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1.

The Pauline Epistles have ever given rise to
countless opinions, conjectures, hypotheses and theories. In the
niddle of the nineteenth century Baur and the adherents of the
Tuebingen school attributed the majority of the Apostleks let-
ters to a later age. They retained only Galatians, First and
8econd Corinthians, and Romans.: The remaining Epistles were
branded as "tendency documents" which aimed to conceal the schism
that had divided the Apostolic Church into two parties under the
leadership of Peter and Paul.

However, $he end of the nineteenth century saw

a decided change. ILed by the great New Testament scholar, Ligh*-
foot, the Tuebingen position was aebandoned. Hypercritical views
and tendential conjectures gave way to sane and‘soser criticism.
Also First Thessalonians, Colossians, Philemon, and Philippians
were regarded as Pauline beyond all doubt. Nevertheless, there
1s still hesitation as to the authentistty of Second Thessalon-
ians. The remaining Epistle, Ephesians, still bears the brunt

of many critical attacks. Not a few scholars assume that Eph-

esians belongs to the sub-Pauline period.

Especially in the last few years there has been
much discussion on the Time and Place of the Gomposition of
Ephesians. Closely connected with this is the guestion: To
whom was the Epistle addressed? The determining of these two
factors plays a large part in the establishing of the authenta-
oity of Ephesians. Hence, this treatise offers: "An Evaluation
of Critical Opinions concerning Time, and Place, and Readers of

Ephesians,” in the hope that it may to some small degree serve
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this end.
I. The Time and Place of the Writing of Ephesians.

The Epistle to the Ephesians belongs to the
group of four epistles which have been from ancient times call-
ed the "Captivity Letters." In order to establish the time
and place of the composition of Ephesians it will be necessary
1o deternine when and where the four Captivity letters, viz.

Philemon, Colossians, Ephesians and Philipplans, were written.

The traditional view which has found mést favor
1s that the Apostle Paul's first captivity at Rome (61-63A.D.)
was the seat of the writing of the Letters of the Captivity.
More recent scholars in this field have found certain difficul-
ties in the acceptance of the traditional view and have placed
the Captivity Letters in the Caesarean Captivity (58-60 A.D.).
0f late there is the added theory that the Apostle wrote tﬁe
four epistles during an Ephesian captivity which took place be-
tween 54-5? A. D.

Hence, we are confronted by three distinctly

- different theories concerning the time and place of the writing
of the Captivity Letters. Since the traditional view, which
Places the Four epistles in the first captivity of Paul at Rome,
is on the defensive, it would be well to examine and evaluate
the arguments advanced in favor of the more recent themries be-

fore any conclusiocn is reached.




de
A. The Caesarean Theory.

The leading arguments which are advanced in
favor of the Cassarean Captivity as the seat of the writing
of the Epistles of the Captivity may be gathered from the writ-
ings of two representative proponents of the Caesarean Theory,
Haupt ( "Die Gefangenschaftsbriefe" in Mefer's Commentary )
and Meyer ( Kommentar ueber das Neue Testament: "Der Brief an

die Epheser", p. 16-17 ).

Haupt findg that the style and language of the
Epistle to the Fhilippians are so fundamentally different from
that of the dther three letters that Philippians must be separ-
ated by the widest possible interval of time. His solution is
that the Epistles to the Colossiaps, Ephesians, and to Philemon
were written during the Caesarean captivity, and Philippians
during the Apostle's first captivity at Rome.

Again, St. Paul's situation as desoribed in Phil-
ippians is entirely different frdm that implied in the other
three Captivity Letters. For this reason one imprisonment can-
not possibly govern the four epistles. This becomes c¢lear when
the following is taken into aceount: 1l.) In the epistles to the
Colossians, Ephesians, and Philemon the captivity weighs heavily
upon the Apostle's mind and is constantly referred to in terms
which denote the effects of his bonds upon his spirit ( Philem.
9; Col. 4,3; Epp. 3,1; 4,1 ). In Philippians, on the other Rhand,
there is no trace of this feeling, because the captivity is
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nothing new. The Apostle has learned patience. 2.) In the
earlier group Paul regrets more particularly his inability to
continue missionary activities. In Rome the imprisonment was
not so rigorous and he was not denied the lidberty to preach the

Gospel.

Meyer bases his arguments exclusively on the
contents of what Haupt terms the "earlier group". In the first
Place, the slave Onesimus would be more likely to flee to Caesa-
rea than to make a long sea voyage to Rome and risk capture there.
Onesimus was not yet a Christian, so it is not %o be thought that

he ran to Paul, his master's friend, for protection.

) Again, if Ephesians and Colossians were written
at Rome, Tychicus and Onesimus ( Col. 4,8.9 ) would arrive first
al Ephesus, then at Colossae. ' In that case one would expect some
reference to Onesimus in the Ephesian epistle, whereas only Tychi-
cus is.mentioned ( Eph. 6, 21.22 ). The better explanation is
that the letter came from Caesarea and that both Tychicus and
Onesimus arrived at Colossae first. Both are mentioned in the -
epistle to the Colossians ( Col. 4, 8.9. ). Onesimus no doubt
remained at Colossae while Tychicus proceeded to Ephesus. This -

explains the omission of any reference to Onesimus there.

Moreover, in Eph. 6,21 Paul says: iva St elfnre
K&l Swes . The K4l implies that when Tychicus arrived at Ephe-
sus, he had already imparted news concerning the Apostle to oth-
ers. If he went immediately from Rome to Ephesus, this was im-
Possible., The difficulty is removed if the letter was written
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at Caesarea. Tychicus would arrive at Colossae first; fulfill
his mission there, and then K.Ll' "also" in the case of the Eph-
esians. Hed the letter been sent from Rome, we would bzpeet

the K4{ 1in the epistle to the Colossians.

Furthermore, in Philem. 22 Paul asks his friend l
Philemon to prepare him a lodging. This request implies that :
Paul would soon be in Colossae to visit him, for he is in the |
vieinity. Since Rome is so far removed, Caesarea is more prob- l
able. The request shows that the Apost.le intended to travel E
from his place of imprisonment to Phrygia and, in particular, |
S0 fhu ol Lhzcry halds l
%o Colossae. On the other hand, Phil. 2,24 finds Paul,at Rome. |
From Rome he intended to go to Macedonia. This does not at all |
harmonize with a request for lodging at Philemon's house., It
becomes more probable, however, if Paul was in Caesarea. Paul |
was hoping for a quick release, after which he intended to travel
through Phrygia and Asia Minor. Then he could fulfill his plans

concerning Rome (Rom. 1,11 f£f; Acts 19,21),

These, then, are the leading arguments by which
the exponents of the Caesarean theory attempt to prove their

case, *

If the question of language and style are allowed

* Other proponents of the Caesarean Theory who fall in line with
these arguments are: B. Welss, "ILehrbuch der Einleitung in das
Neue Testament", p.251-2; P. Feine, "Einleitung in das Neue Test-
ament" p.160; Reuss, "Geschichte der Feiligen Schriften Neuen
Testaments", p.107. Reuss adds the desperate argument that the
Caesarean captivity better accounts for the depressed mood of

the Apostle.




to enter the case, then the epistle to the Philippians ought

%o ocome before &nd not after the other three. "It has much

more in common with the earlier Epistles, those to Corinth and
Rome, than with the other Epistles of the Captivity" - ( Jones,
"The Epistles of the Captivity: Where were They Written?", publ,
in the Expositor, Oct. 1915, p. 293). Jones also adds: "There

is a considerable tendency, however, among scholars of the pres-
ent day to discount the argument based upon similarity of style"
( p. 312 ), Professor Bacon is also equally emphatic upon the
"precariousness of basing the relaitive data of an Epistle upon
mere resemblance of style ( mentioned by Johes, p. 312 in this
connection). Thus it is hardly jJustifiable to make the question
of language and style decisive.

The tone of each particular epistle was deter-
mined by the local condition of the church addressed and not
the situation of the Apostle himself. The readers of Colossians
Were confronted by grave dangers. Heresy was beginning to under-
mine their faith. In order to make his appeals for steadfast-
ness and faithfulness as impressive as possible, Paul reminds
them of his bonds which he was enduring because he was the am-
bassador of Christ on behalf of the Gentiles. The Apostle again
Pleads his bonds to Fhilemon in order that he might more success-
fully secure a friendly reception for Onesimus. On the other
hand, there was nk great peril in Philippi. The church was
loyal and faithful to Paul and his teaching. There was no need
of stirring and impressive appeals whieh appear so grequently
in the other epistles. This explains why the Apostle's bonds
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are emphasized in the one group, whereas he is comparatively

silent about them in the fourth letter.

True, the Apostle does bid his readers pray
"that God would open unto us a door of utterance, to speak
the mystery of Christ, for which I am also in bonds: That I
nay make manifest that I ought to speak" ( Col. 4,3; ef. also
Eph. 6,21 ). This would seem to indicate that the Apostle and
his helpers are hindered in their speaking. The picture of a
door being opened #s used also in I Cor. 6, 19 and "zCor. 2,
12, where it clearly refers to the hearers. It was not that
the opportunity for presching was lacking, but Paul bids the
readers to pray that Cod might open wide the door for the fur-
ther progress of the Gospel. So in Eph. 6, 19 the Apostle

asks for the right words that he may find an open door with

the hearers.

It cannot be denied that the slave Onesimus
would be much safer from pursuit in the great city of Rome.
Run-away slaves fled to Rome from all provinces. Among these
erowds of peopla and far away from Colossae Onesimus ran less
rigk than he would in near-by Colossae. St. Paul seems to hawe
been under stricter guard at Caesarea, where only his friends
were allowed to see him ( Acts 24, 23 ) than at Rome, where
he lived in a private house and received all that came [ Acts
28, 16.20.31 ). We do not know the circumsiances of the flight
of Onesimus or what brought Paul and the slave together, but

probability points to Rome rather than Caesarea as the paace
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There was a good reason for not mentioning
Onesimus in the letter to the Ephesians. Onesimus was an es-
caped slave, and the mention of his mame might have attracted .
notoriety in Ephesus. Besides, Paul calls him "one of you"
in Col. 4,9 to ensure the fugitive slave a warm welcome in
the church at Colossae. The commendation "a falthful and be-
loved brother" should serve to restore him in favor, if his
escape should still be charged against him. At Ephesus Ones-
imus needed no formal introduction. Paul did not deem it nec-
essary to make more than one personal reference,mamely Tychi-
cus, If he omitted every reference to friends and acquaint-
ances at Ephesus, why should he single out this stranger?
Furthermore, the omission or mention of persons is at no time

a decisive argument.

The k«( of Eph. 6,21 should not oreate great
difficulty. As shall be pointed out later, Paul, no doubt,
wrote the epistle to the Colossians before he woote Ephesians.
In the former he had stated: "All my state shall Tychicus de-
clare unto you" ( Col. 4,7 ) and "Whom I have sent unto you
for the same purpose, that he might know your estate and com-
fort your hearts" (v.8). When he wrote to the Ephesians, he
says in chpt. 6,21: "But that ye m 1lso may know my affairs,
and how I do --- ". In the opinion of the writer this xii does
not determine the priority of the arrival at Colossae, but sim-

Ply the priority of the writing of Coelossians. Both opinions
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Place undue emphasis upon the conjunction|ckf. however, and

are for this reason not deserving of serious consideration.

True, Paul asks Philemon to prepare for him a
lodging, "and that soon™ (‘EHJ.SE kel )o It is not necessary
1o make much of this argument. Hort saysl "It is but a play-
ful way of saying to Philemon, 'Remember that I mean to come
and see with my own eyes whether you have really treated your
Christian slave as I have been exhcrtiﬁg you"; and then giving
the thought a serious turn by assuring him that 'coming is no
mere jest', for he dses indeed hope some day to be set free
through their prayérs, and then will he haste to visit them™.
( Mentioned by Abbott, "International Critical Commentary,"”
The Epistle to the Ephesians and to the Colossians, p. iii-iv)

The words of Appel will serve not only to clar-
ify the matter of Paul's traveling plans, but also to brush
aside Meyer's contenti-ns on this score. He writes: "Caesarea
as the place of writing Philippians, Philemon, Colossians and
Ephesians is excluded by the traveling plans of Paul. Accord-
ing to Acts 19, 21 Paul, even in Ephesus, had the definite in-
tention to travel to Jerusalem via Achaia and thence to Rome.
This intention he also expresses in the letter to the Romans,
written from Corinth, ch. 15,23, and in a dream he refeives
the assurance from the ILord, Acts 23,11, that this intention
should be realized in spite of his arrest. Now, indeed, this
realization was considerably retarded by his arrest, but that

very fact would be a stimulus for the Apostle to lose no time
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in carrying it out after his release. Thus he cannot have
written Philippians from Caesarea, formacecording to ch. 2,24
he intends to visit Philippi immediately after his release,
nor the other letters, for according to Philemon 22 he plans
& journey to Colossae. He might still have determined to
make a trip to Rome in a roundabout way, if the condition in
those congregations to which he addressed letters had been
one to cause him apprehension. But that was not the case

( cf. Pnil. 1,3 £r.: 2,12; 4,1; Col. 13 f£f.; 2,5, and all of
Ephesians )." (Einleitung in das Neue Testament, p. 52).

Zahn also emphasizes the fact that the con-
temporary work of Paul's helpers, viz. Timothy, Iuke, Arist-
archus, Epaphras, Demas and perhaps Tychicus, presupposes a
large city. The city of Caesarea by no means meets this re-
quirement. There are no indications in Acts that Paul wmas

actively engaged in missicnary work at Caesarea. Hopes for

a quick release from the Cawsarean imprisonment were also out

of question. Hence the Caesarean Captivity doeR not agree
with the background of the epistles in question. (Einleitung
in das Neue Testament, p. 315-316).

It is evident, then, that -the theory which
would make the Caesarean Captivity the seat df the writing

of the Captivity Letters does not meet the requirements which

their historic background and situation demand, and can, there-

fore, not be accepted.
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B. The Ephesian Theory.

Of recent years an attempt has been made to
remove the Captivity Letters out of what Deissmann describes
as the "profitless groove into which the alternative 'Rome or
Caesarea' must lead" ("ILight from the East", p.229) and to
establish EPHESUS!as the place where these letters were writt-
en. The theory has attracted the attention of such men as
Dr. Kirsopp Lake, Prof. B.W. Bacon and Prof. Geo. S. Duncan.
They seek to establish the fact that there was an imprisonment
at Ephesus and that the Captivity Epistles issued from this

imprisonment.
l. There Was An Imprisonment at Ephesus,

The Apostle Paul says in 1 Cor. 15, 32: "If
after the manner of men I have fought with beasts at Ephesus,
what advantageth it me?' Fighting with wild beasts was a
form of execution. The context implies that the Apostle had
Passed through a period of deep distress and that he had act-
ually been imprisoned, tried, and condemned to death in the
Public arena. In mnswer to the objection that Paul was a
Roman eitizen and could, therefore, not have been subjected
to this kxind of treaiment. Lake ("Critical Problems of the
Epistle to the Philippians, Expositor, v. VII p. 481.) sug-
gests that Paul perhaps was unable to prove his ce¢itizenship.

The omission of this imprisonment in Acts is also accounted
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for. ILuke reported only events which he regarded suitable
for his purpose. He may have dmitted this scene as he did
1# the case of the intermediate visit at Corinth.

The second Epistle to the Corinthians implies
that the situation in Ephesus was very unfavorable and the
danger to the Apostle's own person so acute that he had to
flee from the city before the time he had fixed for depart-
ure. His perilous condition is reflected both in the tone
and language of the letter. A few samples of this are Ch. 1,
8.9. :"We despaired even of life --- we have had the answer of
death within ourselves --- who delivered us from so great a
death"; ch. 6,9: "As dying, and, behold, we live". These ex-
Pressions can only mean that the experience recorded in 1 Cor.
15, 30-32 had been repeated, and that Paul had once again es-
caped the death penalty. Furthermore, the Apostle no longer
looks forward to seeing the Parousia during his lifetime.
Death had become a pressing reality and his hopes of seeing
Christ on earth were fading away.

Some scholars hold that Romans chapter sixteen
is not an integral part .of the Epistle and that its original
destination was Ephesus. This conjecture then arfqrds strong
support for an Ephesian imprisonment. In verse 7 of this
chapter Andronicus and Junias are referred to as "my fellow-
prasoners". They must have shared his prison at Ephesus. In
verse 3 Aquilla and Priscilla are spoken of as having "for my
life laid down their necks"”. This must have happened at Eph-
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esus, where Paul was in such great peril and where they were

his close fellow workers.

The reference of Phil. 1, 13 could refer to
Ephewus as well as Rome. Duncan asserts, "It is plain from
the way that &v 8w & wpavtwply 1s followed up by the
Phrase Kil Tols Aoumols TACLY that the Praetorium must be
taken not of the place as a building, dbut of the people who
live 'in it and come into touch with it" ("St. Paul's Ephesian
Ministry," as reviewed in the Evangelical Quarterly”, April
15, 1930, p. 202 by Franecis Davidson.)

Sti1ll others refer the praetorimmto soldiers,
the Praetorian body. On the basis of this Albertz asserts
that Ephesus is more probable than Rome, because the Roman
Praetorian Body consisted of abour nine thousand men. It
would be idpossible for Paul to have contact with so many.

In Ephesus, on the other hand, there were but a few Praetor-
lans on special duty and contact with these would be less
difficult. ( Mentioned in "The Epistles of the Captivity:
Vhere Were They VWritten?", Maurice Jones, publ. in Expositor,
Oct. 1915, p.209 ).

If the TpsiTuwpiov of Phil. 1, 13 is the Prae-

torium in the local sense, reference could still be to Ephesus.

There is nothing to disprove that Praetorium can also mean
"Palace of the Caesar" or the "Castra Praetorimnorum by the
Porta Viminalis" or anything similiar. ILake says: It would

more probably mean an Imperial Villa outside Rome, and would
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be particularly appropriate for the residence of a Governor
---- The expression points not so much to the city of Rome

as to the ppovinces, in which the Governors were stationed.
It, therefore, suits admirably as a reference to Ephesus, the
residence of the Governor of Asia", Hence either interpreta-

tion could not exclude the Epistle from Ephesis.

The expression ot ik Tns KiiGipos olKixs
in Phil. 4,22 does not necessarily refer to Rome exclusively.
Prof. Duncan says: "Caesar had members of his 'household' in
every part of the Empire, a sort of civil service, engaged in
the managing of the Imperial property ahd attending generally
to Imperial interests. The slaves and others who managed the
res familiaris of the Emperor formed an important fraternity
in the life of Ephesus -- numbers of them had been won by
Paul for the Christian Chureh" (Quoted in Davidson's review
of Duncan's "St. Paul's Ephesian Ministry", published in the
Evangelical Quarterly, April 15, 1930, p. 202) The individuals
belonging to this class even formed societies ("collegia"),
especially burial societies. An Imperial phyle with the
name "Imperial"™ ( gepiTn ) is said to have been found at Eph-

esus.

Besides this evidence from the New Testament,
the advocates of the Ephesian theory also offer external
evidenoe, There is in Ephesus a Greek tower which is a part
of the gncient city's lines of fortifications, called "St.

Paul's Prison", The "Acts of Paul and Thekla", a document
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which, according to Ramsay, goes back to the second century
and is regarded as generally trustworthy in historical de-
tails tells of an imprisonment of Paul at Ephesus. "The Mon-
archian Prologues" which are short introductions to Pauline
Eplistles publisﬁed in some versions of the Vulgate have the
following reference ik the prologue to the Colossian Epistle:
"Ergo apostolus jam ligatus scribit eis ab Epheso”.

Albertz, who is regarded as the keenest exponent
of this theory, argues that the evidence of the N.T. combined
Wwith the external evidence, estgblishes beyond all doubt the
fact that St. Paul must have been in prison at Ephesus (l. Men-
tioned in Expositor, Oct. 1915, in Jones "The Epistles of the
Captivity,ete.” p. 298). The question is, however, whether
this is the imprisonment which is implied dn the Captivity
Letters? This we shall seek to establish.

Paul may have undergone more imprisonments than
those which ake recorded in the Book of Acts. One or more
of these may have happened at Ephesus. The imprisonment im-
Plied in the Captivity Letters, however, was not a matter of
a simple arrest followed by a few nights in a prison cell as
happened at Philippi. It was an imprisonment which lasted for
a considerable time and left a very profound impression on the

heart and mind of the Apostle.

It is true that Luke does not give us a com-

ostie’s

A
Plete account of the:lire and experiences in Acts. It is true

that there are gaps in the narrative. Nevertheless, it is
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difficult to explain why Iuke should have passed over the
Account of an Ephesian imprisonment in complete silence. If

this ever took place, as the advocates of this theory claim,
it certainly had a powerful influence on the Apostle's life and
was the cause of a great literary output. Strange that such

an important event should be omitted.

In Aets 20, 18-38 Iuke does record the address
of Paul to the elders of the Church aef Ephesus at Miletus. The
language clearly implies a period of much distress and anxiety
in Ephesus. Persecution on the part of Jews is definitely
mentioned. Still, there is not the slightest allusion to any-

thing which even approaches the imprisonment desired in this
theory.

The "fighting with beasts" of 1 Cor. 15,32

cannot refer to an actual physical encounter with wild beasts
at the arena in Ephesus. We have the analggy of 2 Tim. 4,17
where Paul speaks of having been "delivered out of the mouth of
the lion". This cannot be taken literally, for Paul was def-
initely appealing to the Tribunal as citizen of the Roman Em-
Pire. Lake admits that there is no necessity of referring it
to an actual combat, because i with the aorist indicative
often implies an unfulfilled condition. There was a possibi-
1ity of his doing so, and the possibility of his fighting with
wild beasts implies that the Apostle had been arrested and was
in prison at the present time. Still, we f£ind no report even

of this condemnation. Certainly some early Christian writer
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would have reported such an event. All records fail to
bear any evidence of an event which would have attracted wide

attention.

The tone of the second Epistle to the Corinth-
ians undoubtedly points to a recent period of great distress
and suffering. The situation of the Apostle himself well ex-
Plains this. The state of affairs at Corinth was deplorable.
At Ephesus his life had been endangered and only the persuasion
of friends and the intervention of friendly Aisarchs had pre-
served him. He had to abandon his work at Ephesus sooner
than he had ex-ected. Under the overwhelming birden the heart
of the Apostle was bowed down. We need no second imprisonment
to explain the grave ahd despairing tone of 2 Corinthians.
¥hat is known of his troubles and anxieties satisfactorily

accounts for his feelings.

Granting that the reference to the Praetorium and
the members of the "household" of Caesar may refer to Ephesus
as well as Rome, this is no decisive argument. "The designa-
tions were eminently correct in Rome, where they had originat-
ed, and could therefore be used with the highest propriety.
Besides, 1t is most fitting that Rome should be thought of
in connection with Phil. 1, 19-25 and 2,23; for these passag-
es, as compared with Acts 28 16.30, clearly show that Paul
enjoged the "custodia lidera™ for two years, until his case
came up for hearing in the impeeial court. He was then re-

moved to the praetorium of Rome, in the immediate neighbor-
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hood of the imperial palace, where he had opportunity to do
more extensive mission work among the soldiers of the imper-
ial barracks" (Dr. Kretzmann, "The Place and the Time of the
Captivity Letters", published in the "Concordia Theological
Monthly", June 1930, p. 431.)

The Ephesian destination of Rom. 16 is much

Yoo problematic to furnish definite proof. We have no internal
or external evidence for such an Ephesian destination. Even

if it was addressed to the Ephesians, it is not necessary that
Andronicus and Junias should have been imprisoned with Paul,
because he calls them "fellow-prisoners". The reference to
Aquila and Priscilla, no doubt, deals with an 1ﬁcident at Eph-
esus where these two companions risked their lives to save the

Apostle. It does not necessarily imply an imprisonment.

The external evidence submitted is not entire-
ly without fault. It is possible that Paul was imprisoned at
Ephesus. It is quite certainp however, that the ruin bearing
the name of "St. Paul's Prison" could not have been used rSr
that purpose. Sir C. Wilson describes it as a "two-storied
fort with eight chambers, the upper story being reached by
the external staircase" ( "Handbook to Asia Minor"™, p.99 ).
Such a building would be obviously unsuitable for the safe

pustody of prisonera.

It has been poited out that the peculiar
Phrase "jam ligatus™ of the passage in question in the "Mon-

archian Prologues" refers to the well known imprisonment at
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the end of the Apostle's life. fhe writer evidently suppos-
ed that Paul passed through Ephesus on his way from Caesarea
%o Rome and wrote this letter there. It is wrong, then, to

adduce this Passage as evidence for an Ephesian imprisonment

during the period under discussion.

Although it is quite possible that the Apostle
Paul may have been subjected to confinement of some kind at
Ephesus, such a confihmment would hardly have been of the
length and importance demanded by the implications of the
Captivity Letters.

2. From the Ephesian Captivity the Epistles of the
Captivity Were Written.

There is a division of opinion as to which
Epistles were written from this Ephesian Captivity. We are
interested chiefly in the examination of the arsunents which
would place our Epistle into this period.

The chief reasons for placing the Colcssian-
Ephesian-Philemon group here are based upon the contents of_
Philemon, They are: 1l.) Onesimus would more likely seek
refuge at Ephesus than Rome. Ephesus was comparatively close,
while a flight to Rome woudd demand a journey through the
interior of Asia and a long sea voyage. 2.) It is difficult
to explain Paul's request to Philemon to "prepare lodging",
i1f the letter was writtep from Rome. In Rome the Apostle's
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eyes were turned toward the West and it 1s not at all probable
that he should have comtemplated a visit to Colossae after his
release. The proximity of Ephesus is decidedly against the
proposed flight, MNowever, There was a greater risk of detec-
tion in Ephesus. Besides, there is no suggestion of a "cust-
odia libera" at Ephesus, which makes it difficult to explain

how Onesimus could come into contact with Paul.

The traveling plans of Paul have dAlready been
discussed. A trip from Rome to Colossae was not out of ques-
tion. 7Paul may well have journeyed through the entire East,
through Achaia and Macedonia, as well as through Proconsular
Asia and all of Asia Minor. We need not dwell on this point
too long. :

If the‘three Epistles were written from Ephe- |
sus, how could one possibly explain the impersonal and distant
tone of the entire letter? One would expect a more vivid, per-
sonal relation with the readers if Paul was actually imprisoned
in the neighborhood. This point alone could establish the
fact that the Ephesine origin of the Epistle to the Ephesians
1s quite improbable and impossible.

Although the omission or mention of persons is
not a decisive argument, Dr. Kretzmann shows that the passages
which refer to the Apostle's companions during the imprison-
ment in question have an important bearing on the case. In
regard to Aristarchus he says: "It is true that this man is

mentioned in Acts 19,29 as Paul's companion in travel, whence
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We conclude that he was with Paul during the Iatter's Eph-
esine sojourn, at least far some time. But this ;ame Arist-
archug ------ was a companion of Paul on the voyage from Cae-
sarea to Rome, Acts 27,2, and he may have been a fellow-prison-
er even then, as he is called by Paul in Col. 4,10, These
facts surely point with great definiteness to Rome, also for
the writing of the letter to Philemon, for Aristarchus is men-
tloned in v.24 of that Epistle as a fehlow-laborer of the
great Apostle. In the Case of Ephesus a captivity of Paul

and Aristarchus is conjecture, pure and simple; in the case of
Rome the four passages concerned agree in making Aristarchus

& fellow-laborer and a fellow-prisoner."” ( "The Place and the

Time of the Captivity letters", p. 431).

Luke was not with Paul during his ministry at
Ephesus. The "we" sections of the Book of Acts indicate that
he was left behind at Philippi, after Paul's first visit there
and he did not rejoin him until he returned there after a hur-
ried departure from Ephesus. Iuke was clearly in the company
of Paul when the lLetters of the Captivity were written (Col.
4,14; Philemon 24.) This strongly points to the Roman origin
of the Captivity Letters, for Iuke, undoubtedly, accompanied
Paul during his journey to Rome and Acts 27-, 1-28,16 indicates
that he stayed in Rome with the Apostle.

The writer holds that the entire Eplesine
theory is based upon too much conjecture and probability.

Instead of presenting positive proof, too often do the advo-
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oates of this view argue from the silence of the Acts. Not
infrequently do they remark, "for this reason Ephesus can-
not be excluded”. The theory is not sound and far from con-

vineing,

If we accept the traditional view of Rome as
the seat of the writing of the Captivity Letters, we rest
upon safe ground. In Rome the Apostle Paul was free to pro-
claim the Gospel (Acts 28, 16,30,31). The reference to the
Praetorium is more natural here, taken in the sense of the
"praetoriani”, the soldiers, or in the sense of the building.
fhe mention of "they that are of Caesar'as household" (Phil.
4,22) finds a sager footing than the conjectured Ephesian
background. The Apostle's traveling plans are made r-easible.
The flight of Onesimus to Rome has been shown to be guite nat-

ural,

Since the traditional view readily meets all
objections and satisfactorily so, and since it presents a sit-
uation and a background which is implied in the Captivity Let- ;y
ters, there is no reason for departing from it and allowing
sonjecture and probability to determine the time and place
0f the writing of the Letters of the Captivity, and in part-
icular, the Epistle to the Ephesians.

For these reasons the writer holds to the trad-
itional view, namely, that the Epistle to the Ephesians was
written from Rome during the Apostle Paul's first captivity
in the year 62.
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II. The Addressees of Ephesians.

The traditional view is that the Epistle to
the Ephesians was addressed to the Ephesian congregation. In
modern times, however, the Ephesian destination has become a
subject of much dispute. On the basis of external and inter-
nal evidence critics seek to establish the fact that the Epis-

tle was not addressed to the one local congregation at Ephesus.

In order to meet these orities on their own
ground it will be necessary to examine the external and in-
ternal evidence of Ephesians. This will enable us to evaluate
their objections to the traditional view and their alleged

answer to the question: Who are the teaders of Ephesians?
A. Critical Objections to the Traditional View.
l. The External Evidence.

The greater part of the controversy rests upon
the original reading of Eph, 1,1, The traditional view de-
fends &v’E¢<Sw as the original reading of the text. The mod-
ern view prefers to assume that the words, which are of vi‘l_;a.l
importance for the determining of the addressees, are a later

addition to the text.

Manusceript evidence seems to strengthen this

opinion. In the Codex Sinaiticus (N) the words tv E¢$ecw
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were added by a later hand. In the Codex Vaticanus ( B) the
words were added in the margin, although not by the first hand.
They were written in the Codex 67 but were erased by a correct-
or. Furthermore, the testimony of the Church Fathers seems to
indicate that the words iv’E¢icw were missing in the ancient
manuseripts. This inference 1s made from the writings of Ter-
tullian, Origen, Jerome, and Basil, * Thus, manusoript evid-
ence is strongly against the original reading of tv E$iFw

in Eph. 1,1.

Disregarding for the present the omission of
the words in the codices mentioned, let us pay closer atten-
tion to the testimony of the Church Fathers. First, the testi-
mony of Tertullian who writes: "Praeterea hic et de alia epis-
tola, quam nos ad Ephesios praescriptam habemus, haeritici
vero ad Laodicenos" (Adv. Marc., 5,11) and: "Ecclesiae quidem
veritate epistolam istam ad Ephesios habemus emissam, non ad
laodicenos, sed Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gest-
11t, quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator. Nihil autem
de titulis interest, dum ad quosdam." (5,17)
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*3ee Ewald, "Brief des Paulus an die Epheser, Kolosser und
Philemon™ in Zahn's Kommentar zum N.T. pp. 14,15; Bleek,
"Einleitung in das N.T." p. 590-592; Barth, "Einleitung in
das N.T." p. 71; Feine, "Einleitung in das N.T." pp. 161.162;
Noffatt, "Introduction to the Iiterature of the N.T." p. 390;
Abbott, "The Epistle to the Ephesians and to the Colossians”
in the International Critical Commentary, pp. 1.ii; Zahn,
"Einleitung in das N.T." p. 344,
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From this quotation it is inferred that Tertull-
ian did not readév’E¢isw in the copies which he had seen. Had
he found the words in extant copies, it is more likely that
he would have appealed to the words of the text, not to the
testimony of the Church. Over against this, Eadie ( "Commen-
tary of the Epistle of Paul to the Ephesians", p. xxii ) points
out, however, that the testimony of the Church and the testi-
mony of the text were really identical.

By "title" the superseription prefixed to the
Epistle and not the address of Eph. 1,1 is meant. If Marcion
had changed the title, he would have been compelled to chagge
also the reading of the salutation fromivE¢irwto v NoSivets .
Tertullian, then, is accusing Marcion of changing the univer-
sally accepted title and of having done this as the av.owed re-
sult of "diligent inquiry". It cannot be definitely estab-
lished what the "inquiry" was. ' He may have ddscovered the e-
pistle around Laodicea, or he connected this epistle with Col.
4,16: "and that ye likewise read the epistle from ILaodicea.”

(Thv £ Nao§kias)

Tertullian's defense of the title presupposes
the agreement of the title with the Pauline address in Eph.
1,1 as self-evident. If the év’Ejeéiw had been wanting there,
Tertullian certainly would have taken this dmission into con-
sideration; He would have tried to defend the universally
acecepted position of the church; viz., that the Epistle was

addressed to the Ephesians in spite of the omission.




The testimony of Tertullian proves that Marcion's
View was not only a decided contradiction of the entire Chureh,
but that his other literary demeanors at once throw suspicion
on the motives of his proceedure and on the reliability and
trustworthgness of his Judgment. Hence, the reference of Ter-
tullian is by no means a testification to the fact that the
words év’E¢itu were omitted from ch. 1,1 in the manuseripts of
his day. On the contrary, there is every reason to believe that
he found the words there.

Origen says: Ew) p.u'vuuv Twv "Efmh’wv t‘.ﬁ’r’ol..u!.v
KE(Revev |, T8 Tofs odrw" T Tuvaiat Fnpaivev, Spa odv, &
kn .:)'eﬂp Ev Tn ESQ’X? Svowd $nrv €4vTal Xpn;.u.ﬂ'ldv
Mwewl 7o 7 dv 't (E4.3, 14 ) odTws of H.e.fe.l/( ovTes Tal

[
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evies y'yvevTAL ovrTes KA/\ourb&voc octovel &K Tou

]—bi}\ &{\H\L Ei% TO LIVAL = — ————— = == ———— « (Catena ed.
Cramer, VI, 102 - quoted in Zahn's "Einleitung", p.345). Origen
here attempts to wxplain the words " ToTs ougL " by saying that
the Christians thru their relation to Christ, the "I amm" (3 dv),
have become partakers of the "I am", for they are now "they who
are” (ot dvres ). From this absurd interpretation critiecs have
concluded that Origer; d1d not read the wordsivEdefw in extant
manuseripts., The portion quoted has no direct bearing on the
case and is, therefore, not convineing evidence.

Jerome was undoubtedly familiar with Origen's
exposition of Ephesians, for he writes: "Some, with an ex-
cessive refinement, think from what was said to Moses - 'These

words shalt thou say to the children of Israel, HE WHO IS has
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sent me -- that the saints and faithful at Ephesus are address-
éd by a term descriptive of essence, as if from WHO IS, they
hed been named THEY WHO ARE. Others, indeed, suppose that the
epddtle was written not simply to those WHO ARE, but to those
VEO ARE AT EPEESUS, saints and faithful." (Opera, ed. Vall-
arsius, tom. vii., p. 543 -- transl. by Eadie, l.c., p xxi).
This statement shonlad imply that Jerome found copies without
readingévE¢itw in Eph. 1,1, and that he found two readings of

this verse.

But the language does not necessaridy make thése
implications. On the contrary, Jerome is pointing out that
there were two different interpretations of one and the same
reading: Tofs obew v E¢icw . One is that the Christians at
Ephesus ("qui Ephesis sunt") are described as THEY WHO ARE,
i.e. partakers of the I AM (& dwv ), and the other is that the
readers are described as the "saints and faithful™ who are to
be found at Ephesus. Thus, what is cited as testimony against
results in testimony for the original reading ofévEétéw in ch.
1,1,

Basil's testimony has been subjected to much
discussion. In the passagze concerned Basil's object is to show
that "the Son of God cannot be said to have been begotten €S oix
3vTwv , because he is ¥vfws iv, for while the Tentiles who
Xhow him are not called odx dvri , his own people are expressly
named of dvfes .M (Eadie, l.c., P.xix) Basil's proof from Serip-

ture is: AN K4l TeTy ’Ec}aﬁ‘.’o-s Eririe MoV 9s Yvnﬁ‘;’ws ;ivurl.s'vlms
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T dvri 9 M yrwfews , vias «0700s iJiafovTws dvousley,
CUFUv: Tofs Ayiors Tofs obee Hal Ter7ols &v Xpi¥7S %Infov. odTw
ylp K&l of ﬂ‘p; WY TA padL Jwieabi w4l NEs Ev Tois T Aeals
Tov .2myp-c'¢wv tbpn’.x-quu/. (Contra Eunomium, 1ib. i1,
eap. 19; Opera, tom. i, p. 254 - 255).

From th:ls. passage 1t 1s clear that Basil con-
-sidered it certain that the Epistle was written to the Ephesi-
ans. However, in the manuscripts which he had consulted the
wordsivE¢ily were missing. It is not stated how many copies
he saw or how accurate these copies were. The fact that he

himself had seen them would indicate that they were neither

usual reading of Eph. 1,1, but is priding himself on a variant

|
reading which he had discovered in ancient writings. Evia- J

ently this variant redding is not commonly known, for he vouches
for its certainty by saying that he personally had seen it,
Without ettempting any further explanation of the passage,
suffice it to say that Besil did find some manuseripts in
whichf.v'E#Ehg was missing from Eph. 1,1.

Aside from these isolated counter-witnesses,
however, there is much positive external evidence for the orig-

inal reading ofévE¢itw in Eph. 1,1.

The entire ancient Church has from the beginn-
ing designated our Epistle as "Epistle to the Ephesians" (Iren-
aeus, Haer. v. 23; Clemens Alexandrinus, s_,tr'om. iv. 8 , p.592,

ed. Potter; "Didavhe", iv, 10,11; Tertullian, Origen, Ignatius,
C

numerous nor easily accessible. He is not referring to the I

——



Polyearp, Hermas, and others, even as early as the Canon
Muratori). With the exception of Marcion's changing of the ti-
tle, not a single voice was raised against this view. "If the
wordséivE¢cew had been wanting from the outset; and the Epistle
had thus borne on the face of it no place of destination, such
8 consensus would have been quite as inexplicable in itself as
at variance with the analogy of the other Epistles, in which
throughout the judgment of the church as to the first readers,
coincides with the superscription, where there is one, and
beyond all doubt depends upon it." (Meyer, "Commentary on the
New Testament", Epistle to the Ephesians, p. 6).

Furthermore, with the exception of N, B, and
67, all extant manuseripts have the wordsévE¢ety in Eph. 1,1.
The evidence of the versions is unanimous for the reading. If
the formula had been missing from the original text, it would
indeed be difficult to explain satisfactorily how it crept
into the codices. In all manuscripts of the New Testament
our Epistle bears the title: ITeds *E¢efiovs -—- Nkvudou EMbToAn
Tpos EdeFiovs . Zahn points out that titles were undoubtedly
prefixed to the Pauline letters bn basis of the geographical
indication of the salutation ( "Einleitung”, p.347). So, for
example from TAeL Tofy ovew €v ‘Péwym (Rom. 1,7) the title:
Madhov Efibtodhn 1pls Pwpalous ; and from TR TXKAncis Tol Beod
TH oben & Kepivbw the title: MadAov mpos Kop13Biovs EMiCToAn
fpuTn . In like manner the title Npos E$tfitus undoubtedly
resulted from the reading fofs odew & ‘Eqﬁéﬁ't:) of Eph. 1,1.
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On every occasion when Paul uses fois oo6iw 1n
the address, it serves to specify the locality of the readers,

e.g. Rom. 1,7: fois odfw ¢v ‘Pupn : Phil. 1,1: fois od€iv &v
$AiFfois ; 1 gor. 1,2: 7 odrp & Kopwdw ; 2 Cor. 1, 1:Th
°"’|“é W Kopivdy ., yere the local dsignation after Tois 0UEIV
wanting in Eph. 1, 1, the reading would be absolutely unparal-
leled and unprecedented -- SUI GENERIS! (The grammatical and
exegetical difficulties which arise from the reading without

any local destination shall be discussed later.)

Indeed it is difficult to explain the omission
of the reading ¢v'E¢ecw in &, B, 67, and the ancient manuscripts
of which Basil speeks. With the exception of Marcion's title
change and the remark of Basil there are no further historical
references whiich would lead us to believe that there was a
difference of opinion in regard to the reading of Eph. 1, 1
and the title of the Epistle.

Meyer ventures a very plausible exnlanation

for the omission of the formula.in the codices and manuscripts
concerned. He says: "The omission would rather appear due to
ancient historieal oriticism. From the contents of the latter
al a very early period the inference had been drawn that it
was addressed to persons who were as yet personally unknown

to the apostle and still novices in Christianity. And how -
naturally did this lead to the view that the Ephesians had not
been the recipients, and so to the deletion ofév’E¢icw. The
text written withoutévEdiswwas soon laid hold of to support
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the metaphysical explanation of 7ofs cdfiv , which had arisen
out of it, and the favor and diffusion which the latter receiv-
ed from its accordance with the taste of the age necessaridy
contributed to the spreading of the text which was denuded of
the Lv E¢cvyw ." (Meyer, 1. ¢. p. 9-10).

It is also possible that some of the churches _:ln
the territory surrounding Ephesus had copies made of the letter,
because they were interested in the Apostle and his letters.
From these copies the local designation may have been dropped.
The fact that Paul had already established tﬁe practice of the
Passing on of letters ( 1 Thess. 5, 27; Col. 4,16) strengthens
the possibility of this explanation.

These isolated instances, by no means weaken
the powerful historical evidence for Ephesus as the destina-
tion of the Epistle or frustrate the preservation of &v’E ¢€l‘q~_l
as the original reading of ch. l,l. This is undoubtedly also
the view which prompted the later correctos of the manuseripts
in question to insert the wordsév’E¢eiw in the temt. External
evidence, then, demands that the formula is to be'most decided-

ly retained as original.
2. The Internal Evid.e-noe.
Critics, furthermore, object to the original

reading ofcv'E¢dcw on basis of internal evidence. Quotations

from Moffatt and Abbott aptly summarize the leading critical
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objections, "IfévE¢csw in ch. 1,1 was the original reading,”
says Moffatt, "the epistle cannot have been written by Paul.

Its tone presupposes that the Church (or rather, the Christian
reoipients) were personally unknown to him ( e. 1, 15; 3, 2;

4, 21); there is not the slightest reference to his long mission

among them -~-—--- definite allusions to the apostle's relation
with the church —----- are conspicuous by their absence from
Ephesiang, —=--- there is no internal evidence to prove that

Ephesus was the church addressed, and much to the contrary"”
(Moffatt, "Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament”,
P. 391).

Abbott ("International Critical Commentary",
The Epistle to the Ephesians and to the Colossians, Pp. 111. 1iv)
is of like opinion. He writes: "When we turn to the Epistle
itself we find its whole tone and character out of Xeeping
with the traditional designetion. st._l’aul had spent three
years at Ephesus, =----- We might expect a letter written to
the Ephesians to be full of petsonal reminiscences and allusions
to his labors amongst them; instead of which we have a composi-
tion which is more like a treatise than a letter, and so ab-
folutely destitute of local coloring that it might have been
written to a Church which Paul had never even visited. —-----
there is not even a general friendly greeting ------ there are
expressions in the Epistle which seem impossidble to reconcile
with the sipprosition that it is addressed to that (Ephesian)
Chureh ( o, 1, 15; 3, 2; 4, 21.22)",
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Zahn goes so far as to assert that if the
Epistle was addressed to the Ephesian congregation, one would
have to conclude from Eph. 1, 15 £.; 3, 1-4 that Paul wrote
the letter before he had come to Ephesus and vecame personally
acquainted with the €pngregation there. He goes on to show
that according to Acts 18, 18-20 Paul labored at Ephesus for
& space of three years. First he taught in the synagogue for
three months, then in the school of Ty;aq'fla for fully two years.
In the face of this it should have been evident from the very
beginning that our Epistle was not intended for this congre-
gation.” ("Einleitung", p.345)

With few exceptions scholars on the field of
New Testament isegogics are agreed that on the basis of in-
ternal evidence our Epistle was not addressed to the one, local
oongregation at Ephesus.* It must be said that the internal
evidence which has been heaped up against the priginal read-
ing of &v’E¢évw -- the Ephesian destination of our Epistle --
1s indeed weighty and not at all to be overlooked. As a mat--
ter of fact, it is almost overwhelming. If this evidence
from the Epistle itself stands the test, the traditional view
of the Ephesian destination must indeed b yielded. But does

*This view is shared by the following: Barth, p. 72; Feine

P. 162; Bleek, pp. 586.587; Ewald, p. 18.19; Reuss, p. 113;
Yeiss, "Lehrbuch der Einleitung in des N.T.Z2 p. 262; Guericke,
Neutestamentliche Isogogidk, p. 330-333, et.al.
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it stand the test? Only a detailed examination of these in-
dividual objections will supply the answer to this guestion.

(a) The letter presupposes readers with whom

Paul is not personally acquainted. The first passage which

1s eited to support this claim is Eph. 1, 15. 16: "Wherefore

I also, after I heard of your faith in the Lord Jesus and love
to all the salnts, Cease not to give thanks for you, making
mention of you in my prayers.” The issue lies in the partici-
Ple icodfas , "after I heard of your faith." If the letter
was addressed to the Ephesians with whom Paul was so closely
related, he would hardly have written that they had "heard of"

each other,

But Wwhen the Apostle assures his readers that
he does not cease to give thanks and pray for them since he
has heard of their faith and love, he has reference to the
firmness and continuation of their fatth since his departure
from Ephesus. Evidently Paul had received a favorable report
of the congregation at Ephesus and was, as a result, very
grateful that his preaching of the Gospei had born such fruit.
Need the fact that he gives thanks to God for the continued

' success of the Gospel since his departure from Ephesus mili-

tate against the Ephesian destination? The AodGis seems to be

unduly emphasized by those who oppose the original reading of
¢v’E¢icw ahd the Ephesian destination of the Epistle.

We find the same expression in Philemon 4,5:
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"I thank my God, meking mention of thee always in my prayers,
Hearing of thy love and faith which thou hast toward the Lord
Jesus and all the saints." To be consistent, eritics would

have to conclude in this case also that the Apostle was not

Personally acquainted with Philemon. The letter itself clear-

ly shows, however, that Philemon was well known to him. It

1s clear, then, that the favorable report cdncerning onme who
was well known to the Apostle occas#oned this prayer of thanks-
giving to God for the success df the harvest which he had sown.

Ineiden‘l?:ly. it must not be forgotten that some

Tew years had elapsed since the Apostle's stay at Ephesus,
approximately five., During this time $he congregation had
grown and prospered. There were many new members with whom
Paul was not personally asquainted. Howeould it have been
possible for him to remember the different individuals with
whom he had come into contact during the course of his many

nissionary activities?

The second passaée which critics quote is
Eph. 3, 1.2: "For this cause I Paul, the prisoner of Jesus
Christ for you Gentiles, If ye have heard of the dispensation
of the grace of God whiech is given me to you-ward."” It is
objected that the £i yu 7AWeufart impdles doubt, and, of a
surety, there could be no doubt as to whether the Ephesian
congregation had heard of the dispensation of the grace of
God which was given Paul. The element of doubt, then, ex-
cludes the Ephesians as addressees of the Epistle.

However, Dr. Hort observes that et ye is
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"frequently used with appealing force when an author does not
mean to express real doubt" (gquoted by Abbott, 1. 6., p. iv).
dgain, "The statement is unguarded, as the particle puts the
matter in a hypothetical shape, and by its use and position
tekes for granted the truth of what is said or assumed"” (Klotz -
Devarius, 11, p. 308), Paul is in this case making a very
faotful and gentle appeal =-- "i{f go be that you heard, if I
really remember you, if I can really trust you." It is also

implied that Paul assumes this.

Moreover, in these and in the following verses
Paul refers not only to his conversion and calling, but also
to his entire activities as Apostle to the Gentiles every-
where. He refers to the success of his preaching in heathen-
dom and the growth of the Gentile Church within the last few
years. God has accomplished all this through the mediup of
Paul's preaching. The Ephesians had seen and experienced at
least a part of this great dispensation. Thus, it is certain-
1y not out of order to give them a tactful reminder of the dis-

pensation.

Those who oppose the Ephesian destination of our
Epistle find a third support in ch. 4, 20.21: "But ye have not
80 learned Christ, If so be that you have heard him and have
been taught by him, as the truth is in Jesus." This should
indicate that the readers were instructed in the fundamentals
of Christianity not by Paul himself, but by other teachers.
He played no personal part in this teaching, for he is not
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certain what kind of instruction they had received. Hence,
the readers cannot be the members of the Ephesian congrega-

tion among whom he had labored for fully three years.

Again we say that c¢lye does not imply the
existence of a doubt. The Apostle (v. 17-20) is explaining
to the Ephesians that there is a clear-cut and irreconcil-
able distinction between the regenerate and the unregenerate.
Every one who has studied the message of salvation knows that
he cannot continue in the lusts of the Gentiles. The preach-
ing of Jesus Christ is at variance with any expression of the
flesh. The el ye adrov WKouGaTe has the force of a gentle
and tactful reminder - "you remember that, do you not?" Paul
seems to say, "I do not want $o hurt anybody's feelings, but
We canndt be too careful on these moral questions.” From this
1t does not necessarily follow that the readers are unknown
to him,

Whenever the Apostle addressed an Epistle to

Christians with whom he was not personally acquainted, he

clearly makes reference to that fact. He assures the Romanws,
€.8., that he has for some time desired to come and see them
(for the first time), Rom. 1, 8-15. To the Colossians he

writes: "For ‘I would that ye knew what great conflict I have
for you and for:them at Iaodicea, and for as many of them as
have not seen my face in the flesh" (Col. 2,1). There are no

references of this nature in our Epistle.




So far, then, the examination of the much dis-
bussed passages reveals that this conjecture; namely, that the
Epistle presupposes readers with whom Paul is not personally
4cquainted, is based upon purely subjective reasoning, mili-
tates against the meaning of the text, and is not in keeping
with the Apostle's usual manner of specifying that the readers

are unknown to him.

(b) The general tone of the letter betrays that

it was not directed to the Ephesians, with whom Paul stééd in

such close intimacy. One would certainly expect more local
oloring, allusions to the Apostle's labors among them, and
references to specific needs, if the Epistle had been intended
for the Ephesians.

In order to understand this so-called "aloofness™
and "general tone"” of our Epistle, it will be necessary to re-
View the background of the letter, its occasion and purpose,

and the situation of the writer himself.

It has been shown that Ephesians, together with ‘.
the Epistles to Philemon and to the Colossians, issued from the
Apostle's first imprisonment at Rome. When Paul wrote the let-
ter to Philemon, he had a definite purpose in mind, as the
letter itself reveals. He had won the run-mway slave, Onesimus,
for Christ and was sending him back to his master whom he had
also converted. When Paul wrdte to the Colossian congregation

he had a definite purpose in mind. He had received a report
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fron Epaphras that certain false teachers who professed Christ-
lanity were nevertheless apréading their Judaistic ideas, com-
bined with certain Philosophic speculations. By their specu-
lations and human doctrines and commandments they had placed
themselves in opposition to the person of Christ and His vie-
arious atonement. This was indeed cause frralarm. Paul felt
constrained to write this young Codossian congregation to warn
them against the impending dangers, to refute the erroneous
doctrines, and to exhort them to steadfastness in the faith.

The Epistle throughout bears evidence of its occasion.

On the other hand, there was no immediate, ur-
gent reason which caused Paul to write the letter to the Eph-
esians. Tychieus had been commissioned to deliver the epis-
tles to Philemon, and to the Colossians at Colossae. Since
he would most likely pass through Ephesus on the way (it can-
not be established whether Tychicus took the northern route
or the southern route through Perga. At all events, he would
be in the vieinity of Ephesus), Paul, having ample time and
opportunity, decided to include a letter for the Ephesian con-
gregation which lay so near to his heart. .

The general theme df the Epistle which per-
Vades the doctrinal and hortatory part is THE ONE HOLY
CHRISTIAN CHURCH, the communion of saints, the una sancta.
In the Epistle to the Colossians the Apostle has emphasized
the majesty and glory of the person of Christ and His re-

demptive work over against the speculations of false teachers.
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In Ephesians he extols the majesty and glory of the congre-
gation of Christ. He shows the readers how magnificent the
grace by which they are made members of Christ's Church really
is and then points out to them the duties which result from

such g membership,

There can be no doubt as. to the propriety and
timeliness of this particular theme for this particulat con-
gregation at Ephesus. It was the largest and most prominent
Gongregation of the Orient. It was most fitting that its
founder should remind its members of the aimndant grace which
was manifested toward them in Christ, of their membership in
His Church, and of the high celling which the Church of Christ
must fulfill on this earth. We know also that the Ephesians
were especially proud of their ExkkAnfisa , that politieal in-
stitution which was the pride of every free city. In his
Epistle Paul could point them to an EkKMEiA which is much
greater, much more magnificent. Membership in this one great
EXKANG (A » Which is composed of all the members of Christ's

body everywhere, is indeed a source of joy and pride.

It is also very natural to expect such thoughts

from the Apostle during the first Roman imprisonment. He was
now aging rapidly, perhaps in the early sixties. In this en- |
Vironment and at this age he would naturally be given to calm
reflection and retrospection. As he looked back he realized

that he_ had fulfilled the greatest part of his calling as

Apostle to the Gentiles. He had planted the seed of the Gospel
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of Christ in the entire Orient. Since his departure the ground
had been watered and the harvest was great. His wish of long
standing to preach the Gospel in Rome had been granted. Paul
Visualized the eitire Church, Jews and Gentiles nn:l.te;l into

the one holy temple of God through Christ.

These reflections gave birth to boundless joy.
When the Apostle considered.the wonderful work of God which had
been acecomplished furing the last decade through the agency of
his preaching, his heart was £1lled with joy and thanksgiving.
Inspired by the Holy Ghost and from the fulness ofagrateful
heart, the Apostle now proclaims the mystery of the eternal

Church which is from everlasting to everlasting.

The so-called "general tone",then, results

from the fact that Paul was not moved to write the Epistle

by any urgent reasons. Even as he intended to present to the
Komans an exhaustive doctrinal treatise, so in this case he
aims simply to present the mystery of the one holy Christian
Churech. All else is made subservient to that one fundamental
thought. Other considerations are disregarded as the Apostle
unffolds his theme.

(¢) The absence of any personal greetings is

1nexplicable, af the ggistle was intended for the Ephesian

congregation. Paul must have beenipersonally acquainted with

8 great number of Christians at Ephesus, for he labored in their

midst for three years. One could expect at least a few per-
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80nal greetings to give the letter a more personal touch.

Eadie replies that this argument is "two-edged".
The great number of Paul's acquaintances there may have prevent-
ed him from sending any personal greetings. It would have r_111-
éd a roll longer than the Epistle itself. to exhaust the list.
The omission of a single name might have given offense. (Eadie

1. Csy Do xxv11).

It is not improper to meet a subjective argu-
ment with an i1llustration. A pastor who has been absent from
his former parish for five or six years would certaihly hesi-
tate to send g8reetings to some few individuals of that parish.
¥e know that even today members of a congregation are proud
of any such token from the pastor. Whereas the reciplents of
such tokens make no effort to conceal their gratitude and
pride, those who have been overlooked invariably feel offend-
ed and cause unpleasant relations. Since a personal greeting
from the Apostle was beyond the slightest doubt regarded with
great esteem, perhaps Paul did the wisest thing after all, in
that he neglected to inelude any personal greetings whatsoever
in the Epistle.

Then, too, we know that in such churches as
Rome, Colossae, Corinth, and Philippi where the Apostle knew
only a few prominent individuals, these prominent individuals
are greeted. At Ephesus he had a very wide acquaintance,

¥hich desidedly alters the case.
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It is also very natural to suppose tﬁat the
absence of greetings was, in part at least, comneoted with
the mission of Tychicus. According to Eph. 6, 21 Tychicus
Was to report on the condition end situation of the Apostle.
He undoubtedly received instructions to make other personal
reports. Tychicus was especially fitted for this purpose
since he, as an inhabitant of Agla, as a witness of Paul's
farewell address to the elders at Miletus (Acts 20,4), was
Very acourately acquainted with the relation of the Apostle
to the Ephesians.

Therefore, while the reasond advanced help us
to understand why Paul embodied no personal greetings in the
191?1_;91'. the fact that such private business was beyond doubt
charged to Tychicus leads us to believe that the members of
_ the Ephesian congregation ddd receive word, and possibly some

very close friends greetings, from Paul.

Accordingly, the evidence from the contents
of the Epistle which critics present in opposition to the

original reading ofév’E¢itw in Eph. 1,1 by no means stands
the test. The traditional view which defendstvEdicw as the
original reading of the text shall not be yiedded because

of subjective arguments that are not warranted by the clear

words of the text.

Furthermore, ifevE¢iCw was not the original read-
ing of Eph. 1,1, how did the text read originally? In line
with this, who were the addressees of Ephesians? We shall
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next disouss:
B. Critical Hypotheses concerning the Addressees of Ephesians.
l. The Epistle was addressed to the Laodiceans.

Marcion was of the opinion that our Epistle
Was the letter which Paul addressed to the Laodicean congre-
gation. He identified it with the n (Lmisfodn) £k Ndo§iiias
of Col. 4, 16 ( "and that ye likewise read the epistle from
Laodicea"”) ,* Paul speaks of a letter which was to come from
Laodicea and which should be read in the Colossian congrega-.
tion, Aside from the fact that Marcion changed the title from
modsEdesions to Mods AwoSiKEAs contemporaneous sacred liter-
ature offers not the slightest trace of the identifying of our
Epistle with the "letter from Laodicea” of Coll 4, 16.

If Mareion's conjecture ts correct,then the Ep-
istle must have been written some time prior to Colossians.
Internal evidence disproves this, however, for our Epistle
and the Epistle to the Colossians were composed at about the
same time and despatched by one and the same messenger, Tychi-

cus, (Col. 4, 7.8; Eph. 6, 21.22).

Moreover, the Apostle commands the Colossian

congregation to greet the Iaodiceans in his name (Col. 4,13).

*This view has been adopted by Grotius, Hammond, Mill, Pierce,
Du Piu, Wall, the younger ¥itringa, Benson, Baley (Horae Paul-
1nae.)c- vi), Holzhausen, Ri#biger (De Christologia Paulina,

D. 47 » et. al.
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If the Iaodiceans had already received a letter from the
same Tyohicus who carried the letter to the Colossians to
Colossae, and who was instructed to give a report of Paul's
affairs, the Apostle surely would not have requested the

Colossians to send g&reetings again.

It is impossible to imagine that a letter which
vas known to the Laodicean and Colossian congregations as Paul's
"Epistle to the Laodiceans” should be so soon changed into a
letter of Paul meos *E¢wbloos , and that it should be generally

regarded as such.

We need devote no further attention to this
early conjecture of the ancient oritie, Marcion. In fine, it
is ruled out by the already established genuineness of Ev‘E?i’.fg!
in Eph. 1,1.

2. The Epistle is a Circular Letter.

"The only hypothesis that agrees with the facts
is that the Epistle was an encyclical letter" (Abbott, l.c.,
P. viii). This "Circular"™ or "encyclical" hypothesis 1s the
View which obtains today. Critics are agreed that Ephesians
vas not intended for the one local songregation at Ephesus a-
lone, but for a wider circle of readers. The gemeral dpinion
is that the letter was addressed to the congregations of Asia

¥inor which were not personally known to the Apostle. It was

addressed to readers who had been won for Christianity after
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his departure from the Orient. Sometimes Ephesus is entirely
excluded from the cycle of congregations (Koppe, Hamnlein,
Elchhorn, Berthold, and Reiche). Bleek is of the opinion

that the Ephesians obtained the circular letter from Tychi-

ous, who was on his way to Phrygia, only for the purpose of
reading it. They then retained a copy for themselves. Zahn
confines its course to three concentric circles: the congre-
gation at the house of Philemon, the local congregation at
Colossae, and the several congregations of the proviqoa of

Asia. Aside from these and various other differences in de-
tall, however, critics are united in the opinion that our Epis-
tle cannot be thought to have been intended solely f_or the con-

gregation at Ephesus.*

It is thought that this encyclical theory read-
ily removes all the difficulties, viz. the presupposition that
the readers are not personally known to the writer, the general
tone of the Epistle, and the absence of personal greetings

and references. It would also ex-lain the statement of Col.

* This notion was first suggested by Beza, and put into a def-
inite form by Ussher (Annales Veteris et Novi Testamenti, 64
4.D.)s The encyclical theory has been adopted (with various
modifications) by a very great number of scholars and critics,
including Barth (p. 263), Bleek (p. 596), Ewald (p.18.19),
Feine (p. 72), Guericke (p.331.332), Moffatt (p. 393), Reuss
(p. 112), B. Weiss (p. 263), Zahn (pp. 345.346), Abbott (p.
viii), Bengel, Neander, Berthold, Eichhorn Credner, Schneck-
enberger, Matthies, Meier, Harless, Olshausen, Lightfoot,
Hort, Milligan, et al.
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4, 16: "the letter from Laodicea", with which this enoycli-
cal letter is usually identified. Tychicus, who had been
commissioned by Paul to deliver the Epistle to the various
tongregations concerned, would reach laodicea before he arr-
ived at Colossae, so that the Colossians would receive it

from there.

Since critics are by no means agreed in the
reading of Eph. 1,1, the enclyclical hypothesis has manifested
itselfr chiefly in two forms. Before commenting on the gener-
a8l idea of ‘a ecircular letter, these two forms must first be

considered.

(a) The first supposition is that the Apostle
left & blank space after Tols o0fiv .* A number of cépies
were prepared and Tychicus filled in the name of the respecti
ive place whenever he flame to one of the churches concerned.
In the Church at large copies would be eirculated with vac-
ant space, the blanks being disregarded. Hort (quoted by Abb-
ott, l.c. pp. vi.vii) supposes that originally only one copy
was sent by the hand of Tychicus and that the balnk was f£ill-
ed orally when the Epistle was read. Whenever a copy was made
for preservation the local address of that particular congre-

gation was no doudbt written in the wacant space.

Against this it must be urged that whenever
the Apostle Paul intended an epistle for a cycle of congre-

* This is the form which Ussher suggested. His view has found
favor also with Feine (p.163), Barth (p.7l), Haupt ("Epheser-
brief", p.l), Rueckert, Olshausen, Garnier, Bengel, Eichhorn,

Hug, and others.
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= 8ationsg, he clearly indicated this intention in the address.

5 ’
This can be geen from Gal. 1, 1,2: JT4addos ——— TAiS ERKANCChIS
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by Shw 77 A dia In the case of these circular letters FPaul
414 not think of arranging for their delivery to the different
oongregations through one bearer. He simply took it for grant-
°d that the congregations would send the letter to each other.
Olearly, the notion of blanks and delivery through one bearer
18 not in keeping with Paul's mode of preccesdure for a circul-

ar letter.

Moreover, such a notion that eoples were made
With blank spaces for the local address is not true to ancient
epistolography. This is "altogether an arbitrary transplanting
of a modern procegdure from the counting-houses of the present
day back into the apostolic age, from which we have e¢ircular .
letters indeed, but no trace of such a process of drawing them
out, the mechanical nature of which would hardly square with

the spirit of the apostolic age" (Meyer, l.c., p. 15).

If only the name was to be left blank, why was
the preposition ©v also omitted? It would be more natural to
Place an ¢v after the o 0DEI to make certain that the
place-name would be inserted at the proper position in the
sentence and to guard against its omission when read.iné or

copying. Stmange indeed, that in the codices where gv ¢ tCw

is missing no €v is found.
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If blanks had been placed after Tois ognv ’
one would expect to find copies with readings other than &V
’E‘{N:\‘ug « How peculiar, that only copies with Ei"Et}tf?:y q
and, in addition, those having no name whatever, should have

been preserved!

Furthermore, the acceptance of this form of the
encyclical hypothesis makes 1t dafficult to understand why the
Epistle should have gained the title Mpos 'Etpn-'ws and ad-
migsion into the Canon as such., Each of the churches con-
cerned would have sought to preserve and to multiply the copy
address.ed to it under its name. It is not difficult to sup-
Pose that storms of protest would have been raised against the
Ephesian destination.

(b) The second form supposes the sentence — — —
fols  &yiois ois 0DEw KHa) FiCTas ——— 10 be complete with-
. out anything corresponding to tv E 567.' ¢w , without any local des-
ignation.

Here we meet with a variety of translations and
resulting interpretations, Dr. Milligan (Encycl. Brit., art.
"Ephesians") translates: "%o the saints existing and :raitl-:ful
in Christ Jesus." Abbott i1s of the opinion that "to saints
which are also faithful" is a "perfectly grammatical construc-
tlon" (l.c., p. viii; so also Credner, Meier, Moffatt). Schneck-

enberger renders: "die Heiligen, die es in der Tat sind."

It i1s interesting to observe what means are em-
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Ployed to reach an end in the entirely unwarranted conjecture
of Ewald (l.c., p. 16). According to Ewald the text origina-
11y read: Tols Ayafinfels ©9FL K«i MiLeTols . The corner of the
rage whose first line ended with icis <y«mn was broken or torn
off and as a result, the three letters 4mn were lost. The text
now reads: 7ois &y “ois ouGL , ete. A copylst then made Lyrass
out of Ay and construed Tois as the article. Aside from the
fact that there is no historical data to support this, a con-
Jecture of this nature certainly sasts suspicion on the motives

and reliability of such critical efforts.

Other translations might be listed. .Surfioe it
_to say, however, that any attempt to omit the prepositional
phrase after 7Tofs odfw ereates grammatical and exegetical diff-
lculties rather than affording any solution-tb the p}oblem.

It is useless fo vie with grammarians and exegetes on this score.
Regardless of whatever explanation may ﬁe offered, there still
rémains a grammatical monstrosity and a reading which affords
little or no sense. Could there be unfaithful saints? Are
there saints who do not believe ot who are not saints in deeds
and actions? We fail to see the sense which would result from
the dropping of iv’E¢{riy from Eph. 1,1. It would indeed be an
unparalleded and unprecedented construction from the pen of the

Apostle, not to mention the resultant elumsiness which is there- -

by incurred.

The internal evidence which is. presented in

favor of the encyclical theory has already been discussed in




51.

connection with eritical objections to the original reading
°IEWE?{TQ9 in ch, 1,1. Paul's statement in Eph. 1, 15, that
he has heard of their faith in the ILord Jesus and love uﬁto all
the saints, is more properly internal evidence against the cir-
cular hypothesis. The {Ko§ras presupposes a limited group of
Teaders concerning whose Christianity the Apostle has received
definite reports., It is not difficult to believe that Paul
had received definite reports from different congreéations in
Asia Minor, e.g. from Colossae through Epaphras or from Eph-
esus through Christians who had traveled from there to Rome.

On the other hand, it is highly fmprobable that Paul should
have received definite information concerning all the congre-
g8ations throughout Asia, either from congregation members or

from persons who were especially acquainted with the condition

of each congregation.

The entire encyelical theory creates difricul-
ties also in regard to the historical basckground by associating
the Epistle with Col. 4, 16. According to this view, Tychicus
delivered the letter to a number of congregations in Asia. Acc-
ording to Col. 4, 7-9 Tychicus was also to deliver the epistle
to the Colossians to the congregation at Colossae. This let-
ter was already in the hands of the Colossians when the "letter
from Laodicea" came to them, as is evident from Col. 4,16,

They were to see to it that the Epistle addressed to them
should be read in the neighboring songregation after it had

been read among themselves. Then they, in turn, were to read
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the "letter from Laodicea". Hou could the epistle to the Col-
0ssians, which Paul had commissioned Tychicus to deliver, al-
ready be in the hands 6f the Colossians when Tychicus arrived

with the circular letter?

Several attempts have been made to solve this
rerplexing difficulty. 2Zahn (l.c., p. 343) assumes that One-
simus and Tychicus separated on the Journey. VWhile Onesimus
delivered both the epistle to Philemon and the epistle to the
Colossians at Colossae, Tychicus traveled about and delivered
the encyelical. This would explain how the ppistle to the Col-
0ssians arrived at Colossae before the encyclical did. But
Col, 4, 7-9 rules this assumption out, for Tychicus appears to
be the bearer of the epistle to the Colossians, and Onesimus
appears to have been hie companion from the seat of Paul's cap-

tivity to Colossa e.

Ewald ventures an entirely different explana-
tion. He makes a distinotion between the &Mtwy« of Col. 4,
8 and the £7uups of Eph. 6, 22. 1In Col. 4,8 it denotes an
earlier sending than the ifewya of Eph, 6,22. First the A-
postle sent Tychicus and Onesimus to Asia to deliver the cir-
cular letter, staréing at Ephesus. After their departure mess-
engers arrived at Rome and informed him of the false teachers
at Colossae. Then Paul immediately wrote the Epistle to the
Coldssians which was delivered at Colossae gpon the return of
these messengers. This again would explain how the epistle

to the Colossians arrived at Colossae before the encyclical
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did. (Ewald., 1.ﬂn| 9.25).

These interpretations speak for themsel¥es.

They are merely conjectures which are shaped to serve a def-
inite end. One need hardly describe them with the overworked,
but in this instance, appropriate "unwarranted"”. The fact re-
maing that Tychicus was to deliver the epistle to the Coloss-
lans. If our Epistle is to be identified with the "letter
from Laodicea", the facts of the case cannot be reconciled.

It might also be added that the Apostle would hardly instruct
the Colossians to convey his personal greetings to the Lao-
diceans (Col. 4, 15), if he had already written a cirouiar

letter which was intended also for them.

As was previously mentined in a different con-
nection, the origen of the reading &v ‘E¢uSw in Eph, 1,1, the
title TPos Edorious , the ancient and all but unanimous trad-
ition of the Chureh which designates dur Epistle as the Ephe-
sian Epistle -- these three factors cannot be satisfactorily

accounted for by the proponents of the Encyeclical hypothesis.

Zahn has suggested an explanation for its
acceptance into the canon as "Epistle to the Ephesians" (l.c.,
P. 347)., Ephesus was in churchly, as well as in political
reppects, the metropolis of the province of Asia Minor. From
Ephesus this letter most likely reached all the congregations
ihland. If it was circulated as a letter "frogp Ephesus", it

was just as natural to consider it a letter addressed to the
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the congregation at Ephesus as it was for Marcion to consider

8 letter "from laodicea" a letter addressed to the Laodiceans.

The usual explanation is that Tychicus dbrought
the letter back to Ephesus which had been the original starting
Point of his Journey. Since the letter had been preserved at
Ephesus, it was in time believed that the Ephesians were the
original addressees, hence, the insertion of &v "Ecpt'arng » the

title fpos Edatlovs , and the traditional belief.

Objections to such explanations are self-evid-
ent, If the Epistle had been encyclical, the members of each
congregation in question would hawe regarded it as a letter of
Paul addressed to themselbes among others. No doubt copies
were made. At any rate, it is incredible that any recollect-
lons concerning the Epistle would have been so soon forgotten
as to allow the letter to bear the title ﬁp&s "Etpw‘l'ooa .
Surely the Ephesian destination would have met with protests

of which we have no record whatsoever.

Once more we repeat: why did Paul not indicate
in some way that this letter was to be an encyclical or circul-
ar letter? He did so in other cases (Gal. 1, 1.2; 2 Cor. 1,1);
why not here? The Apostle seems to have had quite a definite
formula for the opening verses of his letters. It is unreas-
onable to suppose that Paul in this one, isolated instance de-
parted fron his usual sustom and in no way indicated the de- '

stination of the Epistle.
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The congregations for which the supposedly
¢ircular letter was intended were by no means on an equal
footing. Had Ephesus been one of the cémmunities to be reach-
ed by the Epistle, the Apostle certainly would have made a dis-
tinction between readers well known to him and others to whom
he was a complete stranger, ad he did &n Col. 2, 1. He would
hardly have grouped the Ephesian Church and adjoining churches,
to many of which he was personally unknown, with churches

which had a bsolutely no comnection with himself.

It is evident from the very outset that our
Epistle was intended for advanced Christians. It presupposes
readers who have been thoroughly instructed in the fundamentals
of Christianity. It provlaims the spiritual unity of Jewish
and Gentile Christians as the eternal decree and purpose of

Bod. This hidden mystery which was made known to the Apostle

‘by special revelation is now made known to the readers. It is

hardly possible to imagine that Paul should literally cast into
the winds a letter of this massiveness, height, and sublimity.
That a letter which is simply teeming with such lofty concep-
tions as the Una Sancta, the love of Christ for the Church an
example of the love of the husband for his wife, the picture
of the spiritual armor, should be intended for an indefinite
number of readers, regardless of their familiarity with the
writer or their Christian training, is beyond all comprehen-
sion. How much more natural and reasonable to expect a letter

of this depth and profundity to have been addressed to a con-
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gregation which had at least partially received its funda-
mental knowledge of Christianity from the lips of the Apostle
himgelf,

To make Paul the adthor of Ephesians denuded
of &v ’Ecpq',(rug militates against the character of this divinely
inspired writer. The Apostle always had his keaders in the
eyes of his mind. He always took into account the status of
their Christian knowledge. He carefully considered the cond-
itions and circumstances peculiar to each congregation., Al-
though Paul wrote for all Christians for all times, he had
specific readers in mind as well as specific motives for writ-

ing. These are facts wheh need no proof.

The eircular hypothesis would aseribe to him a
letter addressed to a vague body of readers, "the Gentile con-
verts of Asia Minor," of whom Paul could not have had very def-
inite knowledge. What is more, it would have him inaugurate a
new method of designating his readers, a method which shows
very little concern or individual attention., It would have
him disregard entirely the status of the Christian knowledge
of his readers. This theory would have the Apostle Paul con-
vey in writing lofty and sublime conceptions to readers who
were novices as far as Christianity is concerned. All this
without parallel or precedent! Thé encyélical hypothesis
needs more than conjecture to prove its ca;e. This is not

the Paul whom we know.
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On the basis of these cogent reasons we cannot
depart from the traditional view that Paul addressed this Epis-
tle to the congregation at Ephesus. It was altogether fitting
and proper that Paul should during his Roman Captivity proclaim
this particular message of the Una Sancta to this particular
congregation. The congregation at Ephesus to which he had per-
sonally and diligently proclaimed the message of the Gospel
lay very close to his heart. It had become the most promin-
ent Church of the Orient and a shining example of the grace of
God. As the Apostle reflected upon the success af the preach-
ing of the Gospel; as he reviewed his own missionary activi-
ties of years gone by, it was only natural that he should think
of the Ephesian congregation which had received a special meas-
ure of God's grace and in whose midst he had labored for so lons'
a time. From the joyful and thankful heart of the Apostle, and
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, there issue& this Epist-
le which revealed to the Ephesian congregation the great, eter-
nal mystery of the one, holy Christian Church, the communion of
saints, thereby imparting this glorious message to all Christ-
ians for all times. The Apostle no doubt expested that it
w&uld be read in the neighboring churches af Asia Minor, for
the practice of the passing on of letters had already been est-
ablished (1 Thess. 5, 27; Col. 4, 16).

The retention of the traditional view, which

defends the original reading of &v ’Edufw and thus the Ephe-
slan destination of the Epistle, affords the most certainty.



It is not based upon subjective reasoning, pure conjecture or
an artistic hypothesis. It is supported by weighty historical
evidence and the internal evidence of Ephesians itself. The
traditional view also conforms to the historical background.
It.is in keeping with the Apostle Paul's character as well as
his usual method of designating an Epistle. Above all, the re-
tention of the traditional view serves to establish the authen-
técity of Ephesians, the second of two Pauline letters which
eritics are still reluctant to attribute to Paul. Finally, by
retaining the reading of évE¢tfw in Eph. 1, 1, the traditional
view preserves the integrity of Holy Seripture.

"An Evaluation of Critical Opinions concerning
Time, Place, and Readers of Ephesians" has confirmed rather

than weakened the traditional views in the opinion of the writer.
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