that none such
should have been preserved. A little consideration will show that
no weight is to be attached to this argument. The Epistle “from
Laodicea” was either identical with the present Epistle or distinct
from it. In the lafter case, it has wholly perished, not a single
copy having been preserved even to the time of Marcion. In the
former case, only the copies bearing other names than that of
Ephesus disappeared. Is not this quite natural? When copies
were in demand, where would they be sought for but in the metro-
politan city and commercial centre of Ephesus? No interest would
attach to any particular address. Why, then, should it be thought
much more probable that all copies should have been allowed
to perish than that only those with names of minor importance
should fail to be multiplied? Indeed, the fact itself is not certain,
for it is not improbable that a transcript from the Laodicean copy
was in Marcion’s hands. In any case, we have a close parallel in
the fact that the ancient copies which omitted é& ’E¢éoo had
already before Basil’s day been superseded by those which inserted
the words, and although & B remain (being on vellum), no suc-
ceeding copyists have a trace of the reading until we come to the
late corrector of 67.

It must be admitted that this plan of leaving blanks savours
more of modern than of ancient manner, and resembles the
formality of a legal document more than the natural simplicity of
St. Paul. Indeed, we have examples in 2 Cor. i. 1 and Gal. i. 2
of the form of address which he would be likely to adopt in an
encyclical letter. Besides, any hypothesis which makes Ephesus
the chief of the Churches addressed, is open, though in a less
degree, to the objections alleged above against the traditional
designation.

A second form of the hypothesis supposes the sentence to be
complete without anything corresponding to é& ’E¢éow. Origen’s
view of the meaning of the passage when these words are not read
has been quoted above, viz. “to the saints who are.”

This view has been recently espoused by Dr. Milligan (Zzncycl.
Brit., art. “ Ephesians ”), who translates: “To the saints existing
and faithful in Christ Jesus.” But the passages to which he refers
in justification of this are by no means sufficient for the purpose.
They are—Col. ii. 3, év ¢ eior wdvres oi Onoavpol . . . dwdkpuor :
0. 10, Kai éoTe v abTG wemAnpopévor: iii. 1, 00 & Xpwords éoTw v
8elly Tod Ocob kabijpevos.
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In these the predicate is completed by & &, & aird, of, and so
the passages supply no parallel to the supposed absolute use of
Tois odow here as “those existing.” Besides, kal mworols comes in
very awkwardly and weakly after such an epithet. Bengel, again,
interprets : “ Sanctis et fidelibus qui sunt in omnibus iis locis, quo
Tychicus cum hac epistola venit,” so that Tois ofow = “qui praesto
sunt,” comparing Acts xiil. 1, katd v odoav éxAnoiav, and Rom.
xiil. 1, ai 8¢ odoar eovaior. But in the former case év ’Avrioxeln
had just preceded, so that only éxei has to be supplied; in the
latter the verb simply means “to be in existence.” Not to dwell
on the untenable suggestion that 7ois odow should be taken with
dylois (“the saints who are really such”), there remains the
perfectly grammatical construction, “the saints who are also
faithful” (see note 7z /loc.). The difficulty of the construction is
actually diminished by the absence of é& "E¢éoq.

The Epistle, then, is best regarded as addressed, not to a
Church, but to the Gentile converts in Laodicea, Hierapolis, and
Colossae, and elsewhere in' Phrygia and the neighbourhood of
that province. This is the view adopted by Reiche, Ewald, and
(independently) by Prof. Milligan (who, however, supposes the
Epistle addressed only to the Gentile converts of Laodicea and
Colossae). It meets most of the difficulties. It explains the
absence of local references combined with the local limitation
implied in vi. 22. It also escapes the difficulty of supposing a
blank space in i. 1. Further, it explains the remarkable expression,
Col. iv. 16, “the Epistle from Laodicea.” That the Epistle
referred to was not written to Laodicea appears highly probable
from the fact that a salutation is sent through Colossae to the
Laodiceans, which would be inexplicable if they were receiving by
the same messenger a letter addressed to themselves; and the
expression “from Laodicea” agrees with this, since Tychicus
would reach Laodicea first, so that the Colossians would receive
the letter from thence. Moreover, the hypothesis explains the
remarkable fact that the Epistle contains no allusion to doctrinal
errors such as had taken so great a hold in Colossae. Yet that
such errors extended at least to Laodicea is not only probable, but
is confirmed by the apostle’s direction that the Epistle to Colossae
should be read in Laodicea also.

There is no difficulty in understandiug how the title “to the
Ephesians ” would eome to be attached to the Epistle, since it was
from Ephesus that copies would reach the Christian world generally.
A parallel case is the title of the Epistle to the Hebrews, mpos
“EfBpaiovs, which, though of doubtful appropriateness, was never
questioned. Once accepted as addressed to the Iiphesians, the
analogy of other Epistles in which rois odow is followed by the
name of a place would naturally suggest the insertion of & "E¢éoq.
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The hypothesis that the Epistle is a “circular” letter has been
adopted (with various modifications) by a very great number of
scholars, including Bengel, Neander, Harless, Olshausen, Reuss,
Arch. Robertson, Ellicott, Lightfoot, Hort, B. Weiss, Wold-
Schmidt, Milligan.

§ 2. OF THE GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE.

External Evidence.— The earliest express reference to the
Lipistle as St. Paul’s is that of Irenaeus; but inasmuch as, if not
genuine, it must be much later than St. Paul, evidence of
acquaintance with it on the part of early writers is important.
When we add to this the fact that it professes to be St. Paul’s, we
are fairly justified in saying that evidence of its reception is
evidence of its genuineness. We begin then with—

Clement of Rome, c. 64, & éMeldpevos 7ov Kipiov ‘Inooiv
Xpuorov kai fipds 8¢ adroi els Aadv weprovoiov. Compare Eph. i. 4,
g, kabos éfeNééaro fjpds év adr . . . mpoopicas fpds . . . S “Inyood
Xpuorod.  Still closer is ¢. 46, 7 ovxi &a @cov Exopev kol &va
Xpuordy; xai & mvebpa Tis xdpuos To éxxvbey ¢’ Mpas kal pia
kMjous & Xpuor; compare Eph. iv. 4-6. Again, c. 36, jedxbnoar
Huiv of épbarpol Tis kapdias; cf. Eph. i 18. And c. 38, vworao-
oéobo &aoros TG whjaov avrod ; cf. Eph. v. 21.

The part of the Didacké called the Two Ways contains the
following (Did. iv. 10, 11, also worked up by Barnabas, xix. 7):
otk émrdies Sovdw aov 7) madloky Tols érl Tov adrov @eov e\wrilovaw,
& mukpla oov; and to servants: duels 8¢ ol dovAo trorayjoeobe Tols
Kuplos Spdv Gs TUTe @cod &v aloxivy kal ¢6Bw. Compare Eph.
vi. 9, 5. The coincidence is in substance rather than in words,
but it is best accounted for by supposing a knowledge of our
Epistle.

Ignatius, Zp. ad Eph. c. 12, Iadlov ovppiorar (éore), Tod
Hywaopévov, . . . bs & wdoy émoTol) pvnuoveder dudv év Xptord
*Iyoo. Many writers (including Hefele, 7z /Joc., Alford, Harless,
and, less decidedly, Westcott and Robertson) render this “in all
his Epistle,” viz. to you, or “in every part of his Epistle.” But
this is untenable. For, in the first place, it is ungrammatical ;
certainly no example has been produced which is quite parallel.
Hefele adduces maoa ‘lepocévpa, Matt. ii. 3; and mds TopaiA,
Rom. xi. 26; but these are proper names. Other supposed
parallels are examined by Lightfoot, % ‘loc. Two have been
relied on by later writers, viz. Acts xvii. 26, émi mavros TPOTHTOV
Tis viis, and Aristot. £24. NVic.i. 13. 7, wav odpa.  But neither are
these analogous. There is only one mpdowmov ijs yis, hence this
term is used (not, indeed, with wav) without the article in the
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Sept. (Gen. iv. 14, vi. 7, xi. 8, mp. wdanys tHs yis=Luke xxi. 35).
It is easy to understand, then, how it should come to be so used
even with 7av preceding.

At first sight #dv odpa in Aristotle, Zc, seems to present a
closer parallel. The passage runs: 8¢t Tov wo\iricdv eidévar wds Ta
mepl Yuxis' Gomep ral Tov dpbalpods Gepamevovra, kal wav chpa ; e,
he that heals the eyes must know the whole body. But c@épa in
the abstract sense, Ze. as meaning, not this or that individual body,
but the body as opposed to the soul, is used by Aristotle without
the article, just as Yuxij is also used (see, for example, Z74. NVic. i. 8.
2; 6. 12, etc.). In this particular instance the omission of the
article was, in fact, necessary to precision ; for #av o oc@ua might
mean the body of him whose eyes were to be healed, whereas
what is intended is the human body generally. Since, therefore,
mav oapa here does not mean the whole individual body, it
furnishes no parallel to the alleged meaning of wdoy émorols, and
we are compelled to abide by the rendering “in every Epistle.”

But, in the second place, the proposed rendering gives a
wholly unsuitable sense. The fact of St. Paul devoting a letter to
the Ephesians would deserve mention, but to what purpose to say,
“in his whole letter to you he mentions you”? We do not speak
of making mention of a man to himself, nor did the Greeks so use
pvypoveverv.  But even if this were possible, it would be, as Light-
foot says, “singularly unmeaning, if not untrue,” of the present
Epistle. Alford, indeed, thinks the expression fully justified, and
quotes Pearson, who says: “Tota enim Epistola ad Ephesios
scripta, ipsos Ephesios, eorumque honorem et curam, maxime
spectat, et summe honorificam eorum memoriam ad posteros trans-
mittit. In aliis epistolis apostolus eos ad quos scribit saepe
acriter objurgat aut parce laudat. Hic omnibus modis perpetuo
se Ephesiis applicat,” etc. All this if said of the Ephesians in a
letter addressed to others might be called pvypovedew, although
this would be a strangely weak word to use. Does not “acriter
objurgare ” involve pvyuovevew as much as “laudare”? But the
peculiarity of the Epistle is that nothing is mentioned or even
alluded to which is personal to the Ephesians.

Kiene (Stud. wu. Krit. 1869, p. 286) understands by wday
émoroly) “an entire letter,” but without attempting to show the
possibility of this rendering. But can we say that St. Paul
mentions the Ephesians “in every letter”? Allowing for a
natural hyperbole we may answer, Yes. Ephesus and the
Christians there are referred to either alone or with others in Rom.
xvi. 55 1.Cor. xv. 2201, 8, 10;.2,Cor. i. 8sq.s and 1 and 2 {1m.

The longér recension of Ignatius has 6s wdvrore év tais dejoeoww
atrod pvnuovever tpdv. The Armenian Version reads pvnpoveio,
which would be true to fact, for in five out of the six other
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Epistles, Ignatius does mention the Ephesians. But the authority
is insufficient.

Accepting, then, the usual reading and the grammatical render-
ing, we cannot infer from the words that Ignatius knew the Epistle
as addressed to the Ephesians. Rather they would suggest the
opposite conclusion. For, when Ignatius desired to remind his
readers of St. Paul’s regard for them, it would be strange that he
should only refer to the mention of them in other Epistles, and
not at all to that which had been specially addressed to them.

The word cuppvorar has been thought to have been suggested
by Eph. i. o, iii. 3, 4, 9, etc.; but this is very precarious, for St.
Paul uses no expression there which would suggest Ignatius’ word,
and cuppiorys is used by Origen (Zz Jes. Naue Hom. 7, ii. p.
413), “ipse (Paulus) enim est symmystes Christi,” and by Hip-
polytus (zz Dan. p. 174, Lagarde).

The question as to Ignatius’ knowledge and reception of the
Epistle is quite a different one. In the address of his Epistle he
has several expressions which may have been suggested by the early
verses of our Epistle: 77 edloynuévy, mAnpdpari, mpowpiouévy mpo
aldvoy €var . . . els 83fav, ékheleypévny, & Oehsjuari Tob waTpds.
More certain is cap. i., pyuyral dvres Tod @eod, borrowed apparently
from Eph. v. 1, and Polyc. 5, dyardy tas ovpfiovs ds 6 Kipios iy
ékkhnaiav, a reminiscence of Eph. v. 29. In the following ch. vi.
the reference to the Christian’s wavorAla was probably suggested
by Eph. vi. 11, although the parts of the armour are differently
assigned. Also Ign. Zpk. c. 9, &s dvres Alow vaod mwarpds, froypuac-
pévou eis oikoSopny @eod marpds (Eph. ii. 20-22).

Contemporaneous with Ignatius is the Zpistle of FPolycarp fo
the Philippians. It contains two quotations from the present
Epistle in cap. 1., xdpiur{ éore ocecwouévor, otk & épywv, from Eph.
ii. 5, 8, 9; and c. 12 (of which the Greek is lost), “ut his scripturis
dictum est, szascimini et nolite peccare ef, sol non occidat super
tracundiam vestram, from Eph. iv. 26. Some commentators, indeed,
suppose that Ignatius here is, independently of our Epistle, making
the same combination of two O.T. texts, or that both adopt
a combination made by some earlier writer. That is to say, they
regard “let not the sun go down on your wrath” as a quotation
from Deut. xxiv. 13, 15, verses which have nothing in common
with this but the reference to the sun going down, for what they
deal with is the hire of a poor man and the pledge taken from the
poor. That two writers should independently connect the words
in Deut. with those in Ps. iv., changing in the former ‘“his hire”
into “your anger,” is beyond the bounds ‘of probability. As to
the difficulty which is found in Polycarp citing the N.T. as
Scripture, perhaps the explanation may be that, recognising the
first sentence as a quotation from the O.T., he hastily concluded
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that the second was so also. For in the context immediately
preceding he confesses that his acquaintance with the Scriptures
was not equal to that of the Philippians. This is at least more
probable than an accidental coincidence.

Hermas, Mand. iii., has, d\nfelav dydmwa kal wdoa dAnfela éx
700 oTépards oov emropsveo’@w, doubtless from Eph iv. 25, 29. A
little after we have, unde AMdmyy é ewayew TG mfev,u.a-rl. ‘T(D o-e,uvw K(].L
GAnlet; cf. . ver. 3o. Again, Sim. 1x. 13, éoovrar eis & Tvedpa kal
& odpa, and 17, pla wlomis adrdv éyévero, seem to be reminiscences
of Eph. iv. 4, s.

The Valentinians also quoted the Epistle, iiil. 4-18, as ypd¢y
(Hipp. Philos. vi. 34).

By the close of the second century the Epistle was universally
received as St. Paul's. Irenaeus, adv. Haer. v. 2. 3, has, kafos 6
pakdpios TlabNds ¢pnow, & 7f mpos "Edeaiovs émoroly)® otL péln
éopdy oD adparos, ék Ths capkos abTol kal ék Tdv boTéwy adTol
(Eph. v. 30). Also i. 8. 5, he similarly quotes Eph. v. 13. Clem.
Alex. Strom. iv. § 65, having quoted 1 Cor. xi. 3 and Gal. v. 16 sqq.,
with ¢naiv & amdorolos, adds, dwo kal & T mpos "Eeaiovs ypdper’
troracabpevor aAAjhots & $poBw Beod, k.T.\., Eph. v. 21—25. Also
Paed. i. § 18, 6 améorolos émaré oy mpds Kopwhlovs ¢yaiv (2 Cor.
xi. 2) . . . cagéorrara O¢ Bepeaios ypdpwv . . . Aéywr: uéxpt katav-
Tjooper of wdvres, k.r.\., Eph. iv. 13—15. Tertullian and Marcion
have already been quoted.

From this evidence it is all but certain that the Epistle already
existed about 95 A.D. (Clement), quite certain that it existed about
110 A.D. (Ignatius, Polycarp).

Not to be overlooked as an item of evidence of the genuine-
ness of the Epistle is the mention, in Col. iv. 16, of an Epistle
“from Laodicea.” This has been already referred to for a different
purpose. We learn from it that St. Paul wrote at or about the
same time, besides the Epistles to Philemon and to the Colossians,
an Epistle ‘of 2 more or less encyclical character, not addressed to the
Laodiceans, else it would be cailed the Epistle “to Laodicea,” or
“to the Laodiceans,” and, for a similar reason, not addressed by
name to any particular Church or Churches. It must also be
considered highly probable that it was conveyed by the same
messenger, Tychicus, for it was not every day that St. Paul would
have the opportunity of a disciple travelling from Rome (or even
from Caesarea) to Laodicea. It is hardly credible that a Church
which carefully preserved and copied the unimportant private letter
to Philemon, should allow this important encyclical to be lost.
There was a further guarantee of its preservation in the fact that
this did not depend on one single Church. Now, here we have
an Epistle which satisfies these conditions ; it is in some sort at
least an encyclical letter ; according to the best evidence, it was
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not addressed to a particular Church, and indirectly it purports to
have been written about the same time and conveyed by the same
messenger, as the Epp. to the Colossians and to Philemon. This
would amount to nothing if there were reason to suspect a forgery
suggested by Col. iv. 16. But this is entirely out of the question,
for there is not the slightest indication in the Epistle which could
lead an ordinary reader to that identification. So effectually,
indeed, was it concealed, that with the exception of the heretic
Marcion, it does not seem to have occurred to any ancient writer ;
and on what ground Marcion judged that the Epistle was to the
Laodiceans we do not know. We do know, however, that his
adoption of that title did not lead others to think of Col. iv. 16,
and even his own disciples seem not to have followed him.!

Whatever probability belongs to this identification (and the
reasons alleged against it have little weight), goes directly to con-
firm the genuineness of the Epistle, and must in all fairness be
taken into account. As the Canon of Marcion must have been
drawn up before the middle of the second century, there is
evidence of the general reception of the Epistle as St. Paul’s at
that period.

Many of the ablest opponents of the genuineness admit the
early date of composition and reception of the Epistle. Ewald
assigned it to about 75-80 A.D. Scholten also to 8o. Holtzmann,
Mangold, and others to about 1oo. The late date 140, assigned
by some of the earlier critics, is irreconcilable with the evidence
of its early recognition.

Tnternal Evidence.— Objections. The genuineness of the Epistle
appears to have been first questioned by Schleiermacher (who
suggested that Tychicus was commissioned to write it) and Usteri ;
but the first to examine the internal evidence in detail was De
Wette. His conclusion was that it is a verbose amplification
(“wortreiche Erweiterung ”) of the Epistle to the Colossians, and
in style shows a notable falling off from that of St. Paul. Against
the subjective element of this estimate may be placed the judg-
ment of Chrysostom, Erasmus, Grotius, and Coleridge. Chrysos-
tom says: *The Epistle overflows with lofty thoughts and doctrines
. . . Things which he scarcely anywhere else utters, he here ex-
pounds.”  tymAdv cpbdpa. yéper Tdv vonpdrov: & yap pndapod
épbéytaro, Taira évradba Sploi. Erasmus (although noting the
difference in style, etc.): “Idem in hac epistola Pauli fervor,
eadem profunditas, idem omnino spiritus ac pectus.” He adds:

1 This is Lightfoot’s explanation of the perplexing passage in Epiphanius
(Haeres. xlii.). Epiphanius speaks of Marcion as recognising the Ep. to the
Eph., and also portions of the so-called Ep. to the Laodiceans. He blames
Marcion for citing Eph. iv. 5, not from Eph., but from the Ep. to the
Laodiceans. See Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, p. 383 :
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“Verum non alibi sermo hyperbatis, anapodotis, aliisque incom-
moditatibus molestior, sive id interpretis fuit, quo fuit usus in hac,
sive sensuum sublimitatem sermonis facultas non est assequnta.
* Certe stilus tantum dissonat a caeteris Pauli epistolis ut alterius
videri possit nisi pectus atque indoles Paulinae mentis hanc prossus
illi vindicaret.” Grotius: “ Rerum sublimitatem adaequam verbis
sublimioribus quam ulla unquam habuit lingua humana.” Coleridge
(Zable Tualk): “The Epistle to the Ephesians . . . is one of the
divinest compositions of man. It embraces every doctrine of
Christianity ;—first, those doctrines peculiar to Christianity, and
then those precepts common to it with natural religion.” Others
have also judged that, as compared with Colossians, it is in system
“far deeper, and more recondite, and more exquisite ” (Alford).
De Wette was answered by Liinemann, Meyer, and others.
Some of the critics who followed De Wette went beyond him,
rejecting the Ep. to the Colossians also, which he fully accepted,
and assigning to both a much later date. Schwegler and Baur,
finding in the Epistle traces of Gnostic and Montanist language
and ideas, ascribed both Epistles to the middle of the second
century. Similarly Hilgenfeld, who, however, attributed the Epistles
to distinct authors. The fallacy of these latter speculations has
been shown by Holtzmann, who has devoted an entire volume to
the criticism of the two Epistles (K7:ti% der LEpheser und Kolosser-
briefe auf Grund einer Analyse ilires Verwandtschaftsverhiltnisses,
Leipz. 1872). His conclusion is that the writer of the present
Epistle had before him a genuine, but much shorter, Epistle to
the Colossians, on which he founded his encyclical, and that the
same writer subsequently interpolated the Epistle to the Colossians.
(This was first suggested by Hitzig, 1870.) Soden (in two articles
in the Jakrb. f. Prot. Theol. 188s, 1887) maintained the genuine-
ness of Col. with the exception of nine verses, and in his Comm.
he withdraws this exception, regarding only i. 164, 17 as a gloss.
Lastly, the most recent writer on the subject, Jiilicher (Zn-
leitung in das Neue Testament, 1894), will only go so far as to say
that our Epistle cannot with certainty be reckoned as St. Paul’s,
while neither can its genuineness be unconditionally denied.
Oljections from the Language of the Lpistle—Let us first notice
the argument from the language of the Epistle. Holtzmann re-
marks, as favourable to the Pauline authorship, that it contains
eighteen words not found elsewhere in the N.T. except in St
Paul. dpa odv occurs eight times in Romans, and besides only in
Gal. i. and 2 Thess. and Eph. each once; 8, a favourite of St.
Paul, occurs in Eph. five times (not in Col.). ~But the favourable
impression created by this is outweighed by the peculiarities found
in the Epistle. It is indeed admitted that the existence of draé
Aeydpeva would be no argument against the genuineness, if only




