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THE LITERARY PHENOMENON OF 'CONFLATION'
IN THE REWORKING OF PAUL'S LETTER TO THE COLOSSIANS
BY THE AUTHOR OF THE LETTER TO THE EPHESIANS

INCLUDING A NEW SYNOPSIS OF THE GREEK TEXT OF BOTH LETTERS



ABSTRACT
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This thesis is concerned with the nature of the relationship of the Letter to the Ephesians
(Eph) to Paul's Letter to the Colossians (Col).

The first three chapters seek to argue that this relationship should be designated
as "literary dependent”. In Chapter I the suggestion made by A.T. Lincoln (Dallas
[Texas], 1990) that the contemporary' redaction of the Letter of Aristeas by Josephus in
his Jewish Antiquities, Book XII, §§ 11-118 is similar to the use the author of Eph made
of Col, is exposed to critical review. Chapter II focuses on the phenomenon of repeated
'conflation’ in Eph. This literary phenomenon entails that several 'Colossian' texts from
different parts of Col are conflated by the author of Eph into one passage and is subjected
to exhaustive analysis. It is argued that conflation is the main feature of the literary de-
pendence of Eph on Col but does not occur in Josephus' reworking of the Letter of
Aristeas. Chapter III continues the comparison between the method of reworking em-
ployed in the Jewish Antiquities and in Eph by pointing out that the fluctuation in verba-
tim agreement of one document with its source can be meaningful.

Chapter IV provides the new synopsis of both letters on which the whole exami-
nation is based. This synoptic overview is a desideratum since the previous synoptic edi-
tions of the Greek text of both letters by E.J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1933) and C.L. Mit-

“ton (Oxford, 1951) are not accurate enough and unsuitable for research that focuses on
the conflations of 'Colossian’ verses in Eph.

_ The fifth and last chapter deals with the question why Eph is literary dependent
on Col and shows that despite the literary dependence, the theology of Eph is distinctive
in comparison with its source Col. The distinctiveness of Eph's theology consists in a
critical modification of the stress which Col places on Christ's already accomplished
victory over the cosmic powers (Col 2.15). In order to safeguard an authoritative recep-

~ tion of his modification of Col, the author of Eph presented his letter as the parallel letter
of Col alluded to in Col 4.16. The literary dependence on Col is necessary both to modify
its content and to present his own writing as its parallel letter.
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INTRODUCTION: THE NATURE OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EPH AND COL.
SUMMARY OF LINCOLN'S VIEW AND OULINE OF MY CRITICISM

The nature of the relationship of the Letter to the Ephesians (Eph) to Paul's Letter to the
Colossians (Col) is "(one) of the most fascinating of the various enigmas that surround
the letter to the Ephesians" (A.T. Lincoln, Ephesians. Word Biblical Commentary, Vol. 42. Dallas
[Texas] 1990, p. XLVII). The majority of scholars regards Eph as dependent on Col (cf. H.
Merkel, "Der Epheserbrief in der neueren exegetischen Diskussion” in ANRW, Teil II, Band 25, Berlin/New
York 1987, pp. 3212-3220).1 Those scholars, however, who argue in favour of a cons{derably
extended literary dependence of Eph on Col (in particular W. Ochel and P. Benoit) have
been criticised for exaggerating the dependency: "die 'Abhingigkeit' [ist] sicher zu stark
gezeichnet; man wird doch eher an gedichtnismiBige Benutzung denken” (Me}kel, p. 3214)
and it is doubted "ob ein Schiiler des Paulus eine derart mechanische Ubémahme von
Sidtzen und einzelnen Wortern notig hatte” (Merkel, p. 3217). According to Merkel, the
more plausible view is that the similarities between Eph and Col are best explained by
'recollection’ rather than by literary dependence (Merkel, p. 3219).

The danger in stating the literary dependent nature of the relation between the two
documents is that Eph could be considered as a very artificial patchwork creation which
would not attribute any creativity and distinctive theological argumentation to its author.
It seems, however, to be possible to take Eph as literary dependent on Col, while
nevertheless doing justice to its own intentions, as I shall attempt to demonstrate. The
first three chapters of what follows (pp. 4-77) deal with the literary dependence on Col
and take their starting point in Lincoln's recent commentary on Eph (Dallas [Texas],
1990). The fourth chapter (pp. 78-107) gives a new synoptic overview of Eph's
dependence on Col on which the whole thesis is based. In the fifth and last chapter (pp.
108-120) I would like to propose in what sense Eph is a distinctive document, and how
its dependency on Col as well as its distinctiveness can be explained at the same time.

In order to introduce the first three chapters in which it will be argued that the
nature of the relation between Eph and Col one of literary dependence, I summarise
briefly Lincoln's excursiis on the matter as far as the main features are concerned (Lincoln,
pp. XLVII-LVIII). According to Lincoln, the interdependence between Eph and Col is not
due to extended exactly identical passages which occur in the same form in each letter;
there are only six instances of more extended verbatim agreement (Lincoln, p. xLvin). The
interdependence is instead evidenced by similarity in overall structure (thematic
sequence) in the parallel material although there is also material which is unique either to

1 The Letter to the Col itself is considered by some scholars to be dependent in turn on other Pauline let-
ters. See e.g. E.P. Sanders, "Literary Dependence in Colossians” in Journal of Biblical Literature, 85
~ (1966), pp. 28-45 and M. Kiley, Colossians as Pseudepigraphy, Sheffield 1986, Chapter 3.2: "The Literary
Dependence of Colossians on Philippians and Philemon", pp. 76-91.



Col or to Eph (Lincoln, pp. xLvi-L). Col provided the basis for Eph which omits the
interaction with the specific Colossian ‘'false teaching' (Col 2.1-3.4) as well as the
greetings (Col 4.10-17) and "expands the rest of the material to make it more general and
to adapt it to its own purposes" (Lincoln, pp. L-L1). Besides the similarity in overall structure
there are close terminologically similar phrases both inside and outside the parallel
material (Lincoln, pp. u-Lm). Here the phenomenon of 'conflation' is an important
characteristic of the interdependence between Eph and Col. Conflation occurs when the
wording of two or more passages from different parts of Col are combined in one single
passage in Eph. Another characteristic of the letters' interdependence is that the terms nA-
fipopa and pvompov which occur in both letters are used in Eph with different
connotations in comparison to Col, their focus being primarily christological in Col but
_ primarily ecélesiological in Eph. This change in connotation, however, according to
Lincoln (in disagreement with other scholars) does not apply to the terms o@dpc and oi
kxovopia (Lincoln, pp. LII-LV). v
Having given this overview Lincoln concludes that the nature of the dependence
should be designated as "in some sense a literary one" although this dependence is "free
and creative” and "not a slavish imitation or copying” (Lincoln, p. Lv). To illustrate this
kind of interdependence Lincoln refers to Josephus' use of the Letter of Aristeas in his
Jewish Antiquities as a parallel to Eph's redaction of Col: "There is literary dependence as
Josephus paraphrases his source, but there are only two places where there is a sequence
~of identical words (...). For the most part, it is only short phrases or individual words that
are identical in the two works, and Josephus has omitted, conflated, and embellished
material from his source in order to make his own particular points" (Lincoin, p. Lv). At the
end of his introductory chapter on the interrelationship between Eph and Col Lincoln
again draws attention to Josephus' use of the Letter of Aristeas by saying that the
reworking of Col by the author of Eph is an "actualization of authoritative tradition" in a
way similar to the way in which Josephus' Jewish Antiquities draws upon his source
(Lincoln, p. Lvil). Lincoln does not work out this similarity any further but points at the
study Flavius Joséphe: Adapteur de la Lettre d'Aristée. Une Réaction Atticisante contre
la Koiné by A. Pelletier (Paris, 1962). Lincoln's suggestion that the redaction of the Let-
ter of Aristeas by Josephus is comparable to the use the author of Eph made of Col is
valuable since it provides us with a contemporary parallel which makes it possible to
explore not only similarites in their methods of reworking a previous document but, also
- as | would like to argue - features which are characteristic for each reworking in par-
ticular. '
In order to describe clearly the nature of the relation between Josephus' Jewish
Antiquities and the Letter of Aristeas a short summary of the Jewish Antiquities, Book
X, §§ 11-118 will be given first. During the reign of the Egyptian king Ptolemy Phila-




" delphus (285-247 BC) his librarian Demetrius of Phalerum propos'es to include in the
Royal Library a copy of the Jewish law which should be translated especially for that
purpose (§§ 11-15). When Ptolemy approves of the plan and orders a letter to be written
to the Jewish high priest in Jerusalem asking him to send translators for this sake to
Egypt (§ 16), Aristeas - one of the king's officials - succeeds in persuading him to free on
that occasion the Jews who are held captive in Egypt (§§ 17-27). Their release is
effectively brought about by a decree (§§ 28-33) and Ptolemy orders Demetrius to
present him a memorial of the proposed translation (§§ 34-35) which besides Demetrius'
written proposal concerning the copying of the Jewish writings (§§ 36-39) also includes a
copy of the letter to Eleazar, the Jewish high priest (§§ 40-50), Eleazar's subsequent
positive reply (§§ 51-56) and a description of the dedicatory offerings sent to Jerusalem
which consist of a table and some mixing-bowls (§§ 57-84). The following paragraphs
deal with the arrival of the Jewish translators at Alexandria (§§ 85-93) where a reception
has been prepared in accordance with the Jewish customs (§§ 94-98). During a banquet
which lasts for a period of twelve days, Ptolemy is delighted by a discussion with the
translators about problems of moral philosophy (§§ 99-100). Then they set to work on the
translation of the Jewish writings and after having completed the translation they order
that the correct reading of the text should be preserved (§§ 101-109). Ptolemy rejoices
when the translation of the laws is read to him and learns why this admirable legislation
has nevertheless remained unknown to the historians and poets (§§ 110-113); after that he
sends the translators home bestowing them with gifts for themselves and for the high
priest, out of appreciation for the Jews (§§ 114-119).

I would like to review Lincoln's remarks about Josephus' reworking of the Letter
of Aristeas under three headings. Having consulted Pelletier's study on Flavius Joséphe:
Adapteur de la Lettre d’Aristée Lincoln refers to (Lincoln, p. LV) and taken notice of his
synoptic arrangement of the Letter of Aristeas and Josephus' Jewish Antiquities, Book XII,
§§ 12-118 (Pelletier, pp. 307-327) I would like to question Lincoln's statement that
"Ephesians' redaction of Colossians is similar to that which can be shown to have taken
place in the case of Josephus' use of the Letter of Aristeas in his Jewish Antiquities"
(Lincoln, p. LV). s

Firstly, my review deals with Lincoln's thought that "Josephus has omitted, con-
flated and embellished material from his source in_order to make his own particular
pg’m_tS" (Lincoln, p. LV). I will argue, however, that Josephus' pursuit of his own points did
not change the contents of his source significantly; differences between source and re-
working are only marginal (See Chapter I : "Josephus’ Reworking of the Letter of Aristeas in his Je-
wish Antiquities”, pp. 5-14).

Secondly, Lincoln's remarks that one of the methods of Josephus' reworking was
'conflation’ ("Josephus has omitted, conflated, and embellished material from his



source"). My argumént will be that the phenomenon of ‘conflation’' - which is so charac-
teristic of Eph - is totally absent in Josephus' reworking in stark contrast to Eph where I
counted twenty-three instances of conflation (See Chapter II : “The Phenomenon of Conflation in
Eph's Reworking of Col", pp. 15-74).

Thirdly and lastly, I will comment on Lincoln's observation that Josephus' text is a
paraphrase containing only short phrases and individual words which are identical with
the original text except for two considerable sequences of identical words. This might be
a parallel for the rare occurrence of sequences of identical words in Eph's use of Col but
in both cases the absence of more sequences has to be accounted for differently. On the
other hand there is a positive result of the comparison between the Jewish Antiquities and
Eph as regards the sequence of identical words since it shows that the measure of verba-
tim agreement of one document with its source can fluctuate throughout the document
and that this fluctuation can have some meaning (See Chapter III: "The Sequence of Identical

Words", pp. 75-79).



CHAPTER I ;: JOSEPHUS' REWORKING OF THE LETTER OF ARISTEAS
IN HIS JEWISH ANTIQUITIES

1.1 ADAPTATION OF THE SOURCE MATERIAL TO HIS JEWISH ANTIQUITIES
Four motives seem to have been decisive in Josephus' rewriting. The first motive is the
formal adaptation of the Letter of Aristeas to Josephus' Jewish Antiquities. While Eph is a
reworking which is in proportion with its source, in the sense that it has the same size as
Col and contains nothing but a reworking of Col, the Letter of Aristeas is only a small
portion (Jew. Anz., Book XII, §§ 12-118) taken up and inserted into the whole Jewish Antiqui-
ties which consists of twenty books in total; therefore the Letter of Aristeas (unlike Col)
had to be adapted to a far larger ‘context’. Josephus' rewriting is characterised by the fact
that some passages from the Letter of Arist. have been omitted by Josephus. At least three
of them have been omitted in order to make the material from the Letter of Arist.
adaptable to the Jew. Ant.. These omitted passages are found in Letter of Arist., §§ 1-8
(introduction), §§ 295-300 and §322 (end) and form in a certain sense the framework in‘
which the story is presented.

§§ 1-8 are the introduction in which Aristeas addresses his brother and states that
he compiled a clear and trustworthy narrative of his meeting with the Jewish high priest
Eleazar during his mission for the translation of the Jewish law. The reason Aristeas
sends his brother Philocrates such a personal account is his brothers' eagerness for learn-
ing and understanding, and his inclination towards the piety and law-abiding disposition
of the Jews. Aristeés alludes in this introduction to a previous letter to Philocrates (Arist.,
§ 6: "I had previdusly sent you the account of what I regarded as the most memorable
matters”). ' : ‘

§§ 295-300 is a passage in which Aristeas addresses Philocrates again directly,
stresses the reliability of his account since this is produced by accurate reference to the
official royal records; he refers again to Philocrates' desire to learn what is of value.

§ 322 is the concluding paragraph in which the author addresses Philocrates for
the last time and promises him to try to continue his narrative in a future writing (Arist., §
322 "I will also attempt to write down the remainder of what is worthwhile").2

Although Josephus omits these passages he refers to the Letter of Arist. once indi-
vrectly and once explicitly which shows that he is well aware of the possibility that the
readers of his Jew. Ant. could consult the Letter of Arist. as well. Josephus does not even
try to impede their access to the Letter of Arist. by not mentioning his source, but refers
openly to it. Having given the high priest's letter in which he positively replied to
Ptolemy's request (Jew. Ant., §§ 51-56) Josephus does not mention the translators' names

2 See Pelletier, pp. 199-202 on the omissions of paragraphs and fragments of the Letter of Arist. by

Josephus.




~ (8pol & odx &vayxoiov #dokev elvan ta dvopata v ERSopfKovia npecfutépay,
ot 1ov vopov éxoplov vno "EAealdpov meppbévteg, dniodv) but refers to the end of
the letter (fiv yap tadto droyeypappéva &v fi €émoTorf - Jew. Ant., § 57), although
he does not mention here where this letter can be found; this list of names can be found in
Arist., §§ 47-50. Later, however, when he omits Aristeas' detailed description of the
discussion held during the banquet (Arist., §§ 187-292) and shortly summarises it, he
explicitly refers for a comprehensive report to Aristeas’ writing: t® BovAopéve té xatd
pépog yvvor tdv év 1® ovumooin [ntmBéviov elvar poBelv &vayvove 1o
‘Aprotaiou BiAloy, 0 cuvéypayev S tabrta (Jew. Ant., § 100).3 An important mo-
tive of Josephus' reworking is to establish a "unity of composition' between the rest of his
Jewish Antiquities and that part which he derived from the Letter of Arist. The unity of
composition sought for is that which is characteristic for historiography. Therefore
Josephds had to convert the 'letter genre' of the Letter of Arist. - which is composed as a
letter to his brother Philocrates and wants to be understood as an eye-witness description
- into a general piece of historiography written "in the belief that the whole Greek-
speaking world will find it worthy of attention” (Jew. Ant., Book 1, § 5); he attained this
by eliminating the personal conversational style of the Letter of Arist.4 Part of this im-
plementation of a unity of composition is also the unification of style.5

1.2 JOSEPHUS' PURSUIT OF HIS OWN PARTICULAR POINTS OF EMPHASIS IN
REDACTING HIS SOURCE

1.2.1 PRIMARY ASPECT :

A SOVEREIGN'S FAVOURABLE ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE JEWS
The second motive which influences Josephus' rewriting is the pursuit of his own particu-
lar points of emphasis; there seem to be four different aspects to be mentioned (1.2.1-2.4).
The purpose of Josephus' Jewish Antiquities is to show the chain of sequences which link
the Jewish race to the origins of humankind, which purpose can be found in Book xx, §§
259-260, the conclusion of the Antiquities: "The present work contains the recorded his-
tory, from man's original creation up to the twelfth year of the reign of Nero, of the
events that befell us Jews in Egypt, in Syria, and in Palestine. It also comprises all that
we suffered at the hand of Assyrians and Babylonians, and the harsh treatment that we
received from the Persians and Macedonians and after them the Romans." Pelletier refers
for the purpose of the Jew. Ant. only to this conclusion of the Antiquities, but not to the
beginning of this writing to which Josephus, however, explicitly refers in his conclusion:

3 See Pelletier, pp. 179 and 199.
4 See Pelletier, pp. 251-253 on 'unity of composition’, |
5 See Pelletier, pp. 253-254: "Josephe pousse le souci d'unité littéraire jusqu'a uniformiser le style” (p. 253).
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"this was what I promised to do at the beginning of my history" (Jew. Ant., Book XX, §
261: tod0 yap mOMOELY €v apXil Tiig ioTopiag ERNYYELAGUNY).5

At the beginning of his Jew. Ant., Josephus explains that his motives to write a
history are firstly the events in which he himself took part and secondly the "prevailing
ignorance of important affairs of general utility” (Book I, §§ 1-4); he dealt with the war
against the Romans in a separate volume (Book I, § 7) whereas he now embraces in the
present work the "entire ancient history and political constitution, translated from the He-
brew records” meant for 'the whole Greek-speaking world' (Book I, § 5); he already
contemplated writing on these topics when composing The Jewish War, but this project
was delayed until his patron Epaphroditus managed to urge him to accomplish his task
(Book I, §§ 6-9). Two further considerations besides these motives, which encouraged
him to write his envisaged history, are "whether our ancestors, on the one hand, were
willing to communicate such information [sc. about the Jewish history], and whether any
of the Greeks, on the other, had been curious to learn our history" (Book i, § 9). Then
Josephus refers to Ptolemy II. Philadelphus and the high priest Eleazar which were, ac-
cording to Josephus, indeed representatives of such an exchange: "I found then that the
second of the Ptolemies (...) was particularly anxious to have our Law and the political
constitution based thereon translated into Greek; while, on the other side, Eleazar (...) did
not scruple to grant the monarch the enjoyment of a benefit, which he would certainly
have refused had it not been our traditional custom to make nothing of what is good into
a secret” (Book I, §§ 10-11). Josephus regards this episode as an important example of
Greek interest in and reverence for the Jewish law as well as an example of Jewish open-
minded and magnanimous readiness to share its wisdom with the world. Josephus ex-
plicitly models his writing and its expectant reception on this episode, which he is going
to describe later -as we know - in Book X11, §§ 11-118: "Accordingly, I thought that it
became me also both to imitate the high priest's magnanimity and to assume that there are
still to-day many lovers of learning like the king" (Book I, §12 xapoavt@® o0 mpénerv
évopioo 10 peEV 10D GpYIepEng UIUNCOoBoL HEYOAOWVYXOV, T® Paciiel d¢ moAroig
opoiwg vmoAafeiv). The moral lesson to be learnt from his writing is that "men who
conform to the will of God, and do not venture to transgress laws that have been excel-
lently laid down, prosper in all things beyond belief" (Book I, § 14). Josephus then im-
plores his Greek readers to test whether the Jewish lawgiver Moses - who is considerably
earlier than other, non-Jewish legislators - "has had a worthy conception of His [God's]
nature and has always assigned to Him such actions as befit His power" (Book I, §15). So

6 See Pelletier, p. 200: "dans les Antiquités, Joséphe s'est proposé uniquement de montrer la suite,
I'enchainement des faits et gestes qui rattachent sa race aux origines méme de 'humanité: les Juifs sont le

seul peuple a posséder une tradition suivie qui remonte jusque-13" (with reference to Book XX, §§ 259-
260).



Josephus' Jew. Ant. is a demonstration of 'the wisdom of our lawgiver Moses' (Book I, §
18), and an appeal to open-minded acceptance of this ancient wisdom as precedented by
Ptolemy's favourable attitude towards the Jews. Josephus' Jew. Ant. is designed to
"magnify the Jewish race in the eyes of the Graeco-Roman World" (Thackeray, p. VII), what
was especially needed under Domitian's oppressive reign (81-96), the circumstances
under which its first edition appeared in 93-94 AD; Josephus was confident that there
was a demand for information about the Jews amongst the Greek reading public (Josephus
himself trying to increase this demand by his positive reference to Ptolemy's interest in the law) and
deliberately designed his Tovdaikn "Apyatoloyia (Je-wish Antiquities) as a counterpart
to Dionysius of Halicarnassus' Popaixn 'Apyoro-Aoyio (Roman Antiquities).”

This shows that Josephus' use of the Letter of Arist. is positive because it is found
useful as an example of a benevolent reception of Jewish thought by classical culture.
Josephus pretends to extend even the information which was made available to Ptolemy
since, according to Josephus, only that portion of the Jewish records which contain the
law was translated and rendered to Ptolemy. "Josephus”, as Thackeray notices, "does not
mention that the version of the Law was followed up by translations, which he has freely
used, of the rest of the Hebrew Scriptures”.? Josephus thus regards the publication of his
Jewish Antiquities as j fer of Jewi i reek-
world, justified by the previous transference made by Eleazar on the request of Ptolemy
"who was so deeply interested in learning and such a collector of books" (Book I, § 10);
on this alleged transference Josephus' enterprise was modelled and based. Josephus, as
has partly already been mentioned, implores the readers of his Jewish Antiquities "to fix
their thoughts on God, and to test whether our lawgiver has had a worthy conception of
His nature and has always assigned to Him such actions as befit His power, keeping his
words concerning Him pure of that unseemly mythology current among others” (Book I,
§15). This apologetic criticism of Hellenistic mythology is also dominant in the Letter of
Aristeas. At the end of his letter Aristeas addresses Philocrates by concluding "These
matters [ think delight you more than the books of the mythologists, for your inclination
lies in the direction of concern for things that benefit the mind" (Arist., § 322) and in his
discussion with Aristeas (Arist., §§ 128-171; no parallel in Josephus) the Jewish high
priest Eleazar explains the uniqueness of Jewish monotheism in contrast to the inventors
of polytheistic image worship and deification of equals: "Those who have invented these
fabribations and myths are usually ranked to be the wisest of the Greeks" (Arist., § 137).
Thus Josephus' use of the Letter of Aristeas is absolutely in line with the letter's contents

7 See H.St.J. Thackeray, "Introduction” in Josephus, Vol. IV, London/New York 1930, pp. VII-XIX (esp.
VII-X).
8 See Josephus, Vol. 1V, p. 7 note d.



and does not contradict them; the Letter of Aristeas serves as an earlier model which is
taken up to justify Josephus' initiative. -

Remarkably, Pelletier in his study, which is exclusively devoted to Josephus' use of the Letter of
Aristeas, hardly deals with the passage Jew. Ant., Book I, §§ 9-13. ‘

Once Pelletier points out that Ptolemy is such an important figure for Josephus that he is even
mentioned in his introduction (Book I, § 10) together' with Eleazar and Moses for the fact that out of in-
terest in learning he was anxious to have the Jewish law translated into Greek. See Pelletier, page 206:
"Aucune figure de l'antiquité paienne n'a paru plus attachante au Juif, historien d'Israél, que ce souverain
exceptionnel (...) (le seul qui partage les honneurs de sa préface, avec Eléazar le grand prétre et ... Moise)
tEaupétog éqnlﬁnpﬁﬁn tov fipétepov vopov (...) eig v ‘EAAGda goviv petaBakeiv: il a mis A faire
traduire notre Loi en grec tout son point d'honneur (Ant. 1, 10). Discréte legon pour les nouveaux maitres!"

The second and last time Pelletier refers to the introduction to the Jewish Antiquities is as, in an
éxcursion on the designation of the "Old Testament" in Greek, he refers to Jew. Ant., Book I, § 13 where the
designation t& iepd yp&pupota is used: popia & €oti ta dnhodpeva Suk 1Dy iepdv ypoupbrwv ("The
things narrated in the Sacred Sciptures are, however, innumerable”). See Pelletier, page 301: "Dans BJ. [De
Bello Judaico] V 235, il [Joséphe] désigne le tétragramme divin par 1& iep& ypbppata. Mais il emploie la
méme expression pour L'Ancien Testament tout entier dans Ant. 1 13: popia & €oti 1 Snhodpeva Sk
1@V lepdv ypappdfmv." |

These are the only two references by Pelletier to this part of the introduction to Josephus' Jewish
Antiquities; surprisingly, he gives no treatment of the whole passage §§ 9-13, despite the fact that these
paragraphs are the only passage in the Jew. Ant. where Ptolemy appears outside Book XII, §3 11-118° and
which deals with Ptolemy's translation of the law. It is this introduction which is iluminating for the purpose

of Josephus' Jewish Antiquities and gives insight into the reason why the Letter of Aristeas was included in

his history.

1.2.2 SECOND ASPECT: THE APOLOGY FOR JUDAISM
Once Josephus omits Aristeas' mention of anti-Semitic upheavals in Alexandria, whose
mention would not have served the interest of the Jews resident in Rome since parallels
for their suppression elsewhere could have aggravated and 'justified’ the policy in Rome
under Domitian (Jew. Ant., Book XII, § 46; Arist., § 37).10 This is similar to the case in
which Josephus previously omitted the story of the golden calf and the breaking of the
first tables of the Law (Exodus 32) in Boqk I, § 99, in order to avoid giving handle to

9 Later in his treatise Contra Apionem, Béok II, §§ 45-47 - which was written after the Antiguities and was
designed as a reply to criticisms of the Antiquities (see Thackeray, Josephus, Vol. 1, p. XVI) - Josephus
refers again to Ptolemy for the third and last time: "The highest compliment (...) which' he paid us lay in his
keen desire to know our laws and to read the books of our sacred scriptures” (Book II, § 45).

10 See Pelletier, pp. 201 and 270-271.



current rumours that the Jews worshipped animals, notwithstanding the fact that he
promised to omit nothing in his dealing with the Scriptural records (Book I, § 17).1%

The purpose of repeating the story of Ptolemy's reverence for the Jewish law, both
mentioned in the introduction to the Jewish Antiquities (Book I, § 10) and later in Book
XII, is "d'obtenir pour sa nation de la part des empereurs plus dlestime et de
ménagements”.22 It is Ptolemy in his effort to establish Alexandria as an intellectual
centre who “avait reconnu que quelque chose manquerait a la culture des temps nouveaux
aussi longtemps qu'on n'y ferait pas place 2 la littérature juive, spécialement a la Loi de
Moise".13 More than the Letter of Aristeas Josephus stresses that the Jews were treated
with honour by the Ptolemies (Arist., § 35; Jew. Ant., § 45) and that they are absolutely
reliable (Arist., § 36; Jew. Ant., § 46).14 This reliability is referred to as well in the
continuation of the Jewish Antiquities immediately after the insertion of the Letter of
Aristeas whose insertion Josephus ends by the conclusive words "These, then, were the
things done by Ptolemy Philadelphus in appreciation and honour of the Jews" (Jew. Ant.,
§ 118; not in Arist., § 321); he continues then by the. phrase "They also received honour
from the kings of Asia when they served with them in war" (Jew. Ant., § 119),
introducing the privileges granted to the Jews by the early Seleucid rulers in order to
provoke feelings of confidence towards the Jews amongst his readers.

11 See Thackeray, Josephus, Vol. IV, pp. XII and 362-63, note c.
12 See Pelletier, p. 206.
13 See Pelletier, pp. 270-271.

14 See Pelletier, ibidem.
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[.2.3 THIRD ASPECT: JOSEPHUS' PHARISAIC ORTHODOX 'CORRECTION' OF THE

LETTER OF ARISTEAS
Josephus omits §§ 128-171 from the Letter of Aristeas, a passage in which the

high priest Eleazar answers some questions raised by Egyptian delegates visiting Jerusa-
lem amongst whom was Aristeas. Their inquiries concern the reasons for the Jewish
purity regulations which designate some things as unclean for eating and touching.
Eleazar's explanation is of an allegorical nature, which Josephus, probably due to his law-
abiding Pharisaism, regards as a dangerous tendency towards undermining a strict obser-
vance of the law; therefore he was not interested in reproducing Eleazar's extended in-
terpretation of the law's allegorical character and omitted it, just as he later omits a
similar moral explanatibn of the purpose in washing someone's hands while saying
prayers (Arist., § 306). On another occasion Josephus also omits passages which could
suggest the translators' participation in pagan worship and a kind of reverence for the law
parchments which should be reserved for God himself (Arist., §§ 293 and 177).15

I.2.4. FOURTH ASPECT: NECESSARY AND AUTOMATIC ADAPTATION TO THE
CHANGED HISTORICAL SITUATION _

That Josephus' rewriting happens in a later time than the Letter of Arist. was
written and reflects therefore some new, contemporary interests can be shown in his
rewriting of the agreement when the transcription of the law was finished; this agreement
entails that "a curse should be laid (...) on anyone who should alter the version by any
addition or change to any part of the written text, or any deletion either" (Arist., § 311).
The Greek text reads here: "ékéAevoav Siophoactal, kabhg £80g avTolg €0TLV, €1
TG SLOOKEVAOEL TPOCTLOELS 1) LETAPEPOV TL TO GVVOAOV TV YEYPAHUEVOV T TOLOD
pevog &eoipeoyv”, not envisioning any need to correct a corrupt text reading but just
trying to prohibit any textual change preventively. However, Josephus - being aware of
and confronted with texts which demanded correction - renders this passage as follows:
"gkEAEVOOQV, €L TIG 1) MEPLOGOV TL hpocyeypaupévov opd T@® VOP® fi Aelnov, TAALY
¢nioxonodvia 10010 kol morodvra Pavepov dropBodv” (Jew. Ant., § 109): "they or-
dered that, if anyone saw any further addition made to the text of the Law or anything
omitted from it, he should examine it make it known and correct it", explicitly reck-
oning with the need of text correction and showing that his circumstances were different
from Aristeas' time: "Aristée 'patronne’ une version grecque de la Loi, 3 une époque ol
I'on peut encore nourrir I'illusion qu'un texte en langue vulgaire, bien défendu par la
vigilance des autorités compétentes, revétu du prestige d' ‘édition princeps' établie par les
hommes les plus autorisés, et la seule ‘déposée’ a la Biblotheéque royale d'Alexandrie, peut

15 See Pelletier, pp. 200-201 and 271.
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étre définitive. Josephe n'en est plus 13." ¢ This reflects contemporary interests; the same
holds true for Josephus' avoidance or modemisation of the terms of some ancient
institutions and for his maintenance of the philosophical and rhetorical vocabulary cur-
rent amongst the cultivated public.1? |

1.3 THE 'ATTIC' CORRECTION

Another motive in Josephus' reworking of his source is his return to classical, At-
tic Greek, an inclination (sign of the ‘réaction atticisante’ of the first century) which ap-
pears not only in his vocabulary8, but also in his grammar'® and style2°. Josephus is so
concerned with classical Greek that Pelletier could even subtitle his study "Flavius
Jos¢phe Adapteur de la Lettre d'Aristée: Une Réaction Atticisante contre la Koiné".

1.4 RANDOM CHANGES OUT OF NEED TO CHANGE THE ORIGINAL SOURCE

Besides the need to adapt his source material to the Jewish Antiquities (1.1), the
pursuit of his own particular points (I.2) and his 'Attic correction' (1.3), Josephus also
changes his source at random. These changes are necessary just to avoid copying exactly
from the Letter of Aristeas and only for variation. Three examples show the nature of

these changes.2!
Firstly, there occur instances in which the word order has been reversed, e.g. the

word order of the phrase &g’ éx&otng QAL €€ ("six from each tribe") and of AaBdvreg
20 kare thv épunveiov &xpifeg ("obtained an accurate translation"; Arist., § 32) is
chémged into €€ &@’ éxdotng @UA{ig and into 70 koTd TNV Epunveiav axpiBeg Aafdv-
1eg (Jew. Ant., § 39). This phenomenon also occurs in Eph's rewriting of Col, namely in
Eph 4.15 which changes 1& ndvta gig avtov (Col 1.20) into gig adtov & rdvra, in
Eph 5.16 where 10v_xoupov é€ayopalopevor (Col 4.5) is changed into é€ayopaldpevor
10V kaupodv, and in Eph 6.9 where ovk_ €0ty npocmnoinuyia (Col 3.25) is turned into
npoceroAnuyic obk €otiv. These, however, are the only instances in which the author
of Eph applies the method of changing word order; his characteristic and most favourite

method is - as will be argued later - ‘conflation’.
Secondly, cases are changed in order to make the text less monotonous, e.g. the
second of two datives is changed for reason of variation into the genitive : kai nd€ato

16 See Pelletier, pp. 203-204.
17 See Pelletier, pp. 261-263, 263-268, 268-269 and 271.
18 See Pelletier, pp. 254-259.
19 See Pelletier, pp. 259-260.
20 See Pelletier, p. 261. -
21 See Pelletier, pp. 260-261.
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nav 10 nmAfBoG, iva gor Yévnton kabmg mpootpfi St mavtog, kal Srachln got TRV
Baciieiav €v ei'pﬁvn peto d0Eng o kupmebwv an&vTwv 6e0g ("The whole multitude made
supplication that it should come to pass for you entirely as you desire, and that God the ruler of all should
preserve your kingdom in peace and glory"’; Arist., § 45) is changed into xai 10 AA{i80g VY G
¢nonoato yevéoBou gor T kotd vodv kol @uAaxBiivai gov tv Paciieiov év
gipnvn ("the people offered up prayers that your plans may be realised and that your kingdom may be
preserved in peace”; Jew. Ant., § 55). A comparable variation can be found in Eph's redac-
tion of Col in Eph 4.2 where the triple use of the accusative in Col 3.12 (Evdvocaofe odv
[...] “C(!.TtElVO(ppOO"l')VT]V npotnta, poakpodupioyv, dvexopevor aAAnimy) is modified
by inserting kol and petd : UETR TAONG wnewoq;pocovng xoi 7poitnTog, UET
poncpoevulag, AveyOpevoL aMm?Lmv

Thirdly, adjectives and nouns of the same derivation are interchanged, e.g. Arist.,
§ 67 reads: petd 8¢ v 10D podvdpov diiBecLY ENEKELTO OYLOTH TTAOKT], BAVUQ -
olag éxovow, popPwriy dnootedodon THv &véi pécov Bempiav ("After the arrangement
of the [aforesaid] pattern there was superimposed a web with interstices, marvellously contrived, which
made the central view rhomboid in shape"). The adjective popfwtn (‘made in the shape of a
rhombus') is replaced by the noun popPog in Jew. Ant., § 72: pera 8¢ tov paiovdpov
nAEYPQ TL OYOLVOELSEG TEPLiiKTo, POUBW THY Katd pécov Syrv Eupepeg ("Next to the
meander was carried round a network of rope-design, with a central panel shaped like a rhombus"). The
same 'method of rewriting' appears in Eph 5.5 where several nouns from Col 3.5
(Nexphoarte odv ¢ péAn i éni thig yfig, mopveiay, akabapoiay, ndog, émbupiay
xoxny, xai v nAeoveliav fitig €otiv eidwlolgrpia) are changed into adjectives:
nag mopvog fi GkdBaptog fi mAsovékrng, O €omv gidwlordrpng, odk Exer
kAnpovopiav év 1f) Baciieia 10D Xprotod kai Beod.

Conclusion
Although Josephus changed the Letter of Aristeas "in order to make his own particular

‘points" (Lincoln, p. LV) such changes happen ohly occasionally and are only marginal; the
differences between source and reworking are nonessential. The main motives for
changing and adapting the source material are firstly the insertion of the Letter of
Aristeas into the Jewish Antiquities which entails the conversion of the 'letter genre' into
historiography as well as the implementation of unity of composition and style. Secondly,
Josephus' use of the Letter of Aristeas serves his own particﬁlar points, namely showing
the favourable attitude of an earlier sovereign towards the Jews and delivering an apology
of Judaism; these point are, however, not exclusively characteristic for Josephus in
contrast to the Letter of Aristeas since they are the focus of the author of the Letter of
Aristeas as well. Iosephus' points are actually in line with the Letter of Aristeas and the
main reason to make use of this document lies in the fact that Josephus regards the
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episode narrated in the Letter of Aristeas as a precedent which justifies his transfer of
Jewish learning to the Greek-speaking world as well as an appeal to this world to imitate
Ptolemy's readiness to accept the Jewish wisdom; therefore explicit reference to the Let-
ter of Aristeas could be made. The possibly Pharisaic orthodox ‘correction’ of some pas-
sages by omitting them and the adaptation of the Letter of Aristeas to the contemporary
situation involve only minor changes. Besides that the 'Attic correction’ is characteristic
for Josephus' reworking as are some random changes. Therefore Josephus' reworking did
not change the contents of his source significantly; except for some omissions - which
seem to be his most characteristic method of reworking together with the 'Attic
correction’ of vocabulary, grammar and style - the texts of the Letter of Aristeas and the
section in the Jewish Antiquities concerning run'totally parallel.
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CHAPTER 1l : THE PHENOMENON OF CONFLATION
IN EPH'S REWORKING OF CoOL

In the previous paragraphs it became clear that Josephus changed his source due to a
variety of reasons, omissions to convert the source material into the historiographical
style of the Jewish Antiquities and the 'Attic correction' being the most important. Having
criticised Lincoln's statement that "Josephus has omitted, conflated, and embellished
material from his source in order to make his own particular points" (Lincoln, p. Lv) since
Josephus had scarcely "own points" to pursue which are dissimilar from the Letter of
Aristeas whose contents were regarded as a justification of his own project, it seems also
necessary to assess Lincoln's mention of conflation as one of Josephus' methods to
rework his source. The fact is that the Jew. Ant. is absolutely parallel to its source with
the exception of some omissions and small additions. Although Josephus reworked his
source it is a matter of fact that every parallel is found in the synoptic overview
immediately in the other column, this parallel usually being as large as the original text
although rephrased. The sequences of both texts is, as Pelletier's synoptic overview
clearly shows (Pelletier, pp. 307-327), totally identical. There are neither summarisations of
| the omitted material (Letter of Arist, §§ 83-171, 188-199, 203-292, 295-300 being the major
omissions), nor are there conflations by means of which two or more different fragments
from the Letter of Arist. are conflated into one single passage in Josephus' Jew. Ant. In
contrast, conflation is a very important characteristic of the reworking of Col by the
author of Eph. '

In order to detect all cases of conflation in Eph it is necessary to design a new
synoptic overview of the texts of Col and Eph which is therefore edited in Chapter IV,
pp. 80-109. The two previous synoptic editions of the Greek text by E.J. GOODSPEED (The
Meaning of Ephesians, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1933; Part II, pp. 77-165) and by C.L.
MITTON (The Epistle to the Ephesiaﬁs. Its Autorship, Origin and Purpose, Oxford: OUP, 1951; Appendix
I, pp. 279-315) are unsatisfactory and for the detection and the examination of conflations
totally unsuitable. For a short introduction to my synopsis I might refer to Chapter IV.
Due to the system I use which explains by single (<...>) and multiple brackets (<<...>>,
<<<...>>>etc.) in the text of Eph itself where the text is probably dependent on Col, and
which shows the measure of dependence by underlining both the 'Ephesian' head-text and
the 'Colossian’ parallels in the accompanying footnotes, it becomes perfectly possible to
notice any conflation since conflations occur apparently there where units of brackets
'intermingle’ (e.g. <<... <...> ...>>). Sometimes even a unit of single brackets (<...>) can
reflect conflation; in that case theAvar'ious 'Colossian' verses which cause the conflation

are mentioned in the footnote concerning.



- Conflations offer an excellent opportunity to unravel the methods with which the
author of Eph wrote his letter and give deep insight into the development of the
'Ephesian’ text in a way in which similarities between Col and Eph outside conflations do

not. There is for instance a clear parallel between Eph 1.4 and Col 1.22 since both texts
read the words aylovg kol GPLOPOVE KATEVOTLOV cDTOD.

-Cf. Eph 1.4 xobag €éEehéoto Mpag v adT®d npd kotaforfig kéopov, elvon
NReg dylovg Kol dpudurovg Katevamiov avtod v &ydnn,

with Col 1.22 vovi 8¢ dmokatiAAatev év 1@ copat tfig copkdc adtod Sk

10D Bavétov, mapocrtiicol VPAG &ylovg kol AUMOPOVG Kol AVEYKAHTOVE KOT-

EVOTLOV 0VTOD.

Since the phrase ayiovg kai dpdpovg xatevoniov ovtod does not occur in
Eph 1.4 in the midst of a conflation because the single brackets are not surrounded in the
synopsis by other, multiple brackets, it is more difficult to figure out why the attention of
the author of Eph was drawn here to the phrase &yiovg kai ApdUOVE KOTEVOMLIOV
adto in Col 1.22 than had it been part of a conflation. A 'conflational' context could
have answered this question as it does in the case of the phrase i 100 aiparog ovT0D
in Eph 1.7 which is derived from Col 1.20 and inserted in the sentence é&v 1®
AYonnuéve, €v @ EXOopev TV AnoADTpwoLy <did 10D aipatog adtod>, v &eecty
1@V napantopdtov which is in turn dependent on Col 1.13-14. In this case a reason
can be given why Col 1.13-14 and 1.20 have been conflated, as will be explained under
point one below.

I have been able to detect twenty-three instances of conflation which will be
mentioned and analysed in the order in which they occur in Eph in order to give the
fullest possible understanding of the growth of the 'Ephesian' text and of the methods of
rewriting the prior document Col which are involved. The scholarly literature to be dealt
with has been suggested by H. MERKEL's recent overview of the literary critical approach
in the modern exegetical discussion on Eph.22 From the scholars mentioned there I leave
those out who consider Eph to be either originally an authentic Pauline letter but later
reworked and supplemented with interpolations (M. GOGUEL, “Esquisse d'une Solution nouvelle
du Probleme de I'Epitre aux Ephésiens" in Revue de I'Histoire des Religions 111, 1935, pp. 254-284 and
ibidem 112; 1935, pp. 73-99) or an authentic Pauline letter even without later reworking and
without literary dependence on Col (E. PERC-Y, Die Probleme der Kolosser- und Epheserbrief, Lund
1946 and A. VAN ROON, The Authenticity of Ephesians, Leiden 1974); the authors who are in favour
of the dependence of. Eph on Col, however, are E.J. GOODSPEED (various writings amongst
which The Meaning of Ephesians, Chicago 1933 but lacking literary critical detail), W. OCHEL (Die

22 See H. Merkel, "Der Epheserbrief in der neueren exegetischen Diskussion” in W. Haase and H. Tempo-
rini (edd.), Aufstieg und Niedergang der Riémischen Welt (ANRW), Teil 11, Band 25, Berlin/New York 1987,
pp. 3156-3246, esp. pp. 3212-3220: "Weiterfiihrung literarkritischer Arbeit".
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Annahme einer Bearbeitung des-Kolosser-Briefes im Epheser-Brief, in einer Analyse des Epheser-Briefes
untersucht, Inaugural-Dissertation Marburg, Marburg 1934), C.L. MITTON (The Epistle to the
Ephesians. Its Authorship, Origin and Purpose, Oxford 1951, originally PhD-thesis London) and P.
BENOIT ("Rapports littéraires entre les Epitres aux Colossiens et aux Ephésiens” in J. Blinzler, O. Kuss
and F. MuBner, edd., Neutestamentliche Aufsdtze, FS J. Schmid, Regensburg 1963, pp. 11-22).

MITTON's study contains except for his synopsis surprisingly only some actual
literary critical examination of the relation between Col and Eph (see Mitton, Chapter VI, pp.
55-67: "The Interdependence of Ephesians and Colossians”) and mentions only seven cases of
conflation while briefly commenting upon three of them (Mitton, pp. 65-66). The article by
BENOIT presents a more or less extensive analysis of three 'Ephesian’ passages in view of
their relation to Col, namely the passageé Eph 2.1-6, 2.11-12 and 4.17-24. The only
comprehensive study is OCHEL's dissertation which deals with the dependence of the
whole document of Eph on Col; a critical assessment of his analysis has, however, not
yet been made. |

It is clear therefore, that a new examination of the dependence of Eph on Col is a
desideratum. The examination made in the following pages will focuse on the conflations
which could be derived from my synoptic overview since in comparison with 'normal
parallels, conflations are more revealing as regards the nature of the reworking of Col by
the author of Eph. During my analysis of these conflations I will wherever possible en-
gage in discussion with MITTON, BENOIT and OCHEL, and will also refer extensively to
LINCOLN's commentary since firstly this is the most recent commentary on Eph and
secondly his depiction of the relationship between Eph and Col is the starting point of
my thesis.23 To distinguish more easily these discussions from my continual analysis of

the conflations the discussion wil be printed in a different text font.

(1) The sentence g xaprtog avtod fg Exopitwoey NULAG &v 10 NYORNUEVED,
év @ Eyopev tiv_amoldtpeoty dux tod aipatog adtod, v deeciy 1@V mopo-

nropdrwv (Eph 1.6-7) is compounded from

(a) T0D viod tfig dydang adrod, &v & Exopev v dnoliTpwory, Ty E@eoty
1@y dpopndv (Col 1.13-14), a direct parallel in the opposite column; the noun vidg Tfig
drydimng adtod (Col) is replaced by the perfect passive participle fiyannuévog: 'the one
loved by God' instead of the 'son of God's love'. The clause .év @ #xopev v
anoAbTpwoty, TV &peoiv 1@V apuaptidv (Col), which qualified the viog tfig &ydnng
adrod, is literally copied. A minor change, however, is that the phrase &gecig v

23 LINCOLN himself does not comment on BENOIT's article (which is only mentioned in the bibliographies
at pp. XXX, XLVII and 83) and scarcely on OCHEL's study either; he only refers several times to Ochel's in-
troduction and summary but not to his actual analysis at pp. 15-71; according to Lincoln Ochel's study is
"an attempt for a thorough, though not always persuasive, analysis of Ephesians’ editing of individual pas-
sages from Colossians” (Lincoln, p. LVI). That means that Lincoln does not deal explicitly with two impor-
tant publications on the matter. _ :
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auapud@v is changed into &pecig 1@v mapantopdtov, replacing the term &poptio

with its synonym napdntopa; _
(b) subsequently the author of Eph relies on Col 120 xoi & adtod

aroxatadlagon T ndvia eig adTOV, eipnvonoticog dux Tod aipatog 10D cTovpod

avtod. The 'pivotal point' between the two passages which links them together seems to
be the 'redemption language', &nolbtpwoig and dgecig Tdv apaptidv, found in Col

1.14, which language can also be found in Col 1.20 xai U ad100 &no-katadddEon Té
nOvTO €ig LTOV, Eipnvononoag Sid 10D aipotog toh 6TavPod odTod.

Mitton, pp. 65-66, mentions only seven cases of conflation in total and
comments on three of them. See for his commentary on Eph 1.6-7 Mitton, page
65 (point a): “In Eph. i.7 it is Col. i.14 which is being followed, but the word
anorvtpeocwy has enough similarity in meaning to eipnvonomoog in Col. i.20 to
call to the writer's mind the phrase that follows it, and so du& t0d aipatog adtod
is introduced". To me, however, it is not the similarity in meaning between the
words anordtpocig and eipnvonoicag but more precisely the similarity between
anoldtpwoig and deecig t@v apaptidv on the one hand (Col 1.14) and other
terms in Col 1.20 (namely &noxatarridooely, aipa and otavpdg) on the other
hand, which terms belong more clearly than eipnvonowoag to the language of
redemption. _

Cf. also Ochel, pp. 20-22. According to Ochel both these derivations from
Col 1.13-14 and Col 1.20, which deal with redemption, function now in Eph 1.6b-
8 as a clarification of God's grace which forms the main topic and the framework
of the passage Eph 1.6b-8 since the term yépig occurs twice.in this passage and
is in both cases elaborated by relative clauses:

zhig xéprrog avtod fig Exapitwoev Nudg év 1d Hyannpéve, v & Eyouev my

AnoAvTpwoLv St 10D aipatog abTod, TNV APECLY TOV

TOPONTORATOV, KT T0 TA0DTOG

afig x&prrog adrod, fig énepicosvoey eig Nuag év ndon copig xai

(PPOVNOEL. _

The sentence in which Ochel accounts for the use the author of Eph made of
Col 1.20 (31 T0d aiparog adtod) is, however, needlessly vague and stresses
too much the alleged subordination of redemption to grace: "Der Unterordnung
der flr Kol in sich wertvollen Erwdhnung unserer Erésung unter den Eph-
Gedanken von der groBBen géttlichen Gnade ist auch der Zusatz §ux 10b aijpazog
avtod in Eph 1,7 entsprungen" (Ochel, p. 21). The simplest explanation for the use
of the phrase &1 0% aiparog adtod, however, seems to me the similarity in
'redemption language'.
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Lincoln, pp. LIl and 27-28, does not comment on the reason for the con-
flation of Col 1.13-14 and 1.20 as such: "1:6,7 incorporates Col 1:13,14, év &
£xopev v &nolvtpworv ... v &eeowv, but (...) adds 'through his blood' in an
apparent conflation with Col 1:20" (p. Lll); cf. also p. 27: "To the notion of re-
demption is added the phrase 'through his blood'. This is not found in Col 1:14,
although 'through the blood of his cross' does occur in Col 1:20".

(2) The sentence !5 A 10010 kYD, GkobOg TV K DUAG MGTLV &V 1)
kupilo Incod xai thy dydnnv v eig ndvrag Tobg dyiovg, 16 ob madopar edyo-
PLOTAV LNEP LUAV HVELXLV TOLODPEVOG £ TAV TPOCEVY®V pov, 17 tva 6 Bedg 10D
kvplov Nudv Incod Xpiotod (...) ddn Opiv nvedpa copiag xoi dnokaAdyewg év
gntyvaoer avtod (Eph 1.15-17) is compounded from

(a) A _tobro xai fpuelg, &g fig Mpépag Axodoauev, od mavéuebo vadp
VUDY TPOCEVYONEVOL KOl aitoDPEVOL Tva TANPpwOTite THV Eniyvwoly 10D BeAfpatog
avtod év néon copig kot cvvécer nvevpatikfi (Col 1.9), a direct parallel in the op-

posite column. The sentence structure Al Todto xoi Mpelg (...) o0 movouedo Vg
VPOV mpocevyOpevol kol aitobpevol iva ... (Col) is copied and adapted by the author
of Eph. The changes consist firstly in the change of the plural npeig into the singular: Awx
10970 xai Nuelg, &g’ fig Aépag fixodoauev, od movdueda drtp HUdV mpocevybuevol kai aitoduevor
(Col) is converted into A 10910 kéyd, dxodoog v ko8 dpée miotv év 1@ xvpie Tnood xai
v &y&mmy v elg mavtag todg Gyiovg, od madopor edyapiotdv dnEp HPdV pveiav moroduevog
(Eph). Secondly, the phrase bnép VU@V mPocevYOLevoL Kai aitovpevor iva is (Col) is
changed into pveiav motobpevog nt 1@V npocevY®V pov, iva (Eph): the verb npoc-

gbyecBon is now 'spelled out' as pveiov moleloBai éni 1@V npocevydv; the words
bngp bpdv which in Col belonged to the participle mpooevydpevor (drip VPOV
‘mpocegvyouevol) are now in Eph constructed with the newly introduced participle
eVYOPLOTOV (EDYOPLOTAY Dnigp DUDV).24 Subsequently the sentence depending on the
conjunction ivo is differently phrased since ivo mAnpw@fite v éniyvoowv 1od
feAnpotog adtod év ndon ool kot cvvéoer nvevpatikfi (Col) is changed into iva
0 8e0g (...) ddn dUiv nvedpa coiag kol dnokadbdyewg &v émyvacer abdtod (Eph)

24 This participle is probably derived from Co! 1.12 which belongs structurally to the preceding verses Col
1.9-11: At 10010 kai Tpelg (...) ob navduedo Hrtp Hudv mpocevydpevor xai aitodpevor (fva nin-
. pwbfite ... eig mAoav dmopoviv xai paxpoBupiav), petd xopdg edyapictodvieq 1@ motpl @
ikavooavt dudg eig v pepida 100 kAfipov tdv dyimv év 1@ eti and has now been changed in Eph
1.15-16 into Awx tobt0 Kdyd (...) ob modopon e{)zaglct(ﬁv Omép LUV pvelav mowodpevog éni @V
TPOCEVY DV LoV,

Pace Ochel, pp. 33-34, who thinks that the verb E‘oxaplotew has been derived from the
verse Col 1.3 Ebyoprotoduev 1@ 8ed matpi 100 kvpiov fudv ‘Incod Xpiotod méviote mept dHudv
npocevydpevor, which the author of Eph applied, according to Ochel, when he made use in Eph
1.15-16 of the phrase &xoboavteg tiv niotv dudv etc. (Col 1.4) which |mmed|ately follows after
the verb s'oxaplctsw (Col 1.3).
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but the terms cogic, which is quite rare in Eph (Eph 1.8, 1.17 and 3.10), and éniyvooig
(which occurs in Eph only in Eph 1.17 and 4.13) reappear here.

(b) Lastly, the clause &’ fig Nuépog Axodoapev in Col 1.9 (A tod10 Kol
npels, &g’ fig Huépag Akodoapev, od novdpeda etc.) is replaced by another since the

author draws upon the clause &ko0GaVTeg THY RIGTLV VAV év Xprotd Inood xai v
ayannv fiv €xete eig ndvrag Tovg ayiovg in Col 1.4-5 Ebyopiotodpey 10 0ed notpi
700 kvpiov NLdV Tnood Xpiotod névrote nepl VU@V npocevyOpEvVoL, <dxodoavteg
My mioty dudv év Xprotd Incod kai v &ydnnv fiv Exete gig ndvrog Toug
aylovg> S TNV €Anida v &mokewwévnv LUIv év tolg ovpavoic. This clause is
adopted with minor changes: firstly tv nictiv dudv (Col) becomes thv ka8’ Duag
niotiv; secondly the name Xpiotdg Tnoodg (niotig €v Xpiot@® ‘Incod) is changed into
0 xvprog Incodg (niotig €v 1@ kvpiw ‘Incod) and finally the phrase v &ydnnv fv
gxete eig ndvtag Tovg aylovg (Col) is shortened to v &ydmmv tnyv eig ndvrag To0¢
ayiovg. So Col 1.9 provides the framework in which Col 1.4-5 is inserted. The pivotal

point seems to be the term &xovoag which both components have in common.

Lincoln does not comment on the conflation of Col 1.9 and 1.4-5 as such
but only states that "(the) writer here [at the beginning of the thanksgiving period
in Eph 1.15-17] combines wording from two parts of the parallel section in Co-
lossians: 1:4 and 1:9" (Lincoln, p. LI), nor does he explicitly notice that Col/ 1.9
consitutes the framework in which Col 1.4-5 is inserted: "The introductory link
with the berakah in 1:15 takes up the wording of Col 1:9; and the way the cause
of thanksgiving is expressed is very close indeed to Col 1:4. The intercession
introduced by the final clause with iva in 1:17 takes up elements of the interces-
sion in Col 1:9, also introduced by iva" (Lincoln, p. 49).

Cf. Mitton, p. 65 (point b): "It seems likely that the word &xobw in Col. i.9
made a mental link, in the mind of the writer of Ephesians, with &xoboavteg in
Col. i.4, and led to the incorporation of the phrases that follow it."

Cf. also Ochel, pp. 32-33, according to whom "die Worte aus Kol 1,9: &¢’
fig TLépoag ﬁxoﬁcapev (...) eine Rickbeziehung auf die (...) Notiz von [Kol 1,4]:
axobvoavteg ... ktA sind. Der Vf [the author of Eph] muf3te daher jetzt, wo er den
Gedanken des dxovewv erstmalig vorbrachte, die Voraussetzungen seiner Vor-
lage Kol 1,9 in Kol 1,4 an dieser Stellen nachholen."

| disagree, however, with Ochel's overall interpretation of Eph 1.15-192
(Ochel, pp. 32-37). The passage Eph 1.15-19@ can be divided between the intro-
duction to the intercessory prayer (Eph 1.15-16 Awx oo kéyd, dxodoog tiv xab dudg
nioTy év 1 xvpie ‘Tnood kai v ay&nnv v eig mhvtog todg dyiovg, od modopan edyaplotdv
bnep HUdv pveiav mowodpevog ént tdv mpooevydv pov) and the intercessory prayer itself
(Eph 1.17-198 {va 6 8edg 100 xvpiov Hudv Tnood Xpiotod, & matip g S6Ene, Sn Huiv rvedpa
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copiag kol arokaAdyews év Emyvioel adtod, neguTiopévoug Todg 0pBalpovg tiig xapdiag [DudV]
elg 10 eldévan Dpag tig Eotiv f €Arig 1fig ¥AAoewg adtod, tig 6 nAodtog Tﬁé 36Eng tiig xAnpovopiag
adtod év tolg dylowg, kai ti 10 drepBérrov péyeBog 1fig Suvbpeng adtod). ACCOr ding to Ochel
the intercessory prayer in Eph 1.17-19@ does not contain parallels with Col (in
contrast with the introduction to this prayer which is constituted by Co/ 1.9 and
1.3-4): "Fur 1,15 f. ist somit eine gewollte literarische Anlehnung sowohl an Kol
1,9 (...) als auch an Kol 1,3 f. festzustellen (...). (...) Dagegeh sind die eigent-
lichen Furbitten (...) derart frei von gegenseitigen Berlhrungen, daB man die
Eph-Furbitte als eine selbstédndige Konzeption des Vf v Eph hinzunehmen hat"
(Ochel, p. 36). Ochel regards the terms cogia and éniyveoig in Eph 1.17 (tva 6 8ex
[...] d@dp dpiv mvedpa coplag xoi &moxardyewg &v émyvicer abtod) NOt even as
reminiscences of the same terms in Col 1.9 (iva mAnpwdfite v émiyvacy t0d
Gelfpatog adtod év mbon cople xai ocvvécer nvevpatiki), €specially since other
references to Col are absent in the intercessory prayer of Eph 1.17-19@: "Jedoch
sind (...) auch die Gemeinsamkeiten mit der koloss. Furbitte selbst fir
Reminiszenzen zu geringfigig. (...) Gemeinsam haben beide Firbitten nur die
Begriffe éniyvwoiwg und cogia. Da diesen beiden der 'Eph- und Kol-Firbitte
gemeinsamen Begriffen in Eph andere Rollen zugewiesen sind als in Kol, so ist
von einer Abhangigkeit nicht zu sprechen (...), zumal auch Beriihrungen mit
anderen Kol-Stellen fehlen" (Ochel, pp. 36-37). But to me the intercessory prayer in
Eph 1.17-192 is not 'eine selbstandige Konzeption' lacking any dependence on
Col.

Firstly, it is very likely that the terms cogia and ériyvecig in Eph 1.17
have been derived from Col 1.9 since Col 1.9 occurs in the directly parallel text
and has beyond any doubt provided the framework for Eph 1.15-17. It is arbi-
trary to admit that the structure Awx_todto x&yd (...) ob mobopon €LXAPLOTAV
VREP LUV pveiav nowoOpevog Emi TV mpoceVY®V pov, iva (Eph 1.15-17) is de-
rived from Awa 1010 kai fipeig (...) ob mowdpedo dntp dudv mpocevydpEvol Kol
aitodpevor iva (Col 1.9), but to assume at the same time that the terms cogpia
and éntyvooig which occur both in the tva-sentence in Eph 1.17 are not copied
from the iva-sentence in Col 1.9. Cf. Lincoln, p. 49: "The intercession introduced by the
fiﬁal clause with iva in 1:17 takes up elements of the intercession in Col 1:9, also introduced by
iva"; p. 56: the phrase "nvedpa copiag kai dmokaAdyewg is a variation on év méon copig xai
ovvésel nvevpatikd (...) (Col 1:9)"; and p 57: "This phrase [the phrase v émyvdoer abtod] picks
up on the language of the intercessory prayer-report in Col 1:9, 'knowledge of his will' *.

Secondly, that the prayer Eph 1.17-192 has not been composed inde-
pendently from Col is also clear from the fact, that the fragment eig 16 eidévan
Vpag Tig Eotv 1 éAnig tfig kANCEWg adToY, Tig 6 mAoDtog g S6ENG Tiig KAnpo-
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vopiag avtod év Tolg dyiowg in Eph 1.18 is heavily dependent on several pas-
sages in Col, as will be shown in the next case of conflation.

(3) The sentence €ig 10 €idévar LRLAG Tig €0tV 1 EATiG THG KARCEWG arvTOD,
1ig¢ O mAodrog tfig d6Eng tfig kAnpovopiag adTod £v totg ayiowg (Eph 1.18) is pri-
marily compounded from

(a) Tolg ayioig adT0D, oig NBEANGEV O Bedg Yvopicon i 10 mAodrog tfig 86-
Eng 10D puotnpiov 10010V £v 10l¢ #Bvecty, 8 EoTiv XpLotdg &v duilv, 1) éAmig tfig
d6Eng (Col 1.26-27) on which the 'Ephesian’ text is carefully modelled. The text is
rewritten from the perspective of people coming to know (Eph 1.18 eig 10 &idévon
bpdc) instead of God making them known (Col 1.26-27 1olg dayiog adtod, olg
NBéAncev 6 Be0g yvawpicat); the term 1) éAmig t1ig 86Eng (Col) is changed into 1 éAmig
thig xAncemg avtod and moved forward from the far end of the sentence25; the neutral
10 nAoVtog Thig d6ENG is changed into the masculine 6 mAoVtog fig d6Eng while the
phrase &v tolg €8veciv (Ti 10 mAoDTOg tfig d0ENg T0b pvotnpiov TobTOV &v_tolg
£0veowv) is altered into €v tolg ayloig (tig 0 mAodrog Thig SOENG Thig KAnpovopiog
avtod €v_tolg ayiowg). Although Col 1.26-27 is not a directly parallel text in the oppo-
site column, its use might be explained as follows: the fragment €ig t0 eidévoun LPAG 7ig

g¢otwv N EAnig etc. (Eph) is part of a sentence which extends over Eph 1.15-19:

LI5S A 10010 ®&yh, dxovoag 1y ka® dudg niomy év 1@ xvpie Incod xai v &yénnv

v eig méviag tobe dylovs, H16 ob madopon edyoprot@v Onép Hudv pveiav moodpevog Emi @V
npooevydv pov, 17 tva 6 Bedg 100 kvpiov AUdV ‘Incod Xprotod, 6 matip i 86N, ddn vuiv
nvedpa copiog kot &mokaddyens év émyvidoer abtod, 18 mepwtiopévong tobg dpBapode T
kopdiog [Vpudv] gig 10 eldévan dudg Tig oty § EAmic tiic kAfoewg avtol, 1ig 6 mhobre

1fig K)»ggovogiag.a'btof) gv 1olg_&ylowg, 19 kai 1t 10 OnepBéAiov péyebog tiig Suvépeng adtod eig

NLag tobg motebovtag kotd thv vépyeltov 100 kphrovg tfig ioybog adtod.

As we have seen under point 2 above, Eph 1.15-17 is primarily dependent on its direct
parallel Col 1.9 (see point 2a) but inserts subsequently in that structure parts of Col 1.4-5
where the triad mioTig, &ydnn eig ndvrog Tobg aylovg and €Anig occurs (see point
2b). The first two terms, nictig and &ydnn, are 'copied' in Eph 1.15 while éAnig follows

in Eph 1.18. '

25 Cf. Lincoln, p. 59: "This notion of hope as that which is hoped for accords with the usage of
the term in Colossians, where (...) Christ among the Gentiles is viewed as the hope of glory
(1:27)"; Lincoln, however, does not notice explicitly that Eph 1.18 is dependent on Col 1.26-27
since he simultenously refers to the term éinig in Col 1.5 and 1.23, and only speaks about
‘accordance with' instead of 'dependence on'.
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(b) Therefore, the second constituent component is Col 1.4-5 &xolcavteg v
nioTv DUV &v Xp1otd ‘Tncod xoi Ty &ydmny fiv Exete eig navtog Todg dyiovg
e v éAmida Thv é&nokelpévnv Ouiv v toilg ovpavoig. The triad micTig, dydinn
and éAnig, therefore, is copied from Col 1.4-5 and applied in the passage Eph 1.15-18.26
Although the triad nicTig, &ydnn and éAnig occurs not only in Col 1.4-5 but also in I
Thess. 1.3 and 5.8, I Cor. 13.13 and outside the Pauline Corpus in Hebr. 10.22-24 as
well, it seems nevertheless reasonable to regard the occurrence of this triad in Eph 1.15-
18 as a derivation from Col 1.4-5 given the overall dependence of Eph on Col. Subse-
quently the term €Anig - having been derived from Col 1.5 and inserted in Eph 1.18 - is
extended by the use of another passage in Col where €Anig occurs (there are in total only
three €éAnig-passages in Col : Col 1.5, 1.23 and 1.27), namely the passage Col 1.27
yvopicat 1t 10 nAoDTog Thig 80ENng ToD pvonpiov TovTov €v Tolg EBvESLY, & EGTLV
Xprotog €v Lplv, 1 EAmig 11 06EnG, as has been explained under point a above. It
seems thus that the term €Anig, whose use is given by the reliance on the triad nictig,
aydnn and éAnig in Col 1.4-5, leads to another dependence, now on Col 1.26-27. The
genesis of Eph 1.18 seems therefore to start with the term £Anig as its 'seed' since the
triad niotig, &yann and éAnig is derived from Col 1.4-5 and now dominates the whole
sentence Eph 1.15-19. Subsequently the term €Anig is the pivotal point since it leads the
author to consult Col 1.27 as well. The order of the components a and b which
constituted Eph 1.18 should, therefore, be interchanged, since component b had in fact
priority in its genesis. For that reason I would like to summarise after point ¢ the génesis
of the conflations two and three together and will put the various components in the right
~ 'genetic' order.

(c) Besides being compounded by Col 1.26-27 and Col 1.4-5, the text under con-
sideration seems also to reflect the use of another 'Colossian' verse: the phrase 6 nAo¥tog
g d6Eng Thig kAnpovopiag avtod év totg dyiowg (Eph 1.18) seems to point at Col
1.12 which is a closely parallel place. By a 'closely parallel place’ I mean here that, since
it is clear from Eph 1.15-17 that the author of Eph is primarily drawing upon Col 1.9 and
takes this verse as a starting point for his rewriting, he has 'reached' Col 1.9 and focuses
on Col 1.9 ff. Due to this focus several bits and pieces from Col 1.9ff. are copied in Eph
1.15ff. The phrase tig 0 nAodtog tiig d0Eng Tfig kAnpovopiog adTod &v Toig dyiolg
(Eph 1.18) is an example of this 'borrowing’ since it reflects edyapiotodvreg 1@ natpi
@ ixkovooovil DPAG €eig v pepido 100 kAnpov tdv ayilwv év 1@ ¢wti (Col
~ 1.12)27, a verse which was probably already used at the start of Eph 1.18 negatic-
pévoug Tovg 0pBaAjovg Thg kapdiag [Dpdv] eig 10 eidévan kTA since the verb pwrti-

26 Cf. Lincoln, p. 55: “Faith, hope, and love are found together (...) in (...) Col 1:4,5"; he refers to
Col 1.4-5 when he comments on the terms rictig and &yénn in Eph 1.15 but does not notice that
the third term of the triad appears in Eph 1.18 (see Lincoln, pp. 54-55 and 59).

27 Cf. Lincoln, p. 60: "Ephesians uses similar words to those in Col 1:12".
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Cewv points to the noun @&g in Col 2.12 £ig v pepida 100 kANpov 1AV Gyiwv &v 10
@wti.?® Other examples of the use of Col 1.9ff. by its 'Ephesian’ parallel are e.g. the
terms and phrases éniyvwoig (Col 1.9-10/Eph 1.17), Gogiat (Col 1.9/Eph 1.17), SOvoprg (Col
1.11/Eph 1.19), kait& 10 kp&tog (Col 1.11/Eph 1.19; in Eph xazd thv évépyerav 10d xpatove) and
36Ea (Col 1.11/Eph 1.18). . A

If we try to give a descripti'on of the genesis of the whole passage Eph 1.15-19
(the subject of the conflations two and three together) the following picture emerges.

It seems that the author of Eph firstly adopts as the structure for his passage Eph

1.15ff. the structure of Col 1.9 (see conflation no. 2a).

Cf. Col 1.9 Ay todto kai fipelg (..) ob mavépeba dmép dudv mpooevydpevor xai
aitodpevor vy ...

with Eph 1.15ff. A 10010 xéyd (..) od matouar edyapiotdv dmép Hudv pvetav
TOLOVPEVOG XL TAV KPOTELY@DV pov, {va KTA.

Secondly he inserts in this structure material from Col 1.4-5 (see conflation 2b).

Cf. Col 1.4-5 &xoboavieg v niotv dudv gv Xprotd JIncod xai thv dydnny fiv Exete gig
névTag Tovg ayiovg did v EARISa Ty drokeyévny Dplv év tolg odpavoig

with Eph 1.15 &xoboag tiv xaf” duég mictv &v 1@ xupie Inood xai thv dybnny tv eig
rhvrag Todg dyiovs. _ ]

Thirdly the {va-construction is extended in another way: while Col speaks about

the believers being fulfilled (passive mode) with knowledge and wisdom (Col 1.9 iva
ninpabfite v £niyveoowy t0h BeANpatog odtod €v mhom . cogie kol GUVECEL
nvevpotikf]) and continues with an infinitive-construction mepunatficar &€iwg tod

Kvpilov eig ndoav dpeokeiov, the author of Eph deals with the 'same' cogia and £nt-
Yvoolg but phrases the sentence from the perspective of God as their giver (active
mode):

Eph 1.17-18 iva 6 6ed¢ 10D xvpiov Hudv Incod Xpiotod, 6 mothp tig S6Eng,
dam Lpiv nvedpo cogiag kol anokaddyewng v EnLyvaoer adtod, and subsequently
mentions an extra object, namely negwtiopévoug Tovg 0pBOAOVG TG Kapdiog DudV
(in reliance on Col 1.12-13 ebdyaprotodvieg 1 motpl 1@ ixavboavit Hudg eig v pepida 10d
KkAfipov 1@V &ytav v 1® gt 8¢ éppdoato fudg éx thig Eovoiag tod oxdtovg?) and similarly
‘concludes with an infinitive: eig 70 €idévan DA etc.

Fourthly he mentions and extends the third element of the triad miotig, aydnn
and éAnig (Col 1.4-5); having the two first terms already inserted in Eph 1.15 the author
of Eph now completes this reference by mentioning the third element éAnig: eig o

eidéval Dpag Tig €otiv N EAmig Tfig kANGEWG 0dtod (see conflation 3b).

That the mentioning of the terms niotg (Eph 1.15), &y&nn (Eph 1.15) and éAnig (Eph 1.18)
should really be understood as a reference to Col 1.4-5, is underpinned by the fact that the terms niong,
&ybnn and éAwig occur in the same sequence in both letters :

28 Cf. Lincoln, p. 58 on the phrase neputiopévoug tobg dpBakpobe tiig xopdiag: “Is the choice of
the image of ‘light' for knowledge related to the contrast between light and darkness in the Colos-
sian thanksgiving period (Col 1:12,13), with which this Ephesian thanksgiving period has so much
in common?*
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Cf. Col 1.4-5 axovooavteg (1) v ntonv 1 Dpwv év Xpiotd 'Inocod kai (2) v dybrny fiv Exete
mg ndvrag tobg aylovg didx (3) v éAnrida tnyv anoxetpevnv Dutv év 10lg ovpavols, fiv fponkolcate
&v 1 Aoyo tfig dAndeiog

with Eph 1.15-18 Awx tod10 xdyd, dkodoog (1) tiv ko dudg aicty v 1@ xvpie Inood kal

(2) wv dybmmy v elg mbvtag tovg Gyiovg (...) eig 10 eidévan dpég tig domv (3) f éAmig tig
kAficemg adTod.

Fifthly, the term éAnig is subsequently dwelt upon with the aid of Col 1.26-27:

Cf. Eph 1.18 &ig 10 idévon DPaG Tig EoTLv 1) EARiG Tfig KANOEWG AVTOD, Tig &
nho¥tog 1fig 86Eng 1fig KxAnpovopicag adrod v toig dyiowg

with Col 1.26-27 toig &yioig odtod, oig N0éEANCEV O 0ed¢ Yvapicar Ti 10
mAodrog tfig 86Eng Tod pvoTnpiov TobToL v t0lg £0veciv, 6 €otv Xpiotdg év
Oplv, f_gAmig tfig 86Eng (see conflation 3a). This reliance on- Col 1.26-27 also
influences the style: the 'ti-style’ of yvwpicar i 10 mAodtog tfig 86Eng 10D
pvotnpiov to0tov €v 7toig EBveciv (Col 1.27) is implemented thrice in Eph: eidévan
ouag (1) zig éomv 1 éAmig 1fig x¥ANoewg adrod, (2) 1ig 6 mAodrog tfig S6Eng Tiig
KAnpovopiog obtod év toig ayiowg, koi (3) i 1O VmepPdrAov péyeBog g
duvapewg adtod eig NUAg Tobg moTedovTag, N

Sixthly, within this last borrowing the author of Eph draws upon Col 1.12 as well

(see conflation 3c):

Cf. Eph 1.18 7ig 6 mAodtog 7fig 806Eng tfig kAnpovopicg adTod v Toig
ayiowg with Col 1.12 0 Tatpl 1@ ikavocavi dpag eig v pepido 1od kAN POV TV
aylov év 19 eoTi.

Séventhly, and lastly, it seems if the author of Eph makes his text to resemble the
'Colossian’ text even more by putting in some common terms and phrases (see conflation
3¢). Besides éniyvwowg (Col 1.9-10/Eph 1.17) and cogia (Col 1.9/Eph 1.17) - just
mentioned under point three above -, mention can be made of dvVvapig and xatd 10
Kpditog/katd Thv évépyerav 100 kpdtovg, all in Col 1.11/Eph 1.19. The term d6Ec
occurs in Col 1.11 and Eph 1.18 but is actually already explained by the dependence of
1ig 0 MAoDTog Tiig 86ENg THg xAnpovopioag abtod év toig &yiowg (Eph 1.18) on Col
+1.26-27 (i 10 mAodTog thig 86ENG 10D puoTnpiov T00TOV €V Tolg EBvecL, 6 0TV
Xpto"c(‘)g. &v vuiv, N éAnig Tiig 36Eng; see point five above).

_ This third example of conflation, which is so closely linked with the second ex-
ample, makes quite clear what conflation entails and how it has to be accounted for:

conflation is a tool to rewrite a text by using to a certain extend the same terms, phrases
and structures but rearranging them; different bits and pieces are conflated to a new

unity.

(4) The sentence xatd Tiv_Evépyerav 10D kpdrovg Tfig ioybog adtod fiv évipynoev
&v 1® Xpiotd €yeipag adrtov gk vekp@dv, koi xoBicog &v Sefid obrod &v toig

 énovpavioig (Eph 1.19-20) is compounded from
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(a) &v maon duvéyper duvapodpevol kot 10 kpdrog thg 86ENG avtod (Col

1.11)2% in the directly parallel text in the other column, the only place in Col where the
term kp&tog occurs (in Eph it occurs outside Eph 1.19-20 only once again, namely in Eph 6.10 where
it takes the same form xpétog tfig ioybog abdtod: évdvvapodobe év xupie kai év 1@ xphier_tiig
ioybog ah1od; this phrase is likely to be a repetition of the same phrase in Eph 1.19-20). The phrase
xotd 10 xp&tog (Col) is slightly changed in Eph 1.19-20 into kot T Evépyeray 10D
xpérrovg (Eph) by adding the term évépyeia and placing it immediately after xatd; 10
Kp&Tog is now put in the genitive case after katd v £vépyelav so that the text reads

KOLTQ TV EVEPYELAY TOD KPATOVG;

(b) &ywvifopevog xota tiv €vépyeiov adtod TV Evepyoupévny év époi év
dvvaper (Col 1.29). The rephrasing of xatd 10 xpérog (Col 1.11) into xatd ziy
gvépyelav 100 xpdirovg (Eph) is modelled on the phrase xatd v dvépyerav adtod
in Col 1.29. This reliance includes even the relative clause #iv &vfjpynoev év in the
phrase xotd v £vépyeiav 10D kpdtovg Tiig ioyvog adTod fiv Evipyncev év 1@
Xpwot® (Eph) since it is similar to the relative clause tniv évepyovpévny év in xotd

TV évépyelav avTod TV évepyovpévny év époi in Col. The combination of the noun

gvépyeiro and the verb évepyelv occurs in Col only in Col 1.29 and in Eph exclusively in
Eph 1.19-20, so it is clear that Eph 1.19-20 draws upon Col 1.29 here.

Cf. Lincoln, p. 182 where he comments on the phrase xot& v évépyelay
g duvdpeng adtod in Eph 3.7: "Both terms [the terms évépyeia and ddvoyig)
used for God's power are already present in the similar formulation Col 1:29
employs for the enabling of the apostolic ministry [&yovilépevog xatd Thv
Evépyerav adtod Thv Evepyovpévny év énoi év duvauel]. They occur also earlier in
Ephesians in 1:19 (...) in connection with raising Christ from the dead [kai i 70
onepPdriov péyeBog tfig Suvapewng adTod &ig NUAG ToLG MOTEDOVING KOTX THV
Evépyerav 10D kpdtovg Thg ioybog adtod fiv évipynoev év 1® Xpiotd Eéyeipog
av1ov €x vekpdv]'. Although Lincoln refers to the relation between Eph 1.19 and
Col 1.29 he nevertheless nowhere notices the unique combination of évépyeia
and évepyelv which occurs only in Col/ 1.29 and Eph 1.19-20;

and by (c) cvvnyépbnte d1a tiig micTewg g Evepyeiag oD 00D 10D Eyei-
pavtog abtodv éx vexpdv (Col 2.12). It is obvious that the combination of the term

évepyeio with the phrase éyeipag abtov éx vekpdv in Eph is dependent upon Col
2.1239, especially since the combination of the term évépyeia and the verb éyeipelv oc-
curs in Col only once in Col 2.12 and in Eph only in Eph 1.19-20. This is again a very

29 Cf. Lincoln, pp. 60-61: "the language of the Colossian thanksgiving period appears to lie
behind that of Ephesians, this time from the intercessory prayer-report in Col 1:11, év réon

dvvéper Suvapodpevor katd 10 kphtog Thg 36Eng adrod”.
30 cf. Lincoln, p. 61: "Col 2:12 (...) also employs the term &vépyewx in connection with God

. raising Christ from the dead."

b
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good example how an 'Ephesian’ text is a conflation of three 'Colossian’ fragments and
also how conflation works: the author of Eph takes as his starting point in Eph 1.19-20
the phrase xata 10 xpditog in Col 1.11 (see point a above). Having copied this phrase he
subsequently blends it with the phrase kot tiv évépyelav derived from Col 1.29. It
seems very probable that his attention was attracted by this phrase when he read the text
of Col from Col 1.11 onwards looking for material which would be suitable to modify
the copied phrase kot T0 kpdtog with. The phrase koté v évépysiav in Col 1.29 is
the first instance of 'power language' like dOvoytig, kp&tog and évépyewa after Col 1.11
and therefore the author of Eph immediately made use of it changing the phrase koté 16
kpatog (Col 1.11) into xatex 11jv Evépyeiav 10D kpé&rovg. That Col 1.29 has been con-
sulted is beyond any doubt since the combination of the noun évépyeia and the verb
évepyelv in a following relative clause is unique both in Col 1.29 and in Eph 1.19-20
(see point b above). Then the term évépyeia becomes a 'pivotal term' because the author
of Eph draws upon Col 2.12 (as the unique combination of évépyeia and éyeipeiv
clearly shows) which is the only other verse in Col where the term évépyeia occurs. In
this way the genesis of the conflation in Eph 1.19-20 becomes totally transparent.

(d) The sentence is continued with the clause xai koficag év de€1d avtod év
tolg €énovpaviolg clause which is clearly derived from Col 3.1 Ei odv cvvnyéponte 10
Xpiotd, 0 &ve {nteite, o 6 Xpiotog éotv dv deEld 10D Beod kal@fpevog. The
only changes are, firstly, that the verb xabfjcBou is changed into xa8ilewv, while,
secondly, the term t¢& &vw which describes in Col the heavenly location is replaced with
the synonym t& €novpivie. The slightly different wording of év de€1d avtod (Eph)
instead of év 6e€1d oD Be0 (Col) is possible because God is clearly and céntinuously
the subject of Eph 1.17-23 (iva 6 6ed¢ 10D xvplov fiudv ‘Incod Xpiotwod [...] ddn duiv [...]

nepuTiopévovg tobg dplaipods thg xopdiag dpdv eig 10 eidévon dudg [..] i 10 dmepfédriov

péyeBog 1fig duvhpeng adtod eig Muag Tobg motevovrag katd TV évépyeav 10D kphtovg g
ioybog adtod Av éviipynoev év 1@ Xproth éyeipog adtov éx vexpdv, kol kabicag &v SeE1d adtod v
1ol émovpaviowg ktA), while in the sentence Col 3.1 God ahs to be introduced for the first
time. The leap from Col 2:12 (see point c) to Col 3.1 can easily be accounted for: besides
the 'logical' sequence of resurrection from the dead (Col 2.12) and heavenly
enthronement (Col 3.1) there is also an immediate literary cause to continue with Col 3.1
since the notion of resurrection occurs in Col not only twice in Col 2.12 (¢v @ xoi
cvvnyéplnte Sia THg miotewg THG évspyé’wcg 700 Be0V T0V E£YEipaviog ODLTOV €K
vekp@v), the text just drawn on, but lastly also in Col 3.1 - Ei odv cvvnyépnte 1@
Xprot®, 10 Gve {nteite, od 6 Xpiotog éotv €v de€d 10D Beod xal@fpevog. For
these two reasons the attention of the author of Eph was drawn to Col 3.1. Interestingly
the same leap from Col 2.12 to Col 3.1 will be made again in Eph 2.6 xoi cvviyelpev
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kai ovvekdBloev €v 1olg €novpaviolg £v Xpiotd ‘Incod but then in view of the
believers instead of Christ (see conflation 7¢ below).

After conflation eight | will deal with Ochel, pp. 37-47; in these pages
Ochel analyses Eph 1.19P-2.10 which he considers to be a separate unit. Since
the conflations four to eight 'range’ from Eph 1.19 to 2.8 my comment on Ochel
is postponed until after conflation eight.

(5) The texts under consideration in the conflations five to seven form together the unin-
terrupted text of Eph 1.22-2.5. The sentence kai odTOv £8wkev KEQAANV Dnép ndvro
1 ExxAnoiq, frig €otiv 10 odpa adtod (Eph 1.22-23) is compounded from

(a) xai ovTog 0TIV 1) KEQOAN TOV Chpatog, Thig ExkkAnoiag (Col 1.18) in the
directly parallel text in the opposite column where the combination of the terms xegoAn
and éxxAnoia also occurs. In Col this combination in once-only (Col 1.18) while in Eph
it occurs except for Eph 1.22-23 also in Eph 5.23 (&viip £€0T1v KeQan Tfig YOVOLKOG
g kol 0 Xpiotog kegadn tfig £xkAnoiag); both 'Ephesian’ places can be regarded as

dependent upon Col 1.18;31

and (b) avravaninp®d T votepHpata TV OAlyewv 100 Xpiotod év i
copKi oV VIEP TOV ohpatog adtod, 6 Eotiv N ékkAncia (Col 1.24). It seems if the
author of Eph reads further looking for information with the aid of which he can qualify
the term éxxAncic. He finds this information in Col 1.24, the next place where the term
éxxAnoia occurs. The two other occurrences in Col are found in Col 4.15-16 where the

local church community in Laodicea is meant, so the 'church' in general occurs in Col
only in Col 1.18 and 1.24; these two verses are now combined together in Eph.32 The
phrase t00 copatog adTod, 6 Eotiv 1 éxkkAncia (Col) is now inverted by the author of
Eph since the term éxxAnocio is already part of his sentence and to elaborate on the
g¢xxAnoia he has to 'invert' the information provided by Col 1.24: instead of maintaining
the term éxxAnoia in the relative clause 6 £6tiv 1 ékxAnoia which qualifies the term

ocdpa (Tod copatog adtod, 6 éoTv i EkkAnoia) - which is impossible - he is forced
to invert the structure of the sentence by putting the term c@po. in the relative clause
which now qualifies the éxxAncia: 1fj éxxAnoia, ftig £0tiv 16 cdpa avrod (Eph).

31 cf. Lincoln, p. LIlI: 1.22 takes up the designation of Christ as the head of the Church that oc-
curs in Col 1:18." :

32 Cf. Lincoln, p. 67: "Here in Eph 1:22, following Col 1:18, 24 where éxxAncia is used in appo-
sition to odpa as a designation for the new community in Christ, the reference is to the universal
Church"; and p. 70: "it is not surprising that the Church is now described as Christ's body [Eph
1.22 fing éotiv 10 ohpa adrtod], particularly since on the two occasions éxxAnoia is used of the
universal church in Colossians, it is also identified as the body of Christ (cf. 1:18,24).
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(6) The sentence xoi aDTOV ESWKEV KEPOATV DRgP MAVTO T ekkAnoig, fitig €0Tiv

70 cdpa adTod, 10 TANpou ToD T TdvTa v ndcty IAnpovpévov (Eph 1.22-23) is

compounded from
(a) the words T mévroe which occur frequently in Col 1.16 (3v adtd éxticdn &

mhivia v tolg odpavolg kai énmi 1fig Yfig and 1& mévta 81’ adtod xai eig adtov Exnotan), 1.17 (xai

adtég éoty mpd mAviev kol & whvta év adt® ovvéotnkev) and 1.20 (xai &' adrod
anoxotaAréEor & mbvia eig abtév); ‘

(b) 8¢ €oTv dipxh, TpwTOTOKOG €K TAV VEKPAV, Tva YEvntan &v Aoy adTdg
napwtebov (Col 1.18), in which the phrase év ndoiv can be found (cf. Col 3.11 [1&] névta
xai gv ndow Xpiotég). Although the word ndg is very common in Col it is nevertheless
highly probable that Eph draws here on the clause év néowv in Col 1.18 since Eph 1.22-
23 seems to be dependent on several elements in the passage Col 1.16-20;

and (c) &v avT® evdOKNOEV NAV 10 mANpepa kartowkiical (Col 1.19); all the
terms and phrases 1a ndvta, €v ndolv and 10 mAfpwpe occur in the directly parallel
text in the opposite column in Col 1.16-20 but are now conflated in the single phrase 0

TANPOpa 1700 T& TévTe €V TeoLY TAnpovpévov (Eph 1.23).33

(7) The passage 2! Kai budg Svrag vekpoig zoig mapantdpacy xai taig dpapriong

VLAV, 22 ¢v alg ROTE MEPIEMATNCATE KATH TOV aidva 10D KOOHOL ToDTOV, KOTd

10V &pyovra tfig EEovoiag Tod &épog, T0D TVELRATOG ToD VOV EvEPYODVTOG €V 101G
violg tfig dneBeiag 23 év olg kol Mpelg navieg &vestplenuév <mote> év Taig

gmBopiong TG copkog MUAV, NOLOVVTEG TR OeAnpato Tfig copxdg Kol 1@V
<davoldv>, kxoi fipedo tékva @ooel dpyfig dg koi oi Aoumoi (...), 25 xai dvrag
nuég vekpobg toig napantdpociy ovvelwonoinoev @ Xpiotd - Yapiti £0te O€-

COOPEVOL - 26 kol GUVIYELPEV KOl GUVEKABIGEV €v T0lg Emovpaviolg €v XpLotd
‘Incod (Eph 2.1-3 and 2.5-6) is compounded from several 'Colossian' passages.
The first sentence Kai budg Svtag vekpobg zoig napantadpacwy (Eph 2.1) is

compounded by

(a) Kot i’)g&g noTe OvTag AMNAAOTPLOUEVOVG (Col 1.21) in the directly oppo-
site column and

(b) xai buag vekpodg dvrag [év] toig napantdpacty (Col 2.13). This rework-

ing suggests the following procedure: having reached in his reworking Col 1.16-20 (see
conflation 6 above) the author of Eph takes Col 1.21 as his starting point (Koi buég
note dvrog ...). The direct address xai Dpag at the beginning reminds him of the start
kol Vg vekpobg 6vrag in Col 2.13 and he decides to conflate the two passages. This

33 Cf. Lincoln, p. XLVIII: "the hymnic material about the cosmic Christ in Col 1:15-20 has some
striking parallels with the additional statement in Ephesians' intercessory prayer-report (1:20-23)
about the cosmic Christ and his relationship with the Church."
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can account for the sudden and otherwise not easily explicable leap in the attention of the
author of Eph from Col 1.16-20 to Col 2.13.

The passage Kai duag dvtag vekpovg toig napontodpooctv (Eph 2.1) copied
from Col 2.13 functions now also as framework for the whole passage Eph 2.1-5 since
this passage is exactly repeated in Eph 2.5: xoi &vtog Mudg vekpoldg 7oig
nocpocmd)poccw (except for the change of the accusative bDpdg into Mpdg). The
remainder of Eph 2.5 reads woi Ovtag fpdg vekpodg 1olg mOpANTOROGLY
cvvelwonoincev 1® Xprotd - ydpiti €0te oecwouévor - and can be traced back to
Col 2.13 as well.34

Cf. Col 2.13 xai Vpag vekpodg Svrtag [£v] tolg mapantdpaciy koi tfi diucpo-

Bvotig tfig coprog VU@V, cuvelwonoincev budg obv adTd, Yopioduevog Nuiv

RAVTA TQ NOPOTTORATC, _

with Eph 2.5 xoi Svtag udg vexpobg zolg mapantdpaciv gvvelwonoincev
@ Xplotd - ydpiri £0te cECWOUEVOL -.

The author of Eph copies not only the accusative clause kol Dpag vekpovg Gv-
t0G [Ev] t0lg mapanT@pacty (leaving out, however, the phrase xai 17 &xpoPuotia tig caprde
dudv since the term dxpofvotia is part of an argument in the passage Col 2-.11-13 about mepitopn,
&xpoPuotia and Bértiopa in which the author of Eph is not interested here3; therefore during the first
application of Col 2.13 in Eph 2.1 he replaces the dative xai tfj axpoBvotiq tfig capxdg dudv by the

dative xai talg Gpopriong dudv, whereas during the second application of Col 2.13 in Eph 2.5 he leaves

the phrase xoi 7t dxpoPvotiq tfig ocapkdg Oudv even out)3s, but also the verb

34 Cf. Lincoln, p."90: "Eph 2:1 (...) and Eph 2:5 (...) are dependent on Col 2:13 (...). This relation-
ship with Colossians accounts best for the difficult xoi (...) in both Eph 2:1 and 2:5. Only in Eph
2:1 does the second person pronoun agree with Col 2:13 [Eph 2.5 reads xai 8vtag fjudg vexpoig]
and in all three references the word order is slightly different. Eph 2:5, cuvel{wonoincev 1@ Xpiotd,
(...) is dependent on Col 2:13, svvelwonoincev dudg ovv adtd”. To me, however, the xai at the
beginning of Eph 2.1 and 2.5 (Lincoln, pp. 90, 92, 101) is better explained by referring primarily to
Col 1.21 in the directly opposite column (see point a above) since xai is there even more explicitly
at the beginning of the sentence than in Co/ 2.13 while the word order in Eph 2.1 Kai dpég Svtag
vekpodg is similar to Col 1.21 Kai duég (...) vrag annirotpropévoug as well.

35 In Eph 2.11, however, the author of Eph picks up Col's antithesis between &xpoBuvotia and mepitopt;
this shows how careful his method of selection and application is; see conflation 9a and b below.

36 Cf. W. Ochel, p. 44: "Beide Male [i.e., in Eph 2.1 and 2.5] herrscht wértliche
Uebereinstimmung mit Kol 2,13 a, nur daB die im Eph-Zusammenhang nicht passende
dxpoPuotia tfig capkdg einmal (2,1) durch &paption ersetzt ist, das andere Mal gestrichen ist,
ohne daR ein Ersatzbegriff gesetzt ware." '

Cf. also Benoit, pp. 13-14 on the change of toig napantdpacy koi tf axpofuotig Tig
capkog dudv (Col 2.13) into tolg napantdpactv kai taig dpaprtiong dudv (Eph 2.1): "On avait 1a
[Col 2.13] t0ilg ropantdpacty kal tf dxpoBuotiq tfig oaprdg dudv. Le deuxieme élément de cette
paire précisait le passé pécheur des Colossiens par leur condition paienne: ils étaient des
incirconcis. Allusion tout a fait en place dans ce contexte qui traite de la circoncision et oppose au
rite matériel et partiel du judaisme la <<circoncision du Christ>> qui dépouille de tout le corps de
chair (Col 2,11). L'épitre aux Ephésiens, ayant laissé de c6té ce théme polémique de circongcision-
baptéme, n'avait plus & évoquer le passé <<incirconcis>> de ses lecteurs (...). Elie substitue donc
a i dxpoPvotia kTA. une expression plus générale, pratiquement synonyme de la précédente” (p.
14).
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cvvelwonoinoev3’, which has the accusative clause Dpdg vexpovg dvtag as its object,
while the phrase cvvelwonoincev (...) obv adtd (Col) is specified as cvve{wonoinoev
10 Xprot® (Eph). This specification was not necessary in Col since the whole passage
Col 2.8-15 is devoted to Christ (katd T& oTotyelo 10D KOGROV Kai 0V Katd XpLotTdv:
ot év a0Td katokel etc.), while the author of Eph has to introduce Christ for the first
time in the passage Eph 2.1-5. The phrase yapiodpevog fuiv névio t& nopantdpote
(Col) is also transferred to Eph 2.5: yépiti éote ocecoopévol (Eph), which phrase is re-
peated again in Eph 2.8 tfj yap xGpiri €0te cec@opévor Sux mictews. To summarise,
it is clear that Col 2.13 has been consulted and forms the framework for the whole pas-
sage Eph 2.1-5 (see the double underlining above).

(c) The framework of Eph 2.1-5 which is constituted by Col 2.13, as has just been
shown (point b), is subsequently supplemented with the words koi cvviyeipey xoi
CVVEKABIOEV €V 101G énovpaviolg v XpLotd ’Incdf) (Eph 2.6). This sentence seems
to be dependent on Col 2.12 and 3.1 where the verb ovveyeipewv occurs (the only places
in Col) which reappers in Eph only here in Eph 2.6.

See Col 2.12-13 év @ xai ovvnyépBnte Sux tfig RicTewg THg évepyeiag ToD
8e0? 10D éyeipavtog arDTOV €k VEKPAV Kai DUAG vekpovg Svtog KTA.

and Col 3.1-3 Ei obv cvvnyépbnze 1@ Xpiotd, & &vo {nreite, od 6 Xpiotog
g0ty €v Oe1Q ToD Be0D kaBnApEvOG (...)' AneBhvete yap, xoi N Lwn VPV kéxpon-
oL GOV 70 Xp1o1d £v 1) 6ed.

The first text, Col 2.12, immediately precedes Col 2.13 which, as we have seen
under point b, constitutes the framework of Eph 2.1-5. The verb cvveyeipewv is therefore
almost probably derived from Col 2.12 and subsequently expanded with the 'information’
of the second text, Col 3.1-3,38 which verses are thoroughly rewritten: firstly, the verb

Although Benoit is basically right he overlooks nevertheless the fact that the readers' past
is actually designated as axpoBvortia in Eph 2.11 and that the antithesis between neprtopf and
axpoBvotia found in Co/2.11-13 is used there (see Benoit, pp. 18-19 on Eph 2.11-12).

Lincoln, p. 93, notices the replacement of xai tfj dxpoBvotia 1fig capxde dpudv but does
not comment on this replacement: "&uaption (...) simply adds a synonym to 'trespasses';
according to him this is just "another example of the redundancy of style of Ephesians” (p. 93).

37 Cf. Benoit, pp. 11-18 on Eph 2.1-6; having given the thematic resemblances between Eph 2.1-
6 and Col 2.13 Benoit mentions the literary similarities: "d'une part la formule xai dpég Svrag
vekpobg 1olg mapantdpacy kai ..., d'autre part le verbe (...) cvve{wonoincev" (p. 12).

38 Cf. Benoit, pp. 12-13: "son horizon céleste (¢v toig émovpavioig !) et d'eschatologie réalisée lui
fait ajouter a la vivification et a la résurrection avec le Christ une session avec lui dans les cieux
(cvvefwomoinoev 1@ Xpotd ... kol cUVAYEIPEV KOl cuvekGBioev &v Toig énovpaviog év Xprotd
Inood), idée qui peut d'ailleurs étre un écho de Col 3,1-4. Par ce réarrangement (...) on obtient la
suite bien logique: mort du péché, retour a la vie, résurrection, ascension”.

Ochel, pp. 45-46, does not notice this parallel; according to him “ist die Darlegung 2,6 ff.,
in welcher erdrtert ist, daB die ganze Christenheit an dem Geschick Christi und an seiner
Endstellung teil hat, frei von Kol-Parallelen" (Ochel, p. 45).

But cf. also Lincoln, pp. 90, 105 and 118-119: "Eph 2:6, xai cuvfiyewpey, (....) recalls Col
2:12, xai cuvnyéplnee (...); and the notion of being seated with Christ in the heavenly reaims in
Eph 2:6 is a drawing out of the implications of Col 3:1,2" (p. 90).
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kabficBon (Col 3.1 év 3e€1d 100 Beod kabNevos) is changed into cvvkadilewv (Eph
2.6 Kol CUVEKABLOEV; cf. the previous change of the same verse Col 3.1 into &yeipag abtov éx
vexp@v, xai xabicag év §e£1& adtod év 10ig Emovpaviowg in Eph 1.20; see conflation 4d above39); se-
condly, the heavenly location described in Col 3.1 by 1& &ve (Col 3.1 & &va [...], 0D
6 Xprotog €otiv év de&1d 10D Beod kadNEvog) is now represented by the term T
gnovpdvia (cf. already Eph 1.20 éyeipag adtdv &k vexpdv, kot kabicag év deEr@ abdtod v Toig
énovpavioig; see conflation 4d above); and thirdly the idea that the transference to the hea-
venly realm occurs &év Xpiot® Incod (Eph 2.6 koi cvvekdBLoeV &v 101G Emovpaviong
¢v Xprod ‘Inood) is a modificaton of Col 3.3 where the believers' heavenly existence is
hidden cbv 1@ Xpiwo1d in God (Col 3.3 xoi 1| Lo VUGV kéxpunton oLV 1) XpLoTd

£V 10 Be®).

(d) The lines év aig mote nepienatnoate etc. (Eph 2.2-3) are compounded from
Col 3.5-7 Nexpdoate oDv T& péAn t& €mi 1iig yfig (...) EmBupiav xaxny (...), 8 &
Epxetar i opyn tod Beod Enmi Tolg viodg tfig dnerBeiag €v ol kol DpElG mE-

PLETOTNOOTE TOTE.
In the framework which is constituted by Col 2.13 the author of Eph draws upon
Col 3.5-7 since these verses contain 'information’ which he can apply to elaborate on the

napontopote and apaptiot mentioned in Eph 2.1.

Cf. Lincoln, pp. 90, 93 and 98: "Eph 2:2, év aig note neplenathoarte, (...)
takes up the language of Col 3.7, év olg xai dpelg nepienathoaté note, (...) and
the reference to God's wrath in Eph 2:3 recalls that in Col 3:6" (p. 90).

Cf. also Mitton, pp. 65-66 (point c): "It seems as though the mention of
nopantopacty links up in the mind of the writer with the list of evil things men-
tioned in Col. iii.5, which in that context are associated with the former life of the
Colossian Christians and also with the wrath of God. Both these associations
are reflected in Eph. ii.1-5."

The author of Eph establishes the link between the framework Koi dpéig dvrog
VEKPOUG 701G MOPORTOpacLY kal tolg apopticng dudv (Eph 2.1, derived from Col
2.13) on the one hand and the passage Col 3.5-7 on the other in the following way. The
latter passage contains the fragment éni Tobg viovg tfig dneBeiog &v ol xai Vel
neplenatiooté noted. The prepositional clause &v olg xoi Dpelg meplenatnonté

39 Cf. Lincoln, p. 105 on Eph 2.6 (xai cuviiyelpev xai ovvekéBioey év toig émovpaviolg év Xpiotd
‘Inood): "the predominant influence on the writer's formulation has been the earlier statement of
[Eph] 1:20 about God raising Christ; he desires to provide a parallel in the case of believers.
However, the thought of Col 2:12 and 3:1 provides the background." A
40 Although the words éri tobg viove T dmeiBeiog are omitted in a part of the tradition (46,8, 0"vid,
b and sa) and are therefore of doubtful authenticity with regard to the original text, the editors of
Nestle-Aland26 regard them nevertheless as probably authentic.

Besides the fact that there is widespread and early testimony supporting the longer read-
ing (%, A,C,D',F,G,H,1, %M, lat, sy and bo), other compelling arguments brought forward by Benoit (pp. 15-
17) in favour of the reading éri tobg viodg tfig dnebeiag are firstly, that without the words éri
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note is copied and now directly applied to and linked with the terms napantopate kot
apoption occuring in Eph 2.19. Therefore the text reads: Koi budg dvtag vekpovg
101G MOPORTOPACLY Kol Talg apoptiong Opdv, v aig mote nepenatnoate (Eph
2.1-2). The only minor changes are the change of &€v oig into é&v aig since the relative
pronoun now refers to the noun apoptio: xoi toilg apaptiong Oudv, év oig mote
nepienotnoate. Subsequently he adds two xatd-phrases to designate the norm which
conducted their behaviour (see BGD, p. 407: xaé, 5):

(1) kot T0v aidvo Tod k6opov To0vToV and

(2) kot Tov dpyovia tiig €Eovoiag tod &épog, 10D mvedpartog 10D VOV
gvepyolvtog €v Totg vioilg tfig anebeiag. Although these xaté-phrases do not have a
parallel in Col, one particular term in the second xatd-phrase (namely the term vioi tfig
aneBeiog) and the following clause which specifies this term show again dependence
on Col 3.5-7 insofar as &v 1oig violg tfig &meifeiag év olg kai fpeic mévteg
AVECTPAPNUEV ToTe €V Talg emBupiong tfig capkog Npdv (Eph) reflects firstly the
fragment émi 1obg viobg tfic dnerbeiag v olc kai duelg nepenatioaté mote (Col
3.6-7) - the minor changes being the change of the personal pronoun bpelg into fLelg
névteg and the replacement of mepienotficaté by its synonym éveotphonuév (a

'necessary’ variation since nepienaticaté was already applied at the beginning of Eph 2.2 taig dpaptiong
budv, év ailg mote nepienatioate) - and secondly the term émlupia which already occurs
in Col 3.5 Nexpdoate obv & péin t& émi tfig yfg (...) Eémbopiav xaknv (...). The
last part of Eph 2.3 (xai fjpuebo téxva @OoEL 0pYfig Mg Kai ol Aoinol) also shows that
the author of Eph draws upon the passage Col 3.5-7 since the thought that the wrath of
God (the épyn oD BeoV) is coming over those who are disobedient, amongst whom the
believers previously lived (v & #pxeton /i dpyn 10d Beod émi todg viodg tfig dnebeiag &v oig
xai bpelg mepenmarfoaté mote), is now presented in the form that the believers were by

o

tovg viodg tiig dnebeiag the phrase 81" & &pyeton 7 dpyn 100 Beod in Col 3.6 would be left without
-an object of the wrath of God: "Normalement la Colére de Dieu <<vient sur>> quelqu'un: comme
en 1Th 2,16; Rom 1,18, on attend ici un complément" (p. 15);

secondly, if the words éni todg viodg tfig &neeiag are omitted both év olg and év
tobtolg in the continuation of the sentence would refer to the vices mentioned in Col 3.5, which
would cause a pleonastic repetition: "on ne voit vraiment pas, dans cette construction, ce que
vient ajouter l'incise &te élfite év todrowg" (p.15):

See Col 3.5-7 35 Nexpdoate odv 1& péAn t& émi tfig yfig, mopveiav, dxabapoiav, nédoc,
émBopiav xokfy, xai v mAeovetiav fitg dotiv eidwloratpia, 36 5 & Epyetar f) dpyh tod Oeod [...}
37 ¢v ofg xai Duelg neprenathoaté mote Ste lfite &v_tobTOC,

Thirdly and most importantly, it is obvious that Col 3.6-7 has been used not only in Eph
2.2-3 (where it is employed since the phrases év aig mote meprenatficate and v olg xai el
névteg dveotphonuév note in Eph 2.2-3 are derived from Col 3.7 év of¢ xai dpelg neprenatiooté
note) but also in Eph 5.6 3w tadta yap Epyeton 1 opyn tod Be0d (cf. Col 3.6 8v & Epyeton 1) dpyn
100 Beod); interestingly, in both derivations from Col 3.6-7 in Eph 2.2-3 and 5.6 the phrase (éxi)
1olg viotg tfig aneiBeiag occurs as well (see Eph 2.2 100 nvedpatog 10 viv &vepyodviog év tolg
violg tfig dneibeiag and 5.6 did tadrta yap Epxeton f opyn 100 Beod éni todg viodg tig &rerleiag),
what means that the words éni todg viovg tfig dnebeiag in Col 3.6 are almost probably authentic
and copied twice by the author of Eph (Benoit, pp. 16-17).
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nature children of wrath (téxva @ioer dpyfg) like the rest (kai #uebo téxva gooet dpyiig
g kai oi Aorot).

The passage Eph 2.1 has partly been compounded, as we noticed under point 7a
above, from Col 1.21. It might be that some other traces of Col 1.21 can be detected in
the rest of Eph 2.1-3 as well, because the terms ntote and Su&vowa occur already in Col
1.21 Kad VUGG mote Ovtog AmmAlotpiwpévovg koi xBpodg th_Siavoiq &v Toig
€pyolg ol movnpoig (see the single brackets < > in the text above).4! Although the use
of this verse might be dubious, we know that Col 1.21 was used at the beginning of Eph
2.1 and interestingly the term diévoia occurs in Col only in Col 1.21. This enables us to
see some traces of Col 1.21 in the rest of Eph 2.1-3 as well.

(8) The phrase 31 mictewg in fj yop y&piti €07e ceowopévor S1dx niotewg (Eph
2.8) can in a certain sense be regarded as a conflation. The phrase Su& mictewg occurs
only once in Col, namely in Col 2.12 xoi covnyépbnte 1 Tiig nioTewg Thg Evepyeiog
700 020V 10V EYeipavtog adTOV €k vekpdv. It is very probable that S1x nictewg has
- been derived from Col 2.12 since the whole passage Col 2.12-13 is drawn upon in Eph
2.1 and 2.5-6: |
Cf. Eph 2.1 Kai vudg dvrag vekpohg 1ol TOPARTOUOCLY

and Eph 2.5-6 xai 6vtag fudg vekpodg tolg napantopacty cvvelwonoincey
@ Xprotd - yépiti £01e CECWOREVOL - KO CUVIYEIPEV Kol CUVEKGOLOEY €V 101¢

g¢novpaviolg év Xprotd ‘Incod

 with Col 2.12-13 év & kai cvvnyépdnte dua fig miotewg tiig évepyeioag T0d
0e0d 10D Eyeipavrog aDTOV €k vekp®V' kKol Ludg vekpodg Sviog [Ev] tolg
nopontdpacty kai tfj dkpopfvotia tfig capkog Dpdv, cvvelwonoincev Hudg cvv
a0T®, yapiohpevog NUiv mdvio 0 nopantdpato. The phrase S nictewg in Eph
2.8 is therefore likely to be dependent on 81 1fig mictewg Tfig évepyeiog Tod Beod
(Col 2.12), the more since Eph 2.8 deliberately lines up with Eph 2.5-6 (by repeating the
phrase y&piti €éote cecwopévol) which passage is - as explained before - relying on Col
2.12-13. See Eph 2.5-6 and 2.8

25 ko §vtog AUEC vekpolg Tolg TOPONTOUACLY cvveQwonoince\} 9 Xprotd

- xép1ti E0te cECcwWOUEVOL - 26 Kol CUVNYEPEV Kol CUVEKABLOEY &v 1T0lg €nov-

pavioig év Xptot® ‘Inood (...). 28 11j yop ydpiti éote cecwouévor Sid nicTeEMS,
The immediate indication, however, that 31& nictewg was derived from Col 2.12

might be that mioTig occurs directly in the opposite column, namely in Col 1.23: &{ ye

empévete 1f) nioter teBepeliopévor. That Eph 2.8 refers to the parallel column in Col

41 Cf. Benoit, pp. 19-20 while speaking about Eph 4.18 éoxotwpévor tf Sravoig Svreg : “Plus no-
table est le retour (...) de diavoia qui semble venir de Col 1,21 et avait déja trouvé un écho dans
le Srévoran de Eph 2.3" (p. 19). Lincoin, p. 98, does not notice this parallel between Col 1.21 and
Eph 2.3 as regards the word Siévoia.
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is very probable, because firstly the contradistinction between nicTig and épyc as
developed in Eph 2.8-9 (tfj Yap yxdpiti £€01e CECOONUEVOL SLd MIOTEWS KAl TO0DTO OVK
g€ Vpdv, Beod 1O ddpov: ovk € Epywv) - the only place in Eph where this
contradistinction occurs - can terminologically also be found in Col 1.21-23 (12! Kai bpég
note Svrag arnAlotpiopévoug kal éxBpodeg th diavolg év 10lg Epyoig tolg movmpolg, 122 vowi 8¢
anokathiralev €v 1@ obdpatt g oapkog abtod dik 100 Bavdtov, mapactiicar dudg dyiovg xai

dudpovg kot &veykAftovg xatevomov adtod, 123 el ye émyévete 1fi mioter teBepeAropévor, the

terms wiotig and &pya occuring only here together in Col); and secondly it is clear that the author
of Eph just consulted this parallel text since he started off in Eph 2.1 with a derivation
from Col 1.21 (see conflation 7a above). Although this analysis deals only with one
single word it seems to be very likely that the phrase di& nicTewg can in a certain sense
be regarded as a conflation of

(a) cuvnyepdnTe dud Tiig nioted)g tfig £vepyelag 10D 80 (Col 2.12) and

(b) el ve émpévere tfi nioter teBeperiopévor (Col 1.23). The passage S

nictemg is, however, too short to designate it as a proper conflation although the de-
pendence of i nictewg (Eph 2.8) not only on Col 2.12-13 but also on Col 1.21-23 has
been made clear. It is better to say that there has been a double 'impetus' for the inclusion
of the term ntotig in Eph 2.8 since the author of Eph just referred to Col 2.12-13 in Eph
2.5-6 while he started off the passage Eph 2.1-8 with a derivation from the text in the
parallel column (Col 1.23); both texts include the term nicTiG.

According to Ochel, pp. 37-47, the passage Eph 1.19P-2.10 can not only
be subdivided into (a) the introduction to the intercessory prayer in Eph 1.15-16
“and (b) the intercessory prayer itself in Eph 1.17-192 (as was noticed in my
commentary on Ochel after the second conflation), but also into (c) a digression
added to that intercessory prayer in Eph 1.19b-2.10. Since Ochel's argument is
. so complex it seems wise firstly to visualise his analysis of the 'Ephesian’ text
and then to comment upon it.

The scheme for Eph 1.19P-2.10 has been derived, according to Ochel,
from Col 2.12-13; in its framework the author of Eph inserts [1] a relative clause
to link two fragments of Col 2.12 together, [2] liturgical material but also other
‘Colossian' material derived from [3] Co/ 1.18 and [4] Col 3.7 :

119 gig NMuag ToVg MOTEDOVING KAUTA TNV _EVEPYEIOV TOV KpATovg tfig ioybog
o D10

derived from Col 2.12 cuvtapévieg avtd &v 1@ Partiopd, v @ xal cvvnyépbnte did 1fig nictewg
tfig &vepyeiag 100 Beod

120 v evipynoev v 1@ XpLo1d
[1] relative clause to link two parts of Col 2.12 together

EYelpag DTOV €K VEKPAV,
derived from Col 2.12 81& fig rictewg tfig évepyeiag 10D Beod 10D Eyeipavtog adtdv éx vexpdy
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Kol kabicag év de1@ avTod év 10lg Enovpaviolg 121 drepdve
ndong apxfic kai é€ovoiag kai Suvapemg Kol KVPLOTNTOG KAt
TavTOg OVOPaTog Ovopalopnévou ob povov v 1d aidvi 1o0TE GAAL
Kol v péAdovrr 122 kol ndvta drétalev VMO ToLG NOdog
avToD,

(2] liturgical material, to be continued after the insertion from Col 1.18

kol odTov Edkev keQaAN brép ndvia tf éxkAnoia,

123 finig £01iv 10 odpa avTod,

[31 insertion in liturgical materical, derived from Cof 1.18 xai abtde éony 1
KeQaAT 100 oduatog, Tihg éxkAnoiag

70 TANPOPO TO0D T& TAVIA €V AGLV TANPOVREVOVD.
continutation of liturgical material
2.1 Kai bpdg 6vtag VEKPOUS T0lG TAPUNTOUACLY KAl TOlg APapTicng Dudv,
derived from Col 2.13 xai dudg vexpovg Svroag [év] T0lg rapartduacLy

22 ¢y aig MOTE MEPLENATACAUTE KTA.
[4] Eph 2.2-4 is derived from Col 3.7

25 xai Ovtag MPGG VEKPOLG Tolg mapantdpoaciy cvvelwonoinoev 1@ Xpiotd -
LApLti €6T€ CECQOOPEVOL -

derived from Col 2.13 xai dudg vexpotg Sviag [év] 10ig mapantdpaciy koi 1§y &xpoPuotig tfig
copxOg VU@V, guvelwonoingev VUGG oYV AT, LUPIEGUEVOG TUTY TEVTX T! RAPATTOLOTO.

26 xai CUVAYELPEV KUl CUVEKABLOEV €V 101G EMOVPAVIOLG KTA.
no references to the text of Col

2.8 ] Yap YGapLTL ECTE CECHOUEVOL LA TLOTEWG
derived from Col 2.13 yapiobyevog fulv ndvra & napantdpota

Two features are characteristic for Ochel's interpretation of the passage Eph
1.19,b-2.10;' having mentioned them | will illuminate and criticize them separately.
Firstly, the scheme which underlies the whole passage Eph 1.19b-2.10 is Col
2.12-13. Secondly, the passage Eph 1.20C-1.23 consists of traditional liturgical
material which is not derived from Col.

(1) According to Ochel (pp. 37-38) the scheme derived from Col 2.12-13 is
implemented for the first time in Eph 1.19b &ig NULAG TOVG MOTEDOVTOG KATH THY
évépyewav 100 kpdrovg 1iig ioybog avrod. Ochel's argument is that the phrase
kot v évépyswav belongs together with miorebovtag and functions as the
qualification of eig fudg tobg motevoviag, and that the combination of nictig
and évépyeira also occurs in Col 2.12 év @ xai cvvnyépdnte did tfig mictewg 1fig
évepyeiag 100 BeoV. The author of Eph derives this combination from Col 2.12
only changing the noun nictig into the verb moteberv: eig fpdg todg morevov-
tag kot TRV evépyewav (Eph). In order to copy also the remainder of Col 2.12,
namely the notion about Christ's resurrection from the dead (Col 2.12 & fig
nictewg g Evepyeiag Tod Beod 10D £yeipavrog adtov éx vexkpdv), the author of
Eph has according to Ochel to introduce the relative clause fiv éviipyncev &v 1@
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Xpwotd since this clause makes clear that God's energy is working in Christ.
This was evident in Col 2.8-13 where the reference is continuously to Christ, but
this reference is not clear when the author of Eph is writing the passage Eph
1.17ff. where the attention is focused on God and Christ has to be introduced
explicitly with the aid of the relative clause #iv évipynoev év 1® Xpwotd after
which the citation from Col/2.12 can be continued:

Cf. Eph 1.19-20 &ig npdg tovg motedoviog kotd v &vépyelav 10D xpd-
1006 tfig ioybog avtoD 1jv Evipynoev év 1d XploTd £yeipag abTov €k VEKPOV '

with Col 2.12 év @ xai cvvnyépdnte dud tfig mictewg Tfig £vepyeiag tod
0eod 100 S Tiig mioTemg ThHG £vepyeiag ToD BeoV 10V £yeipovrog oOTOV €K VE-

Kpwv.

My criticism, however, focuses on four points:

(a) Ochel's theory can not explain why there is a sudden leap forward with
Eph 1.19 eig nudog tovg motedovrog kot v évépyewav towards Col 2.12 al-
though (as we saw in the conflations 2 and 3) the primary constituents of Eph 1.15-18
are Col 1.9 (the framework of Eph 1.15-17 Awx toB10 k&y® [...] ob_mabouar edyapiotdv drip
Dudy pveiav molodpevog émi v npocevydv pov, tva kth is derived from Col 1 .9,Vsee conflation 2a
and the overview at the end of confl. 3) and Col 1.4-5 (the triad nict, &yénn and éAnig is de-
rived from Col 1.4-5 and especially the term éArig is further elaborated on, as conflations 2b and 3
showed). It is, therefore, first necessary to see if the phrase eig fpudg tobg
MoTEDOVING KATA THV EVEPYELAV T0D KpAtovg tfig ioybog avtod (Eph 1.19) can
also be explained by a dependence on Col 1.4-5 and 1.9 or their immediate
context, which have proven to be most important constituents of Eph 1.15-18,
instead of considering that the author of Eph jumped immediately from Col 1.4-5
and 9 to Col 2.12-13. '

(b) The phrase katd v évépyelov 10D kpéTove TG ioyvog avtod (Eph
1.19) can in my view indeed be accounted for from the immediate context of Co/
1.4-5 and 1.9 (as was shown in conflation 4), since the phrase xatd 16 xpdrog
tfig d0&ng avtod is found in Col 1.11, a text in the direct sequence of Col 1.4-5
and 1.9 the author of Eph just focused his attention on. In confiation 4 it was
explained how this phrase xata 10 kpdarog (Col 1.11) was changed into xatd v

gvépyelav 100 kpdtovg (...) fiv évipynoev év 1d Xpwotd (Eph 1.19) with the aid of

Col 1.29 xatd v évépyswav adtod ziv_gvepyovpévny év éuoi which delivered
not only the term évépyewa but also the relative clause v évepyovpévny év. The
relative clause fiv évipynoev év 19 Xpwotd (Eph 1.19) is, therefore, not invented
by the author of Eph in his effort to link two parts of Col 2.12 together - as Ochel
argued - but has been derived from Col 1.29. Ochel's wrong interpretation is due
to the fact that he neglected to account for the provenance of the term xpézog in
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the phrase kot thv évépyeiav 100 kpdtovg tiig ioybog avtod (Eph 1.19) but
focused exclusively on the term évépyewa and assumed wrongly that the verb
motebelwy and the noun évépyewa in the phrase eig Npég tovg motedoviog kot
v gvépyeiav tod xpdrovg (Eph 1.19) belonged together as the terms niomig
and évépyema in Col2.12 (v tfig micTewg thig £vepyeiag oD Beod).

(c) Another argument against Ochel's assumption that the words
motedewv and évépyewa in Eph 1.19 eig nmpdg tobg moredovtag kotd TNV
gvépyerav 10D kpdtovg g ioybog avtod belong together and have been derived
from Col 2.12 is that the verb motebelv has already been used in Eph 1.13, the
sentence just before the one sentence which is formed by Eph 1.15-20 in which
the participle of nioteverv under consideration occurs again (niotedelv occurs in
Eph only in Eph 1.13 and 1.19 and nowhere in Col): év & xoi moteboavieg
t¢oppayionte 1® nvedpat 1fic énayyeriog t@ &yie (Eph 1.13; no paraliel in
Col). There is therefore no compelling reason to consider that the words
motevelwv and évépyewa belong together since the participle of mozevewv in Eph
1.19 seems to be a repetition of the similar participle in Eph 1.13.

(d) It is true that the author of Eph also draws on Col 2.12 81& g nictemg
g évepyeiog t0D BeoD 10D £yeipaviog adtov ék vekpdv as the fragment éyeipog
ad1ov €k vexpdv (Eph 1.20 xatd v évépyeiay 10D kpdtovg tfig ioyvog adtod fiv
évnpynoev év 1@ Xpiotd £yeipag abrov €k vekpdv) shows. This reliance on Col
2.12 is, however, not due to the unjustified assumption that the whole passage
glg MULAG TOVG MOTEVOVTUG KUTA TNV EVEPYELAY ToD kpdTOVg Tfig ioybog adtod fiv

g¢vipynoev év 1@ Xpotd Eyeipag avTov €k vekpdv (Eph 1.19-20) is shaped by
Col 2.12-13 as Ochel thought, but to the fact that - as was explained in confla-
tion 4c - the author of Eph elaborated on the term évépyeia as soon as he had
changedA the phrase xatd t0 xpdrog (Col 1.11) into xotd v _évépyerav 10D
kparovg (...) fiv évipynoev év with the aid of Col 1.29 xard v évépyeiav adtod
hv évepyovpuévny &v. Then, in order to elaborate further on the term évépyera, he
relied lastly on Col 2.12 3w 1fig nictewg tijg Evepyeiag 10D Be0d 10D Eyeipavrog
avtov €k vexkpdv so that the complete 'Ephesian’ sentence became xatd v
gvépyelav oD kpdtovg tfig ioybog adTod fiv_évipyncev év 1® Xpotd £yeipog
avTov gk vekp@v (Eph 1.19-20).

To conclude, instead of being only dependent on Col 2.12, the fragment
Kot TV Evépyelov 10D kpatovg Tfig ioybog adTod fiv vipynoev év 1d Xpiotd
gyeipag adTov éx vexpdv (Eph 1.19-20) is compounded from several 'Colossian'
passages, and its genesis and development can be explained by taking the
phrase xata 10 xpdtog (Col 1.11) as its starting point.
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(2) The other part of Ochel's interpretation, which entails that the passage
Eph 1.20¢-1.23 consists of traditional liturgical material which - with the excep-
tion of the insertion of Col 1.18 in Eph 1.22-23 (xai abtov Edwkev kepainyv Onep
révra TH EkkAnoig, fitig £0Tiv 0 odpo abdtod) - is not derived from Col (Ochel,
pp. 39-42), also needs correction. Firstly, although Ochel does not contest that the
sentence xai adtov €dwkev KEQOANV VnEp mAvia 1H ExkAnoiq, ftig éoTiv 10
odpo avrod (Eph 1.22-23) is derived from Col 1.18 xai adtog €0ty 1) xeQaAn
100 copatog, Tfig éxkAnoiag (Ochel, p. 39), conflation 5 above shows more pre-
cisely that this 'Ephesian' passage has been compounded not only from Co/ 1.18
but also from Col 1.24 (see conflation 5b). Secondly, conflation 6 makes clear
that the phrase 10 nAfpopc 100 t& ndvta év nadcwv mAnpovpévov (Eph 1.23)
reflects several 'Colossian' verses, as is also shown, lastly, by the synopsis on
Eph 1.20-23 as well. To assume, therefore, that the passage Eph 1.20¢-1.23
contains traditional liturgical material but no derivations from Col, can not be
justified.

Ochel's observation that the contents of Eph 2.1 and 2.5 (and partly also the
contents of Eph 2.8 as far as the phrase tfj [...] xépiti éote cecpopévor is concerned) have
been formed by Col 2.12-13 has been confirmed by conflation 7 above; the
constituent application of Col 2.12-13 does, however, not embrace the whole
passage Eph 1.19b-2.10. '

(9) The texts dealt with in the conflation nine to twelve link up with each other and form
together the uninterrupted text of Eph 2.11-16. At the end of conflation twelve there will
be a further concluding assessment of Ochel, pp. 47-50 on the passage Eph 2.11-22,
based on comments on Ochel, which will have been made before during my analysis of
the various conflations.

The sentence Ao JLVNpOVEDETE OTL ToTeé VPElg T £€0vn év capki, ol AEYO-
pevor axkpofuotia VIO THG AEYOLEVNG TEPLTOUTIG €V oapkl Yerpomowntov (Eph 2.11)
is compounded from

(a) év @ xoi nEPLETPHONTE neprropf) &yepononte év 1 dnexdivocel 10 co-
potog Tfig oopkog, v T} neprtopuf) tod Xprotod (Col 2.11) from which the terms

neprtopn, xewponointog (in Col negatively phrased as axeiponointog) and cdpg are
derived;

and (b) xai Dpag vekpovg dvrog [Ev] Toilg napantoOpacty kol Tf dkpofuotic
tfig oapkog Dudv (Col 2.13); here the term &kpoPuotia is found which functions in
contradistinction to nepiropn.42 Interestingly the author of Eph now makes use of the

42 Cf. Lincoln, p. 135: "Most of the terms the writer uses in his designation of the addressees can
be found clustered together in Col 2:11,13 (...). We have already seen that the first part of the de-
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phrase 1§} dxpoPvotiq tfig capkog VAV (Col 2.13) which he so carefully replaced and
omitted - as we saw in conflation 7b above - when he firstly copied in Eph 2.1 the first

part of the sentence kol Vudg vekpoLg dvrag [év] Tolg mopantdpacy kot i

dxpofuotiq tfig copkog Vpdv (Col 2.13) but replaced the last part xai 7
axpoPfuotig g capkog Ludv with Kol taig apoptiong Yudv (Eph 2.1) and when he
secondly copied Col 2.13 again in Eph 2.5 but this time leaving the phrase out. Now,
however, some verses later, the author of Eph is interested in the contradistinction be-

tween &xpoPuortia and nepiropn, derives these terms from Col 2. 11-13 and inserts them
in Eph 2.11.

Ochel, pp. 49-50, is not complete enough in his commentary on Eph 2.11
when he only mentions the term nepitopn dxeiponowntog in Col 2.11 as parallel.
In fact the author of Eph draws also upon Col 2.13 since he extracts the contra-
distinctive terms neprtopn (Col 2.11) and éxpopvotia (Col 2.13) from the pas-
sage Col 2.11-13, and lets the whole passage Eph 2.11 ff. start off from them;
then it becomes understandable, that the author of Eph applies subsequently in
Eph 2.12-13 the note (...), vovi 8¢ scheme from the same verses Col 1.21-22
(see conflation 10a hereafter) in order to elaborate on the readers' gentile past
as axpofuotic and to contrast this state with their Christian present. What | will
-argue after conflation 12 - when | make some critical remarks on Ochel's
interpretation of Eph 2.11-22 - is that Ochel is not right when he says that Co/
plays only a subordinate role in the formation of Eph 2.11-22 (Ochel, pp. 47 and 50);
to the contrary, the passage Eph 2.11-22 seems to be basically a reworking of
Col 2.11-15 together with Col 1.20-22 as will be shown in the next pages.

(10) The sentence 6Tt fTe 1@ koupd €keive ywpig Xprotod, dnnrlotprapévor g
nolteiog 10D Topani kol Eévor 1@V Srabnkdv tfig énayyeriag, EAnido pun Exov-
tég kol GBeot €V 1) kéop. 213 vuvi 3¢ ... (Eph 2.12-13) is compounded from

(a) Kai dpdg mote [note = 1@ kapd £xeive] Svroag dnnilotplmpévoug kol
£x0podg [kat €xOpovg = kai E€vor] 11j dravolq €v Tolg Epyolg Tolg TovNnpols, VuVi 3¢
.. (Col 1.21-22). The dominating structure of this passage consists in the contrast

between the time before and the time after the readers' conversion, expressed by the
words mote (...), vovi 8¢ (...). The author of Eph changes these words slightly by

replacing the particle mote with its synonym t® xoip® ékeive: 1@ xoupd €keive (...).

scription of spiritual death in Col 2:13 provided the writer of Ephesians with the formulation with
which he began the preceding pericope, 2:1-10. it looks very much as if the second part of that
description about 'the uncircumcision of your flesh' has provided him with the initial idea for the
beginning of this pericope [Eph 2.11-22]."
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vovi 8¢ (..).43 The pre-Christian time is described in Col by the participle
dnnliotpiwpévor and the noun éxBpoi: Koi bpdg mote Sviag annilotpriopévong
xai £x0podg Tfi dravoig év toig Epyorg Toig movnpoig (Col 1.21). This description of
the pre-Christian state reappears in Eph: &nnAlotpiopévor tfig noiitteiog 10d Topani

xai E€vor 1@y Sabnkdv tiig énayyering. The only changes are that firstly the noun
€xBpoi is replaced by &évot, secondly the participle &nnAlotpiwpévor is further
qualified by a genitive (&nnAlotpiw-pévor sfig moliteiag 10d Topair) and thirdly the dative
fi drvoiq €v tolg Epyorg Toig movnpoig which qualified the noun €x8pot (kai éx8poie
7fi_Sravoiq év 1ol Epyorg tolg movmpolg) is replaced by the genitive tdv SiaBnkdv tfig
EnayyeAlag (xoi Eévor 1dv Srabnkdv tfic énayyeriag). »

Cf. Benoit, p. 18: "Eph 2,11-12 parait bien s'inspirer de Col 1,21. Non
seulement le mott vpelg rappelle le xai bpdg note 6vrag de Col (...), mais en-
core le rare annAlotpropévor est repris”; "son associé¢ de Col éx6pot est
remplacé au v. 12 par EEvou (cf. encore le v. 19)". The only difference is that
Benoit does not recognize that the noze (...), vovi 8¢ scheme found in Col 1.21-
22 is copied in Eph 2.12-13 and changed into 1® xo1p®d éxeiva (...), vovi 8¢;
therefore he points at the alleged similarity of Col 1.21 Kai duég note dviag
annArotpiopévorg with Eph 2.11 Awd pvnpovebete 6Tt mote Lueig o £0vn év
capki although to me the real similarity is found in the t® xaup® éxeivo (...), vovi
d¢-structure of Eph 2.12-13. '

(b) Subsequently the author of Eph enlarges his sentence by two further addi-
tions, namely by the phrase xwpig Xp1otod and by the phrase éAnido pun #xovreg kol
GBeol €v 1@ kOOpQ: fite T® koupd éxeive ywpic XpioTod, dnnrrotplopévor g
MOALTELOG TOD ’Icpaﬁk xai Eévol 1OV drabnkdv Tig Enayyeriag, eAnida un Eyov-
teg Kai dBeol év T® kdopw. The contradistinction between k6oog and XpLotog seems
to be derived from Col 3.8 xatd & otoryeiat 10D kOGHOL Kol 00 KoTd XPLoToV or
from Col 2.20 Ei &neBdvete cbv Xpiotd and tdv ctouyeiov 1od xédgou, T g

Cdvreg év xéopw doypatilesbe (Col 2.20). This contradistinction between kéopog and

43 Ochel, p. 48, notices the similarity as regards the phrase vovi 8¢ as well ("Der Vers Eph 2,13,
der wie Kol 1,22 das antithetische Jetzt einfiihren soll, beginnt analog zu Kol mit vovi ") but
does not recognize that the whole note (...), vovi 8¢ structure from Col 1.21-22 has been copied
although changed into 1® xawp® éxeive (...). vovi 8&. The mote (...), vowi 8¢ structure occurs
further in Col also in Col 3.6-7 (the only other place in Col besides Col 1.21-22 where the term
ROTE OCCUrs): émi tobdg viobg tiig &mebelag &v olg ki Duelg mepienatioaté mote, Ste &(fite év
1007016. vuvi 8¢ dmdBecBe xai Dpelg & névta, this structure seems to have already been copied in
Eph 2.2-4 ¢&v 10ig violg 1fig &neiBeiag v olg xai Mpels nbvreg dveotphonuév mote (...) & 8¢ Bede
nhovolog dv év éAéer kth. The mote (...), vovi 8¢ strucure derived from Col 1.21-22 is a very
suitable way to expand on the pre-Christian past of the &xpoBvotia mentioned in Eph 2.11 and to
contrast this past with their present situation. ‘

~ Cf. Lincoln, p. 130: "Col 1:21-23 has a 'then ... now' schema (...). Ephesians has taken up

the schema".
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Xprot6g (Col 2.8 and 2.20) is copied in Eph 2.12-13 and does not occur in Eph except

here and is used to colour the believers' pre-Christian past.

(11) The sentence 213 vovi 8¢ év Xp1ot® ‘Incod el ol mote vieg pokpav Eyevi-
Onte £yY0g €v 16 aipat 10D Xprotod. 214 ADTog Yap éoTiv 1 eipnvn PdY, O o=
oag & appodtepa Ev (Eph 2.13-14) is compounded from

(a) xai &’ avtod anokoTaArdEor & mavta eig avTOV, gipnvomowoag Six

700 aiparog 100 otavpod adtod (Col 1.20). Here we find the notion of eipfivn to-
gether with the term oo which occurs only once in Col. The attention of the author of
Eph is easily attracted towards Col 1.20 since this verse immediately precedes Col 1.21-
22 of which he just made elaborate use in Eph 2.12-13 (see the previous conflation).
(b) The other component is ‘Col 3.15 xoi 1_gipivn 100 Xprotod PpaPevétw ev
1ol xapdiong LPAYV, €ig v kol exkANndnte &v €vi copan, where it is stated that the
believers are called to Christ's peace in one ecclesiastical body, while the author of Eph
focuses in Eph 2.13-14 on the way in which this one ecclesiastical body has been consti-
tuted by two previously separated ethnic parts. The unification into ‘oneness' in both texts
is due to the eipnivn, which seems to be the 'pivotal term' around which the conflation
grew and which accounts for the leap from Col 1.20 to Col 3.15. The verb eipnvonoietv
occurs in Col only in Col 1.20 while the term eipfivn occurs in Col outside Col 3.15 only
in Col 1.2 (x&p1g Dutv ko gipnvn and Beod natpog Hudv), which phrase has already
been exactly copied in Eph 1.2. The term eipnvn is used thrice in the current passage
Eph 2.14-17; this use is unmistakably dependent on Col 3.15, as will be noticed under

conflation 12d as well.

(12) The sentence 214 xai 10 pecoétoiyov 100 @paypod Advoag, tiv ExBpav, £v_ti
copki 0bToV, 215 TOV VOOV TV EVIOAQV €V SOYLAOLV KOTAPYNOOS, val Tovg dVo
xtion &v abvtd eig Eva Kkauvov GvBponov moidv eipiviy, 216 kol dmoxatadiaén

100G AUPOTEPOVG £V EVi cOpatt td Bed S 10D GTaLPoD, dnokteivog v ExBpov
¢v_avt®d (Eph 2.14-16) is one conglomerate of different conflations that have joint to-

gether. There are two major components.

(a) The first component is &Eoleiyog 10 xaf TNUAV YePOYPOPOV TOIG
Sdypooiy & fiv drevavtiov fuiy, koi ad1d fipkev €k 10D Pécov mpoonAhoag obTd
1) crovpd danexdvodpevog Tdg dpydg kai tdg &Eovoiog Ederypdrticev év
noappnoig, OpapPedcag adtovg ev avtd (Col 2.14-15). This component embraces the

whole Eph-passage running from kot 10 pecédtoryov 10D @paypod Adoog to
anoxteivag TNV €xBpav €v adT®; its contents are continuously pervading the 'Ephesian’
passage. Firstly, the thought that the document that stood previously with its

requirements against the believers (16 ka8 fudv xewdypagov toig ddypaciv & fiv drevavtiov
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fuly; cf. BGD, p. 201: 86ypa) has been cancelled and taken away (Col 2.14 éEoreiyog 1o ka8’
oV xewpdypagov tolg déypaciy 8 fAv Odmevavtiov Auilv, kai adtd fpxev éx 10D pégov) is
reproduced by the author of Eph in a different wording except for the term 86ypa which
reappears literally: xai 10 pecodtoryov t0d @paypod Adcag (..), 0V vopov T@dV
EVIOAQV Ev doypaowy katapynooag (Eph 2.14-15). A literal resemblance might also
exist between the term pécov in xai adTo fpkev €k 100 pécov (Col) and the term
pecotoyov in ko 10 pecodtoryov 100 Ppoypod Abdoag (Eph).44 Interestingly the cross
also figures not only in Col (Col 2.14 rpoonrdoag adtd 1@ otavpd) but in Eph as well (Eph
2.16 xai &noxataAldEn ToVg &upotépovg év En oopot tH 8ed il 100 oravpod). Lastly, the
notion that the triumph over the principalities and powers (Col) and over the hostility
(Eph) took place in Christ himself is not only expressed in Col (6prapfedoag adtovg £v
avtd) but has also been copied by the author of Eph (&moxteivag v £x8pav v
ab1d). |

Ochel, p. 50, notices only two similarities between Eph 2.15 and Col 2.14,
namely firstly the similarity between the terms pécov and pecétoov, and se-
condly the similarity as regards the term 86ypa4s. According to Ochel the verses
Eph 2.15 and Col 2.14 are each so difficult to interpret that “im einzelnen nicht
definitiv zu entscheiden ist, wie der Vf v Eph hier bei der Verwertung
vorgegangen ist". According to my analysis, however, the whole passage Eph
2.14-16 seems to have been constituted by Col 2.14-15. Taking into considera-
tion that the author of Eph started the passage Eph 2.11 ff. off by extracting in
Eph 2.11 the contradistinctive terms neprtopn and dxpofuotio from Col 2.11-13,
the passage immediately preceding Col 2.14-15, it becomes clear that actually
the whole passage Col 2.11-15 plays a very important role in Eph2.11-16 and is
reinterpreted here. Besides that - as will be shown under the next point b - the
author of Eph also again (or better: still) makes use of Col 1.20-22 as he
~ previously did in Eph 2.11ff. as the conflations 10a and 11a demonstrated.
(b) The second major component is ki St V10D AnokaTaAAdEar T navia

gig ooV, gipnvomonoog Sud 10D aipatog 10H otavpod adtod (Col 1.20) and Kai

Opbg mote Ovrog (...) £x08povg (...), vovi S dnokatnAlafev &v T@® COUOTL THG

44 Cf. Ochel, p. 50: "Interessant ist (...) Eph im Vergleich zu Kol 2,14, wenn man annimmt, daB
aus dem knappen Ausdruck Kol 2,14 éx t0® péoov fipxev das Bild einer Zwischenwand in Eph
2,14 hervorgerufen ist" (with reference to W. Honig 1872, p. 82 and H. Schlier, Tibingen 1930,
pp. 18 ff.).

45 Lincoln, pp. LI and 142, mentions hesitantly only the second similarity: "The formulation [rov
vopov tdv évioddv év ddypaorv] may be under the influence of Col 2:14, which is the only other
instance of the use of the term 36ypara in the Pauline corpus. There it refers not so much to the
Torah as to ascetic regulations (...), with which Christ dealt in his death. But in discussing how
Christ dealt with the law in his death here in Ephesians, the writer may have transferred this term
with its pejorative overtones. Given the overall dependence of Ephesians on Colossians, such a
transference is likely to have been the work of the writer himself, rather than the gloss of a later
redactor, despite the variant reading in P46 which omits év éypaowv® (p. 142).
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oapkog adTod Sl t0d Bavatov (Col 1.21-22). These two passages, the only passages
in Col where the verb &noxataAlé&ocelv occurs, are adapted in Eph 2.15-16: nowdv

gipfvny, Kol GmoKa-TOALGEN ToUG Ap@OTEPOLG &V EVI COpOTL 1@ Be®d Sux 70D

otovpod, anokteivag v £x8pav &v avt®. Besides the verb dnoxotaridoosiv the
other elements which reappear are eipnvonoieiv (slightly changed into nowelv eipnvny),
the term otavpdg which is copied only once in Eph and seems to be derived not only
from Col 1.20 (81 t0D aipotog 10D gTavpod adrod) but - as we noticed under point a
above - also from Col 2.14 (npooni®oag ad1o 1@ o1avpd), the only two places in Col
where the term otovpdg occurs. Subsequently, also the notion of hostility is copied,
since the term €x6pdg (occuring in Col only in Col 121 Kai bpag mote Sviag
annAlotpropévong xai £x8pobdg [...], vovi 8¢ dnoxatidragev and not in Eph) is reproduced and
modified into €x8pa (not occurring in Col but twice in Eph 2.14-16 xai 1o pecédroryov 100
epaypod Adoag, v ExBpav, v tf capki adtod [...], va [...] &roxatadréEn tobg dpupotépoug év évi
chpat 1 0ed i 100 oTovpod, dmokteivag thv ExBpav év adtd).4¢ Lastly, the phrase év tfj
capki avtod (Eph 2.14) is derived from vovi 8¢ dnokathAroev &v 1@ copott Thg
capx0g avtod S Tob Bavétov (Col 1.22).47

This elaborate derivation from Col 1.20-22 shows again how important Col 1.20-

22 is in the whole pasage Eph 2.12-16 (see for the previous reliance on Col 1.20-22 con-
flations 10a and 11a to which 12b can now be added); here in Eph 2.14-16 this applica-
tion of Col 1.20-22 totally coincides and intermingles with the simulteneous reference to
Col 2.14-15.

Contra Lincoln, pp. 127-130, who argues that Eph 2.14-16 is not directly
dependent on Col 1.21-23 but consists of traditional hymnic material that shares
the same background as the hymn of Col 1.15-20 and has been reworked by the
author of Eph. Lincoln provides a reconstruction of the original hymnic material
behind Eph 2.14-16 and explicitly criticizes the thought that "instead of hymnic
material, what lies behind Eph 2:14-18 (...) is Col 1:21-23, and that there are
close verbal similarities between the passages" (p. 130). There are according to

. him indeed two parallels with Col 1.21-23, namely firstly the parallel-between
the phrase év tfj capxi abtod in Eph 2.14-15 (trv €x8pav £v 1§ capki adtod, 1oV
vopov Tdv €vtoddv év ddypaoy katapynoag) and the phrase év 1® chpat g
capkog avtod in Col 1.22 (vovi 8¢ anokatnAloev év 1@ chpat tfig coprodg
av1od Sk Tod Bavdtov), and secondly the parallel between the phrase du& 0%

46 Cf. Benoit, p. 18: "Eph 2,11-12 parait bien s'inspirer de Col 1,21. Non seulement le noté bueig '
rappelle le xai dpdg mote dvrag de Col (...), mais encore le rare dnnAiotpropévor est repris, et si

son associé de Col éy6poi est remplacé au v. 12 par Eévar (cf. encore le v. 19), il se retrouve

néanmoins dans I' éx6pa des vv. 14.16". : .
47 Cf. Benoit, p. 19: "La réconciliation de pécheurs avec Dieu dont parlait Col 1,22 est reprise en

Eph 2,16 (méme mot trés rare &noxatadi&ooeiv et comparer Col év 19 chdpan 1fig capxds ad1od
d1ax 1o Bavétov avec Eph év évi odpat ... ik 10D orarvpod, plus év tf capxi abdtod au v. 14)".
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otavpod in Eph 2.16 (xai &mokatoAAdEn Tobg SPLPOTEPOVG &V EVi COUOTL Td BEd
dux 0D orawpod) and the phrase dud 10d aipatog 10 cravpod adtod in Col 1.20

(eipnvomouoag Suix t0d aipartog Tod otavped abdtod), but these parallel phrases
are in Lincoln's opinion glosses inserted by the author of Eph in the traditional
hymnic material underlying Eph 2.14-16 during his redaction of this material.48

Subsequently t_he passage Eph 2.14-16, being constituted by derivations from Col
2.14-15 (seé point a above) and Col 1.20-22 (see point b above), is supplemented by fur-
ther conflations, namely by _

(c) the Tvo-clause {vet 100¢ 800 ktion &v avTd eig Eva xouvov &vBpwnov
(Eph 2.15) derived from v adt® éxtioln 1 ndvra (Col 1.16) and énexdvoéapevor

0V madonov &vBpwmov odv Toig npdEecity adtod, kol Eveuodpuevol TOV véov TOV
dvdmox’)usvov elg éniyvooly kat eikévo 10D kricavrog adtov (Col 3.9-10).49 It
can not be mere coincidence that, having just consulted the passage Col 1.20-22, the
author of -Eph turns here to a verse in its immediately preceding context (Col 1.16), de-
rives from there the notion of év adt® xtilewv and then moves on to the only other
place in Col where the verb xtilewv is to be found (Col 3.9-10);

and (d) the phrase no1dv gipnvny, ke &MOKOTOAAGEN Tobg &ppotépovg &v
EVi chpat 7® Bed (Eph 2.15-16) derived from kod 1 gipfivn 100 XproTod PpaPevétm
v toig xopdiong DpdV, €ig fiv xal éxAndnte &v évi sdpam (Col 3.15). This instance
gives again some insight in the author's method: reworking Col 1.20 xai 8t adtod
anoxatarrdEar 0 mavio €ig adtov, eipnvomowicag etc. in Eph 2.15-16 (nold@v
gipfiivny, kol dnoxatadAdEn Todg &pgotépong), the author rephrases eipnvonotioac
into mow@v eipfivnv and then apparently peruses the text of Col until he finds another

instance of ipfivn whose occurrence and direct context can be used to expand and col-
our the passage he is working on. The author finds this instance in Col 3.15 koi 1) gipfi-

48 See Lincoln, p. 129: “There are (...) two categories of glosses used. (...) The second category
of gloss is that which ensures that in its new application Christ's work is given the context it re-
quires in the history of salvation. To this end, the writer emphasizes that Christ dealt with the law
év tfi copxi (...), that is, through his physical death. The same stress is achieved by the addition
(...) of 814 100 oravpod (...). This final gloss is reminiscent of Colossians' concern to anchor the
cosmic hymn behind Col 1:15-20 in Christ's saving work in history by adding ‘through the blood of
his cross' (cf. Col 1:20)"; p. 130: "this [the term oépE in Eph 2.14] is part of Ephesians' gloss on
the traditional material, and this may well have been under the influence of Col 1:21-23"; p. 142 on
the phrase év 1{j capki adtod in Eph 2.14: "Ephesians nowhere else speaks of Christ's flesh. The
analogy with Col 1:22, 'in the body of his flesh', suggests that by this phrase the writer intends a
reference to Christ's death"; and lastly p. LXIIl: "The cross is only mentioned in [Eph] 2:16 as the
agency of reconciliation, and then it is in dependence on Col 1:20".

For Lincoln's reconstrution of the hymnic material behind Eph 2.14-16 see Lincoln, p. 128
with clear indication of three glosses.
49 Cf. Lincoln, p. 143 on the clause iva todg 3o xtion &v adrd eig Eva karvov &vBpomov ToLdY
eipfivav in Eph 2.15: "This notion is dependent on Paul's Adamic Christology, with its associated
ideas of Christ as inclusive representative of the new order and of believers being incorporated
into him (cf. [...] Col 3:10,11). Already, in Paul, such a concept was employed to argue that
divisions of race and religion were a thing of the past (cf. [...] Col 3.11)." '
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vn 100 Xpirotod BpaPevétw év tdig Kopodiaig VAV, €ig fiv kai éxAndnte gv évi
chpatt and makes use of the fragment &v évi cdpatt - which occurs only here in Col
and is only copied in Eph 2.16 - by copying and adding it to AnokataAA&EN TOLG
ap@otépovg in order to denote the 'state of being', namely one ecclesiastical body, in

which the reconciliation occurs: kai dnokataAA&EN 100G dp@oTépoug €V Evi COPOTL.

The term eipfivn occurs further only in Col 1.2 3&pig buiv kol eipfivy &rd Beod matpde HpdY
and Col 1.20 is the only instance of eipnvonoweiv. Obviously the author of Eph draws upon the next and
last occurrence of the term eipfivn in Col 3.15.as the rare link between eipfivn and &v &wi copat indi-

cates.
This conflation shows again that Eph's method is really 'concordantial'. Although

it is unlikely that he composed a concordance it seems nevertheless clear that conflation
of different passages is caused by one ‘pivotal term!, in this case the term eipfjvn, by
means of which the passage functioriing as starting point is expanded. The only way the
author could come across another passage which reads his pivotal term, is probably by
perusing the whole text. It is very unlikely that such a sophisticated conflation can be ac-
counted for by the author memorising Col : minute, skilful and selective (and not imita-
tive in the sense of 'slavish') literary dependence seems to be the case.

The following overview of the genesis and development of the whole pas-
sage Eph 2.11-16, the text dealt with in the conflations nine to twelve, emerges:
the author of Eph extracts in Eph 2.11 the contradistinctive terms nepitops; and
dxpoPuotia from Col 2.11-13, and makes them the starting point for the whole
passage Eph 2.11ff. (see conflation 9a and b). Subsequently he draws in Eph
2.12-13 upon the note (...), vovi 8¢ structure in Col 1.21-22 (see conflation 10a)
in order to elaborate respectively on the past and the present of the axpopvotia
just mentioned in Eph 2.11; he then derives in Eph 2.13-14 the notion of eipnvy
from Col 1.20, the verse which immediately precedes the passage Col 1.21-22
he just made use of, and converts this notion of eipfvn into a peace between the
previously ethnically separated nepitopny and &xpoBuorio. (see conflation 11a).
After that the author of Eph furthers his dependence on Col 2.11-13 he started
with in Eph 2.11 by copying now in Eph 2.14-16 the immediately following
verses Col 2.14-15 about Christ's victory and applying this victory to his discus-
sion of the relationship between the &xpoBuvctio and the nepirops (see conflation
12a). At the same time, however, he continues to refer to Col 1.20-22 as well
(see conflation 12b) and as a result the two 'Colossian' passages (Col 2.14-15
and 1.20-22) become intermingled. | disagree therefore with Ochel's thought that
the author of Eph derived in Eph 2.12ff. terms from Col 1.20 and 1.21-22 at
random: “In Eph 2,12 ff. hat nun der Vf ohne jede erkennbare Ordung bald aus
Kol 1,20, bald aus Kol 1,21-22 Begriffe entlehnt, so daB man keiner Kol-Stelle in
~ diesem Zusammenhang einen Vorrang zuweisen kénnte" (Ochel, pp. 47-48).
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Therefore, according to Ochel, it seems that the passages Co/ 1.20 and 1.21-22
intermingled in the author's memory and do not reflect literary dependence:
“Vielmehr scheinen sich die beiden verschiedenen, wenngleich parallelen Kol-
Stellen [Co/ 1.20 and 1,21-22] bereits in der Erinnerung des Vf vollig durchkreuzt
zu haben, so daf3 hier von einer Kol-Verwertung rein nach dem Gedéachtnis zu
sprechen ist" (Ochel, p. 48). My analysis shows, however, that the whole passage
Col 2.11ff. has been built up gradually and mainly consists in a reinterpretation
of Col 2.11-15 and Col 1.20-22. There is not just a 'recollection’ but a deliberate
reference to these passages and to other 'Colossian' passages as well. Ochel's
conclusion: "Kol spielt (...) fir diesen Abschnitt nur eine untergeordnete Rolle"
(Ochel, p. 50) has therefore to be declined.

(13) The sentence voficon T1v cOvesiv pov év 1@ puonpio tod Xpiotod, 35 & &té-
potg yeveaig ovx £yvapicdn 1olg violg tdv &vepdnwv g VOV dnexadvedn toig
ayiog &noctorolg avtod koi mpogRtoung év mvedpaty, 36 elvar 1 EBvn ovy-
Kkﬁpovéuoc (Eph 3.4-6) is compounded from

(a) mAnpdcor 10V Adyov 10D Beod, 1O LVOTAPLOV 10 AMOKEKPURHPEVOV &RO
OV aidvov koi &nd 1@V yevedv - vdv 3¢ pavepdon 1oig dyiolg adtod, oig H0é-
Anoev O 8edg yvapicar 1i 10 mAodtog TAC S6ENG 10D JLuotnpionv TovTov €v 101G
£8veowv (Col 1.26-27); these verses appear directly in the opposite column;

(b) eig mav mhoVrog tiig mAnpogopiog g cuvEsews, eig émiyvwolv Tod
poopiov 10d Beod, Xp1o1od (Col 2.2), the different elements being rearranged into
the phrase oOVeO1G €V 10 pvompin 00 Xpwotod (Eph). The combination of the terms
obveoig and pvotiplov occurs only once in Col, and the term oOveoig itself outside
Col 2.2 only in Col 1.9 while it is once only in Eph; it is clear therefore that Eph draws
on Col 2.2 here;

and (c) AaAficon 70 puotiprov 10d_Xprotod (Col 4.3).

The pivotal term, which links Col 1.26-27, Col 2.2 and Col 4.3 together, is ap-
parently pootnpov; interestingly the author of Eph seems to make use of all the places
in Col where the term pvotnipiov occurs. That he makes use of Col 2.2 is obvious since
the term obveotg occurs in Eph only in Eph 3.4 (vofican v gOvesiv pov v 1@ puo-
npie t0d XproTod) and its occurrence in combination with pvotipiov is exclusively
found in Col 2.2. That also Col 4.3 has been referred to is shown by the fact that the
phrase 10 pvorfpov 10d Xprotod occurs in Col only in Col 4.3 and is only copied in
Eph 3.4. 1t is clear therefore that again several passages in Col have been consulted, this

time pvotplov being the pivotal term.
_ Ochel, pp. 52-53, does not recognize that the components b (Col 2.2) and
c (Col 4.3) also contributed to the formulation of Eph 3.4-6 but refers exclusively
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to Col 1.26 as does Lincoln (Lincoln, pp. LIV-LV and 176-179). Lincoln mentions the
three passages Col 1.26-27, 2.2 and 4.3 together indeed: "In Col 1:26,27 the specific
content of the mystery is Christ, though it is related to the Gentiles: the mystery among the
Gentiles is Christ. In Eph 3:3-6, however, the Gentiles are now part of the mystery (...). While the
emphasis in Colossians is still on the Christological aspect (cf. also 2:2; 4:3), Eph 3 has put more
emphasis on the Gentile element and developed this in an ecclesiological direction" (p. LIV), but
explicitly he mentions only Col 1:26-27 as a constituent (pp. LIV-LV and 176-179).

14) The sentence St ToD_edayyeAiov, 37 oD €yeviaOnv didkovoc Kot THV SWPERLY
n

tfig x&prtog 10D Beod tfig doBeiong por xkatd v Evépysav g duvapews abdrtod

(Eph 3.6-7) is compounded from
(a) xai pn peroxivovpevolr Aand tfig éAniSog 10D edayyediov <o

nkoboote>, <tod kNPLYBEVTOG €V RO KTIoEL T VRO TOV 0VpavOv>, 0b Eyevounv
¢yo IModrog duakovog (Col 1.23).5° This passage provides clearly the structure for Eph
3.6-7. The construction d1& tod gvayyeAiov does not occur in Col, but the author of
Eph disconnects 100 gbayyeiiov from the exhortation uf pPeTokivoOpevol &nd Tfig
gAnidog (ano thig EAnidog Tob evayyeAiov) and makes it dependent on the preposition
81 : Sux 10D edoryyeriov now denotes the means by which the gentiles have become
joint heirs', 'joint members of the body' and 'sharers in the promise' (Eph 3.6 elvay &
£6vn cvykAnpovopa kai GUCCWUA Kai CURpETOY ThG €nayyeriog év XpLotd
‘Incod S 1o evayyeAiov). The context, therefore, is totally different but the structure

700 edayyeriov, od £yeviBny dudkovog is unmistakably copied from Col 1.23. Having
copied toD edayyeriov and made it dependent on dué, the author of Eph leaves out the
first two relative clauses 0d fixodoate and 0D knpvxBéviog év ndon kticel i} Und
OV 0VPAVOV but continues with the next relative clause 0d gyevounv €yo Madirog
duaxovog modifying éyevopnyv into éyevnOnv and omitting £ya [ModAog; subsequently
the author of Eph supplements his sentence Sux 1od eboyyeriov, od gyevionv
dudkovog by adding two xotd-constructions:

(1) kot v dwpedv tfig x&pirog 10D Oeod tfig Sobeiong por and,
immediately located after the first kot&-construction, and (2) kot Thv Evépyeiav TG
dvvapeng odtod; both passages are derived from the 'Colossian' model and reveal
further conflations. ,

(b) The first katd-construction kot THv dwpedv Thig x&prtog 0 Beod zfig
dofeiong po is copied from the passage N éxxAnoic, fig éyevounv éyod Sudkovog
Koo TNV oikovoptov oD Beod iy doBetoav poi (Col 1.24-25). The author of Eph

50 Cf. Lincoln, p. 182: "With the mention of the gospel in the previous verse [Eph 3.6] Paul can
now be brought back for the fore as the servant of that gospel. This designation is taken up from
Col 1:23 where Paul is also called a servant of the gospel".
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recognises that the same structure occurs twice in the passage Col 1.23-25; this structure
consists of a noun followed by a relative clause with the relative pronoun in the -genitive
continued by &yevopuny Yo (...) Siékovog :

Cf. Col 1.23 700 _ebayyeriov (...), 00 £yevouny €ya Madrog Suducovog

with Col 1.24-25 100 cdpatog adtod, 8 éotv ) éxkAnoia, fig Eyevéuny €Yo

dudkovog Kot TV oixovopiav 100 80D v S08elodv pot eig UGG TANPOOOL TOV
Ab6yov 10V 8e0D. The noun is respectively edoayyéiov and éxxAnoia and followed by
od or fig £YEVOUNV €YD (...) didxovog. The author of Eph conflates these two passages:
having copied the first clause 100 gdayyeriov (...), 00 €yevounv éyw Madrog Sudxo-
vog from Col 1.23 and changed it into T0D gdayyeAdiov, o €yeviBnv didxovog his eye
moves to the end of Col 1.24 where the same construction is found (| éxkAncia, fig
gyevopnv £y diaxovog) and then he continues the copying with the phrase xat& v
oixovopiov Tod 0eod znv doBelchv por €ig vudg (Col 1.25) which follows im-
mediately after this construction (| ExkAnocia, fg £YEVOUNY Y0 didkovog kKatd TV
oikovopiov toD 8eod v _d08etodv Lot); this phrase is changed into kot thv dwpeav

g xé&prtog 10D Be0d tfig dobeiong por (Eph 3.7). The major change is the replace-
ment of the term oikovoptia T0D 0eoD by dwped g Yaprrog T0oD 8e0V. The only other
change is the omission of the phrase €ig vudg which mentions in Col the group for
which the divine gift of Paul's apostolic office was meant (kot& Tiv oixovopiav oD

6e0V T1|v 300eTlodv pot gig LUEC).

Actually, this is the second time that the author of Eph draws upon the phrase kotdt Tiyv
oixovopiov 100 8eod v doBelodv pou eig dudg (Col 1.25); the different ways in which the same
‘Colossian' text is treated in any of its two applications in Eph is very revealing for the author's method:

Cf. Col 1.25 xotoe 21y oixovopiav 1ob Beod v SoBelodv po gig dudg

with Eph 3.2 el ye Axovoate Thv_oixovopiav tfig xdpitog 100 Beod g Sobeiong por eig

vuag,
and Eph 3.7 ob éyeviBnv didrovog xatd v Swpedv Thg 1&priog 1od Beod 1fig Sobeiong po.
There seems to be a kind of ‘gradual modification' of the 'Colossian'’ text.

Firstly, the phrase tfv oixovopiav 109 8eod (Col) is enlarged by the genitive-construction tfig
yéprrog: v oikovoplav g yéprrog 100 Beod (Eph 3.2); subsequently the accusative case of the relative
clause trv doBetodv pot (Col) is changed into the genitive case since this clause is now made dependent
on tig xéprrog which has just been added v oikovopiov Thg x&prrog 10Y Beod 1hig dobeiong ot (Eph
3.2). 51

Secondly, this version is adapted further in Eph 3.7: the noun oixovopia (Col), which was modi-
fied into oixovopia tfig x&prtog (Eph 3.2), is now totally omitted in Eph 3.7 since oixovopia tiig xéprtog
is modified even further into dwpe& tfig y&prtog by maintaining tfig x&prtog but by replacing oilcovop'la
with Swped. This is a very gradual adaptation and modification: from oixovopia 100 8e0d to oikovopia

. tfic xéprtog oD Beod and eventually to dwped tfig x&prtog 10D Beod; it shows how skilful the author of
Eph is in altering his 'Colossian’ pattern.52

51 Cf. Lincoln, pp. LI and 174: "Eph 3:2, in taking up Col 1:25, adds tfig x&piiog after iy
oixovopiav, making the description 'given to me for you' now qualify 'the grace', rather than im-
mediately qualify ‘the stewardship" (p. LI).

52 Cf. Lincoln, p. 182: "kat& v dwpedv tiig xépirog 100 Beod tiig Sobetong pot (...) virtually re-
peats the language of v 2, WhICh was in turn dependent on Col 1:25, with the simple exception of
Swpedav in place of oikovopiav."
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Ochel, p. 54, does not show full awareness of this gradual modification since he only no-
tices "daf3 der Ausdruck xatd thv oikovopiav tfig xéprtog [Eph 3.2] durch ein xaté thv Swpedv 1
xé&prrog {Eph 3.7] ersetzt ist®; this observation is not totally correct either, insofar Eph 3.2 reads
the accusative v oixovopiav 1fig yépitog without the preceding preposition xaté (Eph 3.2 ef ye

Axovoote 1y oikovopiav thig x&pLrog kTA.).
(c) The second xotd-construction kotd TNV &vépyelav Tiig SLVVAPEWE 0DTOD,

which links immediately with the first, is copied from the passage kot v évépyelav
o010l TNV Evepyoupévny €v gpoi v duvapel (Col 1.29).53
Cf. Eph 3.7 xazd v évépyelay tfig duviemng adtod 4
with Col 1.29 xoatd v évépyelav abtod thv €vepyovpévnv €v éuotl év

duvayper.
The author of Eph obviously draws upon Col 1.29 since the phrase xotd tnv

gvépyewav occurs in Col only in Col 1.29 and this verse's location is directly in the paral-
lel column and in the 'sequence’ of those passages in Col which have juét been consulted
and conflated (namely Col 1.23 and 1.24-25). The variations are, that the author of Eph
takes the noun d0vapig - which occurs in the '‘Colossian’ text at the end of the sentence
KOTOL TNV EVEPYELAV QDTOD TNV EVEPYOUHEVNV €V €pol €v duvayer - and inserts it
between Tnv évépyelav and adTod (Kot TNV EvEpyElay g duvauemg avtod) while
the relative clause tiv évepyovpévnv év épot is omitted. This case of conflation shows
once more how sophisticated the author of Eph's method is; this method consists rather in
compiling than in memorising.

This analysis of Eph 3.7 is totally lacking in Ochel, p. 54; he only remarks
that in Eph 3.7 the author of Eph returns to the contents of Eph 3.2 in order to
establish Eph 3.2-7 as a separate paragraph on the legitimacy of Paul's apos-
tolic ministry: "Mit dem Vers 3,7 hat der Vf v Eph die Abrundung des Passus
~ Uber die RechtmaBigkeit des 'paulinischen' Amtes geschaffen, indem erin 3,7 in
der ihm Ublichen Art der Ruckleitung den Vers 3,2 nicht allein inhaltlich, sondern
zum gréBten Teil wortlich wiederaufnahm”. This literary repetition consists,
according to Ochel, in the slightly changed reappearance of the accusative
phrase tfv oixovopiav tfig x&prtog 100 Beod tfig doBeiong pov (Eph 3.2) as v
dwpeav tfig x&prtog 10V Beod 1fig dobeiong pov (Eph 3.7). Ochel, however,
confines himself to this remark that Eph 3.7 repeats Eph 3.2 (Ochel, p. 54) and
that the phrase v oikovopidv g x&prrog T0D Be0V TG Soeeicng pot gig VPG in
Eph 3.2 has been derived from Col 1.25 (Ochel, p. 52) but does not give a
thorough, separate analysis of Eph 3.7 which is - as my analysis shows - in fact
more than just a repetition of Eph 3.2.

53 Cf. Lincoln, p. 182: "The grace experienced by Paul in his ministry flowed out of the mighty
power of God, katd thv évépyerav tiig duvpemg abdtod (...). (...) Both terms used for God's power
[the terms évépyeia and dbvapig] are already present in the similar formulation Col 1:29 employs
for the enabling of the apostolic ministry."
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(15) The sentence 3 kol goticot [rédvtog] Tig 1 oikovopic 10D HVGTNPLoV 10D &mo-

KEKPUUUEVOL A0 TAV aidvev €V 1@ Bed 1@ T ndvia ktiocaviy, 310 iva yvepiobi
VOV 1aig dpyaig kai tolg £€ovoiaig &v tolg €movpaviolg i tfig éxkkAnciag W

noAvnoixihog cogia 10D 8eo¥ (Eph 3.9-10) is compounded from
(a) the phrase 16 pvotiplov 10 &nokekpvppévov amd 1dv aidvev derived

from nAnp®cai Tov Adyov toD B0V, 126 10 PVOTHPLOV TO AMOKEKPUUUEVOV ANO TAV

aidvoy koi &no t@v yeve®v - vdv 8¢ E@oavepddn toilg ayioig adtod (Col 1.25-
26).54 The application of this phrase occurs by two modifications which reveal further
conflations:

(b) the past participle &noxexpoppévov in the phrase 10 pvorhplov 10

drokekpopuévov ano 1@v aidvav (Col) is supplemented in Eph by the words £v 1®

0e® 1@ T mivro kticavil describing the ‘place’ where the mystery was hidden for
ages, namely in God. Although this place is not denoted in Col (since Col 1.25-26 reads nAn-
pdoot tOv Adyov 100 Be0d, 10 pvoTiplov 10 drokekpuppévov ard Tdv aldvov kol and tdv yevedv -
VOV 8¢ &pavepddn toig &yiolg adtod not indicating where the mystery was hidden) there are two
parallels in Col for the use of "hidden in".

- The first parallel is Col 3.3 xai f) {on) DP@V kékpurtar odv 1@ XpLotd &v 1@
Be®; in all likelihood this passage has been used since there is even a similarity with the
noun following the preposition &v : cf. &év 1@ 8e® (Col) with &v 1 8e® T® t& m&vTa
kticavtt (Eph).55 The second parallel is Col 2.2-3 eig éniyvwoiv 10D pvonpiov tod
feod, Xplotod, &v @ eiowv mévieg ol Onoovpol 1fig cogilog Kol YVOOEWS
anoxpveot. It seems that this passage has been used equally since besides the phrase
andéxpv@ot év it contains the term u\)o"cﬁptovA (which probably functioned as a 'pivotal' term
leading the author of Eph from Col 1.26 10 pvotfipiov 10 &rokexpoppévov and 1dv aibvev to Col 2.2
eig éniyvwolv 100 puotnpiov 10d Beod etc.) and - as will be argued under point f - also the
term copic.

(c) The second modification by copying and applying the phrase 10 pvotnpiov

70 AMOKEKPULPPEVOV Anmd 1@V oidvov is that the noun pvothplov is now made
dependent on oixovopic : koi aticon [révrag] tig 7 oikovopia T0b pvonpiov tod
ATOKE -KPVRLPEVOV &TO TMV oidvev (Eph 3.9); the term oixovopic is derived from
Col 1.25, the only verse in Col where oixovopio occurs : | ékkAnocica, 125 fg £yevounv
£ym Sidxovog kaTd THV olkovouiov 100 BeoD v d08etodv pot €ig VUAG TANpOCOL
10V Adyov 100 8e0D, 126 70 pLOTAPLOV TO ANOKEKPVLUpPEVOV &nd 1AV aibdvev (Col
1.24-26).

54 Cf. Lincoln, p. 184: “Hidden for ages' [Eph 3.9] (...) takes up the actual wording of Col 1:26."
55 Cf. Lincoln, p. 185: "The mystery is described not only as hidden for ages, but also as hidden
in God [Eph 3.9-10]. As in Coal 3:3, where it could be said of believers that their life is hidden with
Christ in God, év t® 8e® has a locative sense."
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(d) The fourth component is betrayed by the verb yvoplelv : iva yvapiodi vdv
Toig &pyoig xoi toig gEovciaig év tolg émovpaviog S THg ExxkAnciag 1
nolvnoikihog copice toD 8eod (Eph 3.10).5¢ The term yvwpilewv occurs thrice in the
passage Eph 3.3-10 : o '

6] Kot amoxdAdvyiy £yvapictn pot o puotipiov (Eph 3.3),

(i) ©@® pvommpio 100 Xpiotod, O €tépong Yevealg ovk £YyvwpicOn tolg
violg 1@v &vBpdnev Gg VOV anekaAbedn 1oig dyiolg dmoordrolg abrod xai
npognroug €v nvedpatt (Eph 3.4-5) and

(ii)) v yvepwodf vdv zaic dpyaic xoi taic iEovoioic &v  toig

gnovpaviolg S1d 1fig EkxAnoiog 1 modvrnoikidog cogio T0d Beod (Eph 3.10).

These three occurrences of the verb yvmpileiv can all together be traced back to
Col 1.27 vdv 8¢ Epavep®mn tolg dyiolg adtod, olg 1BEANGEY 6 Bedg yvwpioar Ti 10
nhoDtog Thig dOENG 10D pootnpiov toLTov €v toig €8veciv. The author of Eph not
only used twice the phrase kot THv oikovopiov 10D 8eod tfv S0Belodv pot gig LUAG
(Col 1.25), as has been shown above under conflation 14b (see esp. the text in smaller point),
but also thrice the verb yvopilelv, as can be visualised in the following way (the clause

xortd v oikovopiov ktA and its usage in Eph has single underlining, the verb yvopiletv double):

Col 1.24-28 - Eph 3.1-10

NOv gaipw &v tolg nabfuociy vrtp Yudyv, kai  Todtov y&piv ey Madrog 6 déopiog Tod Xpio-
avtavarAnpd & votephuate v OAlyenv 100 10D [Inood] vaép Gudv tdV E0vav -

Xprotod év 1ff copxi pov dntp 100 chpatog e{ ye fixoboarte v olkovopiav tfig yéprrog
adv1od, § oty N éxxhnoia, fig Eyevipuny éyod 109 800 1fig S0Beiong pot eig dudg,

Siéxovog xatd v oixovopiav tod Beod Thv [611] katt dmokaA vy £yvopichn pot 10

30Beto@v pot eig dudg pooTiplov, kabog Tpotypaya év GAiy,
nAnpdoat tov Adyov 100 Be0d, T0 pvothplov 10 mpdg O dbvacBe dvayivdoxovteg voficar T
drokekpoppévov &nd 1@V aldvov kol &nd v chvesiv pov év 1@ puotnpie t0d Xprotod,
Yeve®v - vOv 3& Epavepmn 1olg ayiog abtod, O £tépang yeveals ok £yvapicdn Toig vioig
olg NeéAnoey 6 Bedg yvwpioal 1i 10 @V dvBphnwv dg vOv drexal0pdn 1olg dyiolg
mAodrog tfig 86&ng 100 poustnpiov 10dToL v V anooTéAolg abtod Kol mpopitog év TvedpoTL,

t0ig £0veoty, 8 oty Xpiotdg &v duly, A éArig  elvon & #8vn cvykAnpovipa xal odoocopa xoi

tfig 3Eng: Ov fuelg katayyéAiopev ovppétoya tig énayyehiag év Xpiotd Incod
vovBetodvieg rivta &vBponov kol Sk 100 edayyeriov, od syeviBny Sibxovog

Aﬁtﬁdoxowsg navta dvlporov év ndon copiq.  xatd thv depeav g ybprtog
100 80V 1fig d0Beigng pot kot v

évépyerwav tiig duvdpemg abtod. éuol 1@

56 Cf. Lincoln, p. 184: "its use of yvwpilewv for the positive side of the contrast [Eph 3.10] reflects
its use in the elaboration on the Colossian schema in Col 1:27."
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EAaLOTOTEPY TAVTOY Gylwv £808n 1 xbpig
a1, 1otg EBveotv edayyedicaocBal 1o
aveEiyviaatov mAodtog 100 Xprotod, kal
pwtical [rdviag] tig f oikovopia tod pvo-
mpiov 10D AnoKeKPUUUEVOL NS TV

aib@vev év 1@ 8ed 1® t& tdvta xticavn, iva
yvopobfi vdv 1ailg apyaig kai taig éEovoiaig
£v_10lg Erovpaviolg Sk tAg ékxkAnoiag 7

noAvnoikidog copia 00 Beod.

The reason that the single use of yvowpiletv in Col is elaborated on, is that the author of
Eph wants to show various intermediate stages in the process of revelation: while the
author of Col mentions only the saints, without any further distinction, as the object of
God's revelation (Col 1.26-27 toig ayiowg adtod), the author of Eph mentions as the re-
ceivers of this revelation respectively the apostle himself (Eph 3.3 poi), the wider circle
of the apostles and prophets (Eph 3.5 toig &yiolg &moctoroig adToD Kol RPOPNTOLG)
and eventually - after having mentioned the €6vn in Eph 3.8 (zolg_£8veocwv eday-
yeAicaocBor 10 dvegiyviaotov thodtog T0d Xprotod) - the principalities and authori-
ties in the heavenly realms (Eph 3.10 tafig &pyaic kol taic éEovoiaig v toig énov-
paviowg). It is obvious that the rationale on which this reworking and extension of the
term yvopiletv (Col 1.27) is based, copsists'in the wish to distinguish several stages of
“ the revelation, every stage comprising more and reaching further; the text under con-
sideration, Eph 3.10, depicts the last and broadest stage in this process of revelation: the
mystery is made known to the principalities and authorities in the heavenly realms.

The subject of Yvopic6{j in Eph 3.10 (Tva yvopodfj viv taig dpxois kol Tolg
é€ovolong év tolg émovpaviolg S tfig éxkAnoiag 1 modvmoixihog cogic Tod

0e09), namely the term cogica, discloses another 'Colossian' text which has been con-
flated here as will be explained under the next point.

(e) The subject of éyvwpictn in Eph 3.3 and 3.5 is the pvothplov :

See Eph 3.3 kot AnoKGAVYLY £YVoPichn Lo TO LUGTNPLOV

and Eph 3.4-5 év 1 pvotnpie 100 Xpiotod, & £tépong yeveois odk éyve-
picon ltoi‘g violg 1@V AvBpONOV Og VOV AnekoADEON Tolg &yiolg dnocTorolg
avtod kol npognitong. This combination of yvepwleiv and pvotnprov is due to the
'Colossian' model which reads 10 pvotiplov 10 &nokekpoppévov &nd tdv aibdvov
Kol &nd 1OV YEVEDV - VOV O Epavepddn Tolg dyiolg adtod, olg BEANCEV & Bedg
yvopicar 1i 10 mAodrog tfig 80&ng Tod puvornpiov tovrtov €v 10ig EBveciy (Col
1.26-27). The subject of yvwpio8{j in Eph 3.10, however, is not pvotfipiov but the term

copia : iva yvapiofi vbv taig dpyals kai taig éEovciong v tolg Emovpaviolg S
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g éxxAnciag 1 molvnoikidog cogia toD 68e0d. Although the verb yvopileilv is

combined here with the term co@ia and not with pvothplov, it seems nevertheless that
pucthpiov has been the 'pivotal term' in the formulation of this passage: being interested
in a reworking of the term pvotnplov in combination with yvwpwlelv, as Eph 3.3 and
3.4-5 showed, the author of Eph not only used Col 1.26-27 but in his need to elaborate on
the term puotfplov he encountered also Col 2.2-3 :

elg éntyvoorv t0d puotnpiov 1od Beod, Xpiotod, &v @ eiov névteg ol On-
covpol THg GoPlag Kol YVACENG ANOKPVPOL

“and regarded this verse as suitable for being applied, especially since pvotiplov
is related here to the root yve-, which constitutes the verb yvapileiv, since the noun
éniyveolg occurs in this fragment: eig éniyvwoiv 100 pvoinpiov 1ob 8eov. The other
fragments in Col where €niyvwoig occurs, namely in Col 1.9, 1.10 and 3.10, do not
contain the term pvoiptov, so it is understandable that the author of Eph, working out
the fragment yvopicat 11 10 mAodtog THg d0ENG 10V pvoInpiov TovTov £V TOlG £6-
VEOLV (Col 1.26-27), also draws upon gig £niyveciv t0D pvotnpiov 1oV 6eod (Col
2.2-3). In fact, he uses those two passages in Col where yvw- and pvcstplov are found
together (Col 1.26-27 and 2.2-3). The passage Col 2.2-3 is now used as a quarry for the
purpose of extracting information which can supplement the description of the term
pvctiplov already applied in Eph 3.9. The main term extracted from Col 2.2-3 is
copia: ,

Cf. Eph 3.10 tva yvopioBii vOv tailg apxols kai toig £€ovoiaig £€v 1oig
énovpaviolg dud 1iig ExkAnciog i moAvnoikiiog cogia 10 Beod

with Col 2.2-3 gig éniyvwoiv 100 pootnpiov 10D Be0d, Xpiotod, &v @ eioy

navTeg ol Inoavpol g coptag Kai yvdoewg andkpugot. Besides this, it seems if the
adjective moAvnoikiAog (BGD, p. 687: '[very] many-sided’; LS, p. 1441: 'much-variegated’, 'mani-
fold’) in | moAvmoikiAog copia T0D BeoV (Eph) is the reproduction of the phrase névteg
ol Incavpol 1ig copiag (Col).

(f) Lastly, one other 'constituent influence’ can be detected in the phrasing of Eph
3.9-10, since it is remarkable that the combination of several words in this text is already
preceded in Col:

Cf. Eph 3.9-10 ® oikovopia 100 PHVOTINPLOL 10D AMOKEKPURUEVOL ATO TAV
aidvev v 1@ 0ed 1@ T& TAVIA KTLIoAVTL, Tva Yveplodii viv talg dpyaig kol taig
eEovoiaug £v 1tolg Enovpaviolg ik tfig ExkAnciag 1| moAvnoikidog Gogic 70D 80D

with Col 1.16 év a01® éxTioln & mévio £v Tolg ovpavolg Kai &l Thig YA,
Ta opatd kol Ta ddpata, eite Bpdvor eite kVPLOTNTEG EiTE Apyai eite EEovaia.

Taking into consideration Eph's very sophisticated method of reworking his pat-

tern, it can hardly be coincidence that the two passages resemble each other so much.
The author of Eph seems to have been primarily interested in the terms &pyoi and &€-
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ovoiat when he picked up this passage Col 1.16 ahd not so much in év abtd) €xriodn
1& mévta. The reason for this assumption is that the author's interest in &pyoi and
¢€ovoial can be accounted for by the general tendency in Eph 3.3-10 to broaden the
circle of the mystery's recipients gradually, a tendency mentioned above (see point d). It
is likely then, that the author of Eph when he copied terms of Col 1.16 (namely the terms
apyoi and é€ovoiot) also made subsequently use of v adtd éxticdn 1o névta (Col
1.16; the combination of t& névta and xtilelv occurs in Col only here and reappears in Eph exclusively
in Eph 3.9) and adopted this fragment (by means of the relative clause t® & mévro
xticavt) for a further description of the God just mentioned in /| oikovopica 10D pvo-
TNPlov 10D ANOKEKPVRNEVOL A0 TAV aiddvewv £v 1@ 8ed (Eph 3.9).

The scope of Ochel's comments on Eph 3.9-10 (Ochel, pp. 55-56) is very
limited; he notices the derivation of the phrase 6 pvothplov 10 dnoke-kpoppévov
ano tdv aidvov (Eph 3.9) from Col 1.26 (cf. point a above) but is of the opinion
"daf die restlichen Verse aus 3,8 ff. von Kol ganzlich unabhangig sind" (Ochel, p.
56). The only other derivation Ochel can think of is the adaptation of the
sentence nBéincev O Bedg yvwpicor Ti 10 nAoVTOg THG 30Eng Tod pvoTnpiov
to0tov (Col 1.27), whose subject is God, and its change into the sentence
potical [ndvtag] tig N oixovopio Tod pvotnpiov (Eph 3,9), whose subject is
Paul, so that the purpose of the author of Eph was “eine Aussage, die Kol 1,27
von Gott gemacht ist, von seinem &y, d.i. vom apostel Paulus, zu machen"
(Ochel, p. 55). This derivation seems to me, however, too vague to be probable.

(16) The 'Ephesian’ texts analysed in the conflations 16 and 17 form together the uninter-
rupted text of Eph 3.16-17; my evaluation of Ochel will be given under conflation 17.

The sentence {va 8@ Dpiv kata 10 mAodrog tfig 36Eng adtod duvauer kpataiwiivor

d1x 10V mvevpTOg OLDTOD €ig TOV Ecw AvBpwnov (Eph 3.1'6) is compounded from

(a) Tolg &yloig adTOD, oilg NBEANCEY O BeOG Yvapicor Tt 10 mAodtog tiic 86-
&ng tod pvotnpiov tovTov &V 10ig EBvectv (Col 1.26-27).57 The phrase 10 mlodtog
tfig 36Eng was already used in Eph 1.18 (gig 10 €idévar VUGG Tig €otv 1y EAnig g
xANoceag adtod, 1ig 6 nhovrog tiig H6Eng Tiig kAnpovopiog adTod v Tolg dyiolg) in
another instance of conflation (see conflation 3a above) - although changed there into the
male gender -, and is therefore applied in Eph 3.16 for the second time. As has just been
demonstrated the fragment Col 1.26-27 appears to be a very important source for Eph
3.3-10. This time the phrase 10 nAoVtog g 86Eng (Col 1.27) is used in Eph 3.16;

57 Cf. Lincoln, pp. 199 and 204: "The phrase 16 nkodvog tiig 86&ng (...) in Col 1:27 appears in Eph
3:16" (p. 199).
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(b) &v méion duvéper Suvopodpevor katd 10 kpdtog Tig 86Eng adtod (Col
1.11).58 It seems that the pivotal term between these two passages is 80Ec; these two
passages are very similar in the sense that the term d6&a occupies an important place in
their contents in contrast to the only remaining verse in Col where 86Ea occurs, namely
Col 3.4 (rav 6 Xplotdg pavepwdf, ©i (o Hudv, t61e Kai duels obv odtd avepwbicecbe v
8¢kn), which verse is made no use of here. The 86Ea-fragments from Col 1.26-27 and Col
1.11, however, are conflated in the following way: after the phrase 16 nAodtog tiig 86-
Eng (Col 1.26-27) is quoted in full, it is supplemented by the 'information’ concerning
36Ea which is provided by Col 1.11 : \

Cf. Col 1.11 &v_ndon duvéyer duvopodpevor kot 16 kpdrog Thg 86Eng

o0ToD
with Eph 3.16 kot 16 mAoVtog tfig 86Eng ardrod Suvdper kparaiwsijvat.
Firstly, the genitive 100 pvotnpiov tobtov found in Col 1.27 (10 mhodrog tfig

86Eng 10D pvonpiov 10htov év Toig EBveoiv) is omitted and replaced by the posses-
sive adjective abtod read in Col 1.11 (10 kphrog tfig 86Eng abdrod). Secondly, the
noun kpd&tog is changed into the verb kpatoiwdfjvor, while thirdly the phrase év naon
dvvaper is changéd into duvaper and belongs now together with the verb xpatou-
w6fivar which replaces the verb d0vaoBou. Lastly, the phrase 0 nlodtog tfig 86Eng is
made dependent on the preposition xatd (xatd 10 nAodrog Tfig 86Eng ohrod), so that
kot 10 mhoDtog Tfig 80&ng adTod now qualifies kpatonwdfivar as the phrase kot

70 kp&tog Tiig 80&ng avTod qualified dOvacBon in Col 1.11.

(17) The sentence xatowkfjoon Tov Xprotov il Tfig nictewe &v Taic kapdioe dudv,

gv ayann épplopévor kai tefepelwpévor (Eph 3.17) is compounded from
(a) &v aD1@® eb36KNOEV AV 10 mAfpope katowkficor (Col 1.19) and &v adtd

Katolkel nav 10 nAnpopo g Oedtntog copatikdg (Col 2.9);59

(b) xai 1 eipnvn 10D Xprotod Ppofevéte év taig xapdicug dudv (Col 3.15).
It is obvious that Col 3.15 is drawn upon here since the clause &v toig xapdiong dudv
with the accompanying notion of Christ being resident therein (either expressed by k.-
towkfioon with Christ as subject, or by PpoPederv with the eipnvn 100 Xpiotod
figuring as subject) exclusively occur in Col 3.15 and Eph 3.17. It seems as if the verb
BpoPeberv + év (Col 3.15) is replaced in the conflation by kotowkficon + &v (Col 1.19;

58 Cf. Lincoln, pp. 204-205: "Here [Eph 3.16] there is a direct prayer for their strengthening,
reminiscent of that in the thanksgiving period of Colossians (1:11)" (p. 205).

39 Cf. Lincoln, pp. 199-200: “the terminology of Col 2:9,10 - &v ad1® xatowkel nav 10 rAfpopa
i BedT0g ... Kol €01 év adtd memAnpopévon (...) is picked up in two ways, in Eph 3:17, xot-
owfisar tov Xpiotov (...) and in Eph 3:19; iva mAnpwbfite eig mav 10 nAfpopa 10d 8e0d”; and p.
- 206: "Here [Eph 3.17] transfers this notion [the. notion of ‘dwelling in'] to Christ, using xatowely,
which may well have been taken up from the passage in Colossians, 1:29-2:10, on which this
section [Eph 3:14-21] ist most dependent, in particular from 2:9 (cf. 1:19)".
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2. 9) while the subject 7| eipiivn 10D _Xprotod (Col 3.15) is 51mphﬁed to 6 Xpig10g. The
believers are subsequently described by the two participles gppilopévor and tebepie-
Awwpévor, which are derived from the following texts: .

(c) &v adt® nepunarteite, Eppllwpévol kol Emotkodopobpevor &v avt® (Col
2.6-7) and

(d) et ye émpévete 1fi nicter teBepelopévor (Col 1.23).60 Although these
two fragments do not have a common term or phrase, their 'common denominator' is that
they are descriptions of the believers and can therefore easily be added to &v taic Kop-
diag VU@V (Eph).

(e) It might be that even the phrase &v &yénn, which is now linked with &ppt-
Copévor xoi teBepertopévol (dv_&ydnn éppriopévol kol Tebepeliopévor), can be
traced back to the ‘Colossian' pattern since &v &yénn occurs only once in Col, namely in
Col 2.2: ivo. noapaxAnbdolv ai xopdion abrdv, copPiPacbévieg év &ydnn, where it
interestingly occurs together with a participle which qualifies the term xopdion :

Cf. Col 2.2 ai xapdion avtdv, couBBactévreg év dydmn

and Eph 3.17 taig xopdioug Ou@dv, &v ayann éppilopévor kol tefepelim-
uévor5t Both the participles cvpPiBac8évieg and éppilmpévor koi TeBepeAlmpévor
are constructed with the phrase év &yann and qualify the xapdion of the believers. But
on the other hand, it can not be excluded that the phrase &v &yény is an expression
which the author of Eph employs six times in total (Eph 1.4, 3.18, 4.2, 4.15, 4.16 and
5.2) though it occurs only once in Col (Col 2.2). The similar structure in Col 2.2 and Eph
3.17 (v &ydmn + participle as qualification of the term xopdic), however, make it
more likely that the author of Eph deliberately refers to his 'Colossian' text here.

(f) Lastly, the phrase 81 tiig nictewg might be derived from Col 2.12 év & xoi

cvvnyépdnte Suh tfig mictewg tfig évepyeiog tod Beod 10D Eyeipavtog adtov éx
vekp@v. Although this phrase occurs in Col only once (Col 2.12) it is impossible to find

any further evidence that Col 2.12 has been drawn upon here.

According to Ochel the passage Eph 3.14-19 (within whose bounds the confla-
tlons 16 and 17 occur since they deal with Eph 3.16-17 so that this is the place to deal with
Ochel's interpretation of the aforesaid passage) is to a large extent independent of Col.
There are in this passage "nur einige unwesentliche Kol-Beriihrungen, die sich
stets auf einen Einzelbegriff beschrianken und nicht die fiir eine ausgesprochene
Abhangigkeit charakteristischen Spuren aufweisen" (Ochel, p. 56). Actually, ac-
cording to Ochel, these vague references to Col can under closer scrutiny not be
designated as reminiscences. The analysis applied to Eph 3.16-17 in the confla-

60 Cf. Lincoln, pp. LIll, 199 and 207: "The formulation 'rooted and grounded in love' in [Eph] 3.17
conflates participles from Col 2:7 and Col 1:23" (p. LIil).

61 Ct. Lincoln, p. 199: “From Col 2:2, ai xapdict adtdv ... év &y (...) may be reflected in Eph
3:17, év taig xopdiaig bpudv, év &ybnn".
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tions 16 and 17 shows, however, that Ochel's view has to be adjusted since
there are not only just some isolated terms which could refer to Col, but the
whole development and growth of Eph 3.16-17 took place to a considerable de-
gree by reference to Col.

(18) The sentences iva nAnpwéfite eig ndv 10 mAfpwua 10D Be0d. TR 8¢ Svvapéve
nep névia nowficol nepeknepiocod dv aitodueda i voodpev xatd THY Sdvapy
NV EVEPYOUREVNY €V NPTV, adtd 1) 86Ea (Eph 3.19-20) is compounded from

(a) ob mavdpeBo Dnep LGV TPooevOpEVOL Kol aitobuevor ive mANPwOFte
v éniyvooly 100 BeAfpnatog adtod (Col 1.9). The verb aitelodar occurs in Col
only here in Col 1.9 in the context of a prayer (Col 1.9-11) where it is related to the
phrase iva mAnpw@fite (a once-only phrase in Col). The combination aiteic8on + iva
nAnpwoiite occurs also only once in Eph, namely in Eph 3.19-20 (and as in Col not only
the combination but even the phrase iva. aAnpwdfite itself is 6nce-only); these verses are
part of a prayer as well (Eph 3.14-21). Given the unique combination oiteioBon + iva
nAnpwdiite in a prayer context, which appears exclusively in Col 1.9 and Eph 3.19-20, it
is reasonable to assume that there is literai'y dependence.

(b) The author of Eph, however, omits the accusative tiv éniyvooiv 10D 8ein-
patog abtod when he copies the phrase aitodpevor iva mAnpwéfite v éniyvooy
100 BeAnpatog avtod (Col 1.9) and replaces it by eig ndv 10 aAhpopa 0D Beod : iva
nAnpwbiite gig nav 16 mAnpwpc 100 Be0d (Eph 3.19). This phrase seems to be derived
from Col 2.9-10 8t &v aDT® katolkel AV 10 TANpopo THg Be6TNTOC CORATIKAG,

Kol €01 &v abtd nemdnpopévor.s2 Besides the term név 10 nAnpopo 1fig BedTnTocg,
which is changed into név 10 nAnpopo oD Beo0d, also the verb nAnpodv occurs. It
might be that TAnpoVv is the pivotal term which links two important 'Colossian' nAn-po
Dv-passages (Col 1.9 and 2.10) together. These two aAnpodv-passages in Col have in
common that they describe the believers being filled unlike the other two instances of

nAnpodv in Col which deal with bringing the preaching of the word of God to com-
pletion (Col 1.25 mAnp@oau tdv Abyov T0d Be0d; see BGD, p. 671: mAnpdéw 3) and with completing

the ministry someone has received (Col 4.17 xai einate Apyinnw, Bréne tv Saxoviav fiv
rapédofeg &v xopie, iva adtv minpols). Remarkably the two 'Colossian' passages about the
believers' fulfilment seem to have merged with one another since the combinations 7An-
podV + ndv 10 mANpwpo 0 Beod and ivo TAnpwdiite + aitodpedot, found together
in Eph 3.19-20 (iva_sAnpwdfite eig ndv 10 mAfipopa tod Beod. TH 5¢ Svvopéve dmép mévia
motficon brepexnepiocod dv aitodueBa fi vooduev [...], adwd fi 36Ew), seem to be able to be

62 Cf. Lincoln, pp. LI, 199-200 and 214-215: "the terminology of Col 2:9,10 - év adtd xatoikel
n&v 10 mAfpopa tfig Bedtnrog ... ko €01 év adtd memAnpwpévor (...) is picked up in two ways, in

Eph 3:17, xatoucfioar tov Xpiotov (...) and in Eph 3:19, iva mAnpwbiite ei¢ név 10 mhfipoua t0d

8eot" (pp. 199-200).
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traced back to Col 2.9-10 (¢v adtd katorkel zév 0 thipoua tig Bedtnrog cwpatikac, kai doté
&v adt® memAnpepévor) and 1.9 (od novdpebo dmep Opdv mpocevydpevor kai aitoduevor fva
rAnpoliite v éniyvooiv tod Bedfuatog adtod) respectively.

(c) A third component derived from Col is the phrase kotd v SOvapv THv

évepyovpévny év fpiv (Eph) which seems to be derived from Col 1.29:

Cf. Col 1.29 xatd v évépyelov odtod v évepyovpévnv &v €poi év
Suvauer '

with Eph 3.20 xata Tv d0vapiy v évepyovpévny &v fuiv.63

The major change is the replacement of the term &vépyeia by dbvapig which is
found at the end of the 'Colossian' phrase : katé& tiv évépyeiav ad10d Ty Evepyov-
Hévnv v gpol &v duvapuer; further év €poi has been changed into v fpiv. Any indi-
cation why Col 1.29 was drawn upon here misses since a 'pivotal term' around which the

conflation grew and increased can not be detected. It seems that xate THv évépyelav
etc. is just a prepositional group (consisting of the preposition and its object) which was
found suitable for several application in Eph: '

Cf. Col 1.29 xata Ty évépyerav abdtod tfv évepyoupévnv év époi év
dvvéauet

with Eph 1.19-20 xatd v évépyerav tod kpdrovg thig ioydog adtod fiv év-
npynoev év 1@ Xprotd (see conflation 4 above)

and Eph 3.7 xata v évépyelav TG Suvapeng adtod.

The passages Eph 1.19-20, 3.7 and 3.20 are probably different variations on this

prepositional group found in Col 1.29.
My analysis argues against Ochel, p. 56, according to whom parallels
with Col are absent in Eph 3.20-21.

(19) The sentence 415 &AnBebovieg 3¢ év ayann adéncwuev gig adTov & mévia, 8¢
gotwv 1 keQadh, Xpiotog, 416 € oD v 10 OOUA GVVOPROAOYOVHEVOY Kod G-
BiBalopevov S mdong aefic i Emyopnyiag <kot &vépyewoav év pétpe £vog
EKAOTOV pépovg> ThV abEnowv 10D chpatog moweltan <eig oikodopmnv £avtod év
ayann> (Eph 4.15-16) is compounded from

(a) the phrase gi¢ abtov t& névto derived from Col 1.20 kot 8t adtod

dnokotoaAAdEan T& névra gig adTOV (cf. Col 1.16 1 mévia 81’ ordtod Kkai eig adtov Extio-
o). The author of Eph changes the clause dnokotalhéEon & névta eig avtdv (Col)

into abEnowpev eig adTov T ndvta replacing the verb dmoxatairdooely with the
verb abEerv which he derives in turn from Col 2.19 (see point ¢ below).

63 Cf. Lincoln, pp. LIl and 199: “Col 1:29, xat& v &vépyeiav adtod T évepyovpévny v éuol év
dvvépe (...) is echoed in the wording of Eph 3:20, xatd v dbvapv v évepyovpévny év fpuiv" (p.
199).
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(b) Subsequently the immediately preceding passage Col 1.18 xoi adtdg éoTiv §y |
KeQaAT t0D ohpatog, Tig ExkAnociog is used and changed into the relative clause &g

g0ty | kegal) in order to qualify the preceding adtdv: eig abdtov 1 mévto, 6

gomiv 1 keQoAt, XpLotdg. The need to add Xpiotoéc is clear: in Col 1.16-20 it was ob-
vious that ad16g in eig abtov referred to Christ since the whole passage Col 1.14-20 is
one hymnic qualification of the vidg fig &ydnng obtod mentioned in Col 1.13; the
author of Eph, however, inserting eig obtov & névta in a new context has to indicate
that the reference is to Christ and has to add therefore the name Xpio16g: eig adtov &
névra, 6g 0TV | KEQOAN, XpLoTde.

(c) Then the author of Eph continues this sentence by 'information’ about the term
KS(pozXf] which he distracts from Col 2.19. The term xepoaAn occurs in Col only in Col
1.18, 2.10 and 2.19. The second place Col 2.10 is, however, very short and not 'linked'
with other information due to its isolated position in a relative clause which qualifies
Christ (Col 2.10 ki €01€ &v aD1® menAnpwpévor, 8g oty M keQadn ndong pxfig
kol €Eovoiag, &v @ kol mepleTuBnTe kTA) so that it is perfectly understandable that
the author of Eph makes use of the third and last ‘place, Col2.19:

Cf. Col 2.19 xoi 00 xkpatdv TNV KeQaANY, £€ 0D ndv 10 odpa did 1@V dedv

Kol ovVvdéopmv Emyopnyovpevov kai cvpPifolépevov adler v obdEnowv tod

Beod
with Eph 4.15-16 eig avtov 1o mévra, 6g é0Tv | ke@oarn, Xpiotdg, €€ ob
v 10 _odpa cvvopporoyodpevov koi cvpPipalopevov S méong aofic TG

gmyopnylog kot Evépyelav £v PETPW EVOG ExAOTOV Pépoug TNV adEnowy 10D ch-

JLOTOG TOLELTONL.

This textual comparison shows that the sentence structure (which has been un-
derlined) of both texts is totally similar: the term xe@aAf is followed by the relative
conjunction ¢ o which introduces the relative clause mav 1o ocdpo (...) abéer v
adEnotv 10D Be0d (Col) or AV 10 odp (...) TV adEncly 100 chpatog noteiton
(Eph). The only changes here are that a&el has been replaced by moieitou, since the
verb adEewv was already applied in the previous verse (see point a above), and the replace-
‘ment of the genitive toD 8e0d (tNv adEnowv 10D Be0D) by the genetive 10d cdpatog
(Tnv adEnov 100 chpatog).

Another point, already partly discussed under point b above, is that in Eph the name Xpiotég has
been added to xepad (Eph 4.15 eig adtov & mévia, 8¢ éotv 1 xeparf, Xprotde) since it was clear in
Col, due to the context, that the reference was to Christ but now in Eph this had to be clarified. There is,
however, another reason as well consisting in the fact that the phrasing of Col 2.19 Tiv xepaAfv, &€& od
nav 1:(‘)' odpa (...) abéer v abEnowy 100 Beod is grammatically incorrect because the female gender of v
the term m»;cpakﬁ requires £§ fig (T1v kepaAv, &€ fic) instead of ¢ of) (v xepadfyv, &€ ob). Although it

is understandable that the author of Col uses &€ o since the whole passage Col 1.14-20 is totally concerned
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with Christ, the vi6g tfic &yémng adtod (Col 1.13), so that the author thoughtlessly continued with é§ ob
after Tyv xegaAnv (thv ;ce(pal'r’]v, ¢E o), the author of Eph considered it nevertheless appropriate to
correct this grammatical error by putting the name Xbptctég between kepaAn and &€ oV, thereby
straightening the grammatical structure: eig abtOv 10 mavta, 6 éotv 1 kepohn, Xprotde, € ob nav 10
odpa (...) v adénov 100 oopatog motelton.b4

The description of the term odpo in Col, which reads 3w tdv &edv kol
ocuvdécpmv emyopnyobpevov kai cvpfifalopevov (Col 2.19) is changed in the fol-
lowing way: the participle émyopnyobpuevov is replaced by cuvoapporoyoduevov, so
gmyopnyovpevov xoi cvpPifolopevov (Col) becomes cvvappoAroyodpevov Ko
ovppiBalopevov (Eph). The phrase dux tdv dpdv kol cvvdéopwv (Col) which ex-
pressed how the body is nourished and held together is now changed into i nédong
&ofic tfig emxopnyiog (Eph) replacing the plural t1@v dedv (Sidx 1@V dedv) by the
singular ndong &fig (S mdong &ofig), omitting kol cVVIESHWY (il TV AEAV Kot
ovvdééopmwv) and adding the genitive tfig émiyopnylog - the omitted participle émiyo-
pnyo{)pévov (Col 2.19 81&x tdv Gedv ki ovvdéopov émyopnyoduevov xai ovpPi-Bafdpuevov)
reappearing here as a noun - to 81& mdong aefig: dua ndong defig i Emyopnyiag.55

(d) A fragment not found in Col 2.19 is kat’ €vépysiav €v PLETPW EVOG EKAOCTOV
pépovg. The prepositional phrase kot évépyewav is another example of the multiple
application of Col 1.29 xatd Vv £vépygiav avtod THV Evepyovpeévnv €v €poi &v dv-
voper in Eph; the other instances are Eph 1.19, 3.7 and 3.20 (see resp. conflations 4b,
14c and 18c above). This phrase is now supplemented by another prepositional phrase é€v
pétpw €vog éxdotov pépovg, the whole fragment meaning now "according to the

power that corresponds to the measure of each individual part" (BGp, p. 515: pétpov, 2b).
The second prepositional phrase év pétpw £vog €kdotov pépovg recalls the identical
words in Eph 4.7 Evi 8¢ £xdote U@V £300n i xdpig kot 0 pétpov g Swpeds
700 Xp1otob and establishes an "inclusio’ visualising that Eph 4.7-16 is a coherent pas-

sage on the (various types of) ministry in the Church. This 'inclusio’ is paralleled by an-
other cross-reference at the end of Eph 4.16, namely by eig oixodopunv €éavtod, which
recollects the phrase gig oikodopunv t0d copatog T00 Xptorod in Eph 4.12. These two
fragments, kat évépyelwav €v pétpe £vog Ekdotov pépovg and eig oikodounv
gavtod, reflect the new 'setting' in which various passages from Col are conflated.56

64 Cf. Ochel, p. 61: "DaB der Vf v Eph der jlingere Schreiber ist, pragt sich auch in einer Glattung
aus. Eph 4,15 liest 6¢ éonv f| xeparf, Xpiotdg, €€ oV ..., Kol 2,19 aber obd xpatdv v kepaifyv, &€
od ..., so daf3 in Kol eine constructio ad sensum vorliegt, die der Vf v Eph in seinem Text behoben
hat."

Lincoln, pp. LIl and 230, mentions only the 'explanatory' function of the insertion Xpistég
(cf. my point b above): "Ephesians has added the explanatory ‘Christ' before the relative clause"
(p. LIN).
65 Cf. for a similar analysis Lincoln, pp. Lili, 230-231, 260-263 and 265; see esp. pp. 230-231.
66 Cf. Lincoln, p. 231: "Further elements in Ephesians' redaction of Colossians at this point are its
use of moweiv (...) with ad€nocwg instead of that noun's cognate verb (...) and its addition of a
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In his analysis of Eph 4.16 (Ochel, pp. 60-61) Ochel mentions only Co/ 2.19
as a constituent since he does not take simultaneously the directly preceding
verse Eph 4.15 into consideration as well, which would have enabled him to
notice the conflation of parts of Co/ 1.20, 1.18 and 2.19.

(20) The sentence 420 vueig 8¢ oy oVTwg Euddete 1OV Xprotdv, 42! el ye avov

fxoboate xai v adTd Ed1d&yONTE, KOBDG 0TIV AANPELY £V 1)) TnOOD,

422 dmoBéchHal DRAG KATd TNV NPOTEPAV AVACTPOPTV TOV TaALOV &VBpmNOV

TOV POELPOPEVOV KT TOG EMBVRLLNG THG ANATNG,

423 gvoveodoBon 68 1@ TVEDPRATL TO0D VOOG DUV,

424 xoi 2vEDoOcBoL TOV KOLVOV AvepOTOV TOV KTl BeOV KTLOBEVTOL £V
dwconoodvn kai octotnTL Tfig dAnbeiog (Eph 4.20-24) is compounded from several
conflating parts. The second and following parts of the sentence (&no8éc8on LG etc.)
is mainly dependent on Col 3.8-10. The first part of the sentence is compounded as
follows:

(a) Cf. Col 1.5-7 &v 1® AOy® 1fig dAnBeiag ToD evayyediov 10D moPOVTOG
gig Opag (...), &g Ng Nuépog Axodoate kol Entyvate tHy Y&pwv 10D Beod &v din-
el xaBwg gRaOeTe Ano Enoppd '

with Eph 4.20-21 vpetg 8¢ ovy oVtwg £udBete tov XpLotov, &l ye ob-
10V NKovLoate Kol &v aDTd 8184y ONte, k0BOG 0TIV dANBEL £V T TnooD.

It is clear that the positive assertion koBwg guabete (Col) has been changed and
reversed into Vpelg 8¢ ovy oVTwg ELaBete; the use of Col 1.5-7 is also suggested by the
words nkoboate and aAndeia.5”7 Two other 'Colossian' texts seem to be conflated in
Eph 4.20-21 as well. This conflation is so complex that although it is certain that they
have been used their intermingling with Col 1.5-7 is nearly jointless. These other texts

are
Col 1.23 €l ye émpévere tfj nicter 1teBepeiiwpévor (...) kKai Un peta-
KivoOpevol ano Thg €Anidog tod edayyeriov ob fAxoloate, 10D knpvyBéviog &v
nédomn KTiceL 11 DO 1OV oVpavoV
and Col 2.6-7 Qg obv naperéBete 1ov Xpiro1odv Incodv tov kdpiov, &v adtd

MEPLNALTELTE, (...) fefotovpevor 1fj nioTel kabwg £5184yON1E.
All these passages, Col 1.5-7, 1.23 and 2.6-7, have in common that they deal with

the readers getting acquainted with and being introduced to the gospel when they learned

number of prepositional phrases at the end, which round off the discussion by recalling the
language and ideas of the preceding material in vv 7-15."

67 Cf. Lincoln, p. 280: "naveéverv is used for learning the gospel tradition - in Col 1:6,7 in con-
nection with axobewv (...) and &Afdewx (...), two terms also used here in [Eph 4.20-21]; and
ibidem: "The reference [in Eph 4.21] is primarily to the readers' initial reception of this message
(ct. [...] Col 1:6,23)"; and p. 282: "&AfHBerx occured earlier in connection with &xobewv in [Eph] 1:13

(...) (cf.also Col 1:5.6)".
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and heard it at the time that it was taught and proclaimed to them and they received it.
Interestingly, the theme of the readers' reception of the gospel occurs in Col exclusively
in these three passages, which now seem to be compiled by the author of Eph in one pas-
sage. How they are cbmpiled will be set out in the next two paragraphs.

(b) The sentence bpelg 8¢ ody oVrwg Epnddete tov Xprotov (Eph 4.20) - which,
as just has been shown, draws clearly on the phrase xa8a¢ €udBete in Col 1.5-7 - is
continued by the words gi ye adtov fkovoate kai &v abtd £6184y0nte (Eph 4.21).
This phrasing recalls Col 1.23 ei ye émpévete tfj nicter tebeperiopévor (...) koi pn
petakivodpevol and tfig €Anidog 100 edayyeriov od fxodoate, Tod knpuvyBEvViog
£v naon kTicel Tf) VIO TOV oVPavoV; the verb Axooate is of course also found in Col
1.5-7 &’ fig fipépog firoboote kot Enéyvarte TV Lépiv 100 Be0d &v dAnBeiq. 58

(c) The later part of Eph 4.21 €i Y& o010V NkoVCATE Kol £V a0Td E£3184yOnTE
is dependent on Col 2.6-7 ‘Qg odv mapeddfete oV XpLotov Inoodv 1oV kdplov, v
avt®d nepinateite, (...) Peforodpevol 1fi nicter koBhg £818&yOnte; probably the
fragment nopeAdPere 10v Xpigtov (Col 2.6) has been the model for épdBete Tov

Xprotdv (Eph 4.20).6°

There seems to be convincing evidence that Col 1.5-7, 1.23 and 2.6-7 have been
consulted by the author of Eph when writing Eph 4.20-21; the use of these passages
together becomes understandable when one realises that Eph 4.20-21 deals with the
readers' learning and being taught as regards the gospel and that this theme is only found
in Col in Col 1.5-7, 1.23 and 2.6-7 which are apparently drawn together by the author of
Eph. This shows agaiﬁ how minute his reworking is which can only point to deliberate
and selective literary dependence.

(d) The content of the teaching is now described by the three infinitives
anodéocBot, dvaveovoBou and évdbooacBon:
Kol €V adtd £addyOnte, (...),

(1) amobécBou VUGG <kOTX TNV TPOTEPOLY c’xvcxotpocpﬁVS T0V__ AoV

&vBparnov <Tov @AELPOEVOY KaTd TOG EmBupiag Thig dndtng>,

68 Cf. Lincoln, p. 280: "The reference [in Eph 4.21] is primarily to the readers' initial reception of
this message (cf. [...] Col 1:6, 23)".
69 Cf. Lincoln, p. 274: "the discussion in [Eph 4.20-21] about learning and being taught in the
Christian tradition, where the tradition is seen as summed up in Christ and as significant for the
Christian ‘walk’, in fact owes much to the thought of Col 2:6-7. 'Received Christ Jesus', where
napoAapBaverv is the semitechnical term for receiving something delivered by tradition, is the
equivalent of 'learned Christ' here in Eph 4. This tradition is related to Christian conduct - “as you
received Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk in him" - and the verb £813&y0nte (...) is employed in [Col]
2.7 (cf. Eph 4:21)"; and p. 279: "The (...) formulation of the reminder [Eph 4.20 bpeig 8¢ ody ottwg
éuéBete tov Xpiotdv] in terms of learning Christ (pav@évewv with a personal object) is without
parallel. Significantly, it is Col 2:6,7, where raperdBete 1ov Xpiotdv ‘Incodv means 'you received
_the tradition about Christ Jesus', that provides the closest approximation. In both passages Christ
stands for the tradition about him and is brought into direct relation with Christian conduct, and in
both passages these notions are associated with being taught".
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(ii) &vaveodoBai 8¢ 1@ mvedpatt 10D vodg Du@V,
(iii) kol £vdoacBar TOV KovOV GVBPOROV TOV KAt B0V KTIOOEVTA <&V

Sucarocbvy kai do16tnTL Tiig dAnBeiog> (Eph 4.21-24). This passage is derived from
Col 3.8-10 38 vuvi 8¢ &ndBeche kol Dpelg <t M&vte, OpyYNyV, Bupdy, kokioy,

Bracenuiay, aicyporoyiav éx 0D oTopaTog DR@V 39 pn YebdeoBe eig dAAAAOVG,

anexdvodpevol> 10v nmadotdv Evlpemov <obv Tl mpdEeciv adtod>, 30 ko
EvOVOAuEVOL TOV VEOV 1OV AvaKoLvoLUEVOV <eig Emiyvooiv> kot eixdvo Tod
KTioavTog odt6v.70 The contents of these verses are now rewritten in a sentence struc-
ture which consists of three infinitives7?:
(i) &ndBecOe is changed into the infinitive &noBécBat. The objects of &noOecOe
in Col 3.8, namely & ndvta, opynv, Bvpdv, koxiov, pracenuioy, aicyporoyiov éx
100 otopatog VU@V, are omitted and subsequently replaced by tov madoudv &vepenov
which, however, is derived from Col 3.9 although it functioned there as the object of the
participle dnexdvodpevor (dnekdvodevor 1OV Tahaiov &vlpwnov) which does not
reappear in Eph.7? Actually the author of Eph leaves out the whole passage <t& névra,
opyny, Bvudv, kaxiav, Bracenuiav, aicypoloyiav ék 10D otépatog HpdV' pn
ye0deohe gig AAANAOVG, AMEKSVOALEVOL>T3 (see the brackets in the quotation of Col 3.8-10
above) and links &n66ec6e immediately to Tov moAaiov &vBpemov while replacing the

phrase <oVv taig npdEeciv adrod>, which qualifies the 'old person’, by <kotéd v

TPOTEPALY AVOLGTPOPNV> (according to your former [i.e., pre-Christian] way of life, BGD, p. 61:
avaotpoph) and describing the 'old person' by means of the relative clause <tov
PBelpopevov kotd TG émbupiag tfig dndtng>. This relative clause might display
other conflations since the term émBuopic occurs in the directly parallel column in Col
3.5 Nexpdoote odv & pédn t& émi 1fig yfig, mopveiav, dxabapoiav, nébog, mbupiav kokhy, kol
mhv mAeoveEiav (the only place in Col)’4 while &ndtn (an unique term both in Col and
Eph) is read in Col 2.8 BAémete pfi g dpdg Eoton 6 oviayeydv Sk tfig prhocopiag kai keviig
anémg xatd v nophdootv wdv dvepadnwv. This verse is the continuation of the passage Col
2.6-7 which has just been used in Eph 4.20-21;

70 Cf. Benoit, p. 19: "Les derniers versets, sur le revétement de 'homme nouveau <<créé>>
dans le Christ (Eph 4,22-24; Col 3,9-10), refletent une dépendance littéraire certaine".

71 Cf. Lincoln, pp. 283-284: "The writer is dependent in Col 3:8-10 for his paraenetic material
here in [Eph 4.22-24] {...), but among the differences from that passage is the syntax. &nofécBa
(...) is the first of the three infinitives of vv 22-24. (...) the infinitives are to be taken as further
explanation of the content of the teaching [mentioned in v 21]."

72 Cf. Lincoln, p. 273: "In describing the content of the Christian tradition as putting off the old
person in [Eph 4.22], the writer makes use of this designation from Col 3:9, but substitutes &roti-
8ecBan from Col 3:8 for anexdbecBou in 3:9"; and p. 284: "Ephesians (...) has replaced the &mexd0-
eoBou of 3:9 with the &notifecton of 3.8".

73 Interestingly, the underlined words of this passage whlle they are left out here will be picked up later in
Eph 4.31-32; see conflation 21a and ¢ below.

74 Cf. Lincoln, p. 273: "Whereas Col 3:9 talks in general terms of the practlces of the old person,

[Eph 4.22] gives a more colorful description which draws on the term 2mBvpuia found in Col 3:5."

64




(ii) the participle d&voxoivobpevov in the phrase &vdvoduevolr TOv véov

[&vBpwmov] Tov dvaxovodpevov (Col 3.10) is made into the infinitive &voveodoBau,

now accompanied by the phrase 1@ nvebpott 10D voog Lp@v; except for the change of
a participle into an infinitive there is simultaneously an interchange of the terms véog /

kavog and &voxoivodoBor / dvoveoboBot and : Evdvodpevor TOv véov [évepwnov]

tov &vakawvoopevov (Col 3.10) becomes dvoveoVoBar 8¢ 1@ Rvebpatt 10D voog
VPV, kol Evovoaohal Tov kawvov avlpwnov (Eph 4.23-24)75;
(iii) the participle évdvodpevor in évdvoduevor tov véov [GvBpamov] 1OV

AVOKOLVOUREVOV €lg EMLYVOOLY KT eikdOva 100 Kticavtog avtév (Col 3.10) is
changed into the infinitive évdboacOon: kai évébhoacBor tOv kovov &vepwnov Tov

kot Oeov kTioBévro, while tov véov [GvBpwmov] is altered into TOv xoivov
avepowmnov. Lastly, the verb ktilelv in the accusative tov véov [&vepomov] tov &vor-
KOLVOUUEVOV <Elg EMiyvmoiv> <kat eikovo 100 kricavtog avtov> (Col 3.10: ‘the
new man, who is renewed in knowledge according to the image of his creator'; BGD, p. 455: xti{w) re-
appears in Eph 4.24 t0v xouvov &vBpmnov OV <Kotd BedOv> KTLoBEVTOL <éV S1Kato-
obvn kai 6cLdtnTL g dAndetag>.76 This rewriting is more complex than it seems:

(a) the phrase xatd 0edv (Eph) can be regarded as an 'abbreviation' of
kot eikova 10D kTicavtog avtov (Col).

Cf. Ochel, p. 61: "Die (...) Abweichung in 4,24 (tov xotd 6edv
kto0évia Kol 3,10 tov dvoxoaivobpevov eig éntyvoowv kat eikdévae 10D kticov-
to¢ avtov) wirde (...) ihren Grund darin haben, daB3 der Vf den in Kol schwer zu
verstehenden Ausdruck in klarer Form hatte reproduzieren wollen®. To me,
however, it seems that this alteration is not so much a clarification as due to
deliberate variation on the 'Colossian' text. Ochel's remark is probably grounded
on his assumption that Eph was meant to replace Col totally (see Ochel, pp. 17 and
73: "Die groBte Wahrscheinlichkeit geniet m.E. eine Annahme, die Prof. Hans v. Soden [...]
vortrug. Er vermutete, daBB Eph ein Ersatzbrief fiir den Kol ist und somit auch in fingierter-Adresse
nach Kolossa gerichtet war" [p. 17]); _

(b) the verb ktilelv which occurred in the phrase xot’ gikova 10D kti-
cavtog odtov (Col) now reappears in the relative clause tOv kot 6edv KTL00évTQL
which qualifies the Katvég &vepwnog. While the phrase kot eikéva 100 kticavtog
o016V (Col) modified the renewal of the new man (tov véov [&vBpwnov] tOv dvokor-

vobpevov eig éniyvoowv kot eikdva 10D kTicavrog_adrdv), the phrase kotd 8edv

75 Cf. Lincoln. pp. 273-274: "In speaking of being renewed and of the new person in [Eph 4.23-
24], the writer provides a variation in the use of xawvég and véog and their cognate verbs, revers-
ing that found in Col 3:10". _ '

76 Cf. Lincoln, pp. 274 and 287: "[Eph 4.24] expresses slightly differently the notion of the new
person's creation in relation to God, the more cryptic xaté& 8edv (...) replacing xat’ eixéva (...)
from Col 3:10" (p. 274).
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(Eph), however, is a modification of the creation of the new man (1dv xoLvov &vBpanov

T0V Kottt B0V KTIO0EvVTQ);

(c) the phrase eig €éniyvwoiv (Col), which qualifies the participle &vai-

KaLvoOUEVOV (TOV VEov [GvBpomov] 10V &vakoivobuevov gig éniyvaooiy), seems to

be replaced in Eph by the comparable phrase €v dikaoobvy kol 6610TNTL TG GAN-
8eiog by which the participle kTi66évta is qualified (Tov kouvov &vlpwnov OV Kot

0eov kT10BévTa év ducatocvy kol 6otdtnT thig dAnleiag). This way of rewriting is

very subtle and achieved by the change and replacement of 'Colossian' terms, phrases and
structures. Due to this method the relation and dependency between words and fragments
becomes different when they are rearranged and supplemented in Eph. Interestingly it
seems regularly possible to detect how the author of Eph dealt with his 'Colossian' model
and especially here. The several parts which now constitute the 'Ephesian’ verses are still
recognisable as being derived from Col even when they do not reappear in the same way.
The easiest explanation for this is deliberate and selective literary dependence.

Ochel's analysis of the passage Eph 4.17-24 is not extensive enough
when he remarks "daf nicht die kleinen Beriihrungen mit Kol als Abhangigkeiten
ausgedeutet werden dirfen. Lediglich die Mahnung zum Ablegen des alten und
Anziehen des neuen Menschen (...) kénnte durch Kol 3,9-10 angeregt sein"
(Ochel, p. 61).

(21) The sentence 43! ndco mikplo kol VO kol 9pyn Kol Kpovyh kol BAacenuia
apntw &@ VPOV obv mhon kxoxig. 432 yiveoBe [6¢] eig &AAnlovg ypnortoi,
ebonrayyvol, yaplopevor Eavtolg kaBag kot 6 Beog év Xplotd £xapicato bulv
(Eph 4.31-32) is compounded from

(a) 38 vuvi 8¢ amdBechHe kol Vel <t m&vra, OpyNy, VLoV, kakiav, BAac-
onuiav, oaicyporoyiov ék 100 otdpatog LUAV: 39 un yebddeobe &£ig AAANAOVG,
anexdvoapuevor> tov modaov &vBponov (Col 3.8). Interestingly we just noticed in the
case of the conflation in Eph 4.20-24 (see conflation 20, d, i above), that the fragment
<td mavta, opynv, Bvpdv, xoxiav, Pracenuicv, aicyporoyiav éx 10D GTONLATOG

VU@V pun yebdeobe eig dAANrovg, dnexdvodapevor> had been left out in Eph 4.22
(see the brackets) and that &nd6ecBe was immediately linked with tov maAouov
avlponov as its object: amoBécOot LGS (...) TOV modoov &vBpomov (Eph 4.22).
Now, however, the author of Eph makes use of the passage he omitted in Eph 4.22 since
several terms of this passage appear here, namely the terms 8vpdg, opyn, BAacenuic
and xoxio. Although the sentence structure &pBnTe &g VLAV + accusative (lest ... be
remo-ved from you) is new and unprecedented in Col, the meaning is totally comparable

to &notifecBon + accusative in Col 3.8.
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According to Ochel, however, "ist (...) die Parallele in dem Lasterkatalog
4,31 mit Kol 3,8 wegen der gednderten Reihenfolge und wegen der anderen
gréBeren Abweichungen nicht auf eine Entlehnung aus Kol zuriickzufiihren"
(Ochel, p. 61).

(b) Besides several terms derived from Col 3.8 the text also contains the term
mxpio which might reflect the use of Col 3.19 &yandte 1&g yovvoikoag kol pf
mkpoiveoBe npog avtdiG.”” Interestingly the last part ki pi mukpaiveste npodg adTde
is omitted when the author of Eph rewrites Col 3.19 in Eph 5.25 (&yondte 1d¢ yovoi-
KOG, koBag kol 0 XpLotog ﬁy&nnoev v €kxAnociav etc.) which omission increases
the likelihood that he relied on the verb mkpaivesOou and changed it into the related
noun mkpio in Eph 4.31,4esp.ecially since both passages are of a paraenetical nature.

(c) The vices mentioned in Eph 4.31, which are mainly derived from Col 3.8, are
now contrasted in the next verse with a list of virtues which are in turn drawn from Col
3.12-13. Cf. Eph 4.32 yivec0e [3&] eig dAAnAovg xpnotoi, sncnlau o1, yoptlopevor
£01VTOIG KABMG Kou 0 8e0g &v Xprotd €yapicato Luiv

with Col 3.12-13 "Evd00ao8e 0DV (...) STAAYYVO. OLKTIPROD, XPNOTdHTNTL, TOL-
neEWvoPPoc VY, TpaTnTa, pokpobupiav, dveyxdpuevor dAANA@V kol yaplopevol
£QVTOLG £V TIG TTPOG TLva EXMN LOLENV: KaBdg kail 0 kOpLog £xopicato vulv odtwg
Kol DULETS. _

The clause Evé0ocaofe odv (...) onhdyyve oixtippod, xpnotétnta (Col) is -
changed into yivecOe [3€] eig &AAnAovg ypnorol, ebomAayyvol reading the adjectives
xpnorog and edoniayyvog instead of the nouns ypnotétng and onAdyyvov (rendering

the meaning of omAdyyvo oikTippod [BGD, p. 561: oixtippée: évddoachar omhdyyva oixtp-
pod (gen. of quality) put on heartfelt compassion Col 3.12] now into one word: ebonloyyvos) and
replacing the imperative évd0oao8e with yiveoBe. The clause yiveoBe eig dAlnlovg

_ xpnd‘coi (Eph) reveals also another derivation since the phrase €ig &AAnAovg is read in

Col 3.9 pn yebdeche gig dAANAOVG, dnekdvodevol TOV aAaidv &vBpwmov; this
derivation of eig &AAnAovg is very probable since firstly the phrase gig &AAnAovg
occurs in Col and Eph only in Col 3.9 and Eph 4.32, and secondly it has just been left
out in Eph 4.22 as we noticed in conflations 20, d, i and 21a above. Many of the words of
Col 3.8-9 which were left out when Col 3.8-9 was taken up in Eph 4.22 are now used in
Eph 4.31-32. This way of using the text of Col can not be accounted for by memorisation

but is necessarily due to deliberate and selective literary dependence; remarkably the
phrase eig &AAnAovg which functioned in Col 3.9 (u7 yebddecOe €ig &A-AnAovg) as
part of the list of vices (Col 3.8-9) is now part in Eph 4.32 of the list of virtues (YivecOe
glg dArniovg xpnorot, edoniayyvor).

77 Cf. Lincoin, p. 308 on Eph 4.31: "The cognate verb mupaivewv is employed in Col 3:19".
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The further use of Col 3.12-13 by the author of Eph confifms this observation of
careful literary dependence. Having copied the words onAdyyvo oixTippod and xpno-
t6Tng, changed them into adjectives and combined them with the phrase eig &AAfAovg
which is derived from Col 3.12-13 as well, the author of Eph now makes use of the
clause xopi{dpevor avtoig read in Col 3.12-13: Ev806ac8e oDV (...) orAGYY VO Oik-

TIPUPOD, XPNCTOTHTA, TANELVOPPOSLVNY, TpadTnte, pokpodopiav, dvexdpevor &-
Miov koi xopdpevor éavtoig (Col 3.12-13). Interestingly the 'leap' in Eph's
application of Col 3.12-13 from onA&yyva oixtippod, xpnotétnta to xapilopevor
gavtoig neglecting the intermediate words Toneivoppochvny, mpabtnra, pokpobu-
piav, &vexopevol dAAnAwv can be perfectly explained since these words were already
taken up by the author of Eph in Eph 4.1-2: &€iwg mepinatficon tfig kANCEwg G
ExAndnte, 42 petd mAONG TARELVOEPOCVVNG Kol TPaiiTnTog, HETH pokpodvuiag,
aveyouevor dAMAwv €v aydnn, while its continuation in Eph 4.3-4 relies on Col 3.14-

15, the verses immediately after the verses under consideration here in conflation 21:

Cf. Eph 4.3-4 aveyopevor GAARAQ@V €v dydmn, 43 onovddlovteg tnpeilv v
gvotnta Tod nvedpotog v 1d cvvdéouw g elpnvng 44 Ev odpa kai v nvedpa,
ko8¢ Kol EKAN emé €V pid EATIOL THig KANCEMG DUAV .

with Col 3.14-15 314 ¢mi nacwv 8¢ T00T01g TNV &ydnny, 0 €otiv oOVIeoog
tfig TeAedtnTog. 315 kai 1 eipfvn 10D Xprotod PBpoafevétw év Talg kapdiong LUV,
£1G 1jv Kol EKANONTE £V EVI COPATL. '

Cf. Ochel, pp. 61-62 on Eph 4.32. Although Ochel declined any depen-
dence of Eph 4.31 on Col 3.8 his opinion concerning Eph's dependence on Col
is different as regards Eph 4.32; according to him ‘ist (...) die Parallele in dem
Lasterkatalog 4,31 mit Kol 3,8 (...) nicht auf eine Entlehnung aus Kol
zurtckzufiihren. Anders steht es um die Parallele 4,32 zu Kol 3,13, wo ich wie-
der eine direkte Verwantschaft annehme. In beiden Stellen ist eine Mahnung zu
rechtem Verhalten untereinander ausgesprochen" (p. 61). This dependence on
Col 3.13 is according to Ochel confirmed as follows: "Ich erinerre, daf ich zu
Eph 4,2 bereits eine Verwertung von Kol 3,13 nachwies (...). Dort war aber der
Vers aus Kol nicht vollstandig benutzt. In 4,32 hat nun der Vf das, was er in 4,2
unbenutzt lieB, aufgenommen, das aber Gbergangen, was er dort benutzte" (p.
62; cf. Ochel, pp. 58-59 on Eph 4.2). ' |

Cf. also Lincoln, pp. 295-296 on the use of Col 3.12-13 in Eph 4.32: "The
other nouns and participle from Col 3:12,13 have already been employed in Eph
4:2" (p. 296). For the reception of Coi 3.12-15 in Eph 4.2-4 cf. Lincoln, pp. LI,
235-236 and esp. 227-228: "The items omitted here [the items of Col 3.12-13
omitted in Eph 4.2] are, however, drawn on later in the Ephesians paraenesis in
4:32" (p. 228). '
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The reason why the author of Eph draws so extensively on Col 3.12-15 in Eph 4.1-4
seems to be due to his interest in the theme of ‘calling' and ‘choosing' with which he introduces

the ecclesiological passage Eph 4.7-16. In Eph 4.1 and 4.4 he mentions twice the term kAfiowg

with the cognate verb: &€iwg mepiratiicat g xAncews fig éxAndnte (Eph 4.1) and kol xAhBnte év
[TTs] EATiSL tfig kAficewg dudv (Eph 4.4). The vocabulary of ‘calling' and 'choosing' occurs in Col
only in Col 3.12 (the adjective éxAextic) and in Col 3.15 (the verb xaAeiv), thus only in the
passage Col 3.12-15: 312 ’Ev3HoacBe odv tg éxAextol 10d Be0d, &ytor kot nyarnuévor, (...) tanet-
voppoobvny, mpadtnro, poxpoBupiav kth. 315 xai fi eipfvn tod Xpiotod Bpafevéto dv toic
xapdiaig Oudv, eig fiv kai éxAnbnte év évi oapart, while the language of 'calling' and 'choosing' in
Eph is concentrated in the passage Eph 4.1-4 (see the words xa)elv in Eph 4.1 and 4.4, and xA#-
owg in Eph 4.1 and 4.4 as wel), the only exception being éxAéyeoBon outside Eph 4.1-4 in Eph 1.4
xoBag eEedégato Muag év adtd mpd xatoPorfic kéopov). It seems therefore, that the author of Eph
refers in 4.1-4 to Col 3.12-15 because he wants to apply its notions of ‘calling' and 'choosing’;
while doing so he copies some other terms from this passage as well, which are not applied when
he draws again upon this passage in Eph 4.32.

Having left out in Eph 4.32 the words tangwvoppocdvny, npaitnra, poxpodv-
piav, dveyopevor aainrav (Col 3.12-13) for the aforesaid reason and continuing his
reliance on Col 3.12-13 byi copying the clause yopilopevor éovtolg (although leaving out
the immediately folloWing clause é&v Tig mpdg Tiva Exn popenv in Col 3.13 yopi{opevor éavtoig gdv
ug mpég tiva xn popehy) the author of Eph now concludes this reliance by copying also
the clause kaBag kai 6 kvprog Exapioato duiv (Col) while firstly leaving out its con-
tinuation oVtwg koi Opelg and secondly changing the copied phrase xofa¢ xod 6
xOplog éxapicato duiv (Col) into kabmg kol 6 Bedg &v Xprotd &xopicato duiv by
replacing its subject kVplog (= Christ) into 8edg and retaining the reference to Christ on
the other hand with the aid of the dative clause &v Xp1o1®.

It seems to be clear that the whole passage Eph 4.31-32 is carefully dependent on
Col 3.8-13. Besides the fragment toneivoppocdvny, mpoitnta, pokpodopiov, avexo-
pevor éAAAwv in Col 3.12-13, which have been left out since these words were already
used in Eph 4.2, there is another interesting deliberate omission as well: the fragment
anexdvogpevor 1OV ToAoov &vBponov oLV 1olg npdEecty adtod, Kol Eveuod-
pevor 1OV véov 1OV AvakoilvoOpevov eig éniyvooty kot eixdva 10D kticovtog
a0tov kTA. (Col 3.9-11) has been excluded from application here in Eph 4.31-32 since
the major part of Col 3.9- 11 was already used in Eph 4.22-24 (see conflation 20d above).
The passage Col 3.8-13 has therefore been extremely well applied in Eph 4.31-32 since
the two fragments of Col 3.8-13 which were already used in Eph 4.2 and 4.22-24 are not

drawn upon here.?8

78 Cf. Lincoln, pp. LI-LIl, 295-296, 297-298, 309 and 313; see esp. pp. 295-296: “the contrast of
the sentences in [Eph] 4:31,32 makes use of what is a common form in paraenesis - the cata-
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(22) The three sentences 33 mopveia 8¢ kol adxabapoia ndca f| sAeoveEia pnde ovo-
polécbw &v Uiy, kaBOG mpénel ayiolg, 34 kail aicypdtng xoi poporoyio i evTpa-
e, & OVK AVAKEV, AAAX LAAAOV EDYOPLOTIOL.

55 10010 YO loTE YIvOOKOVTEG 0Tl A ROPVOG 1) duxdBapTog T AAEOVEKTNG,

6 gonv eidwAordpng, odx Exer kAnpovopiav év 11 Pacireia 10D Xpiotod xai

Be0?.

56 Mndeig DPOG &notéitm kevolg Adyols, S tadta ydp-éoyerm 1 6pyn tod
8e0D éni 1obg violg Tfig dmeldeing. 57 pn obv yivesBe cuppétoyol adTdV 58 fte
YGp moTe oKiTOG, VOV 8¢ @ig €v kVpiw (Eph 5.3-8) are mainly based on

(a) Col 3.5-6 Nexphoote odv 1 péAn t& émi tfig yAc, mopveiav, dxobap-
olav, ndBog, émBupiav kakny, kol v nieoveEiay HTLg £67iv eidwAolatpia, S &
£pyeron N Opyn 10D B0 £ni ToVG VioLg T1ig Ane1Beiag.

The first sentence (Eph 5.3-4) copies the three terms nopveic, dkaBapoic and

nAieoveEio from Col 3.5 while the structure vexkpdoate odv + accusative (Col) is chan-

ged into unde ovopalécbw €v vutv (Eph).7° .

(b) Besides the three terms mentioned before, the terms aicxpétng and pwpo-
Aoyl occur in Eph: xai aioypdtng kot popolroyia; these terms seem to display the
~use of Col 3.8 vovi 3¢ &mdBecBe ko Vel Ttd TAVTIQ, OpYNV, BVHOV, kakiov,
Broaconuiov, aicyporoyiov €k 100 OTOpaTog DRAV; other terms from Col 3.8 have
just been applied in Eph 4.31 (see conflation 21 a above) giving evidence that Col 3.8

was recently in his mind. These terms nopveia, dxofopoic, nieovetia, aioypodtng and
pmpokoyid (supplemented with the term el’)rpanék’w which can not be traced back to
the 'Colossian' model) are commented upon by the relative clause & obx &viikev and
contrasted with gvyapioTio: (...) kai aicypding kai poporoyic fi edtpaneiic, & odx
&viikev, &AAd paAlov edyaplotion.

Then the second sentence after a newly made introduction toVt0 YOp iGTE Y1-

viooxovteg 0Tt employs partly the same terms from Col 3.5 again but converts them
now into adjectives. This time the author of Eph makes even fuller use of Col 3.5 than he
did in the previous sentence Eph 5.3-4.

Cf. Col 3.5 Nexphoate odv & péAn 1o &mi g YhG, mopveiav, dxabapoiov,
n&B0g, EMOVULINY KakNV, Kol THv nAeoveEiov fiTig €otiv eidwlodatpio

logue of vices and virtues. In fact (...), the writer is dependent for his use of this form on Col
3:8,12. In both sentences the writer has changed the verb from that found in Colossians. But of
the five vices in Col 3:8 four appear here in Eph 4:31. Only aisypoioyia (...} is missing (...), and
Ephesians has added mixpia (...} and xpavyf (...). With the virtues in 4:32, Ephesians has re-
duced the five nouns of Col 3:12 to two and given them adjectival form before going on to take up
one of the participles of Col 3:13 [yapiiépevor avtoig]. The other nouns and participle from Col

3:12,13 have already been employed in Eph 4:2."
73 Cf. Lincoln, esp. pp. LI-LIl and 319-320.
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with Eph 5.5 nag nopvog 1| akdBaptog T TAEOVEKTNG, & €0TLv £idwAoAGTOTG,
oVK EYEL Kknpo{zou’ww €v 1) Paoirei 10D XproTod kol Oeod.

The same three terms nopveica, dxoabapoio and nAieoveEia are drawn upon as in
Eph 5.3-4 but this time even the relative clause fitig éotiv eidwAioratpia which quali-
fied nAeove&ia is employed although changed into an adjective and into the first case of
the male gender: TAgovékng, & oty eidwAoA&Tpng.

(c) The mentioning of the inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and of God seems
tobe dependent on Col 1.12-13.

Cf. Col 1.12-13 1@ natpl 1® ikavodoavtt Vpag eig v pepida 10D kAnpov
1OV aylov v 10 et 0g épphoato NPAG (...) kol petéotnoev eig v Bacileiav
10D viod tfig &ydnng avTod

with Eph 5.5 o0k €xgl kAnpovopiov v 11 Bacireia 10D Xp1o10D Kai O£09.

In Col 1.12-13 the language of inheritance (pepig t0d xAfipov BV dyiav év 1 eoti =
‘a share in the inheritance of the saints in light'; BGD, p. 435: xAfipog, 2) and of kingdom is found to-
gether like in- Eph 5.5. Probably the actual phrasing is also dependent on Col 3.24
£1001eg 611 AN KVPlOL ANMOANLYEGOE TNV dvtanddootv Tfig kAnpovopiag (&roay-
Bavewv v avtanddooiv 1fig kAnpovopiog = 'receive the inheritance as a reward’, BGD, p. 73:
&vtanédooig) since the term xkAnpovopia occurs in Col only in Col 3.24.

This reference to Col 1.12-13 entails also the contradistinctive terms @dg and
ok6tog which are derived from Col 1.12-13 (1® motpi 1@ ikovdoovit DUAG €ig v
pepida oD kANpov TAV aylov v 1® gl O¢ éppvoato MUAG £k Tig EEovoing ToD
oK6ToVg Kol petéstnoev eig v Pacileiav 10D viod 1fig dydnng adtod) and ap-
plied in Eph 5.8 fite y&p mote oxdtog, VOV 8¢ @@¢ €v xvpiw. The clause év xvpiw
(Eph 5.8 fyte yap mote oxodtog, vOv 8¢ ¢@dg £v kvpiw) might be a reference to the
transference of the believers to Christ's kingdom mentioned in Col 1.13 (xoi petéorn-
oev gig Vv Paciigiav 10D viod tfig Aydang adTov).80

(d) The term Pacireiav 0eod is apparently derived from Col 4.10-11 ’Aond-
Leron Opag 'Apiotapyog (...) kai Mapkog (...) kai ‘Incodg 6 Aeydpevog ‘Todorog, ol
8vteg &x mepiropfig, obrol pévor cuvepyol eig Ty Bacireiav 10d Be0d. Col 4.11 is

the only place in Col where the term Paciieioav tod 8eod occurs just as the term
BooiAeia 10D viod tAig &ydmng adTod only appears in Col 1.13. QOutside these two
passages the term Bacileio does not occur at all in Col. It is very remarkable, therefore,
that the only verse in Eph where the term Baociieio can be found combines both
'‘Colossian’ phrases into Baciieio 10D Xpiotod xai 8eod (Eph 5.5) showing the

80 Cf. Lincoln, p. 320: "The actual content of the contrast which is introduced - the opposition be-
tween light and darkness [Eph 5.8] - has (...) no parallel in the equivalent section of Colossians
" [Col 3.5-8] (though cf. Cof 1:12,13)."
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intention of the author of Eph to let his letter resemble the letter to the Col as much as

possible.
(e) The first part of the third sentence reads Mndeig budg &nardtm Kevmg

Adyorg (Eph 5.6) and is compounded by referring to

Col 2.4 ToVto Aéyo iva undeig budg naporoyilnton v mbavoroyia

and Col 2.8 BAénete pn Tig DUAG €0t 0 SVAAYWYGV d1d Tfig Prrocopiog
Kol KeViig Andtng Kot Thv napddooty 1dv dvepc'oﬁmv.sl It is fascinating to notice
that these two passages in Col which entail an explicit warning against seduction have
been combined by the author of Eph in Eph 5.6 into one single sentence. Firstly the
author of Eph copies the words undeig bpdg but continues subsequently the sentence in
a different way: instead of naporoyilnron (undeig VUAG maparoyilnror) he makes use
of the phrase cvAaynydv S tfig Prhocopiag kai keviig andtng (Col 2.8) and turns
the noun &ndtn (which occurs in Col only here in Col 2.8) into a verb: Mndeig bpudg
anatétw (Eph 5.6). Then this verb &natdv is supplemented by the following dative

kevolg Aoyolg (Mndeig VUAG Amotdte KEVOLG AdyoLg) to denote the manner of seduc-
tion. The noun Adyog (Mndeig LULAG dnatdtw kevolg Adyors) has been distracted from
Col 2.4 where its root Aoy- can be found twice in the verb noparoyilecOar and in the
noun mBavoroyia as well (undeig Dpag naparoyilntar év mbavoroyiq), while the
adjective xevog is distracted from Col 2.8 where it qualified the noun &nétn which has
already been used and changed into a verb: the phrase cvAaywy@v S tfig PLrocopiog
kol keviig anatng (Col 2.8) is the basis for Mndeig pdg amardto kevolg Adyoig
(Eph 5.6).

The last part of the third sentence returns again to Col 3.5-6 (cf. point a above) by

quoting almost literally 8t" & €pyeton 1| dpyn 10D Beod €nt ToVG VioLg Tfig dnelbeiog,
changing only 8 & into 81 tadra and adding the conjunction ydp to it : Sudt Tadro

yop Epyeron 1 0pyn ToD Beod €mi ToVG Viovg thg dnedeiag; so Col 3.5-6 is used as
the framework of the entire passage Eph 5.3-6. |

Cf. Ochel, pp. 62-63: "Es ist somit wohl sicher, daB in Eph 5,3-6 Kol 3,5-6
verwertet ist" (p. 63); Ochel refers, however, exclusively to Col 3,5-6 as con-
stituent for this 'Ephesian' passage (cf. point a above) but does not notice the
. other resemblances with Col which point at derivation.

(23) The sentence un kot 6@BaAodoviiov g dvBpwrdpeckol dAA h¢ SodAot
Xpro10d morodvreg 10 BEANLO T0D Be0D ek yuyfig (Eph 6.6) is compounded from
(a) un év 6@Baipodoviia g dvBpandpeckol, dAL v ANAGTNTL Kopdiog

81 Cf. Lincoln, pp. 320 and 325: "the warning about being deceived through empty words in [Eph]
5:6a recalls the language of Col 2:8 (cf. also Col 2: 4)" (p. 320).
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(Col 3.22). The author of Eph copies the main structure of this passage but changes the
preposition év (&v 0¢BaApodovAiq) into kotd (kat O@BaApodovAiov) and continues
differently after the particle &AL& by drawing upon the passage mentioned hereafter un-
der point b;

(b) 1 xvpiw Xprotd SovAebete (Col 3.24). This passage is used and rephrased

as g doVAot Xp1o1od motodDvreg 10 BEANHA 10D Be0D €k WV g and supplemented to
pn xat’ dpBaipodoviiav ag &vBpwndpeskol &AL by means of the particle d¢ which
contrasts &¢ 3oDAot to d¢ &vepwndpesKoL;

(c) the phrase molodvieg 10 BEANHO 10D Beod éx wuyfig which qualifies the
dobAor Xpiotod (Eph 6.6 AL @g SoDror Xprotod moobvreg 10 BéAnuo Tod Beod
£x yoyfig) is partly derived from Col 3.23 6 éav motfite, x yuyfig €pydlecte, but in-
venting here 10 8&Anpa T0d 820D as the object of the participle mol0dvrec.

Cf. Ochel, pp. 66-67, with whose analysis | basically agree except for his
remark that the phrase @g dodlot Xpiotod has not been derived from Col (Ochel,
p. 67); there is, however, a clear resemblance with Col 3.24 1® xvpiw Xpotd
dovArevete (see point b above). '

Cf. also Lincoln, esp. pp. 412-413, who in contrast to Ochel notices the
aforesaid resemblance as well: "Whereas in Colossians the contrast to this ex-
pression [Col 3.22 pn év dpBaipodovrig ag dvepwndpeokor, &A)’] had been 'but
in the singleness of heart' (3:22d), in Eph 6:6 the contrast is &AL’ @¢ SoDAot
Xpwotod (...), terminology distinctive to the Ephesians' paraenesis but clearly
building on the clause found later in the Colossians' pericope in 3.24b, 1@ xvpiw
Xprot® dovreveTe" (p. 413).

Conclusion

The analysis of the twenty-three instances of conflation detected show how important
and characteristic conflation is for the reworking of Col in contrast to the reworking of
the Letter of Aristeas in Joséphus' Jewish Antiquities. Lincoln's thought that "Josephus
has (...) conflated (.;.) material from his source” and that "Ephesians' redaction of Colos-
sians is similar to that which can be shown to have taken place in the case of Josephus'
use of the Letter of Aristeas in his Jewish Antiquities" (Lincoln, p. LV) has therefore to be
corrected. Although Lincoln states somewhat hesitantly that Eph's dependence on Col is
"In some sense a literary one" this statement is actually undermined firstly by the uncer-
tain tone of the previous lines in which he regards the question "(whether) the nature of
the dependence should be designated as literary" as "almost academic" and is of the
opinion that - although the author of Eph has "at some stage (...) access to a copy of Co-
lossians" - "whether he actually has referred to it during the composition of this letter
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(...), or whether his memorization of its contents is so good that this is unnnecessary, is
difficult to determine”, and secondly in the following lines by the alleged similarity
between the redactions of the Letter of Aristeas and of Col. To me, however, there is
certainly literary dependence of Eph on Col as the sophisticated phenomenon of
conflation shows most decisively. I agree with Benoit's conclusion in which he argues
against Mitton according to whom the similarities between Col and Eph are due to
memorisation and not to literary dependence: "Mitton (...)82 ne croit pas a une imitation
du texte de Col tenu sous les yeux, mais seulement a la familiarité d'un esprit
profondément saturé de Col, et la sachant presque de mémoire, qui dés lors en reprend
comme spontanément les expressions. L'application subtile que nous avons cru constater
dans le travail d'Eph parait requérir davantage" (Benoit, p. 20, n. 33). The opinion of Merkel
that the relationship between Col and Eph is characterised by "geddchtnismiBige
Reproduktion" (Merkel, pp. 3214, 3216 and esp. 3219) has therefore to be criticised as well
since Benoit's observation which was only based on an analysis of the three passages Eph
2.1-6, 2.11-12 and 4.17-24, has now been confirmed by a complete review of all cases of

conflation in Eph.

82 Benoit refers to Mitton, Oxford 1951, pp. 57, 63-64, 75, 78-79 and 243-244.
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CHAPTER III : THE SEQUENCE OF IDENTICAL WORDS

According to Lincoln, Eph's reworking of Col is similar to Josephus' use of the Letter of
Arist. in his Jew. Ant., since "(there) is literary dependence as Josephus paraphrases his
source, but there are only two places where there is a sequence of identical words - one
broken sequence of twelve words and another sequence of ten words. For the most part it
is only short phrases or individual words that are identical in the two works" (Lincoln, page
LV). Lincoln's argument is, however, not very clear. Does he mean that the method of
both the author of Eph and Josephus consists in pgap hrasing, in giving the meaning of
the original writing using different words? Would this method of paraphrasing then
account for the literary dependence on the one hand (as far as the paraphrase is a
paraphrase of the original text), as well as for the absence of extended totally identical
passages on the other hand, since the paraphrase is indeed a paraphrase of the original
text - a paraphrase which, according to Lincoln, is characterised by omissions, confla-
tions and embellishment made in view of the author's own particular points? But what is
the exact relation between paraphrasing, literary dependence, omissions, conflations and
all the other pheno-mena just mentioned? It does not seem to be appropriate to 'jump to
the conclusions' by writing that "(it) is highly likely (...) that the dependence of Ephesians
on Colossians should be seen as in some sense a literary one" and then become suddenly
certain in the next line and write that "(in) fact, Ephesians' redaction of Colossians is
similar to that which can be shown to have taken place in the case of Josephus' use of the
Letter of Aristeas in his Jewish Antiquities (...). There is literary dependence as Josephus
paraphrases his source” (Lincoln, p. LV). I agree that there is literary dependence in both
writings but this conclusion has to be based on an examination of each individual writing
and not by a reference to another writing which supposedly provides a parallel. The fact
is, however, that the method applied by the author of Eph and by Josephus is very
different. This difference consists mainly in the fact that the phenomenon of conflation is
absolutely absent in the paraphrase of the Letter of Arist. in the Jew. Ant., while it
predominates in Eph and forms the most compelling evidence for literary dependence
there. Therefore it is too vague to stipulate the redaction by the author of Eph and by
Josephus as 'paraphrasing’ and to regard their method as similar. The absence of longer
and more sequences of identical words in both writings can not be attributed to the
- method of paraphrasing as such but has to be accounted for differently in each case. In
Eph's redaction there are not many sequences of identical words since the method of
conflating several fragments into one new fragment is continuously applied. It seems to
be the author's intention not to paraphrase the text in the immediately opposite column
but rather to mix several fragments of the original text and to combine them in some
other way. Long and many sequences of identical words are also lacking in Josephus'




rewriting but here the reasons seem to be the insertion of the Letter of Arist. into the
larger context of the Jew.Ant. This insertion automatically involves the need to unify the
composition and the style, and is affected by Josephus' interest in the ‘réaction atticisante'
of the first century which made him to change and to 'update’ a document that is
considerably older since it is dated about 170 BC.83 Although both writings are literary
dependent on a previous work, a comparison between Josephus' Jew. Ant. and Eph shows
how different their method is.

On the other hand there seems to be a positive result of the comparison between
the Jew. Ant. and Eph as regafds the sequence of identical words as well: it can make one
aware of the fact, that the fluctuation in sequences of identical words within one docu-
ment can have a meaning. This is both the case in the Jew. Ant. and in Eph as is shown by
the following figures. These figures are based on the occurrence of sequences of three or
more identical words, since the sequence of two identical words could easily be coinci-
dence. ‘

The Letter of Aristeas and Josephus' Jew. Ant., Book XII, §§ 12-118 contain, as
appeared in my summary of the Jew. Ant., several pieces of correspondence and official
documents, namely the decree by Ptolemy effectuating the release of the Egyptian Jews
(Jew. Ant., XI1, §§28-31), Demetrius' written proposal as regards the copying of the
Jewish writings (Jew. Ant., XII, §§36-39), the letter sent to the high priest Eleazar (Jew.
Ant., XII, §§45-50) and Eleazar's subsequent positive reply (Jew. Ant., XII, §§51-56). It
is interesting that the percemage of the total amount of words in the sequences of identi-
cal words in comparison to the total amount of words in the whole text is as follows.

Josephus' Jew. Ant., XII, §§ 12-118 without the body of correspondence has a
percentage of 7.2%. That means that 7.2% of the total amount of words in the Jew. Ant.,
XII, §§ 12-118 occurs in sequences of identical words - identical with the Letter of Arist..
This figure rises considerably when the body of correspondence is taken apart: in the
correspondence entailed in §§28-31, 36-39, 45-50 and 51-56 17.3% of the words occur in
sequences of identical words. The average percentage in §§12-118 including the body of
correspondence is 9.1%. This shows that the literary dependence as far as the sequence of
identical words is concerned is higher when Josephus paraphrases the official corre-
spondence. The reason behind this higher rate of literary dependence is understandable
since the body of correspondence included in the Letter of Aristeas is more 'official' than
the narrative itself forcing Josephus to treat this body of correspondence more literally,
especially since he refers to the original document in Jew. Ant., XII, § 57 when he omits

the names of the Jewish translators: poi & odkx &vayxaiov &5okev elvar 1& dvopata

83 See R.J.H. Shutt, "The Letter of Aristeas” in J.H. Charlesworth, The OT Pseudepigrapha, Volume 2, pp.
8-9.

76




10V efdopnkovia npecPutépwy, ol 10v vopov éxopiiov OO "EAealdpov meppBEv-
1€G, ONAodV fiv Yap tadta Oroyeypappéva év fj émotordi. In this case the fluctua-

tion of sequences of identical words can be accounted for.

Josephus, Jew. Ant., XII, §§12-118 contains 4,155 words; my counting is based on the edition by
R. Marcus, London/Cambridge (Mass.) 1943, used by Pelletier in his synopsis (Pelletier, pp. 307-327). In
total 382 words out of these 4,155 words occur in a sequence of identical words; 382 words divided by
41.55 leads to an average percentage of 9.193% in the whole text (§§12-118).

The body of correspondence in Jew. Ant., XII, §§28-31, 36-39, 45-50 and 51-56 consists of re-
spectively 191, 169, 225 and 200 words, that is 785 words in total; since 136 words occur here in a sequence
of identical words, and 136 words divided by 7.85 is 17.324 the percentage in the body of cormrespondence is
17.324%.

The percentage outside the body of correspondence is counted by dividing 246 sequential words by
33.70 (33.70 is one per cent of 3,370 which is the total amount of words); the outcome is a percentage of

7.299%.
This counting is based on the following tables:

EXACTLY SIMILAR CONSECUTIVE WORDS IN JOSEPHUS' JEWISH ANTIQUITIES, BOOK X1, §§ 12-118 IN
COMPARISON TO THE LETTER OF ARISTEAS

. THREE CONSECUTIVE WORDS

Anumiprog O Painpeds in 12; Zvplav kai Povikny in 28; xai v ydpav in 28; xai mapd 16 in 29;
d1a v otpatienkny in 29; noeicBal mpdg tolg in 31; kai 1& cdpata in 31; toig Paciredor 1ovtoLg
in 34; g &v oboav in 37; ag’ éxbotng PuAT in 39; tfig ofig mpoatpéoews in 39; Baoiredg Mtorepaiog
‘EAealépe in 45; tolg colg moAitaig in 46; tov vopov Dudv in 48; kaddg odv mofcelg in 49; &g’
éxbotng @uAfig in 49; eig 10 iepov in 50; xai tiig aderofig in 55; Exovrag tOv vépov in 56; npdg Tag
Aertovpyiag in 61; tfi Topeiq Bavpactiy in 64; otepdvng 10 pdv in 65; did tpnudtey KatEAnupévol
in 66; Y®o 8¢ v in 68; Tovg 8¢ AiBoug in 68; 1@V Tpoepnpévav kaprdy in 68; mepi SAnv tv in 68;
xa®’ 8Aov 100 in 70; katd thv otephvny in 70; tfig tpanélng paiavdpov in 71; Hnd v tpénelav in
73; 10 mav EAaopa in 74; Tdv 8¢ xpatipov in 78; &vlepiot xai Botpowv in 78; ddpa @ Paciel in
85; xai 1dv ovurapdviwy in 91; tov 1fig Lwfig in 92; Ond 10D PaciAéwg in 94; kai mept todtovg in 95;
and tfig Tovdaiag in 97; rapntioato, 1@v 8¢ in 97; kai S1eAbav 10 in 103; év Auépang éBSopnxovta in
107; ovvayaydv 6 Anpitpiog in 107; eig tov tomov in 107, mopéviev xai t@v in 107; xai 1ov
Anufitprov in 108; toig fiyovpévoig adtdv in 108; eig xoivodg avBpdmroug in 112; mapa tod Anuntpiov
in 114; moweloBan tdv PifAiiwv in 114; mepi moAdod mowodpevog in 118.

FOUR CONSECUTIVE WORDS
@ xatd v oixovpévny in 12; év 1fi off BaciAeiq in 20; 8¢ xai tdv mopdvtwv in 25; and 1fig
Baciikfig tpanélng in 28; v 1@v Srapdpwv do6owv in 32; toig drnpétaig tdv wpaypétev in 32; xai
10 g eloddoewg in 35; mapa oot dinkpPopéva in 37; xai dxépaiov v vopoBesiav in 37, ¢gnowv
‘Exatatog 6 "ABSnpitrg in 38; yp&upaotv ‘EAAnvikoig éx tdv in 48; xai tdg réhag &g in 53; xai 1dv
téxvov kal in 55; v Paciieiav év eipfivn in 55; ta nepi tiig tpanrélng in 60; éx 1@V Tpidv pepdv in
64; npdg tag ToradTag LIOdoyag in 96; péxpt pév dpag Evarng in 104; 1§ Bad&oon tag xeipag in 106;
xai mpdg tOv Anuntprov in 110; tod tdv tpayedidv momtod in 113; xai xvAikwov taréviov
tpiéxovia in 117; gubddog xai tpifiia kai in 117. :

FIVE CONSECUTIVE WORDS
xkoi mapa v 100 motpdg in 29; mept 1 1OV lovdaikdv Bifriev in 34; 10 xatd tv épunveiav
akpipég in 39; xpuoiov pév Ohkiig Tahavia neviikovea in 40; xai vopicpatog eig Bvoiag xai in 41;
fiv Exelg npog TOv Bedv in 52; xpuvoGg elkoot kai apyvpdg tprdxovra in 53; dv &v dénton 10 tepdv in
53; &ano g Phoewg péxpr tod in 78; yap npicewg Exérevoev avd xelpa in 96; 1o0g 8¢ Aoimovg HETH
v in 96; t7ig Baddocong mpog Thv viioov in 103; éni t& Popera pépn ovvédpov in 103; xai tdV
éppunvéav ol npeoPirepor in 108.

SIX CONSECUTIVE WORDS .
Baowhel peyaie moapa Anumrpiov. mpootdfavtdg cov in 36; kpoatfipag mévie xai tpamelav eig
avéaBeotv in 53; xvudtwv Béotv xal Ty Tig oTEPAVNG in 69; tdAavta dbo xai kvAikiov TaA&vtov
kot in 116.
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SEVEN CONSECUTIVE WORDS
dyaBoi xai maideiq Srapépovieg xai Tfig ofg in 53; 1& 8¢ xvpdtia oTpERTA THY &vayAveRy Exovia
in 64; tovg iepoxfpukag kai BOTag kai tovg &Alovg in 97.
NINE CONSECUTIVE WORDS
Kol otohdg Séka xai mopeUpav kal atépavov Sianpenti kai in 117.
TEN CONSECUTIVE WORDS
Kai 10‘610lg xapilecBar xal ndot Totg Katd THY oikovpévny Tovdaiow in 48.

In the case of Josephus' Jew. Ant. there was a fluctuation in sequences of identical
words which was due to the 'nature' of the material to be paraphrased. This observation
prompts us to inquire if a comparable fluctuation might be detected in Eph's redaction of
Col as well. This is indeed the case. The average percentage throughout the whole text in
Eph is 8.4%. There are, however, two different kinds of passages which have a notably
different figure. Firstly the percentage in the prescript Eph 1.1-2 and the postscript Eph
6.21-24 (parallel to Col 1.1-2, 4.7-8 and 4.18) is 52.0%. Secondly, the percentage in the
'domestic code' in Eph 5.21-6.9 (parallel to Col 3.18-4.1) is 11.1%. The percentage
outside the prescript, postscript and domestic code is 5.9%, while the average throughout
the document - as said before - is 8.4%.

It is perfectly clear, taken these figures into consideration, that the rate of se-
quences of identical words varies considerably; this variation does not happen at random
but is connected with the distinctive nature of a passage, as was the case in Josephus' Jew.
Ant. This time the passages with a higher rate of identical words are the prescript, the
postscript and the domestic regulations. While the increase in identical words in the body
of correspondence in the Jew. Ant. had to be explained by the correspondence’s 'official’
status, the increase in Eph should be accounted for differently. The probable in-
terpretation of this variation in the rate of similar words in Eph will shortly be alluded to
in Chapter V.2 on the clause ka8m¢ npoéypoya év OAiyw, npodg 6 dVvaole avayivao-
kov1sg voficoi TV GOVEGLV pov €v 1® puotnpie tod Xprotod in Eph 3.3-4.

The whole document Eph consists of 2,422 words; this counting is based on the head text in Nest-

le-Aland26. The average rate for the whole document is 8.464% since 205 words out of 2,422 words occur
in sequences of similar words and 205 words divided by 24.22 is a percentage of 8.464%.

“The prescript and the postscript (Eph 1.1-2 and 6.21-24) consist of 96 words out of which 50 words
are sequential; 50 words divided by 0.96 is 52.083%. The domestic code (Eph 5.21-6.9) has 37 words in
sequences of identical words out of in total 333 words, what leads to a percentage of 11.111%, since 37

words divided by 3.33 is 11.111%.
Outside these passages (Eph 1.1-2, 6.21-24 and 5.21-6.9) the rate of words in sequences of identi-

cal words drops down to 5.920% since 118 sequential words out of 1,993 words leads to a percentage of
5.920% (118 words divided by 19.93 is 5.920%).
This counting is based on the following tables:

EXACTLY SIMILAR CONSECUTIVE WORDS IN PSEUDO-PAUL'S LETTER TO THE EPHESIANS IN
COMPARISON TO PAUL'S LETTER TO THE COLOSSIANS

THREE CONSECUTIVE WORDS

&ytoug xai audpovg in 1.4; 81 10d aipatog in 1.7; thv Gpeowv tdv in 1.7; tolg odpavoig ko in 1.10;
A 10010 x&yd in 1.15; xat v ayarny in 1.15; alodtog tiig 86ng in 1.18; xatd v évépyerav in
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1.19; adtov éx vexp@dv in 1.20; év évi obpat in 2.16; pot eig dpdg in 3.2; katd v dvépyeiav in 3.7;
and 1@v aid@vev in 3.9; obpavolg xai éni in 3.15; d1x tfig riotews in 3.17; né&v 10 mAfpwua in 3.19;
v évepyovpévny év in 3.20; tOv makaiov dvBponov in 4.22; ol matépeg, uf in 6.4; 1& téxva dudv in
6.4; Ot 8odAoL, brakobete in 6.5; g dvBpondpeskor @AL' in 6.6; eiddteg 81t kai in 6.9; 10 pvothplov
100 in 6.19; & xat’ éué in 6.21; { xdpig petd in 6.24,

FOUR CONSECUTIVE WORDS
év néomn copiy kot in 1.8; t& émi tng vfig in 1.10; eig mavrtag todg ayilovg in 1.15; nhong &pxig xai
éEovoiag in 1.21; 1fig dneBeiag: év oig kai in 2.2-3; 10 mhodrog tfig 86Eng in 3.16; éx 10d otépatog
Dpdv in 4.29; tolg kath o&pxa kvpiow in 6.5;
Qg det pe Aarficat in 6.20.

FIVE CONSECUTIVE WORDS
100 Kup'tov DV Tnood Xprotod in 1.3; év @ Exopev v arodvtpecty in 1.7;
¢§ ob nav 10 odpa in 4.16; Oi &vdpeg, dyandte tdg yvvaikag in 5.25; T& téxva, draxodete toig
yovedouw in 6.1,

SEVEN CONSECUTIVE WORDS
Madrog andororog Xprotod Inood & BeAfpatog Beod in 1.1,

EIGHT CONSECUTIVE WORDS
xbiprg DUiv xai eipfvy and Beod matpdg dv in 1.2; dg Td kvupie xai odx &vlpdnro, eiddteg 8t in
6.7-8.

TEN CONSECUTIVE WORDS
épxeton 1) Opyn 10D Beod £mi 1oUg viobg 1fig Amebeiag in 5.6; mavia yvepicer dulv Tuyxikdg 6
ayanntodg adedpdg kai motog Sidxovog in 6.21.

NINETEEN CONSECUTIVE WORDS .
év xvpiw, Ov émepya mpdg VpaG eig avrd todto iva yvdte td mept TpdV xai mapaxaiéon Tdg
kapdiag dudv in 6.21-22,
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CHAPTER 111 : A NEW SYNOPTIC OVERVIEW OF EPH'S DEPENDENCE ON COL

INTRODUCTION
A new synoptic overview of Eph's dependence on Col is required since the two previous

synoptic editions of the Greek text by GOODSPEED (Chicago 1933, pp. 77-165) and MITTON
(London 1951, pp. 279-315) are not accurate enough and unsuitable for research that focuses
on the conflations of 'Colossian’ verses in Eph. '

Goodspeed's synopsis gives the continuous text of Eph in the left column with the
'Colossian’ parallels in the right column where necessary; the text of Col is only printed
insofar as there are parallels and it totally leaves open how far the texts are parallel since
there is for instance no underlining marking the extent of similarity. Two other columns
adjacent to the columns with the text of Eph and Col present other Paulme parallels. This
very rudimentary synopsis is considerably improved by Mitton.

Mitton's synopsis maintains the same system insofar the continuous text of Eph is
printed but only the parallels from Col; the number of parallels, however, have increased
and the extent of correspondence is now indicated by underlining. The remaining
disadvantages are however firstly the lack of clarity which parallels in the column of Col
correspond with the continuously printed text of Eph since so many parallels are
mentioned in the column of Col; secondly the impossibility to see clearly how some
fragments derived from Col intermingle and are conflated in Eph; and thirdly that a
continuous text of Col is not printed which makes it impracticable to approach the issue
of the dependent relationship between Eph and Col from the side of the 'Colossian’ text
and to see where a particular verse is used in- Eph. Mitton tries to obviate some of these
drawbacks by other appendices which give in rows the parallels to Col in Eph (Mitton,
Appendix II, pp. 316-318) and vice versa (Mitton, Appendix III, pp. 319-321) but the result is not
convincing.

The synoptic edition of Col and Eph offered here, however, overcomes these ob-
Jections respectively, by mentioning firstly every ‘Colossian’' parallel of Eph in footnotes,
secondly by using a system of single (<..>) and multiple (<<...>>, <<<..>>> etc.)
brackets in the head text of Eph so that conflations become clearly visible (e.g. <<... <..>
..>> in which case one 'Colossian’ fragment is inserted into another) and lastly by
printing the complete text of Col in the opposite column in order to indicate similarities
in overall structure between Col and Eph while the text of Col itself contains references
in brackets to those places in Eph where a particular 'Colossian' fragment is used. Besides
that, braces in both columns like {...} indicate if a certain word or name is either unique
to Col or to Eph. The word ebdoxia in Eph 1.5 for instance occurs only in Eph but not in

~ Col although that does not mean that cognate words are absent in Col since the verb
evdoxkelv is read in Col 1.19. A word between braces indicates, therefore, that that
particular adjective, noun, verb etc. is unique to one of the two writings. The double
underlining in both columns signifies a larger degree of literary dependence.

The text reading and interpunction in this new synoptic overview is totally based
on the 26th edition of NESTLE-ALAND.




SYNOPTIC EDITION OF THE LETTERS TO THE COLOSSIANS AND TO THE EPHESIANS

[TPOX KOAOZZIAEIZX

Ll <<[Iabrog &ndctorog Xprotod
Inood dia BeAfuatog Be0? xai
{TwudBeog} & Gderpog 12 <zoig v
{Kohoodaig} ayiog kai motoig
adedgolg £y Xpio1@, xapig DUy -
Kol gipnivy &nd 80D matpog
[E 6.231> Qu@vV [E 1.1-2]>>.
L3 <Edyapiotodpev 10 Oe@®

1pi t0d K Yiov fpdy Incod
Xp1o1od (£ 1.3]> nAvToTE REPL VUDV
nPoceVYOpevolL, 14 <dkoboavreg
Ty KoLV VU@V év Xp1otd Incod
ko wiv dyémny v Exete gig

3\ L4

RAvVTaG TOVg ayiovg [E 1.15]> 15 Sk
<<tny <€ARidq [E 1.18]> Vv {&moxkeL-
pévnv} DEiv €v Toig ovpavolg, fiv
{rponkovoare} év 1@ Aoyw g
<<<@Anbeiog 10D eLayyeriov

[E 1.12-13]>> 16 10D mapovTOg €iG DUAG,
KaBmg Kai €V oVl 1@ KOOU® E0TLY

{xaprogopopevov} kai avEavopevov
KoBmG Kot &v VULV, A’ g NUEPaG
NKoVLoATE KOl ENEYVWTE <THV YApLY
100 8eoV [£ 1.6, 1.8] év aAnOeia:

17 xaOwg EPABETE [E 4.20-21]1>>> ARO
{’Enagppé} 100 dyanntod {cvuvdobAiov}
NU@V, 6g £€0TLV MOTOG VREP DUDV

ITPOX E®EZIIOYX

Il <[abdrog &ndéororog Xprotod
‘Incod St Bernuatog Beod Toig
ayioig 7oig obov [€v {‘Egécn}] kai
moToig év Xp101d Tnood, 12 yépg
¢ i eipfivi) &d Oeod \
HUGY [C 1.1-2]> xai xvpiov ‘Incod
Xproto.
13.<(Edhormeds)  Geds o

\ ~ ’ (3 ~ > ~

i \ 0}
Xp1o10d [C 1.3]>, 6 {ebAoynoOG) Tpdg
év naon {evAoyig} mvevpatikii &v Toig
{€novpavioig) év Xpiotd, 14 kabmg
<{£EeréEato}>! Mpag v adTd npd
{xaroforfig} xoopoL Elvar Mpudg
<ayiovg kol dUAUOVE KATEVORLOV
av1od>? év ayany, 15 {rpoopicoag}
NHag eig {vioBeoiav} i ‘Incod
Xpro100 eig adtov, katd THY <{£0d0-
xiav}>3 tod BeAnpatog avrod, 16 eig
{Enaﬁzov] d0Eng <tiig yapiLtog avTod
[C 1.6]> fig (éxopitwoev) Hpudag év <<1®
AYARNPEVE. :

TpwaLy <dia tod aiparog abrod>,
1]V GQECLY TAV NoPORTOUE -

TOV>>3, kot 10 tAodtog <tTfig xaprrog
avtod [C 1.6]> 18 g Enepicoevoey eig

1 Col 3.12 dxg éxAextol 10D Be0D &yion kol Ayammuévor,
2 Col 1.22 ropacticar dpdg dyiovg Kal dyuduovg kai dveykAfroug Katevdmoy adtod.
3 Cf. evBoxia in Eph 1.5 and 1.9 to eddoxéw in Col 1.19-20 : 81 &v adtd ebdéxnoey mav 1O TAfPOp

Katolkiioal xai 8i” ad1od arokataAA&Eal & navia gig avIov.

4 Col 1.20 eipnvomorfioag Siéx 100 afjiatog 70D oTaupod gTod.

5 Col 1.13-14 t0d viod TG gxﬁzmg avtod, v @ Exouev Ty drodUtpmoiy, Tty dQeciy 1@V ApapTIdY.
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duakovog TodXprotod, 18 6 kai {dnAd-  Nuag, <év mbon cogig xai {¢@po-
oag} NUiv v DP@v &ydnny €v nved-  vioeL}>5, 19 <yvapicag Hpiv 10
pouti. puotiplov 1od BeANUaTOg A Tov>7,

kata v <{gvdokiav}>8 adtod fiv
{npoéBeto} &v avr®d 110 eig oikovopiayv
00 <{mAnpdpatog v kopdv}>,
{avakeparaidoacal} <T@ ndvtg év
0 Xprotd, 1& €nt Toig oVpavolg Kai
T4 i Tiig YHig>10 év abtd.

LII"Ey @ xoi <{éxAnp@en-
pev}>! {npoopioBévteg) xatd {npod-
8eciv} tod ta névta Evepyoldviog
kot v {BovAnv} tod BeAfpatog
avtod 112 gig 10 €lvon Mpdg eig
{€nawvov} 86Eng adrod <toig
{rponAnixotag} év @ Xpro1d.

L3 Ev @ xai Opelg dkoboavreg
10v Adyov tfig GAnBeiag, 10
evayyéAiov>1? tiig {cwtnpiag) dudv,
¢v @ xai {mortevoavreg) <(éoppayic-
fnte} 1@ nvedpan tig {Enayyeriag)

6 Col 1.9 iva rAnpwdite v éniyveoty 100 BeAfpatog adtod év méon copig Kai cuvécer
RVEVHOTIK.

7 Col 1.26-27 HVOTAPLOVY 10 &NOKEKPUHUEVOY &R0 1@V aidvov kai dRd Tdv yevedv - viv 8¢
¢pavepmBn tolg ayiog abdtod, olg RBEANCEV O Bedg Yvapioay 1t 1O rAoitog g 30Eng Tod wuatnpiov
1000V év 10ig #@veary; Eph 3.3-6 is also dependent on Col 1.26-27.

8 Cf. evdoxia in Eph 1.5 and 1.9 to ebSoxéw in Col 1.19-20 : &n &v abt® gvddxnaey nav 1o TARPOUC
xatokfioon kai &’ adtod drokataridEon té mavra eig abrdv.

9 Cf. Gal 4.4-5 &1e 8¢ AABev 10 mAfpapa 10D xpdvov, tEanéoteiiev 6 8edg OV vidv adtod (...), Tva
toUg Oro vipov EEayopaon, Tva v vicBeciav aroAdBwpuev [cf. eig vioBesiav in Eph 1.5].

10 Co] 1.16 &v ot éxtiodn t& mdvra év tolg obpavolg kai éxi 1fig yfig and 1.20 =& névia (...) elte
' zé émi tfig yfig eite &t év 10ig odpavois. '

11 Col 1.12 edyapiotodvieg 1@ natpt 1@ ikavooavn Hudg eig v pepida 10d kAAPOL @V &yiwv év

@ pawrti.
120l 1.5 dux v €Amida v &moxewpévny buiv év toig odpavoig, fiv zponkodoate év 10 Adyy tfig

&Anfeiag 10b evayyehion 100 rapbvrog eig Huds.
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0 ayie, 1146 éonv {appoPav)>13 1fig
KAnpovopiog Nudv, eig &noA vTpwoLY
M6 (mepumowioeng), eig {Eraivov} 1ig
36Eng avtod.

19 <<<Aud 10DT0 KOl NHETG, LIS <<<Ad 10010 K&YD
&’ fig Npépog <nkovoauev [E 1.15]>, << <@xoboag [C 1.9]> iy kb’ Dudc
ot ' VREP DUDV RPOCEV - nigTy v 1® kupiw Incod kai My

XOpevor kol <<gitobpevor iva [E1.15-  &ydmnv Ty ei¢ AAvIag Tob¢
171>>> BANPWOHite [E 3.19-20]>> TV ayioug>>14 116 ob) ardopan <eDYa-

<éniyvaouw (E 1.17]> ToD BeAfpartog PLOT®Y [C 1.12]> LREP DUBY {pveiov}
ab10D <<iv ndon <co@iq (E1.17]> kai notoDpevog Enl T@V KPOSEVYAV Hov,
<OVVECEL MVEVUATIKT [E 3.4-5]1> [E - L7 fva [€ 1.9]1>>>15 6 B8e0g 10D xupiov
1.81>>, 110 << <nepunatiioan aéing Nudv ‘Incod Xprotod, 0 {nratip tig

[E 4.11> 100 xvpiov eig ndoav {é&pec- 36Eng}, dan Lulv nvedpa <cogiag [C
keioav}, £v navii <€pyw &ya8d (£ 191> xai {anokaAOyewng) év <émyvd-
2.101>{ kap®oQOpOoOVIEG} (E 5.8-9, of. O&L [C 1.9, 1.10]> avtod, 118 <{nepamio-
5.111>> xoi <gbEavopevor [E221]> i  pévoug)>16 tovg {O6@BaAipodg) tig
<EMLYVAOEL [E 1.17]> 10D B0V, kapdioag [Dpav] eig 10 eidévar Luag tig
L1l «<gv naon <duvapes [E 1.191> g0ty M << <éAmig>!7 tiig {kAnoewg)
Suygu,g{)u.svot <KQTd 10 Kpditog (£ avtod, Tig ¢ mAoDT0g Tiig <ﬁn§ [C
1.19]> ziig <8OEng [E 1.18]> avToD 1.111> 11ig <gAnpovopiog adrtod gv

13 ¢f. 2 Cor 1,22 6 xai oppayigauevog fpdg xal dovg tov appafdva 10 mveduatog év taig
xapdiarg fudv [cf. énayyeria Beov in 2 Cor 1.20] and 2 Cor 5.5 6 8¢ xatepyacapevog fuag eig adtd
o0 Bedg, 6 dovg fuiv 1ov &ppafava Tod mveduatog [&ppafiv only occurs in 2 Cor 1.22, 5.5 and Eph
114

14 co) 1.4-5 axovoavteg TV wigTy VU@V év Xp1otd Inood xai v dyaxny fv Exete gig ndviag

3

100G Gyiovg Sidx v éArida [see for éAnig Eph 1.18] v droxeipévnv duiv év tolg obpavols.

15 Col 1.9 Awé 10010 xai Tpel, &g’ fig Muépag fxodoapev, od mavouedo Hrép Hudv tpocevyGpEVOL

kai aitovpevot, iva.

16 col 1.12 gvyapiotodvreg Td RaTpl 1@ ikavdoavt Dubg eig Ty pepida tod xAfipov tdv &yiwv év
D Qati. |

17¢s riotg, dyann (both in EphA 1.15) and éArig (Eph 1.18) with the tree terms occuring in Col 1.4-5:
axovoavreg Ty micty dudv év Xpiotd Incod xai v aybany fiv éxete eig navrag 100 dyiovg

Sa v EARiIdq TNV arokeyévny Dply év tolg odpavols.
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(E 3.16,6.101>> €ig naoav {dnopoviv)
Kol poxpodupiav.

Meta {xopag) 112 <<<< <gD-
xoprotolvteg [E 1.16]> 1) notpl T4
{ixavacavtt} dpag eig Ty {pepida)
100 << <{kAnpov} (E 1.11]> 10V Qyiay
[E 1.18]>> év 1@ << <QW7Ti (£ 1.18]>
113 5¢ {éppLoato} Npag éx tiig <éEov-
oiag 10D OKOTOVG (£ 6.12]> (E 5.81>> xai
{petéornoev} eig <wnv Bacireiay
<<1209 viod tfig &ydnng adtod [E 5.5]>,
L4 ¢y @ Exopev THY GROADTPWOLY,
1y 8QeEcLY TV apapTrdv [E 1.7]>>

L15 §¢ éomiv {eikav} T0D Be0D
10D {&opdtov}, {npwrtodToKog) mAoNg
. {xricewng), 116 <<< <611 £V QDTG

EKTLOON [E 2.10, 2.151> <<1Q <m&VIQ [E
122,1.23]> &v 10i¢ obpavoig Kai émt

~ ~

g YAig [E 1.10, 3.151>>, & {opatde) xai
ta {&dpata}, eite {Bpovor} eite

zoilg qyloig [C 1.12]> >>18, 119 kai 11 10

{brepBairov) {péyeBog) tiig <du-

VaPEWG [C 1.111> adToD eig Nuag Tobg
{motedoviag) <<< << <xatd m"v Ev-
gpyelav o0 kpatovg [C 1.111>> Tiig
{ioxVog} avTOb.

120 "Hy gviipynoey &v>19 1
Xpotd £yeipag abtov éx ve-
kp@v>>>20, xai <{kabicog) gv de-
€18 avtod>2?! év toig {Emovpaviolg)
121 <{Onepdivor  nétong &pxfic kai
£Eovaiag xai duvapeag kai Kupd-
106 [C 1.16]>22 Kl MOVTOG OVOPLATOG
{ovopalopévov}, ob poévov év 1@
{ai@dvi To0tw) GALG kai év 1@ <péd-
L&V_‘!_PB; 122 ol <mévia [C 1.16 twice,
1.17 twice, 1 20)> métakev omd 10bg {nbdag)
abod Kol <adToVv Edwkev KeQaAlly
Unep mavro Tf) EkkAncia, B fng
€07V 10 OO aOTOD [C 1.18]>24, T

18 Col 1.26-27 101§ ayiog adrod, olg RBEANCEY O Bedg Yvopicar Ti 10 mAodtog tiic 86ng T0d

puotnpiov tobtov €v 10ig EBveaty, 6 Eotiv Xpiotog év Dplv, f| EArig Tiig SOEC.

19 Col 1.11 &v néion duvapel duvapoduevol katd 10 kpditog Tiig 36&ng avtod and 1.29 dywvildpevos,
xotd Ty Evépyelay avtoD Ty gvepyouuévny £v éuol év Suvéper.

20 col 2.12 cvvnyéplnte i 1fig miotewg tiig £vepyeiag 10D Beod T0D éyeipaviog abtdv éx vekpdy.
21 Col 3.1 1& &vo {nrette, od 6 Xprotdg éotiv gv deEid tod Beod xabnpevos.

22 Col 1.16 ém &v av1® éxtiodn 1 mévia év tolg odpavolg kai éxi g Yig, T& dpotd ko T

adpara, eite Bpdvor eite xupidnteg eite apyal eite e€ovaian ; Col 2.10 & éotv | kepain néong
apyfic kai é€ovoiag and Col 2.15 anexdvodpevog Tag dpyag kai tdg eovoiag éderyudticey év

nappnoig, Opiajpedoag abtovg v adTd.

23 Col 2.17 & éotv oK1k TV ueAAdvimy, 1o 8¢ odpa tod Xpiotod. Cf. probably not only for péAdw

but even for cdpa Eph 1.21-23 ob pdvov év 1@ aidvi 100t &AAd xai év 1@ péddov xai thvia

onétalev DO Tovg T6dag avtod Kai avtov Edwkev kepaAnv Vrep mavta Th ékkAnoiq, frg éotiv 10

adua adTod.

24 Col. 1.18 kai avtég oty N KEQaAT T0d ohpatog tig éxkAncsiag and 1.24 &viavarinpd t&
votepipata tdv BAlyeav 100 Xprotod év i) capki pov vrep 10D oduatog avtod, § ety 1
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<KVLPLOTNTEG 1T apyai €ite €0V~
olan (E 121]> (E3.9-10]>>> <<Tl
<navra [E 1.22,1.23]> 8U avtoD kol gig
aDTOV [E 4.15]>> Exnietonr 117 kai
oVTOG EGTLV BP0 <RAVIWY [E 1.22,1.23]>
Kail 10 <EQVIQ [E 1.22,1.23]> €V 0DT®
{ovvéotnkev}, 18 <kai a0TOg E0TIV
1 ke@aAt) 10D chOuatoq tfig k-

KAgoiag [E 1.22-23,4.15-16,5.231> [E 3.21]

>>>> 6g 0TIV apyn, {npwToTOoKOG) €K

TV VEKPAYV, Tva Yévntal <€y RAgLv
[E 1.23,4.6]> avt0g {npwtedmv}, 119 611
<<<gv avt® <(gVdOKkNCEV) (E 1.5,1.9]>
<<ndv 10 <mAfNpopa [£1.23]> (E 3.19]>>
KoTOlKAoo (E 3.17]>>> 120 <<<<kai &V
00100 AROKATAAAGEQL <<< <<TQ
<mavia [E 1.22,123]> gig adtdv (E
4.151>>, <<{ g_lgnmng_u_’lggg} <01 100
aiporog 10D o1avpod avtod £ 1.7,
2.161> [E 2.13-14, 2.151>>[E 2.16]>>>>, [V
avtod] eite 1a éni Thg yiig €ite 1a
€v_tot¢ oVpavolg [E 1.10, 3.151>>>.

121 «<<Kai DUag <mote [E2.2,
2.3]> dvrag [E2.1]>> <<< <<&RNAAO-
Tprouévoug kol <{€x0povg} [£2./4,
2.16]> 3f} <ravolg [E 2.31> [E4.18]>> €V
101G <EPYOLG (£ 2.9, 2.10]> TOIg mOVNPOTG,
1.22 yyvi 88 [E 2.12-13]>>> <<ANOKQT-
NALalev <g¢v 1@ {odpartt Thig cap-
KOG} avtoD (£ 2.14]> d1& 10D {Bavd-
10V} [E 2.16]>> <<mapaotfical LRAG

<nAnpopa [C 1.19]> 100 << <Td név-
2 [C 1.16 twice, 1.17 twice, 1.20]> <€V
REGWV [C 1.18]> >>25 RANPOVUEVOL.

21 << <Kai budg Svrag
(C 1.21]> yekpobg T0ig MAPANTA-
Rao1v>>26 kai <<taig Gpapriong
VU@V, 22 gy alg <mote [C 1.21]> REPL-
ENQTNCATE KATA TOV aidva ToD k6O -
Hov T00T0V, Kot 1OV {&pyovia) Tig
é&ovoiag 100 {&épog}, Tod mvedpatog
700 VOV évepyodvrog €v T0ig vioig
afi¢ anerfeiag 23 v olg kai fpelg

25 See the frequent occurrence of &t mévra in Col 1.16-17 and 20, and see év naouv in Col 1.18 iva

yéviran gv mdowy abtog rpwtedev. See further Col 3.11 [t&] ravta xai év ndov Xprotds.

26 Col 1.21 Kai Oudg rote Sviag arnAlotpiopévoug and 2.13 kol bude vexpoig Svrag [év] Toig
RAPATTOUACLY.
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<@yiovg kol &uduovg kai {davey- NAVTEG AVECTPAPNUEY <mOTE [C [.21]>
KANTovg} Katevamov adrod [E 141> &v Tl EmBupicig tfig capkdg NUAV
[E5.271>>, 123 <<<gl ye (émpévete} 1fi  mooDvreg 1é {Bednpata TAHG capkog)
<miotel [E 2.8]> <zeBepeopévol (E Kai 1OV <dravoldyv (C 1.21]>, xoi fineda
3.17]> xoi {€dpaior} xai pn {peroki- téxva phoerl 6pyfig>>27 g kad oi

vobpevol} amo tfig EAnidog <<10d - {Aownoi}: 24 6 3¢ Beog {mAovowog) MV
gLayyediov o fkovoQte, Tod {kn- év (EAréer}, Sa v moAANV &ydnny
puxBévrog) €v mdon {kricel} tff Lo avtod fiv ydnnoev Nudg, 25 <kai

TOV 0LpaVOV [E 4.20-211>>>, 00 éye- dvrag pdg vekpovg Toig napa;-
véuny <é¢yo IMadrog (£ 3.1]> Sudko- ntT@pacLy ovve{wonoincey 1®

YOG [E 3.6-7]>>. Xplotd, - xGpiti éote {cecwopévor) -

26 xai guviiyELpEV>28 Kai <oVV-
ex&Oioev év toig { énoupavimg} év
Xp1o1d Tnood>29, 27 {va <{évaeik -
nta}>¥0 év roig {aidowv toig énep-
XOneEvorg) 10 {vnepPariov} mrodrog
i xapitog adtod v {xpnotomnt} é¢’
Nuag év Xprotd ‘Incod.

28 TH yap yapiti éote {oecwo-
pévor} <<dul <miorewg [C 1.23]> >>31-
kai toDto oLk &€ Ludv, 8e0D 10 {dM-
pov}: 22 ovk €€ <Epyamv [C1.21]>, iva.
pn Tig {xavynontot). 210 avrod yéap

27 Col 3.5-7 émbopiov xakhy (...), 8’ & ’épxerdt 7 opy1) To®d Beod [£ni ToVg viodg tig dneileiag]. év
olg kai duelg mepleraticats Tote.

28 Col2.12-13 &v @ xa"l ouvnyépbnte Sukk 1 migtewg [cf. Sk wictewg in Eph 2.8] tfig évepyeiag 10d
Be0b 10D éyeipaviog avTov éx vekpdv kai Vubg vexpoig Sviag [€v] 1oig mapantdpaciy xai 1f
axpoPuotiq tiig oapkdg Dpdv, cvve{wonoinsey Hpag oV adtd, yapiodpevog Nuiv ndvra &
ROPATTOURT.

29 ¢f. Col 3.1 Ei odv cvvnyépnte [cf. cuviyewpev in Eph 2.6] 1® Xprotd, t& dvo {ntelte, ob &
Xprotdg éotiv év deE1@ 10D Beod kabfpevog and especially Col 3.3 /| Lwn) Dudv xéxpurtal cbv 1d
Xprotd ev 10 Oed.

30cr. évéeixvopr in Eph 2.7 to derypatifw in Col 2.15 drexdvoduevog g dpydg kai tag éEoveiag
éderypdmioev év noppnoiq, OprapPevoag adtodg év adTd.

31¢f. Col 2.12 8v @ xai cuvnyéplnte S tig miotewg thig Evepyetag tod Beod on which also Eph 2.5-
6 is dependent.
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gopev {moinpa}, <kto@évieg év
Xp1o1® Inood>32 eni << < Epyorg (C
1.21]> &yaloig oig {mpontoipacev) 6
8e0c, (va £V abT0lg TEPLRALTH -
SOUEY>>33,
211 {A10) pvnpovedete d1 noté
OpElg T <€y év capki, <oi Aeyo-
pevor akpofvotia brod tiig Aeyopévng
mepLtopfig v oapKi YEpoRoL-
1Tov>%, 212 g1 <<fj1e 1® KAIPD
{Exeive]} <{xwpic}Xpiot0d>%, an-
nAdotprwpévor tiig {moArteiog} tod
{Topan)) xai {Eévot} t@v {SioBnkdv)
¢ {énayyeriag}, EAnida pn Exovreg
kol <{G&Beor} v TR KOCPW>S,
213 yyvi §&>>37 év Xp161@ ‘Incod

32Col 1.16 &v adtd éxtiodn & n&via dv Toig obpavolg kai ént Tfg Yfig, & Opatd kai t& dépata,
gite Bpovor eite kvpLotnteg eite &pyai eite é€ovoiar.

33 Eph 2.10 éri £pyoig &yabolg olg mpontoipacev 6 Beds, iva év adrolg repirathomyey is contrasted
to Eph 2.1-2 taig guaptioang budv, &y oig mote xepleratioqte (repiernatéw occuring in the current

_ passage only in 2.2 and 2.10) which text is again dependent on Col 3.7 év olg xai duelg meprenatioaté
note, where év oig refers back either to mopveiav dkabapoiav ndbog éxbupiay kaxfy, xai v
mheovegiav, fing éotiv eidwlodatpia (Col 3.5) or to Tobg viodg tfig anerBeiag (Col 3.6). Cf. Eph 2.10
also to Col 1.10 nepiratficon aEiwng tod xvpiov eig ndoav dpeoxeiay, év navti £pyw dyabd
KAPROPOPOOVTES. .

34 The €6vn are addressed throughout the current passage in Eph 2.11, 3.1, 3.6 and 3.8; the use of this term
can be traced back to the parallel text in Col, namely to Col 1.27 oig BéAnoev 6 8edg yvopicar i 0
mA0DT0g TG 86ENg 10D pucTNpiov T00T0V év Tolg EBveaty, on which especially Eph 3.4-6 is dependent.
35 Col 2.11 'Ev @ xai TepretufinTe KepLTouf AxelpoROINTY &v 11 dnexdVoeL 100 sdpuatog Tig
oopkdg, év i mepriopfi tod Xprotod and 2.13 kal budg vexpodg Svtag [€v] 10lg mapantduacty kai
i dxpofvotig tfig copkog Yudv and eventually 3.11 Srov obx Ew (...) meprrous xai dxpoBuotica.

36 Cf. Col 2.8 xati 1t orougela tod kéopov [cf. GBeot év 1 xbouw] kai od katd Xpiatdy [cf. ywpig
Xp1o100).

37 Col 1.21-22 Kai dpég mote [cf. 16 xaipd Exeive in Eph 2.12] Svtag drnilotprapévous Kol
€x0potg [cf. xai gévg. v in Eph 2.12] 1fj Siavoiq év totg Epyorg tolg movnpolg, vuvi 8¢ droxatiriatev

év 1@ copan tig oapkdg adTod.
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VpElg of mote Gvreg {pokpav) éyevn-
onte (Eyyg) <<év 1@ aipar <r0d
Xp16109.

2.14 AD10g Yap Eotiv 1) eipnvy
NLdv, 6 Kooag>>38 ta {apedtepa)
Ev>¥ xai <<<10 {pegdroryov} t0d
{ppaypod} {Adoag), Tiv <(Ex-
Bpav}>4 <gv 1fi gapki adred>*!,
215 7gv {vopov}t@v évioddy év 8Oy-
ugmy {xatapynocag}, tva tovg {dbo}
<ktion &v aOt® eig éva {Kaivov}
GvBponov>*? <goidv eipfvny>*3
216 xai <<@mokataAlaEn Tovg {ap-
POTEPOVG) <€V EVi odpati>* 1() Bed
& 100 o1avpod), dnoxteivag TR

38 Col 1.20 xai 8t abtod &moxataAldEor 1& Thvia eig dbtév, elpnvoroufioag i tod aipatog tod
otavpod avtod.

39 Col 3.15 xai # eiphivn 100 Xpio10D Bpaﬁenétm.év toig kapdiaig VU@V, eig fiv kai éxAnente év évi
ocapat [cf. besides 6 nrooag T& dp(pétépa &vin Eph 2.14 also the identical phrase ¢v évi copoam in
Eph 2.16 xai &rokatadldén 1005 Gupotépong év EVi gd pati). The term eipfivn occurs three times in
the current passage in Eph, namely in Eph 2.14, 15 and 17.

40 The term £yBpa in Eph 2.14 and 16 is - as its context in Eph 2.16 makes clear - dependent on the term
£x0pdg in Col 1.21 Kat dpdg mote dvtag dannArotpropévoug kai £x08povs tfi Siavoiq év tolg épyolg
TOlg TOVNPOLG.

41 Col 1.22 vovi 8¢ droxathdAatey &y 1@ oopat i oapkds abtod Siéd tod Bavétov and 2.11 'Ev §
Kai wepletuiBite epLIopt} dyelporotit Ev Tfi dnexdVoel 10D ocopatog Thg oapKos, &v i) TEPLTONT
100 XprLotod.

42 Col 1.16 &v adtd éxtiodn & wévta and 3.9-10 arexdvodpevol tov Taiadv &vBpwnov v taig

npdEecty adtod kai évdvobpevor Tov véoy [cf. Tov kouvoy in Eph 2.15] tov dvaxaivodpevov eig

éniyvooly kat eixdva 10D xticavtog adtov.

43 Col 1.20 signvoroufigag Buk 70d aiuatog T0d osaneod [cf. Ak 10D atampod in Eph 2.16] abrod, (5t
od1od] eite T éni tiig yfig elte td év tolg ovpavolg. »

44 Col 3.15 xai # eipfivn (cf. the term gipfivn in Eph 2.14, 15 and 17] tod Xpiotod BpaPevéto év taig
xapdiaig Yudv, eig fiv kai ékAnBnte év EVi chpatt,
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{ExBpav]}>>%5 gy abT@>>>40, 217 ai
EABav (ebnyyeAdioato} eipfiviv DUV
toig {pakpav} xal eipivny 1oig
{(€yy0g): 218 11 8L abToD Exopev TV
(mpocaywynv}) ol {&pueotepor} év évi
TVEDROTL TTPOG TOV Tatépa. 219 {&par)
obv obkéti &0t (Eévor) ko {mép-
owkot} GAAG €0te {CUUROATTOL) TDV
ayiwv kai {oixelot} 10D 8e0D, 220 <gp-
oLKodoundéviec>*? eni 1@ {Beperin)
1OV dnootolev Kol {IpoenTdV),
dvtog {axpoyoviaiov) avtod Xpiotod
‘Incod, 22! év @ ndaca {oixodoun}
{ovvapporoyouvpévn} <abdéer>*8 eig
{vaov} dyov év xupi, 222 év @ kai
VpElg {ovvoikodopeiode) eig (xat-
owknpov} tod Beod év nvedpaTL

‘ 1.24 <<<<NDV {xoipw]} &v toig 31 Tobrov {x4prv} <éyo Iad-
{madfpaov} Drgp Dudv xai {&ve- Aog [C 1.231> 6 <{Béoprog)>*® 10D
avonAnpd} t& {voTeppaTa) T@V Xpro1od ['Incod] Lrep VUGV TV <€0-
Briyewv 100 <<<Xpro1od v 1fi Y@OV>30 32 - g{ ye fikovoatE <INV

45 Col 1.20 xai 8" abtod dmoxatairéEan & whvia eig adtov, eipnvonoticag Sl t0d aipartog 100
otavpod avtod and 1.21-22 Kol budg mote Svrag (...) £x8potg [cf. the term Ex6pa in Eph 2.14 and 16]
(...), vovi d¢ amokatiAdaey év 1@ capatn [cf. év évi odpat in Eph 2.16] tfig capxdg adtod Sk tod
6avditov.

46 Col 2.14-15 gEalelyoag TO k' Mudv xe1pdypapov 1otg Soypacwy [see tOv vipov 1dv Evioddy év
3éyuaotv in Eph 2.15] 6 fiv Orevavtiov futy, kai abdtd fipkev éx 1o yéoou [see 10 pegdtoryov tod
ppaypo? in Eph 2.14] npoonidoag abto 1@ otaupd [see Sik t0d gravpod in Eph 2.16]
anexdvodpevog g apydg xai 1ag éEovoiag édelypudrticey év nc;zppnciq, OprapPedoag adtodg év
abtd) [see dnogtsi#ag v ExBpav gv atd in Eph 2.16] .

47 Col 2.6-7 év add nepLratelte, éppllopévol kail Emotkodopodyevol év adtd.

48 Col 1.10 repinatfioal dEiwg 100 xvplov eig ndoayv dpeoxeiay, &v ravti épyw dyadd
Kapropopodvieg kot abEaviuevol 1 éntyvaoer To0 8eod.

49 Col 4.18 HVNUOVEVETE POV TAV JESUMDV.

50 For the term &0vn see besides Eph 3.1 also Eph 2.11, 3.6 and 3.8; they (and Eph 3.6 in particular) are

dependent on Col 1.27 oig n@éAnoey O Bedg Yvmpioan i 10 thodrog Tiig §6Eng tod pvotnpiov todtov

¢év 10l EQvegiy.
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copki pov VREP <<TOD CAUATOG oixovopiav tiig x&pirog 10D Be0d
AVTOV [E4.12]>>>, 6 E0TIY <<<q] éK- tiig SoBeiong pow gig DUdg (C 1.251>,
xkAnoia [E3.13]>>>> [E1.22-231>>, 15 fg 33 [6m1] katd {&noxdAvyiv) <g¢yve-
£YEVOUNY £7Y0) SLAKOVOG KOLTO <INV picBn pot 1o puoTnplov [C 1.27]>5],
oixovouiay tod 8e0d 11)v doBelodyv xabag {npoéypaya} év {6My<p},
pot eig VUG (E 3.21> (E 3.6-71>>> mAn- 34 1pog & {dVvooBe} <dvayivae-

pdcaL tov Adyov 10D 8e0D, ovtee>? {vofjcat} thv <ghvegiv pov
126 <<< <<z0 pvotipov 0 dnoke- €v <<z@ pvompie 1od XpioT00>%,

KPOUUEVOV Ao ThV <gidvov [E 3.9, 35 5 etépang YEVEQTG OOk Eyvapicn
3.111>> kol &no T@V yevedy (E3.21]> - tolg {violg v &vlpdnwv) dg ydv
viv 8¢ épavep®Bn tolg ayiolg avToY, {&mexaAd0pOn} T0lg Gyiolg dnoctérorg
127 ofc (H@EANOEV) 6 BedC <yvapican a010D kot {rpopntaig) v
[E£3.3,3.5,3.10 and also 1 9]> Ti T <ghob-  <mvebugm>™, 36 elvar 1& <EBy>SS
106 1fig S6Eng [E 1.18, 3.16]> 10D pvo- (C 126-27]>>36 {ovykAnpovoua) kai

anpiov tovtov £v 10ig <EBveoty {oboowpa} kai {ovppétoxa) thig {én-
(E2.11,3.1,3.6,38]>, 0 ¢omv 10¢ é&v  ayyelriag) év Xpiotd Tnood duix <zod

Vutv, | EAnig tiig 80ENG (£1.9,1.18,3.3-6, gbayyeriov, 37 oD éyeviOnv S1d-
xovog kot thnv {dwpeav} tig xd-

51 Col 1.26-27 7olg ayiolg abtod, olg HBEANCEV O Bedg Yvwpicar ti 10 rAodrog thg d6Eng 10D
uvatnpiov o010V v toig €Bveoiv. The verb yvwpilw occurs three times in the current passage in Eph,
namély in Eph 3.3, 5 and 10 (cf. also 1.9); all these verses are dependent on Col 1.27.

52 Col 4.16 xai Srav avayveobii tap’ Hulv N émotold, rovicarte (va kai év 1 Axodikémv
ExkAnoiq avayveodf, kol v éx Aaodikeiog iva Kot Opelg dvayvidte,

53 col 2.2 eig nav nAodrog tfig mAnpopopiag Tfig guvécews, eig éniyvwoly 10D pvotnpiov tod Be0d,
Xpig1od and 4.3 AaAfioon 10 yugrthpiov 1ob Xprotod. Cf. Eph 3.4-5 v odveciv pov év 1@ pootnpie
0D Xprotod, O (...) vOv anexarveln (...) év mveduatt also to Col 1.9 év néon copiq kai guvégey
EVELHATLKT.

34 cf. Eph 3.4-5 v clveaiv pov év 1® pvostmpin 109 Xpiotod, 6 (...) viv arexarven (.. )ev

nmvevpatt to Col 1.9 év ndcn COPLY KUl CUVEGEL RVEVUATIKT.
55 For the term €0vn see besides Eph 3.6 also Eph 2.11, 3.1 and 3.8; they (but Eph 3.6 in particular) are

dependent on Col 1.27 olg fi8éAncev 6 Bedg yvopica i 0 mhodrog tfig 86Eng 10d puotpiov 10dt00L
£v tolg £Qveqiy. A

56 Col 1.26-27 1o LUGTAPLOV TO ATOKEKPUUUEVOY ARO 1BV aidvey kai &rnd Tdv YEvedv - viv 8¢
épavep@bn 1oig &yiowg abtod, oig MBéANCEY O Bedg Yvapigan Ti t0 mAoDTog g §6Eng 10D puotnpiov
10010V £v T01g £QvECLY. .
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3.8]>>> 128 Gv Melg {xotaryYEAAOPEV}
{vovBetobvteg} mavta &vlpmmov kai
ddaokovreg navia Gvlpwnov év naoy
oopiy, Ival TOUPUCTHCWHEV TAVTO AV-
Bponov <TEAELOV [E 4.13]> év XproTdr
1.29 ¢ig 6 kai xomd {aywvilopevog)

prrog 1oV Beod tiig doBeiong pot

(C 1.23,1251>7 <kata Tv Evépyeiay
tfig duvauewg avtod [C 1.29]>58,

38 Epot 1@ {érayiototépw}
TAVTOV aylov £806n 1 xc’xpig av,
T01g <€Bvegiv>"? {edayyericacBon}

<70 {avefiyviactov} mAodtog oD
Xp1o10V [C 1.271>9 39 kai {pwtico}
[révrag] ig 1 oikovopia <zod Pvo-

’ ~ 2 s

znpiov 100 arokekpvUUEVOL o
TQV_aiQveV [C 1.261>6! &v <<<1:@' 0e®d
10 1a névra Kkricovr, 310 <<iva
<yvapiobfi>92 viv taig apyaic xai
taig ¢Eovoiarg év tolg {émovpa-
vioig}>>>63 S tfig éxkAnoiag 1y
oA LTOIKIAOG GOPia TOD Be0D>>%,

brod iy
gvepyouvuévny €v époi év Suvdper
(E 1.19-20,3.7, 3.20; cf. 4.16]>.

<KOTO TNV EVEPYEL

57 Col 1.24-25 1) éxkAnoia, fig £yevouny éym Sibuovog katd THv oikovopiav 10D Be0d Ty doBeiodv
ot and Col 1.23 108 ebaryyedioy (..), ob dyevéuny éyo> Modrog Siéxovo.

58 Col 1.29 xatd v évépyeray adtod ThV Evepyouuévny &v éuol év duvayer.

59 For the term £0vn see also Eph 2.11, 3.1 and 3.6; they (and especially Eph 3.6) are dependent on Col
1.27 oig fiBéAncey 6 Bedg Yvwpioan Tt 10 mAodrog 1fig 86&ng 10D pvotnpiov todtov év tolg EBveaiy.

60 Col 1.27 10 mAoDTOg Tiig S6ENG 0D puoTNPiov TovTOV &V Tolg EBveoty [cf. Toig EBveoty

evayyeAicaoBar in Eph 3.8], 8 éomiv Xpiotdg év duiv.

61 Col 1.25-26 mAnpdoat tdv Abyov 10D Be0d, 1O pvatiplov 10 dmokexpuupévoy dnd TdY aidvey Kol
and tdv yevedv - viv 8¢ épavepddn tolg dyiog adtod.

62 The verb yvopilw occurs three times in the current passage in Eph, namely in Eph 3.3, 5‘and 10 (cf.
also 1.9); all these verses are dependént on Col 1.26-27 &nd tdv yevedv - vdv 3¢ Epavepddn tolg ayiog
adtod, olg HiBéAncev O Bedg yvwploal ti O mAobtog tfig 86Eng 10D pvotnpiov tovToL €V T0lg
EBvecv. '

63 Col 1.16 &v adtd 2xtiodn 1& RGvta &y 10l odpavolg kai éxi Thg YAg, T& dpatd kai & &bpata,
eite Opdvor eite xupLoTTEg Eite pyai é{te eEovaian.

64 Col 2.15 &rexdvoduevog 106 dpyag kai 1dg éEovoiag edetypatioev év nappnoiq [cf. &v @ Eyopev
v rappnoiav in Eph 3.12], thapﬂe{)cag adtodg év adtd and Coi 2.2-3 eig eniyvaouw [cf. yvopiobi
in Eph 3.10] 109 pvotnpiov 10b Beod, Xpiotod, év @ eioiv névreg ol Bnoavpot tig copiag xai
yvaoewng [cf. yvopiobfj in Eph 3.10] ardxpugot.
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31 kata {npdBECIV) TV <QiQVEY>SS
fiv énoincev év 1® Xp1otd ‘Incod 1@
KUple MUV, 312 v @ ExOpeV ThV
<nappnoiav>% xai {npocaywynv} év
{nemodnoer} <dux tfig nioTewg>S7
o VTV, '
3.13 {810} ai‘toﬁpdt BN {€yxokeiv) <€y
i BAiyeoiv pov aép dudv (C
1.241>%, finig €otiv S0 DUDV.
21 {@érw} yap bu&g eidévon

{fAikov} {ayava) Exm Lnrep VPOV Kai

t@v év {Acodikeiq} xai 6ooL ovy |

{e6pakav} 10 {rpéo@ROV] pov v

oapxi, 22 {va nopokAnddoy <<ai

xapdiar adtdv ovpfifaceévieg <év

Qyann (E 4.16]> (E 3.17]>> xod eig nav

nAod7og fig { mAnpogopiag) tfig

<<OVVECEWG, <EIG ENLYVQOLV TOD -

puompiov 1od Geod, XproTod

[E 34]>>, 23 &v @ eiowv mhvteg ol (On-

cavpoi} Tfig gogiag kal Yvacewg

{anoxpogor} [E 3.101>. 24 <Tod10 Aéyw

(E 4.17)>, <iva undeig dpdg {noporo-

yilntou} év {mbBavoroyig] [E 5.6]>.

25 i yap xoi 1fi copxi {&aeyut}, AL

1@ TVeELPOTL GOV {)uiv gip, {yaipwv}

kai BAénwv DpdV v {tdiv} kot 10

{ctspémpd} tfig €ig XpL1oTOV NiGTEWG

VPOV.

65 Cf. 100 pustnpiov 100 drokekpuppévov aro tdv aidvev in Eph 3.9, which verse is dependent on
Col 1.26 16 puotiplov 10 &droxexkpuppévov &nd TdV gidvay Kol &Rd 1OV YEVEDV.

66 Cf. Col 2.15 &mexSuobpuevog i &pxig kal tdg sEovaiag edeiypdrioey év rappnoiy,
Oprapfevaag atdrtoig év a{)t;?g. » '

67 Col 2.12 év & xai cuvnyépbnte dik tfig BioTewg tiig Evepyeiag 10D Beod 10D

gyeipavtog avtdv K VEXPOV.

68 Col 1.24 Ndv xaipw vy Tolg nadfuacty LrEP LUBY Kol AvIavarAnpd & boxepﬁpata‘ Y
fAiyewmv 100 Xprotod év 1) capki pov Vxép 100 chpatog avdtod, § onv 1 Exxincia.
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26 <<'Qg obv {naperdPete) 1OV
Xp1otdv ‘Incodv 1ov kidplov, v adtd
nepLnaTELTE, 27 <g¢pprlonévor (E 3.171>
Kol <€noikodopoOUeEVOL [E 2.20]> €v

avt® xoi {PePatodpevor} 1fi nictel
Ko £818GxONTE (£ 4.20-211>>,
NEPLOCEDOVTEG €V EVYAPLOTIQ.

2.8 BAénete un TG VGG EoTal O
{cvAaywydv) S Thg {prrocopiag)
KOu <<KeVTig <ARATNG [E 4.22]> [E 5.6]>>
xotd v { rapddooiv} Tdv &vepanmv,
<kotd t& {oroixeia} Tod kécpoL Kai
o0 katd XpLoTov [E 2.12]> 29 ém <év
aVT®d xatoikel [E 3.17]> <ndyv 0 mA1n-
papa i {8eotntog} {cwpatikac},
210 ko €01E v aDT® TEMANPWUEVOL
[E 3.191>, GG 0TIV <N KEPAAT RACTG
apyfic kai é€ovoiag (£ 1.21]>.

211’Ev @ xai {nepretundnre)
<<neprropfi {dyewponote} <tv Tf
{&nexd0oer} 100 {cdparog Thg oap-
KOG} (E 2.14]>, €v 11} mepvtopd) [E 2.11]>>
100 Xp1o109, 212 {cuvTapévieg) avTd
Ev 10 <<<<Bantioud, v @ kai
<<< << gVVNYEPINTE <d1d THiG RIOTEWG
(E 2.8,3.12,3.17]> (E 4.5>>>> THig EVEP-
YEiQG 100 60D T0D £yeipavrog
aOTOV €K VEKPAV [E 1.19-20, cf. 4.16]>>
213 <kai Dubc vekpoig dviag [€v]
101¢_TQPaANTAUAOoLV (£ 2./]> kai <tfi
axpofuortia Tig SAPKOg DUV
(E2.11}>, duvsgmonoinoev VUGG oLV
oDT®, YOPLCANEVOG TIUTV TAVTO. T
ROPANTONATA [E 2.5-6]>>>. 214 <<<(€E-
oAeiyog) 10 kal Muav {xewpdypogpov)
1oig ddypaoiv & Av {Lrevavriov)
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MUV, kai aTo Apkev éx oD (Lécov)
{rpoonAdcag) a0 TG STAVPY"
215 << <amexkdVOGUEVOG TAG APYAg
kol 1ag é€ovoiag (£ 1.21,3.10>
<{éderypdtioev) [E2.7]> év <pappnoig
[E 3.12]>, {6prapPevoag} adToig £y
QAVT® [6.12]>> [E2.14-16]>>>.

2.16 M1 oV T1g VPAG <{xpivétw}

¢v {Bpioer} xoi év {ndéoer} [E 5.291> 1
ev péper {€optfic) A (veopnviag) f
{ocopfatwv}: 217 <<& €éotiv {oKl1d} TV
HEAAOVIOY, 10 8¢ <o@pa oD Xpro-
10D [E 4.12)> [E 1.21-231>>. 218 undeig
VUag {kataPpoPevéto) {BeAwv} €v
tanelvoppoovy Kol {Bpnokeig} tdv
{&yyérawv), G {e6paxev]) {épPatedwv],
<{eikfi} {@vowodpuevog} VAo T0d {yodg
g copkog) avTod [E4.171>, 219 kai ob
(xpat@v) <ziy KegaAhv, &% oD xdv
10 odpa Sik 1OV GEAV Kai CVv-
déopwv {Emyopnyovpevov) kol SUU-
BBalopevov adEet v adénotv
10V Q€0 (E 4.15-16]>.

220Ei {&nedivete} oLy Xpiotd
anod t@v {otoiyeimv} 10D k6GHOL, Ti
ag {{avreg} v xoopw (doyjoti-
LeoBe}; 22! <pny {Gyn) pnde {yedon)
unde {6iyng} (E5.291>, 222 & éonv
névta €ig {pBopav} tfi {anoypnoer},
katd ta {évidApato} kol <ddaoka -
xig_g 1Y &VBpOTRW®Y [E 4.14]>,
223 grva otV AdYoV pgv Exovia Go-
¢plag &v {€6eroBpnoxiq} kol Tanelvo-
ppoovvn [kai] <{&perdia} copatog [E
5.291>, ok év {tufi} Tt mpog {mAno-
poviv} g copkog.
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3.1 <<Ei olv {gvvnyépbnzre}

@ Xprotd, 10 {&vw} {{ntette}, 00 O

Xpiotog Eativ <gv de€1d 10D Be0D

{xa@npevog) [E 1.20]> [E 2.6]>> 32 t&

{6ve} {ppovelte}, pn T& €ni thg YHG.

33 {aneBdvete} yap xai <n {1 VPOV

{xéxpontai)} cbv 1@ Xplotd v 1d 6ed

[E 2.6]>. 34 {6rav] 6 Xprotog pavepwbi,

1 (o1 Dpdv, 101e Koi DUELG SLV AVTY

povepwdnoecBe ev dOEN.

3.14 Tobrov {yxapv} {xépunto}

10 {yovatd) pov npog Tov natépa,
3.15 ¢€ o <naoa {natpla} £v_ovpa-
voig xai ent yiic>%? {dvopaleton},
316 fvo 8@ DUTV <<kaTa <10 mAoDtOg
siig 56Enc>" airrod Suvéyer xpa-
Tonbfivon}>>71 Sk tod nvedpatog
avrod eig Tov {éow) &vOpwmov,
3.17 <<<katoikfioar Tov_Xprotov
<buix 7fig nioTERE>™ BV <<zaig
Kopdiong LUAV>>>", gv dydrp>>7
<EppLPEVOL>TS kol <TEBEpE®-
pévor>76, 318 jva {EEioyvonte} {kata-
AaPéocBat} ocbv naoiv Toig aylowg i 1o

69 Col 1.16 & mévia év ol ovpavolg kai émi tfig yig and 1.20 & mévta (...), (...) €lte T £mi g
yiig £ite ta gy Tolg oLpavolg.

70 Col 1.26-27 10ig Gyiowg adtod, olg HBEANCEV 6 Bedg Yvempicon i 10 mAodtog tig §6Eng 0d
puotmpiov 10bTov év 10ig EBveotv.

71 Col 1.11 év néon Suvdper Suvapodpevor xatd T xpé&tog i 86Eng adtod.

72 Col 2.12 &v & xai cvvnyépdmte d1dt Tiig WioTEWS TG Evepyeiag 10D Beod 0D éyeipaviog adtdv éx
VEKP@DV.

73 Col 1.19 &y adt® ebdbxnoev rav 10 TAfipopa katowkficon and 2.9 év ovT® xkatoket nav

nAfipopa tfig Bedtntog cwpatikdg and 3.15 kai A eipfivn 100 Xprotod BpaBevéto £v taig kapdiaig
74 Col 2.2 iva napaxAinddolv ai kapdial adtdv ovpfifactévieg Ev ayban.
75 Col 2.6-7 &v atnd nepirateite, £ppl{@uévol kol ExotkodopovpevoL v avTd.

76 Col 1.23 & ye émpéverte ti nioter 1e0epelpévol.
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{mA&tog} xai {pfikog) kai {Dyog) xai
{BaBog}, 319 yvadvar te v {LrepPaA -
Aovoav) tiig Yvacewg ayanny 100
Xprotod, << <ivo mAnpwlijte eig nav
10 RANPoUe tod 8eod>7.

320 T® &¢ {Svuvapéve) vrep
navto nowfjcar {Orepexnepiocod} dv
«i1004e80>>™ § (voodpev) <xard
11y d0vaLy Ty évepyovpévny gv
NRIV>7, 321 <ah1@® 1) S0Ea €V Tf) £K-
xAnciq xai év Xpiotd Inood>30 <eig
ndoag t0g YEVEQG T0D {aidvog 1@V
aidvay}>8l, {aunv}.

41 Mopakal®d odv DPaG Eyd 6
<{déourog}>82 év xupiw <aing
mepurarfioar>® g {kAfoewg) fig
£xANONTE, 42 <PETA MAONG TURELVO-
9pocdvNg Kol IPaINTOC, petd
paxpobupiag, &veyduevor aAAQ-
Agv év &yény, 43 {onovdalovteg)
{tnpeiv} v {évotnta} 10D mvedpatog
ev 1@ ouvdeop tfig eipvng 4 "Ev
gdpa xai v nvedyoa, kabag kai

77 Col 2.9-10 &v adrd kotowkel mav 0 RAfpoua Tig BedtT0g COpaTIKdG, Kal E0TE &V adTd
memAnpopévor. Cf. ndv 10 sAfpeua in Col 1.19 év adtd ed86xnoev mav 10 FAPOUG Katolkfioal.

78 Col 1.9 0d ravopeda imép.i)pc?ﬁ RPOCEVYOHEVOL Kal aitovuevpl, (va mAnpwdiite tiv éxiyveoty
0D 8eAfatog adToD. _

79 Col 1.29 kot iy évépyerav abrod v Evepyouuévny év épot év Juvdpel.

80 Cf. Col 1.12-13, 15 and 18 ebyapiotodyres 1@ matpl (...) [cf. abtd A 56Ea év i éxkAnoiq kai év
Xpio1d ‘Incod in Eph 3.21), &g (...) petéatnoev eig v Baoideiav 10d viod tfig dyanng adtod (...) [cf.
abtd N 86%a év i éxxAnoiq xai v Xprotd Incod in Eph 3.21], & (...) oty 1y xepaAn tod
chpatog g ExkAnoiag [cf. d\’)‘t@) N 8o &v 17 ExxAnoig xai év Xprotd 'Incod in Eph 3.21].

81 Col 1.26 10 pwrﬁbtov 0 c’xnoxekpnppévov AR 1OV aidvov Kal &rd TOV YEVEDV.

82 Col 4.18 JVTHLOVEDETE POV 1DV SECUDY.
83 Col 1.10 repiratfioon &Eiwg Tod kupiov.
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ExANONTE £v il EARIOL Thig {kAnoews)
Vp@V>84:

45 gig xOprog, <pia miomig, &v
Barmiopoa>*s, 46 €ig Be0g kai {ratnp
naviav}, 6 éni ndviov kol did révTav
Kai <€v naoLv>%6.

47 °Evi 8¢ éxGote @V £560m 1
X&prg ko 0 {pétpov} tiig (Swpedg)
10D Xprotod, 43 {Su‘)} A€yer ('AvaBag)
eig {Vyog) { iyuardtevoev) { aiypaiwoiav),
ESoxev {d6uata) tolg &vBpanoig. 49 1O 8¢
{&vépn} Tl éonry, el pn 61 xad
{xatéfn} eig o {xatdrepa} [pépn] tiig
Yhig; 4106 {xarofag} avtog Eotiv xai
) {&vaﬁc‘zg} {brepave) ravtov t@v
ovpav@y, va IANPAOCT TG RAVTOL

411 Kai adtog Edwkev ToLG pév
dnootoAovg, Tobg 8¢ {rpophtag), Tobe
3¢ {evayyeliotdg), tobg 8¢ (nor-
HEvog) kai {daokaroug}, 412 npog
10V { KaTOPTIOROV]) 1OV ayinv Eig
épyov <draxoviag>?, eig {oikodopnv}
100 <g@parog 10D Xp1oTohH>88,

84 Col3.12-15 Evdioache odv (...) taneivopposbvny rpadtnta poxpofuyiav, aveyxduevor &M»-n' AV
" (...) émi mAowv 8¢ tovTOg TV Qydmny, & éotiv gbvdeouog g 183.81611]1:0(;,. kol N gipAvn t0d Xprotod
BpaBevéto év taig kapdiong dudv, eig fiv xai ekAniOnte v évi ohypatt. '

85 col 2.12 ovvtapévieg aOTd &v 10 Partioud, év @ xai cvvnyépbnte 1k tiig miotewg Thg
évepyeiog 100 820D tod éyeipavtog adTov éf VEKPDV.

86 Col 1.18 8¢ 2oty &pyh, mpwtdrokog &K TOV VEKP@Y, Tva yévntan dv maoyy adtdg mpwtedwv and
3.11 &Ard [té&] mavro xai éy zdowv Xprot6. But cf. for the whole passage Eph 4.4-6 also 1 Cor 12.4ff.
and especially 1 Cor 12.6 6 8¢ ab1dg Bedg 6 Evepy@v t& mévra £v mdow, 12.11 rdvta 8¢ tadta
évepyel 10 v kol 10 abto pvedua and 12.13 év évi aveduan fuelg navreg eig v odua
¢éBantigOnuev, eite Tovdalot eite "EAANveg eite dodAow eite éleﬁéepm.

87 Col 4.17 xai eimate *Apyinne PAéne thy dwaxoviay fiv mapérafeg év xupie, iva adtiv mAnpoig.
- 8801124 aviavarAnpd To ﬁctepﬁpa‘ta v BAiyewv 100 Xprotod év 1fi copxi pov drep 10d

chuatog adtod, 8 toty i ékkAnoia and 2.17 & Eotv oxik 1@V perddvtov, 10 3¢ odua 1o Xprotod.
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413 {uéxpr} {katavticopev) ot navreg
eig v {&votra} Tiig mictewg kol Tiig
Enyvacewng 10D viod tod Beod, eig
avdpo <térerov>89, eig {pé-

tpov) {nAixiag} Tod nAnpdpatog 100
Xprotod, 414 iva {unxén} dpev {vi-
mot}, {kAvdowilopevor} kxai {mept-
@epopevor} movii {avépe} thg <di-
dackariag €v 1fi {kvPeia} zdv
avepanwv>%, év {novovpyig} npog
v {peBodeiav} tfig {nAdvng),

415 {&AnBevovteg) 8¢ év aydnp <<gv-
&nompev <eig adtov 1a ravee>dl,

8¢ oty 1 kepadl, Xpiotog, 416 €€

ob ndv 16 ocdua {cvvapporoyoo-
pevov} xai coubifalopevov i
naong aefig tfig myopnyiag <xat
Evépyelav>9? év {pétpw) Evog Exdo-
T0V pEPOVG TNV adENOLY 10D ChUTOS -

89 Col 1.28 tva TAPACTACWHEY TAVTA &vepumov TEAELOV év Xprot®d and 4.12 iva otabfite 1éAe101 xai
nexAnpogopnuévol v ravti BeAnuatt 100 8eod. ,

90 Col 2.22 xatdx & évrdpata kot Sidaokariag 1BV dvBphR®Y.

91 Col 1.16 & mévia 81’ adrod kod eig abrov éxktioton and especially 1.20 koi 8t adrtod
anokataAA&Eat Td mévta £ig avToV. _

92 This phrase recalls the phrase xata tiv évépyeiav in Eph 1.19 ga;g; Tiv évépyelav 10 Kp&tovg Tiig
ioyxvog adtod. "Hv éviipynoey év 1d Xpiotd éyelpag adtov éx vexp®dv (which in dependent on Col
2.12 31& 1 mioteng Thig £vepyeiag oD Beod 10V EyEipaviog abtdv éx vekp@dv) and iﬁ Eph 3.7 xatd&
10y évépyeiqy tfig dvvapeng avtod (which is dependent on Col 1.29 xatd iy évépyeiay avtod Ty
évepyoupévny év épot év Suvaper). So indirectly the phrase xat’ évépyerav in Eph 4.16 is dependent on
these texts in Col. The noun ¢vépyera occurs only in Eph 1.19, 3.7, 4.16 and their source is Col 1.29 and

2.12.
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35 {Nexpc’ocaté} olv T péAn T
£ni thig YNig, <<<mopveiav <&xabap-
olay [E4.19]> {néBog} << <¢mBupiav
(E4.22]> {xaknV}, kol T1v <gAgoveEiav
[E4.19]>, fimig éotiv {eidwAolatpia},
36 5y & Epyeran ) 6py1) Tob Beod
[£ni_Tolg vioVg Thg GnerBeiag]

(E 5.3,5.5-61>>>. 37 <¢v olg Kai Dpelg
REPL-ERQATNOATE ROTE [E 2.1-2,2.10]> (E
2.1-3]>>, 6te {éCﬁte.} gv 1001015

3.8 vovi 8¢ <<<andBecBe xai VUElg TG
navrta, <opynyv, Bvpdv, xaxiav,
BAaconuiayv [E 4.311>, << <{aioxpo-
Aoylav} (E54,5.12]> g€x 10D oTouaTOg
VUGV [E 4.29]>>

39 <un (yebdeobe) eig drlndovg

nolelta>>9 gig {oikodopnv) €cvtod
<&V AYARP>.

417 <Tob10 oDV Aéyw>%5 xai
{poptopopon} €v xupiw, {punxétt)
VpGG mepirately, KaB®G Kal Td E0vn
REPLNOTEL £V <poTaOTNTL T0D VOog
abt@v>%, 418 <{éoxotopévor) i) Srax-
yoig Sveg, anndrotpiopévor Tig
Lofig tod 8e09>%7 i v {dyvolav}
v odoav év adroig, Sl Ty {rbpw-
ow} tfig xapdiag adTdv, 419 oitiveg
{arnAynxoteg} eavtovg {nrapédwkav)
M {&oeryeiq) eig {épyaociav]) <axa-
fapoiag [C 3.5]> ndong &v <TAEOVE-
Eig [C3.5]>.

420 <'Ypeig 8¢ ovy oVt Eud-
0ete TOV XproToyV, 42! €l Y€ 0bTOV
Nxoboate kai €v abTd £513Gx0nteE,

93 Col 2.19 xai o kpatdv Iy xe@oAfy, € ob fiv 10 odpa Sl 1@V 4@V xai guvdéouwy
émyopnyoopevov ki ocvufiBaléuevov ab€er v abEnowv tod B8eod and Col 1.18 xai adrdg éonv fy
KeQUAT T00 chpatog tfig éxkkAnoioag, so it seems if Eph 4.15-16 makes use of two of the three xepaAf-

passages in Col (Col 1.18, 2.10 and 2.19), that is using the two only explicit c@pa- and xepaAh-passages
in Col, namely Col 1.18 and 2.19. Eph 4.15-16 draws for the phrase t& mévta eig abtév also twice on the

direct context of Col 1.18, namely on 1.16 and 1.20.

94 Col 2.2 tva rapakAn8doiv ai xapdial avtdv cupufifacéveeg [cf. cvufiBaldpevoy s néong
apfig Tiig émyopnyiag in Eph 4.16, although ovpP1p&lw in Eph 4.16 is not dependent on Col 2.2, but on

Col 2.19] év &yésnn [all six év &ydnn-passages in Eph (namely Eph 1.4,3.18, 4.2, 4.15,4.16 and 5.2)

could be dependent on Col 2.2, the only év &yann-passage in Col].

95 Col 2.4 Tob1o Abya, tva undeig dubg mapaioyilnrar év mbavoroyiq.

96 Col 2.18 eixfi guotopevog o 10D vodg Tiig capkog abTod.

97 Col 1.21 Kai Dudg mote Gvtog axnAlotpropévong xai exBpoig 1ii dravolg €v tolg Epyotg Toig
TOVNPOIG.
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(E 4.251>, Anexdvobuevol 1OV RAAXLOV
Gvlpenov 6V taig {npd&eciv)
avto® 310 kol évdvohuevor <Tov

{véov} 1oV {&vaxaivobpevov} eig

géniyvoorv kot {eixéva} 100 KTi-
gQvVIog AVTOV [E 2.15]> [E 4.22-241>>>,
311 {6mov} ovk évi {"EAANV]) kol
{Tovdotog}, <meprtopun kot Gkpo-
Buotia (£2.1171>, {BapPapog}, {Zxbd-
eng}, <dodirog, £Ae00EQOG [E 6.8]>,
aAla <<{10] navia Kai <év ndoly
[E4.6]> [E 1..23]>> Xplc‘tég.

Kabag €otiv GANBela v 1@ Incod>%,
422 <<gnofégOgL DUGE xaTd THY
{npotépav) (&vaotpopnv} tdv na-
Aaiov &vBpwnov Tov {pBelpdpEVOV}
KoTo T0g <émBupiag [C 3.51> 1ig
<aname>”, 42 {dvaveodobon} 3¢
T® nvedpott 700 voog LUAV 424 kai
£vdioaolar Tov {kaivov) Gvlpw-
ROV TOV KATA Be0V KT100é vy [C 3.8-
101>>100 gy {ducatoodvy) kol {6610-
mr} iﬁg aAndeiag.

' 425 <{AW0} amoBépevol 10 {yed-
980G} Aaheite dAnBerav Exactog petd 10
(rAnoiov) adrod, OTL EOHEV AAANA@Y
HEAN [C 3.9]>101, 4.26 (4oyileoBe) kai pf
{paprévete}: 0 {fArog) p1y {émdvétm)
eni [10] {mopopyriopd} dpdv, 427 unde
didote {tomov} 1@ {SaPorw}. 4286
{xAéntov} {pnxét} {kAentétw), paA-
Aov & xomdatw épyoalopevog Tolg
[idiag] xepoiv 1o dyadv, iva &xn
{petadidovai} 1@ {ypeiav} Exovr.
42 <nlg Aoyog {oanpdg) Ex 100

98 Co12.6-7 Qg odv naperéPete 10v XpLotov Incodv 1dv kdprov, év.adtd nepirateite, (...)

BeBarotpevor i nioter kabog £818ayOnte, 1.5-7 év 1 Adyw thig aAnBeiag 10D ebayyeiiov 100
napdvtog eig Vpdg (...), @@’ fig Npépag Axodoate ki énéyvote thv xépiv 10D Beod v &Anbeiq
xaBag Euddete and 'Enappd and possibly also 1.23 €i ye émpévete tfj nictel 1efeperiopévor (...) xai
U7 petaxivodpevor &xd tig Anidog t0d edayyeriov od Axovoate, 10d Knpuxeéviog v néom Kticel
T V7o 1OV odpavov.

99 Col 2.8 BAénerte U TG 'bp.&é gotat 6 oviaywydv Su‘x tfig prhocopiag xai keviig ardtng Katd Ty
nrap&dooty v avepanwv.

100 o] 3.8-10 vovi 8¢ &né@eabe kot Duelg & mévta, SpyAv, Bupdy, kaxiav, PAacenuiay,
aicyporoyiay éx 10D otépatog Hudv: Ui yeddeole eig dAAAAovg, dnexduohpuevol 1ov TaAaidy
&vOpanov oVv talg npageciv adtod kol Evdvadyievol 10y véov [cf. kaivov in Eph 4.24] 1oy
avaxarvobyevov [cf. &vaveodoBan in 4.23] eig éniyveowy xat eikdva 100 KTicaviog abdtov.

101 ol 3.9 pi) yebdeode eic dAARAOC. ’
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3.12 EvboaoBe odv, ag
<{éxAekroi} [E 1 41> 100 80D &yi01 xai
<nyomnyévor [ES.1,5.2,525]>,
<(omAbyxva} {oikmippod} (xpnoté-
™o} (£ 4.32]> <<<IARELVOPPOCVVNY
npadnra pakpodopiav, 313 dveyd-
pevol aAlAav koi <yapilopevor
£av1oig Eav TG TPOG TIveL EXN { HOYL -
@Nv}" xabag xai 6 xOpLog Exapi-
oato VULV [E 4.32]>, oVtwg kol Dpelg:
3.14 gni nowv 8¢ ToUTOLg THYV Qydnny,
0 oty gOvdeouog g {teAerdtnrog).
3.15 ot <<n_gipnvn 100 <Xprozod
{BpoPeverm} gv taic kapdiaig LUdY
[E 3.171>, €ig v kol EkANONTE <€V EVi
o(i)gaﬂ [E 2.16])> [E 2.13-141>> [E 4.24]
>>> kol <{evY4pLoToL} (£54)> Yiveo-
O¢. '

otopatog DUV pn {éxnopevécdm)
(C 3.8]>102, &AA €1 TIg AyaBOG MPog
{olxodopnv} tiig {xpeiag]), Tva 8@
XG&PLV 101G AkoVOVOLV. 430 kai Un

{Aoneite} 10 {nvedpa 16 ayov} 100

.8e0d, év @ [Eoppayicbnre) eig {fHpé-

paLv ANOAVTPOOEQG ).

431 <<naoa <{mkpio}>103 koi Quuodg
kai 6pyn xai {kpavyn} xai BAac-
onuig dptto de VPOV oVV ndoy
KaKig [C 3.8]>>104, 432 yiveole [O¢] eig
arinrovg <{xpnotoi}, {eborAayyvor}
[C 3.121>105, <yaplépevor Eavtoig,
xaBag Kkai 6 8edg év Xpiotd £xapi-
0a10 Luiv [C3.13]>.

51 TiveoBe obv {puntai} tod
feod ag Tékva <ayannTd 52 kai nepi-
noteite €v aydny, kabwg xai 6
Xprotog Nydnnoev [C 3.12)>16 Auag
kol {mopédwkev) Eavtov LrEp NUAV
{rpoogopav} kai {Bvoioav} t(i) Bed eig
{oopnv} {edwdiag). '

83 <<[Mopveia ¢ xai axa-
8apoia ndoa fi nAeovelia unde
{ovopalecbm} év LUlv, kabog
{npéner} ayiog, 34 kol <{aioypdtng}

"

kai {pwporoyia} [C 3.81>107 | {evtpa-

102 ¢l 3.8 &ndBeoBe kol Dpelg (.,.) atoypodoyiav £k 100 otdatog dudv.

103 co13.19 01 Gavdpeg, ayandte oG yovaikoag xai pn xixpoiveode tpodg avTdg.

104 Co1 3.8 vovi 8¢ &néeeoee kot Opelg T mavra, dpyfy, Bupdyv, kaxiav, BAacenuiav, aicyporoyiav
éx 100 oTépaTog DUDY.

105 ol 3.12 "Evdboacte odv, g éxhextot t0d Be0d &yiot kai fyarnuévor, omAdyyva olkTippod
xenotéTmC. | |

106 o) 3.12 Evétoocee obv,ag gxAdextol 100 Beod dylot xal Ayarnuévor.

107 Co) 3.8 vovi 8¢ &ndbeote xai Oelg Ta mavta, opynv, Bupdy, xaxiav, BAaconuiav, aisyporoyiay

éx 100 otdpotog VudV.
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neAia}, & ovk &viikev, AAAL PaAAOV
<gvyapiotio (C 3.15, 3.17]>. 55 Todt0
yap {ote Yivdokovteg, 6t nag <{mop-
vog) i {&xé&Baprog) 1| {mAeovéxtng),
8 éoty (eidoroAdtpng} [C 3.51>108,
ovk €xeL kAnpovopiav év <tjj Bagci-
Agig 10D Xpiot0® ko Be0d>1®,

56 <Mndeig budg (dnatdro)
KEVOiG A0yoig>t0: Sk Tabta yop
épyetan 1| opy1) tod Beod Eni Tovg
viobq tfig dneiBeiag (€ 3.5-61>>11
5.7 un odbv yiveobe (Guppétoyor}
avtdv' 58 <fjte Yap mote okdTOG, VOV
3¢ @ig v kupiw>!12: g Téxva PuTOg
<zepunateite >9 - 6 7op {kapmds}
700 Qw06 £v néon {&yabuodvp)>3
kai {dikarooOvn) kol ainbeiq -

108 co1 3.5 Nexphoate obv t& péAn t& éni tfig v, Bopveiav dxafapoiav mdbog Embupiav kaxAy,
xai v mheoveliav, fug éotiv eidwloratpia. This fragment in Eph 5.5 is parly a repetition of Eph 5.3
(which is drived from Col 3.5), but now in the adjective form (ropveia=ndpvog, dxabapoia=
axa&Baprog, nAcovelia=nAeovéxtog), although it also directly draws on Col 3.5 (so without being
mediated through Eph 5.3) because eidoror&tpng is derived from the noun eidwioratpia found in Col
3.5. : : ‘

109 Col 1.13 kai petéomoey eig sy facideiav 100 viod thg dyéang abtod [cf. 10D Xpiotod in Eph
5.5] and 4.11 cvvepyol eig v Bacireiay tod Beod.

10 o) 2.8 BAénete Hh T DUGG Eotan 6 cvAaywydv Sk tig prAosopiag 'xa‘t Keviig drdtng xatd
MV tapadooty 1@V avipanwy and 2.4 Todto Aéye, (va undeig Hudg ropadroyilnton év mbavoroyig.
11 co13.5-6 Nexphoate obv T& péAn & éxi tiig yfic, mopveiav &xabBapsiav ndBog émbupiay
Kaxfv, kai thv zAeovekiayv, fing éotiv eidwlodatpia, di” & Epyeton fi dpyn 1':oi‘) Be0? [Eni todg viobg
i ane1Beiag) l | ' '

112 col 1.12-13 EVYUPLOTOOVTEG T TaTPL 1D IKAVDCAVTL :bp&g eig v pepida 100 xAfpov tdv
aylov év 1d pari- 5 épphoato Nuag ex tiig EEovoiag 10D oxdtoug kai petéotnoey eig v
Baoideiav 10D viod 1fig dydnng adTod.

113 ol 1.10 gepimatioon &Eing 100 xupiov eig ndoav dpeoxeioy, &v Kavii Epye dyadd
Kaprogopodvre.
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3.16 ‘0 Ab6yog TOD Xpwtdf) {évor-
KElLT®} €v Vpiv {TAovolng}, €v maon
copig diddokovteg <<kai {vovle-
todv1eg) Eavtodg, yaApolg Huvorg
@daig nvevpatikaig v [tfi] xapit
&dovreg v Taig xapdiaig LAY
1@ Be® 317 xoi v 6 T €AV moLfjTE €V
AOYo i €v Epyw, mavia £v OvOpaTL
xvpiov ‘Incod, <eLyapiotodVIES (£
541> 1® 0e® matpi St avTOD (£ 5.19-
201>>.

5.10 { Sokipalovteg) <ti aTIv £D-
GpegToy 1@ Kupiw>114, 511 kai pn
{ovykoivmvelte} tolg épyoug Tolg
<{éxépnroig}>!15 100 okdTOVG, pdAAOV
3¢ xoi {EAéyyete). 512 1 yap {kpvofi}
ywopeva O adT@vV <{aioypov} éotv
Kai AEyewv [C 3.8]>116, 513 1x 8¢ mdvia
{éAeyxopeva} vro 10D PTOG Pave-
povtou, 314 név Y&p 10 PavepovpEVOV
@A €oTy. {810} AéYer “Eyeipe, 6 {xa-
8e0dwv}), xat {avhota) éx 1dv vexpdv, kai
{émeavoer} ool 6 Xprotis,

5.15 BAénete odv {axpifag) nag
<mepunateite pun wg {doopor) GAA’ dg

. {oogoti}, 316 gEayopaléuevor vov

K1pdv>117, 6t ol fpépon movnpai
giow. 317 S ToDro pn YiveoOe {&ppo-
veg), &dAla {ovviete} Ti 10 BEANUA TOD
Kupiov. 518 xoi pn {pedboKecHe)
(oive}, &v & 2oty {&owria), dAA&
nANpoboBe £v vevpaty, 519 <Aadolv-
Teg £aToig [¢v] wapolg kai Duvorg
xai @daig nvevpatikaic, ddovieg

xoi {yéArovteg) Tl Kopdic Dudv 1d
KUpL, 520 gLYAPLOTOVVTEG TAVTOTE

- Onep navtov gy dvopatt Toh Kvpiov
Nuav Incod Xpio1od 1@ Bed kai

ol (C 3.16-171>.

114 o1 3.20 tod10 yap e0dpectdv EOTLY év XLPLO.

115 The phrase toig épyolg tolg dxdprorg 100 okdrovg refers back to and is contrasted with the xaprog
0 @w1dg in Eph 5.9, which passage is dependent on Col 1.10 év mavri épy@ ayabd Kapropopodvres.
116 Col 3.8 vuvi 8¢ &ndBecBe xai Opelg & m&vta, dpyAv, Bupdy, Kakiav, PAacenuiay, aicypoloyiav
£x 100 oTopaTOg DUDV.

117 ol 4.5 'Ev cogiq mepimateite mpdg t0vg EEw 10V konpdv dEayopalduevor
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3.18 <Al yUVOIKEG, VROTAGCECHE

T01¢ &vdphoLy @G &viikev &v

KVpL@ [E 5.21-22]>.

3.19 <g € p 14 § 3 a \
yovaikog (£ 5.251> xai pn <{mkpoi-
VECOE]} [E 4.311> 1pOg aLTAG.

321 <'Y ROt 0OOUEVOL GAAT-
Ao év {@oBw} XproTod, 522 g yv-
vaikeg toig idioig avdpdov g
10 kVpiw [C 3.18]>, 5B 611 avip oLy
{xepoAn 11ig Yovoukog) @g xai 6
Xpiotog <keall) tiig ékkAnoiac>!1s,
a¥1og {cwtp} 10D Chpatog 524 &l
ag 1N éxkAncia drotacoetal 1@ Xpio-
1@, 0VTeg Kol ol Yuvoikeg 101G &v-
dpdorv ev navri.

525 <Qi GvBgec, dyamde
Tag yuvaikag [C 3.19]>, kaBdg Kol O
Xprotog <niyannoev>!1? v éxkAnoiov
Kal Eavtov {napédukev) LrEp avrig,
526 {va, adtnv {Gy1éon) {kabopicac)
1@ {Aovtp@®} 10D (Vdatog) év
{pnar}, 377 <iva mapaction abtog
gavt® {€vdofov) Vv exkAnciav, un

‘Exovoav {onidov) A {pvtida} f T 1@V

tolo0twy, GAA’ iva ) ayio kai dpw-
nog>120, 528 oHrag {dgeilovorv} [kai]
ol &vdpeg Ayandv tdg EAVTAV YV-

. vailkog g T¢ EQVTdv cdpota. O

AYOR@V TV £0VTOD YVvaika EQVTOV
ayond.

329 <OVOeig Yhp moTE TNV
gavtod cdpka {Epuionoev} aAAd {éx-

tpéper} kal {B8dAner} avtv>12]

118 Col 1.18 kot ab1ig E0TLV 7| KEQOAT] T0D copatog thg ékkAnoiag.

119 Co1 3.12 éxhexol 10D 8e0d &y kol Ryarnuévol.

120 co) 1.22 rapacthicat Yuag ayloug kai &udpovg kai dveykAntovg xatevariov adtod.
121 The author of Eph's general statement (Q0deig yap mote thyv eavtod ohpxa épioncev GArd

éxTpépet xai 8&Aner adtiv) contradicts a phenomenon which is described in Col 2.16 (M7 obv g dudg
KpLvétm &v Bpaoer xai év méoet T év pépen Eoptiig i veounviag i caBfdrtov), 2.21 (uh &yn unsdé
yevon undé Biyng ) and 2.23 (qpedia cduatog [= severe (lit. unsparing) treatment of the body,

asceticism, BGD 124] ).
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KoBwg xai 0 XpLoTtog TV EKKANGiay,
5-30 311 péAn éopev 100 capatog adTod.

331 {&v1i) 100100 KaTadeiyer} &vBpwrog [tOv]

3.20 «<<T& Téxva, DVROUKOVETE

T01g xoveﬁcw Kot mAvia, <TovTo
\ 3 /7 , b ] i
[E 5.101> [E 6.11>>.

321 <Oi natépec, uij {€peditere)

16 Téve DUV [E 641>, Tval

{&Bvpdorv}.

322 << <Ot doVAol, VAKOVETE

KOTO TAVTOL TOLG KOTA COPKA KU-
pioig (E 6.51>, <uf) &v 99BaApo-
dovAia kg dvlpondpeokor, &AM’

(£ 6.6]> <€V anAOTNTL gap&iag [E6.51>

- <gofoipevor Tov kOpLov [£6.51>. 323 <0

éav noifite, ¢x yoxfic épyélecoe [E
6.61> <@g T KVPlm Kol VK &v-
Bpanoig, 324 giddteg Om [E 6.7-8]>

<AnO KVPLOV [E 6.8]> AROANUYECSOE TNV

avtonodoolv tfig kAnpovopiag. <t

KVpiw XpLotd SoLAEVETE [E 6.6]>

natépa kai [tv] {untépa) xai {rpoo-
Kolkneﬁcetm} oG THV Yuvalxa adtod, kai
£ocovtan ol (800) eig odpxa piav. 532 10
HVGTNpLOV 7000 pEYQ €0Tiv: €YD OE
Aéyw eig Xplotov kai €ig TNV EKKAN-
ciav. 333 {mAnv) kot DpEL ol xad Eva,
éxaotog TV £avToD Yuvaika 0VTwg
dyonato ag Eavtov, N 8¢ yovn iva
poPfitat Tov avdpa.

61 <T& téxva, DRAKOVETE
10ig yoveborv VU@V [Ev kupiwl
20010 Ydp €gTLy dikauov [C 3.20]>.

6.2 (ripa} tdv rotépa cov Kal TV {untépa},

fTig €otiv EVIoAn {npatn} €v {énay-
YEAiQ}, 63 tva (€D} oo yéviran kai Eon
{naxpogpdviog) éni tfig yig.

64 <Koi ot natépeg, ui {nap-
opyilete} & Téxva UGV [C 3.211>
aAAa {Extpépete} adta év {mondeiq}
kai {vovBesia} kvpiov.

6.5 << <Oi d0DAOL, DAKOVETE

Zoig katd chpKa Kupiog [C 322>
<peta {@ofov} [C 3.22]> xal {Tpoépov}
<€y arAoTNTL Thg Kapdiag Ludv [C
3.22]> wg @ Xprotd, 66 <un kot

0pBaApuodoviiav ag dvepand -
peokor &AM’ [C 3.22]> <dg dodAot

Xp1otod morodvreg 10 BEANpPa 0D

Be0d gx yoyfig (C 3.24,3.23]>122, 67 pet’
{eDvoiag) dovdebovieg <@g Td KV-
pile kai odk &vlpdnorg, 68 gi-

do1eg 6t [C 3.23-24]> éxacTog éc"xv n

122 Co} 3.24 1 xupie Xprotd Sovhevete and 3.23 & éav movfite, éx yuxfig épyalecte.
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3256 yap {adik@v) <xopioezau [E 6.8]>
0 {nNdiknoev} [E 6.5-8]>>, <kai 0VK

w

otV npocwroinuyia (£ 6.9]>.

41 <01 xOprLoL, 10 dikalov kol
v {icotnta} Tolg dovAolg {mapéxeo-
e}, e1d0teg 611 Kol Vuelg Exete KO-

3 3 ~

plov £Y 0VpavQ (£ 6.9)>.

nownon ayoadov, Tovto <kopiocerar [C
3.251> <mapd xvpiow (C 3.24)> (C 3.22-
251>> <eite dobAog eite_€AeDOepog>123.

69 <Kai 0t khpLot, T& adTd
TOLELTE TIPOG aVTOVG, {AviEvteg) Ty
{anednv], £1801eg 6T KO CALTDV
kol D@V O K0P16¢ oty £y oLpar-
voig [C4.1]> <kai npoconodnuyic
0oVK EGTLY Ttap’ A DT [C 3.25]>.

6.10 Tod {Aownod}, <{évduvva-
podobe} ev kvpiw kol €v Td Kp&TEL
tiig {ioyxbog) adrtot>124, 611 ¢vdhoacOe
v {ravorAiav} 10D 8eod npog 10
{d0vacBon) Lpag otijvon mpog Tag
{neBodeiag) oD {SraPorov}: 612 o1
ovk €0ty NIV <n {rdAn} mpog aipa
Kol cdpra GAAG Tpog TaG dpYag,
Tpog Tag EE0VOIRC>125, mpog Todg
<{ Kmb_@sg&g} 100 0K0TOVG
100ToV>126, TPOG TR MVEVHATIKA THG
{novnpiag) év totg {émovpaviorg).

6.13 31 ToV10 {AvordPete} v {nav-
omAiav} 1oV 8oV, tva {dvvnbiite}
{dvriotiivon} év i} {npépe TH movnpd}
Kol anavia {Katepyoodapevol} otijvat.
6.14 grfjte odv {nepllwcdpevor} v

{60@UV] Luav év aAnBeiq, xoi £vdv-

~ oGapevol Tov {Bwpaka} thg {dikaro-

123 Col 3.11 8mov odk &wt (...) dovhrog, £AeBEpOC.

oOvng} 615 kot {Lrodnoapevor} Tovg

{nédag} év {etopaoia} oD evayye-

124 Col 1.11 &v néon Svvéper Suvapoduevol katd T Kpdtog tig d6Eng abtod.
125 Col 2.15 anexduodapevog 10 Gpxag xal 10 E5ouaiag ederypatioey év mappnoiq, Oprapfedoag

abtolg év aDTd.

126 Cf. Col 1.13 8¢ épphoarto fudg éx 1ig éEovoiag Tod oxdrovg,
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42 T} <<< <nROCEVYT [E 6.18]>
{npooxkaptepeite}, {ypnyopodvreg} év
ot €V eDYOPLOTIQ, 43 <POCEVYD-
WEVOL [E 6.18]> {Gpa} xoi <mEPL POV
(E 6.18-19]>, <<iva 0 Beog {d&voiEn}
Nuiv {80pav} tod Adyov AcAficat
éggocﬁ]ng 100 _Xpro1od (£ 34]>
(E 6.191>>, <8U O xai {dedepan}, 44 iva
pavephow abro bg det ye Aahfou

{E 6.201> [E 6.18-201>>>.

45 <Ev goQ@igt REPLNOTEITE TPOG
tov¢ {£Em} 20V kalpov éEayopalo-
WEVOL [E 5.15-16]>. 46 & AOYog DU@V
ndvtote €v xapit, {aAat}) {Mpro-
pévog}, eidévor nag det Lpag Evi
£xGoTQ {&nokpivecBot}.

47 <Ta Kot EYE RAVTQ YVO-
' piogl vutv Toyikodg 6 &yanntog
adeA@og Kol T10T0¢ drdKkovog Kol
{obvdovrog) £v xvpiw, 48 Ov Enmep -

ya mpog budg eig ato todto, iva

Alov tiig €ipRvng, 616 év naowv {a&va-
AaPovreg) tov {Bupeov) Tiig miotews,
év @ {dvvnoecBe} mavta & {BéAn)
700 novnpod [1a] {neﬁvapéva}
{oBécanr}: 617 kai v {REpIKEQQL-
Aaiav) tod {cwtnpiov) déEaobe kai
v (pdyorpav} tod nvedparog, &
g¢onv {pijpa) Beov.

618 ALy méomg << <mpoCEVYfC
(C42]> xai {dehoewg} <mPOCEVYOUE -
YOL [C4.3]> €V RmavTi Kalpd v AveD-
pat, kol gig vt {dypounvodvieg) év
ndon {npooxaprepnoet} kot {denoet)
<nept navrav TV aylov 619 xai Ongp
gpod [C 4.3]>, <iva pot S06fj Adyog év
{&voiEer} 10D oTOpATOG POV, £V ROP-
pnoig Yvapical T0 LVGTNPLOV 10D
gvayyeAiov [C 4.3]>, 620 <bmép oD
{npecPedw]} év {arboer}, Ivg v avT®
{noppnordowpor} @g det pe Aarfi-

oot [C4.34)>127 [C 4.241>>.

621 “Tva 8¢ €idfjTe KOl DETG
<t Kot EUE, Ti {nMpdcocn), nbdvta

’ [

yvapioer duiv Toyikog 6 ayann-
10¢ Gded@og kai moTog didikovog
£v xupiw, 622 v Enepyo npog UGG

127 Col 4.3-4 81’ 6 [cf. dmep od in Eph 6.20] xoi 8é5epan [cf. mpecPedo &v &Aboet in Eph 6.20], fva

eavepdo adto [cf. {va év adtd rappngibonuar in Eph 6.20] og det pe arfical [= ag Sel e

AcAfioar in Eph 6.20].
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VOTE TQ NEPL NUDV KAl ROPAKQ -
Aéon Tag gaggiag- VUV [E 6.21-22]>,
49 obv {'Ovnoipw} 1@ motd xai dya-
anTd adeAQ®, g €0ty EE DUAV:
TAVTO DRV YVOpicovoLy 10 {®e).

410 {"Aonaleto} {)pag {"Apic-
topxog) 0 {ovvoypdAwtog) pov kxai
{Mapxog} o {aveyiog} {Bapvapa)
(mepi o0 {€AGPete} Evrordg, v EABY
npog VUGG deExcBe adTOV) 411 kal
{'Inoodg} 6 Aeyouevog {'lodotog), oi
6vteg €x mepitopfic, obtot povol {ouv-

epyoi} eig <znyv Baoctreiav tod 60D
[£ 5.5]>, oltiveg €yevONGAY pou { map-
nyopia}. 412 {&ondleron} dpdg {'Enc-
epag) O & vudv, dodrog Xprotod
[Inocod], névrote {aywvilopevog} vrep
VPAV €v Taig Tpocevyals, iva otabiite
<z€AE€L0L [E 4.13]1> kol {renmAnpogo-
pnuévoi} év mavti BeAnpott Tod Beod.
413 {naptop®d} yop adtd 6T ExEl
noAdv {n6vov) Onep VROV Kai TdV év
{Acodikeig} kai t@v v { Tepanmorer).
4.14 {donaletar} vpag { Aovkag) 6
{iatpog) O ayanntog kai {Anuag).
415 "AondcacBe} Tovg v
{ Acodikeiq} adeArpoig xoi {NOpnpav)
kai v kot {olkov} adtiig éxxkAn-
ctav. 416 xai {0tav] <dvayvewoof
uap" VULV 1| ERLOTOAN, NoLioOTE Tvar
xai év 17} { Acodikéwv]) éxxAnoia
- avayvachi, kol v ék { Acodikeiog)
ivo kot DPETg AvayVATE [E 3.4]>.
417 xai {elnate} {"Apyinnw}: PAEne
mv <dwaxoviay (E4.12]> f|v
- {napéhaPeg) €v xvpiw, Tva adThy

RANPOLG.

gig av1o to¥10. iva yvite T& REPL
NUAV xai napaxadréon TQG KO-

diag VUMV [C 4.7-8]>.
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418 <O (&omacpog) T e 623 <Eipfivn) Tolg &Sepoig
xewpi Madrov>* . pvnpovedeté pov 1@V kol &YGnn pete Rictewg &nd Beod
<{decpdv} [E 3.1,4.1]>. <n_y&pig Ped’ Rra1pog>i28 kai kvpiov 'Incod Xprotod.
(E 6.24]> DP@V. 6.24 <1 yapig PETY [C 4.18]> TAVTQV

IOV AYATROVIOV TOV KVPLOV LAV

‘Incodv Xprotov ev {apdapoiq}.

© * 1 Cor 16.21 ‘0 &omaouds 11 éufi yeipi ModAov and 2 Thess 3.17 10 donaouds 1A éuf yeipl Marbov,
8 éotiv onuelov év nhon érotodft otwg Yphpo. :

128 cor 1.2 10l év Koloooaig ayiowg kai miotolg adedgoig év Xplotd, xapig vpuiv xai elpfivn and
8e0d matpdg Mudv. Cf. Eph 1.2 xdpig buiv xai gipfvn ano Beod ratpdg iudv Kai xvplov Ingod

10109,
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CHAPTER V : THE PROBABLE REASON
FOR THE LITERARY DEPENDENCE OF EPH ON CoOL

The first three chapters have shown that the nature of the relationship of Eph to Col is
most appropriately designated as 'literary dependent’. This examination was based on the
synoptic overview in the fourth chapter which made it possible to detect many instances
of conflation. Although the aforesaid relation consists in literary dependence, that does
not mean that Eph lacks any distinctive theology. In this chapter I would like to suggest
that although Eph is indeed heavily dependent on Col throughout, nevertheless the
theology of Eph is distinctive. In this thesis I have space only to document this point with
reference to the deliberate modification of Col's theology as regards Christ's victory over
the cosmic powers (see Chapter V.1). Furthermore, in order to safeguard an authoritative
reéeption of his modification of Col the author of Eph has presented his letter as the
authentic Pauline letter alluded to in Col 4.16, namely as the Letter to the Laodiceans
(see Chapter V.2). The literary dependence on Col is necessary both to modify its con-
tents and to present his own writing as its parallel letter. The following two paragraphs
are based on two references by the author of Eph to Col, which no one else seems to have
noticed, and try to open perspectives for future research which I hope to undertake in due

course.

V.1 EPH 4.15 adERcwpev eig avToVv 10 tavta : THE CHURCH'S ACTIVE INFLUENCE ON
THE COSMOS :

According to the 'majority of scholars' (so H. Merklein, Miinchen 1973, p. 112) the words t&
navta in Eph 4.15-16 415 &An@edovreg 8¢ év ayanp avfhcwpev eig adtov &
ndvra, 8¢ éotiv N keEQPOAN, Xprotog, 416 €€ ob ndv 10 cdpa (...) Tiv abdEnowv tod
chpotog moweltan eig oikodopnv éowtod év dydnmy are to be considered as an
adverbial accusative (‘in every way') while the verb ab€ncwpev should be understood
intransitively: "but rather, speaking the truth in love, [we] may grow up in every way to
him who is the head, Christ, from whom the whole body (...) makes bodily growth (...)
for the purpose of building itself up in love" (transl. Lincoln, p. 223). There seems, however,
to be new evidence to interpret t&t né&vta as the object of a transitively taken verb ab-
Egwv so that T mévro designates the cosmos: "but rather, speaking the truth in love, we
may cause the cosmos to grow up to him who is the head". Four arguments can be put
forward in favour of this interpretation. I will also deal with the objections against this
understanding of Eph 4.15 as raised by Lincoln (pp. 260-261) and previously by H.
Merklein in his study Das kirchliche Amt nach dem Epheserbrief (Miinchen 1973, pp. 110-

112 on the phrase &Anfebovieg 8¢ év ayann adEfowpey eig abtov 1& navia).



(1) The first argument for the understanding of the clause t& névto as ‘cosmos'
is that Eph 4.15 avEénowpev gig adtov ¢t rdvta is derived from the verses Col 1.16
T mévia 8 abtod kai gig adTOV Extiotar and especially Col 1.20 xai 8" adrod
anoxataAldEor T ndvra gig abrov (see conflation 19a) where ta névra is clearly
an accusative object and stands for the cosmos. The passages Col 1.16, Col 1.18 and Eph
4.15 are the only places in Col and Eph where the clause & mévTer oceurs together with
eig adtoV (the clause eig adtov itself occuring in Eph outside Eph 4.15 only in Eph 1.5
npoopicag NUAG €ig vioBeoiav S 'Tnood Xprotod gig ad1dv, but in Col not outside
Col 1.16'and 18), so a dependence of Eph 4.15 on these 'Colossian' verses is highly prob-
able, all the more since also the clause dg €éotiv M xepain which follows in Eph 4.15
immediately after €ig avTOv T& rdvta (AbDENCWpEV €ig aLTOV T& Tavia, ¢ éoTy 1)
xeQad1n, Xprotog) has been derived from the same passage Col 1.16-20, namely from
Col 1.18 xai a¥tog é0TLv 1) KEQAAT 10D COHTOS THg EkkAnoiag (cf. conflation 19b
above). Subsequently the author of Eph continues his sentence by drawing upon the only
other passage in Col where the terms xepaAn and c®pa occur together, namely the pas-
sage Col 2.19 xai o¥ kpomi)v Ty keeaAny, ¢€ ob ndv 10 odpa Sk t@v Gedv koi
CUVOECHWV EMLYOPNYODREVOV Ko ovufiBalopevoy adéer v adEnoy tod 8eod
(cf. conflation 19c), which are thus earlier already found in Col 1.18 (xai adt6g €6TIv 1y
kepaAn tod gaparog thig éxkAnoiag). The passage Eph 4.15-16 can therefore be re-
garded firstly as a reworking of the only two xepaAn and o®pc-passages in Col, Col
1.18 and Col 2.19 (the other xepaAn-passage in Col, Col 2.10, does not read the term
odpa : kol €0TE €v avTd® MERAnpapévol, Og éoTv 1| KEQaAN mdong dpxiic kol
é&ouo'iag) and secondly as a reworking of the direct context of the first passage Col 1.18
as well, which context consists of Col 1.16-20 and is referred to by the author of Eph as
the words &ig av1Oov & ndvta reveal. This dependence of Eph 4.15-16 on the clause ta
névra in Col 1.16 and 1.20 is the primary argument to interpret ta névto in Eph 4.15-
16 as the cosmos and therefore to regard it as the object of avE&fcwpev (which is under-
stood in turn as a transitive verb) and not as an adverbial accusative ('in every way’).

(2) Secondly, the occurrence of the clause & navta in Eph 4.15-16 in combina-
tion with the terms Ke(palﬁ and o®pa in its immediate context (xOERCWHEV Eig AVLTOV
& nmévta, 6¢ éotiv i KEQaAN, Xprotog, €€ o nav 10 odpa [...] v abdénov 1od
copatog nmoteltan) is in line with two earlier 'Ephesian’ fragments, the fragments Eph
1.9-10 and Eph 1.22-23. The first fragment, Eph 1.9-10 reads yvopicoag mpiv 1o
p.octf]ptbv 100 BeAnpotog adtod (...) Gvaxepadoidoacor té mévia v @
Xprotd, t0 énmi tolg obpavolg kai T éni tiig Yfig (where the clause & mavrta is
found together with a cognate term of xe@aA1) while the second fragment, Eph 1.22-23,
reads xai ndvra vnrétalev VRO iobg nodag avtod, kai avTOV ESWKEV KEQAANV
Orép mavia 1§ ExkAnoiq, fitig £o0tiv 10 cdua adtod, 10 TAfpopa Tod T& rdvia €v
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naowv TAnpovpévov (where the terms kepaln, odpa and T ndvta are read in one
and the same context as is the case in Eph 4.15-16).8¢ The verses mentioned here, Eph
1.9-10, 1.22-23 and 4.15-16 are the only verses in Eph where the term ke@aAn and its
" cognate term avokepaiai®oacar occur except for Eph 5.22-23 which reads Ai
yovaikeg Toig idiolg &vdpaoiy @g 1@ xvpie, 811 avip 0Ty KEQOAN THG YUVALKOG
g kai 6 Xprotog kegadd) Tiig ékkAnoiag, in which sentence the words & névta by
way of exception do not occur. It scems natural to interpret the clause & névto in Eph
1.9-10, 1.22-23 and 4.15-16 consistently as 'cosmos' since it occurs every time in
combination with the term kegaA#. The fact that the terms t& névra and xe@oAf occur
together in Eph 1.9-10, 1.22-23 and 4.15-16 might be highly signiﬁcant since the three
fragments can be respectively depicted as introduction to the letter (1.9-10), enigmatic
statement (1.22-23) and clarification of this enigmatic statement (4.15-16).

A It is obvious that Eph 1.9-10 belongs to the eulogy addressed to God in Eph 1.3-
14 which is the opening passage of the letter placed immediately after the prescript (Eph
1.1-2): 13 EdAoyntog O Bedg xoi motnp tod kvpiov Npudv ‘Incod Xpiotod, 6
evAoyNoag MUAG (...), 14 xabag eEeré€ato nuag (...), 19 npoopicag Mudg (...), 16 &ig
Erawvov 86Eng Thg xapLtog adtod fig Exapitooey Audg év @ Nyamnuéve, 17 év @
éxopev v anodvtpocwy (...) katd 10 wAodrog Thig Yapitog avrtod, 8 fg
¢nepicoevoev eig Nuag (...), 19 yvopicag Huiv 10 pvoripov tod BeAnuatog adtod
(... 110 ) avakegalordoacBor T& navia €v 1@ Xpiotd, T éni tolg ovpavolg Kol
T &7l TG TS, ‘

The theme of dvakepaior@cacdor ta navia €v T® Xprotd is picked up again
~ at the end of the first chapter in the intercessory prayer-report in Eph 1.15-23 which im-
mediately follows the introductory eulogy of Eph 1.3-14. Here at the end of the interces-
sory prayer (the second place in Eph where the root ke@aA- occurs) this theme is to a
certain degree unfolded: xai mavia dnétafev Do tobg modag abdTOV, koi ADTOV
£dwkev xkepainy dnep névra Tf) ExkAnoig, fitig éotiv 10 ocdpa avdToD, 10 TANPLHC
100 T mévra &v naowv nAnpovpévov (Eph 1.22-23). What the exact relation between
Christ (kepoaAn), the Church (éxxAnoia) and the cosmos (& mévto) entails remains,
however, unclear and in that sense the statement of Eph 1.22-23 is somewhat enigmatic
and awaits further clarification. This clarification is delivered in Eph 4.15-16, the third
place in Eph where the root kepa- is read: avgfowpev eig adtov 1a névta, 8¢ €0ty

| keQaAn, Xprotog, £€ ob mav 10 odpa (...) TV adénov 100 odpatog noteltal.

84 For the similarities between Eph 1.22-23 and Eph 4.15 cf. G. Howard, "The Head/Body Metaphors of
Ephesians” in New Test. Stud., 20 (1974), pp. 350-356, esp. pp. 351-352 and 355-356. Howard mentions a
very interesting parallel to Epk 1.22-23 and 4.15, and in particular for the transitive use of ad€ewv with t&
névta as its object in the magical papyri: xai odpavog pév kepadn, aibnp 8¢ odpa, yi xo6deg, 10 3¢
nept oe Vdwp, dkeavis, 'Ayabdg Aaipov ob el kbplog 6 yevvdv xal 1pépov kai adéwv 1a navia,
with reference to K. Preisendanz, Papyri graecae magicae, die griechischen Zauberpapyri (1931), vol. I,
XII. 243-5; X111. 768 ff. (Howard, p. 355, n. 2). .
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These verses make the relation between the terms KEQOAT, ekkAnoia and t@ mavio
mentioned in Eph 1.22-23 perfectly clear: it is the Church, the odpa t0d Xpiotod (Eph
4.12), which causes the cosmos to grow up to Christ who is the head. The author of Eph
was only able to give this clarification after the two explicitly ecclesiological passages
Eph 2.11-22 and 4.7-16; the text under consideration (Eph 4.15-16) is part of the latter
“and placed at the end of it. The first ecclesiological passage, Eph 2.11-22, focused on the
foundation of the Church itself (see primarily Eph 2.14-16 Abtdg [...] éotiv 1) eipfiv
AV, 6 RoNcAg T¢ dEdTEP &V Kai 1O pecotoryov Tod epaypod Adoag, [...] Tov
vojov T@v €vioddv év doypaociv xarapynoag, iva [...] amoxartaArdén toig
apPoTEPOVG £V EVi cOUATL TQ Be® dud ToD oTavpo in an attempt to reinterpret Col
2.14-15 [see conflation 12 above] but also Eph 2.20 énowkodopun@évteg éni 1@ Oeperic
T®V AN0CTOAWV KOl TPoPNT@V, 6vTog AKkpoywviaiov obtod Xpiotod ‘Inood) as the
result of Christ's death on the cross (see o1& tod otavpod in Eph 2.16), while the
second ecclesiological passage, Eph 4.7-16, stresses more the installation of the
ministry of the Church (see esp. Eph 4.11 xai obtog Edwkev Tovg HEV anootoA0VG,
tobg 8¢ mpopntog, Tobg 8¢ edayyehiotdg, tovg ¢ moypévag kai SidaoKAAoVC)
which results from Christ's ascension to heaven (Eph 4.8-10).

On the base of these two ecclesiological passages the author of Eph is now in a
position to unfold further what dvaxegaloidcocBor 1o t&via €v 1@ Xplotd, Ta €ni
tbig ovpavolg kai T €mi tfig Yfig (Eph 1.10) means and how the relation between
Christ, Church and cosmos previously described in Eph 1.22-23 (xai a0tov €dwkev Ke-

QoA Onep m&via 11 EkKANOiQ, 1iTig €0Tiv 10 odpa adTod, 10 TAfpwpa oD &
ndvta €v naoLv TANPOVHEVOVL) is to be understood: Christ is given as head over all
things to the Church because the Church is the way in which the cosmos is caused to
grow up to him. That is the process of recapitulation of the cosmos by means of the
Church, which is Christ's cdpo and rAfpwpc.

(3) There is also a third argument for the understanding of t& ndvta in Eph
4.15-16 as '‘cosmos’. As has just been shown under point 2, the use of the terms té& névra
and xe@aAn in Eph 4.15-16 is in line with Eph 1.9-10 and Eph 1.22-23. Interestingly the
thought of 'filling all things' expressed in Eph 1.22-23 (xai navta Onétagev RO Todg
n6dag av1o?, Kai aOTov Edwkev KEQOANV LREP mAvTa Tf ExkANGiq, fiTig E0Tiv 10 '
o@dpa odTo?, 10 TAfpwpa Tod T& nAvio €v REOLV BANPOoVpEVOV) is picked up again
in Eph 4.10 (6 xatafag adtog éotiv kai 6 avapag vrepdveo naviav Qv ovpavdv,

iva nAnphon ta ndvra), a verse immediately preceding Eph 4.15-16. It seems reason-
able, therefore, to assume that the clause ta ndvta in Eph 4.15-16 has the same meaning
~ of 'cosmos' since this meaning of T& mévta is not only in line with Eph 1.22-23 (as was

shown under point 2) but also in accordance with its own immediate context in Eph 4.7-
16 where the thought of 'filling all things' (Eph 1.22-23) reappears again in Eph 4.10. It
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is, therefore, also the only other occurrence of t& névta in 4.10 in the passage Eph 4.7-
16, which prompts an understanding of t& névta in 4.15 as 'cosmos'.

(4) Lincoln's objection against the interpretation of t& navta (Eph 4.15) as
‘cosmos’ is that "(nowhere) else in Ephesians is there talk of the Church's active influence
on the cosmos” (Lincoln, p. 260). Although the three arguments mentioned before are de-
cisively supporting the interpretation of ta névta as the object of avEnowpev, and al-
though the remark that a particular thought is not uttered more than once can not really
be regarded as a convincing objection against an actual once-only occurrencé of this
thought, my additional and main criticism of Lincoln's alleged observation that there is
no attestation of the idea that the Church has an active influence on the cosmos in other
parts of Eph, is that this observation apparently overlooks Eph 3.10 iva yvapio6f viv
toig dpyoic kai talg £Eovoialg €v Tolg Emovpaviolg S tfig ékxAnciag N
noAvnoikidog copia ToD 8eoV. The verse Eph 3.10 is located in the last part of the pas-
sage Eph 3.1-13 whose topic is the 'mystery’ which is gradually made known in
'expanding circles' to the apostle (Eph 3.3 xatd &noxGAvyiv €yvopicln por 10
HLoTipLov), to the holy apostles and prophets (Eph 3.4-5 €v 1@ pvopia tod Xpio-
100, O &téporg yeveoig obk &yvopicdn tolg violg 1@V AvepORWV GG VOV
anexahbeon zoig &yiowg dmoorololg adTob kai mpoentaig), to the Gentiles (Eph
3.8-9 zoig £Bveoiy edoyyericacBor 10 avegiyviaotov nAodtog oD Xpiotod, kai
pwtico [tavtag] tig i oikovopic 10D PVOINPioL ToD ANOKEKPVUREVOL AR TAV
ciovev év 1@ 0e® T@d ta m&vta kticavry) until eventually the cosmic principalities
and authorities in the heavenly realms are addressed (Eph 3.10 {va yvapio6f vOv 1aig
dpyoic kai talg é€ovoiong év Toig émovpaviolg duk Tiig EkkAnoiag i moAvnoikidog
copia 10D BeoD), the broadest circle to which the mystery is announced (see conflation
15, esp. 15d). .

The idea that the cosmic principalities and authorities in the heavenly realms are
addressed by the Church implies firstly that the role of the Church in the process of re-
capitulation of the cosmos is pivotal (Eph 3.10 iva yvopiodfi vdv 1aig épyoig xoi
Taig é&ow’wu; év 1ol énovpaviolg S i EKKANCIAG N MOAVLROLKIAOG Gopict TOD
6e0?) for which task the Church is well equipped by God since avtov [object=Christ]
#dwkev [subject=God] kepainv vnep navtoe 1fi_€kkAncig (Eph 1.22), and therefore
God's niagniﬁcent and powerful glory is active both in the Church and in Christ: abt® 1
doEa év tfi ExkxAnoia xai év Xp1otd 'Incod (Eph 3.21).85

85 Cf. Lincoln, p. 216: "Ascriptions of glory which simply employ a noun are best treated as predicative
possessive statements rather than as wishes, so that the copula verb which is omitted should be thought of

as in the indicative rather than the optative".
The term éxxAnoia occurs only in these three verses Eph 1.22, 3.10 and 3.21 and in the passage

Eph 5.23-32. :
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This idea implies secondly that the cosmic powers themselves are apparently still
unaware of their defeat and still demonicly active. This in stark contrast to the already
realised victory over them in Col 2.14-15 (see esp. Col 2.15 anexdvoapevog tag apydg
Kadi 10g €Eovoiag éderypditioev év moppnoiq, Oprapfedoag adrtovg év adtd), a
passage which is reinterpreted ecclesiologically in Eph 2.14-16 (see conflation 12 above,
in particular 12a), but in full accordance with the passage Eph 6.12-13 (Eph 6.10-17
lacks interestingly any real derivation from Col and is totally unique to Eph, see the syn-
opsis), in which passage their defeat is regarded as a future event on 'the evil day' (Eph
6.12-13 6t obk Eomv fuiv N BGAn mpdg afpa kol cdpka, GAAe 1pOg TaG dpxés,
npog tag £Eovoiag, mpog Tovg mugxpc’nopag'[!] 100 OKOTOVg TOVTOV, MPOG T
RVEVRATIKG TG movnplag €v tolg émovpaviolg. S todto dvaidaPere v nav-
onAiav 10D Beod, iva Svvndijte avtiotiivon £v 11} Nuépe TH movnpd) which is appa-
rently the climax of the ‘evil days' mentioned in Eph 5.16 (Eph 5.16 éEayopalopevor
1OV xkopov, 611 ol fpépa ovnpal €icLy; interestingly the clause 8Eayopaldpevor Tov kaupdv
is copied from Col 4.5 but the clarifying reason 6m ai fpuépar movnpai eiowv is added by the author of
Eph). The cosmic powers are active év toilg eénovpaviolg (see Eph 3.10 iva yvopiodij
viv tailg apyoig kai talg é€ovoialg v toig énmovpaviowg Swa tfig éxxAnoiag 1)
noAvnoikiAog cogio T00 Beod and Eph 6.12 6t ok Eotv Tpiv 1| ~GAn mpog oipa
Kol odpka, GAAL TpOg TaG ApYGG, TPOG Tag EEovoiag, mPOg TOVG KOOHOKPETOPOG
100 6K0T0Vg T0VTOV, TPOG T RVEVPOTIKA T1ig movnpiag £v Toig émovpavioig). The
realm of their activity is thus not clearly separated from the realm where the Church is
blessed "with every spiritual blessing" (Eph 1.3 EdAoyntog 6 Bedg kai matip 10D xvpiov fudv
‘Incod Xprotod, & edroyhicag fudg év mbon edroyig mvevpatxii év tolg érxovpavio év Xpiotd),
the realm where Christ is seated (Eph 1.20 fiv évipynoev év 1@ Xprotd éyeipag adtov éx vexpdv,
xoi xaficag év 8eEi1d adtod v Tolg Emoupaviolg although the immediate continuation in Ephk 1.21
Omephve mhomg dpxfig xai éEovoiag xai duvipewg kol kvploTNTOg KAl TaAvVTog Ovépatog
ovopafopévov makes clear that Christ's rank and power is in principle higher) and the realm where
the Church is seated with him (Eph 2.5-6 xai 8vtag fudg vexpovg tolg mapantdpacly
ovvelwonoincev 1@ Xprotd [...] kal cvviyepev xai cvvekdBioev gv 10lg émoupaviolg év Xpotd
‘Incod).

It seems to be clear that the idea expressed in Eph 3.10, that the Church addresses
the cosmic powers is an absolute parallel for Eph 4.15 abifcopev eig adtov &
névto; both Eph 3.1 and Eph 4.15 show that the author of Eph was particularly
interested in the Church's active influence on the cosmos.

(5) The fifth argument in favour of the interpretation of the clause t& ndvta in
Eph 4.15 avénoopev eig odtOv 10 mavia is that the issue of the ‘growth of the cosmos'’
seems to have been a contemporary issue people were arguing about as Philo's De Aeter-
nitate Mundi clearly shows. In De Aetern., 71-73 Philo summarises Critolaus’ argument
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in favour of the view that the x6opog is uncreated and indestructible. His argument en-
tails 'that a created world, according to the analogy of other created things, would be
originally imperfect, then grow to perfection and ultimately decline, a view which is de-
nounced as a blasphemy against the perfection of the Cosmos" (F.H. Colson, Philo, Vol. IX,
London/Cambridge [Mass.] 1960, p. 180). The relevant passage De Aetern., 71-72 reads: "every
created thing must in its beginning be quite imperfect and only as time advances grow to
its full perfection. Consequently if the world has been created it was once, if I too may
borrow a term from those applied to the stages of human life, a mere infant, and
afterwards progressing through the revolutions of years and long stretches of time, was at
long last and with difficulty brought to perfection. (...) not only will the world's bodily
parts increase but its mind also will make advances" (ad&v 10 yevopevov év apxii pev
del mhviwg Qtelig eivor, xpoévov O mpoidviog aiecBor péxpr mavterodg
TEAELDOEWS DOTE, €L YEYOVEV O KOOpOG, fiv pév mof, iva kéyd xpriowpar Toig
AAKIOY Ovopaot, koudfi vAmiog, émPaivov § adlg éviavtdv nepiddorg kol
pNkect ypévev Oye koi poig £rerei@dn [...] od poévov adtod 10 cwpatoerdeg
gbEndnoetal, Ayetal 8¢ xai O vodg énidootv, énei xai oi @Beipovreg). Interest-
ingly, besides the theme of the 'growth of the cosmos', firstly the language of perfection
(adEeoBan péxpr mavierods tederdoewg and el yéyovev & kbopog, fiv pév nol’ [...] xopidfi vimaog, [...]
xoi [...] é1eAer0n), infancy (el yéyovev 6 xéopog, Aiv pév =o' [...] ko187 ¥imog), age (ei yéyovev
6 xbopog, Av pév ol tva kéyd yprowpar tolg HAuady dvépact, koudfi vimog) and body (ob
pévov adtod 16 capatoaidig avkndhoetar) and secondly the use of language "applied to the
stages of human life" in order to describe the growth of the cosmos also occur in Eph
4.13-16: 413 péxpr xatavticwopev ot mavreg (..) €ig Gvdpo 1éAlelov, eig petpov
fMxiag 100 mAnpopatog tod Xprorod, 44 {va punkétt opev vamor (..), 413
&AnBebovteg 8¢ év ayanmn avincwpuev eig odtOv 10 RmAvVTR, 8¢ €0TIV N KEQPOAN,
Xprotég, 416 €€ ob nav 10 odpua (...) Ty adEnov 1od _cjmmg noteitat. The theme
of the 'growth of the cosmos' is also explicitly found in De Aetern., 101 when the theory
of the conflagration of the cosmos is examined and its inconsistency is criticised (De Ae-
tern., 85-103): "the cosmos which forms itself from the seed will not gradually advance
in growth but on the contrary will be reduced from a greater bulk to a lesser (6 xéopog
&K OMEPPLOTOG GUVICTApEVOG 0VK €k ToD kot OAiyov émddcer mpog abEnouy; cf.
also De Aetern., 103). It is evident, therefore, that there is a contentious contemporary
discussion about the 'growth of the cosmos’ in Philo's De Aeternitate Mundi.

'(See further D.T. Runia, "Philo's De Aeternitate Mundi : The Problem of its Interpretation” in
Vigiliae Christianae 35 [1981], pp. 105-151 and idem, Philo of Alexandria and the "Timaeus" of Plato,
Amsterdam: VU Boekhandel, 1983, 2 Vol. [PhD thesis VU Amsterdam, later published by E.J. Brill,
Leiden]; see Index 1 "Index on Philonic passages", pp. 577-578).
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There are several other interesting parallels in Philo and two of them will be
briefly mentioned. Firstly De Opificio Mundi, 113: "the planets cause all things on earth,
living creatures and fruit-yielding plants, to grow and come to perfection" (z& éniyeia
navia, [d& 1€ ad kol @UTd kaprovg yevvdvra, abEovor xai teAecpopodot
[subject=0i nAdvnteg]). Cf. the same idea in De Specialibus Legibus, Book 11.143: "The

fruits, both of the sown crops and orchard trees, grow to their maturity according to the
revolutions of the moon" (xapnoi te oi onaptdv kai dévdpav gdEovrar xai teAes-
popodvron ceAfvig mepiodoig). Could it be that the (widespread?) concept of growth
which is caused by 'celestial entities', as the moon and the planets, is applied by the
author of Eph in Eph 4.15-16 to the Church, which is according to Eph 1.3-4 and 2.5-6 a
celestial entity itself?

Secondly, there is a full paklrallel for the use of the verb adéewv + object + €ig
(Eph 4.15) in De Migratione Abrahami, 55 although the topic is different: i yop
Sperog moALG pev Bewpipata mapadapBavery, Exaotov & abTdv gig 10 dppdtrov
uéyedog un ovvavEfiga; (For what advantage is there in receiving [from our teachers] the results of
study in plenty, unless we go on to develop each of them to its fitting stature?).

These parallels in Philo’s contemporary writings reinforce the previous arguments
that the clause ta névta in Eph 4.15 should be understood as 'cosmos'.

Having already answered one objection by Lincoln under point 4 above, we turn now to
other objections brought forward by Lincoln and Merklein against the interpretation of
1 névta in Eph 4.15 as 'cosmos'. Firstly, they are of the opinion that "nowhere else is
the cosmos said to grow up to Christ" (Lincoln, p. 260; cf. Merklein, p. 111: "der Gedanke des
Wachstums des Alls [widerspricht] der sonstigen Auffassung des Eph, der nur ein Wachstum der Kirche
kennt"). Secondly, this objection is closely related to the argument that the verb "(abgav
gwv) eine andere Bedeutung haben [miiBte] als Eph 2,21, wo es eindeutig intransitiv ist"
(Merklein, p. 111). Thirdly, if t& ndvto is interpreted as 'all things' the context of Eph
4.15-16 aAndebovteg d¢ &v ayann aLENCWUEV €1g_QDTOV Td mavia, O6¢ €0y 1)
xeQan, Xpiotdg, €€ o mav 10 cdpa [...] v abdEnoiwv tod cdparog motelTat
would be distorted: "die betonte Nachstellung ist mit der ganzen Satzbewegung, die auf
ov1ov zugeht, nicht vereinbar" (Merklein, ibidem). Fourthly and lastly, Merklein is
concerned that the consequence of the understanding of t& névto in Eph 4.15-16 as
'cosmos' could lead to a dual and therefore unjustified interpretation of the term cdpo
according to which the first odpa in the passage Eph 4.15-16 adEnowpev eig adtov 1o
navro, 6¢ Eotiv N keQaAn, Xprotog, E€ o nav 10 odua [1] cvvapporoyodpevov
koi ocvpPifalopevov S maong aefig tfig emyopnyiog (..) v di’)&'qow 100
oopazog [2] nowelton would stand for the Church while the second o&pa would
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designate the cosmos; "es [ist] gewaltsam, das zweimalige cdpa von V. 16 einmal als
Kirche, dann als Welt zu verstehen" (Merklein, ibidem).

It seems, however, that these objections can be countered. Firstly, the criticism
that the idea that the cosmos is caused to grow up to Christ does not occur elsewhere in
Eph is not a serious objection since the verb ab&ewv is found only twice in Eph, namely
outside Eph 4.15 only in Eph 2.21, '

Secondly, although the verb ab&ewv in Eph 2.21 is intransitive (Eph 3.21 év @
RGOa 0ik0dopT) CLvOpUoAOYOUHEVN qbEEL €ig vaov Gylov év kxupiw), this is not a
valid argument against a transitive understanding of a®d€ewv in Eph 4.15, since for in-
stance in 2 Cor the verb ad&etv occurs only twice as well but each time clearly differ-
ently because in 2 Cor 9.10 ad€euv is transitive (2 Cor 9.10 kot adENGEL T& YevipoTa
iig Sikaoovvng budv) but in 2 Cor 10.15, a few verses later, it is to be understood in-
transitively (2 Cor 10.15 éAnida 8¢ €xovreg abEavouévng tfig nictewg LRAV).

Thirdly, if the clause t& ndvto in Eph 4.15 is stressed due to its place in the con-
text (aVENCWUEV €ig aDTOV TQ RévTa, 8¢ Eotiv 1| keQoAT, Xpiotdg) this could be de-
liberate since the author of Eph is so interested in the Church's role in the recapitulation
of all things as Eph 3.10 shows as well.

Fourthly, the interpretation of t& mévta in Eph 4.15 as ‘cosmos’ does not neces-
sarily imply that the two occurrences of c@pa in Eph 4.16 are to be interpreted
differently. If the clause abénowpev eig adtov 1a ndvta (Eph 4.15) points at the
- growth of the cosmos towards its head it does not mean that the adEnoig 100 obparog
(Eph 4.16 Xpiotog, £€ ob nav 10 odpa [...] v adénowv 100 odpatog nolettar)
stands also for the growth of the cosmic body since the idea of the author of Eph is rather
- as we saw before - that the growth of the cosmos towards its head is dependent on the
Church, and therefore on the growth of the ecclesiastical body. The term c@pa in Eph
4.16 Xpiotog, €€ ob mav 10 odua [...] Tv adEnov 10d ohuatog noweiron stands in
both instances for the ecclesiastical body, and its growth and the active role it plays on.
the cosmos are decisive for the growth of the cosmos towards Christ.

Another possible objection against the interpretation of t& né&vra in Eph 4.15
could be that the syntax of Eph 4.14-15 requires that ab€fcwpev is understood as an
intransitive verb and in consequence the clause t& m&vto is not its object but an
. adverbial accusative. The passage Eph 4.14-15 reads 44 iva unkéti d@uev vimou,

kAvdovilopevor kai mepLPEPOREVOL TavTL AvER® tfig didaokariag év 1fi kuPeiq
1@V avepanwv €v mavovpyig mpog TNV pedodeiav Tiig mAdvng, 413 dinBedovreg 8¢
gv_ayann abEnowmpev eig avtov td nmdvro and one could argue that the contrast
consists in spiritual infancy (ive pnxét dpev yimion) and spiritual growth and maturity
(&AnBevovteg 3¢ év ayann avEnowpev). This view is, however, not convincing since a
contrast between mAdvn and &An@eio is equally possible and in a certain sense even
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more probable if the prominent place of the participle aAnfebovteg is taken into
consideration (&An@ebovieg 8¢ év dyann avénocwpev). The contrast is then certainly
between the two clauses kAvdwvildpevor kai nepipepépevor mavei avépw g
Sidaokahiag €v Th Kuﬂeiqi TV GvBphnav €v mavovpyig mpog TNV PeBodeiav tiig
nAdvng and dAnBevovieg év ayann. |

‘To conclude, there seems to be compelling evidence to understand the clause &
navta in Eph 4.15-16 as ‘cosmos'. The primary argument in favour of this interpretation
is that the clause eig abTov T0 névta (Eph 4.15-16) is dependent on Col 1.16-20 but
there are at least four other arguments as well. Since & névra is to be taken as ‘cosmos'
the passage Eph 4.15-16 attests together with Eph 3.10 that the author of Eph is inter-
ested in the Church's active influence on the cosmic powers. This multiply attested idea
seems to differ from the already realised victory over these powers in Col 2.15 and one
wonders if Eph could be meant as a modification of Col's realised esc'hatolgy. This sug-
gestion could be confirmed by another literary dependence of Eph on Col to which I
would like to draw attention in the last paragraph.

V.2 EpH 3.3-4 xoBag mpoEypaya €v OAlyw, mpog O SUvacBe Avaylvaokovteg
voficar Tiv olvesiv pov év 1@ puotnpie tod Xpiotod : THE LETTER TO THE
EPHESIANS AS THE LETTER TO THE LAODICEANS

As D.G. Meade®¢ has argued the phrase xafdg mpoéypoyo év 6Aiye in Eph 3.3-4
(xe0aq npoéypaya év OAiy@, mpog O Sbvacbe dvaywvdokovieg vofigan v
olveoiv ‘uou £v 1@ puotnpio 10d Xprotod) is unlikely to refer to the mystery men-
tioned earlier in the letter in 1.9-10 (Eph 1.9-10 yvopicag Npiv t0 pvonpov tod
feAfpatog avtod [...] dvakepaioiboachar T navia év T® Xprotd, ta €ni Tolg
ovpavolg kol T €nt THg Yfig) since "it does seem rather artificial and unnecessary to
refer to it in such a manner as Ephesians 3:3b" (Meade, p. 149). One could add more
precisely that the description of the contents of the mystery in Eph 1.9-10
(&vaxecpa?\atcbcaoeat & névra &v 1) Xpiotd, ta &mi toig obpavoig kol T Emi
tfig YAg) is far too short to have been considered by the author of Eph as capable of pro-
voking the readers’ understanding of the author's insight into the mystery (Eph 3.4 npog 6
[="in accordance with"; BCD, p. 710: =pég 111,5,d or "according to”, "with reference .lo"; Meade, p. 150]
dOvaoBe dvayv@okovteg voficail Thy GOVEGLY pov £v 1@ pootnpio 100 Xpiotod).
I agree with Meade's proposal that "Ephesians 3:3b refers to the mystery mentioned in
Colossians 1:26, since Ephesians 3.1-13 is heavily dependent on Colossians 1:23-29.
This suggestion is strengthened by the overall dependence of Ephesians on Colossians as

86 D.G. Meade, Pseudonymity and Canon. An Investigation into the Relationship of Authorship and
Authority in Jewish and Earliest Christian Tradition, Tiibingen 1986 (originally PhD-thesis Durham);
Chapter 5.3.2, pp. 139-157, deals with Eph.
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well. (...) The intent of 3:4, then, is most likely to commend Ephesians as a further inter-
pretation of the mystery that was mentioned briefly in an earlier Pauline letter" (Meade, p.
150).87 |

This interpretation of Eph 3.3-4 can be confirmed by another newly discovered
dependency of Eph on Col. The passage Eph 3.3-4 reads the participle &vayiwvaoxovteg
(Eph 3.3-4 xa8ag mpoéypoyo €v OAly®w, mpog O dOvaoBe &voylvdoKovieg voficat
v 6OvVeoiv pov év 1@ puatpio tod Xpiotod) and this verb occurs only here in Eph
and seems to be deliberately derived from the only passage in Col where it is read,
namely from Col 4.16 in the letter's postscript: kai dtov avayvwodii map’ Ouiv §
¢motoAn [=the Letter to the Col], novioate iva [subject=the Letter to the Col] xai év
i Acodikéwv ExkKANcig Avayvaglfi, xai v éx Acodikeiag [=the Letter to the
Laodiceans=Eph]) iva. xoi Opeig dvayvdre.8 Lincoln has convincingly argued that the
original reading of Eph 1.1 is almost probably ITabdAog &ndéctorog XptoTod ‘Incod dux
feAnpotog B0 toig ayiog Toig obowv év Tepamddrer kai év Aaodikeiq, matoig év
Xprot® 'Inood (Lincoln, pp. 1-4). This is in accordance with Marcion's early depiction of
the letter which is now known as the Letter to the Ephesians as the Letter to the
Laodiceans (see Tertullian, Adv. Marcionem, 5.11; Lincoln, p. 4) and means that the author of
Eph tried to convey the impression that his letter is the Letter to the 'Laodiceans
mentioned in Col 4.16. The author of Eph used Col 4.16 to disguise the pseudonymity of
his letter and that might also be the reason why the prescript and postscript of Eph have
such a high percentage as fegards sequence of identical words (see Chapter III above)
since the author of Eph wanted to suggest that Tychicus (Col 4.7-8 and Eph 6.21-22)
delivered the Letter to the Colossians and the Letter to the Laodiceans at the same time,
although according to Eph 3.3-4 Paul completed the Letter to the Col just before the
Letter to the Laodiceans (=Eph): xo8ag npoéypayo €v OAiyw (Eph 3.3); they are,
however, delivered at the same time by the same messenger. It is highly likely that the
author of Eph referred in Eph 3.3-4 to the interpretation of the term pvoetnpiov in the
Letter to the Colossians: Kded)g nPoEypoya [namely in Col] €v OALYW [the clause év dAiyo is
meant to make the readers of Eph susceptible and receptive to the further clarification presented by the

- author of Eph since the Letter to the Col is implicitly portrayed as insufficient and requiring elaboration],

87 Pace Lincoln, p. 175: "as the majority of commentators propose, the clause is best taken as a reference
back to the earlier chapters of the present letter and, more specifically, 1:9,10 and 2:11-22 with their
discussions of the disclosure of the mystery and the inclusion of the Gentiles." The term pvothprov-is,
however, before Eph 3.3-4 only mentioned in Eph 1.9 and it is not until Eph 3.6 that the mystery is

descnbed as mvolvmg the mclusmn of the Gentiles (Eph 3. 3 6 xotd anoxa)mww eyvmpmen pot 0
puothploy, xabog rpotypaya év dAiyw, mpdg 6-3bvache avayivioxovieg vofican thv obvesiv pov

&v 10 pootnpio t0d Xpotod [..] mm&sﬂnmﬂwmmmmmﬂuw
énayyediag év Xpiotd Inood i tod edbayyeriov).
88 Goodspeed and Mitton referred to Col 4.16 but mentioned only the first part of this verse xoi 8tav

&vayveclf nap’ dutv 1| émotorf (Goodspeed, p. 110; Mitton, p. 293) while the actual derivation seems
to be from the following part movhoate iva [subject=the Letter to the Col] xai év 1fj Aaodikéwv

éxkAnoi dvayveodi.
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npog O dUvacBe AVOLYLVAOKOVTEG VOTicoL TV CUVEGLV oV €V 1@ puotnpie Tod
Xprotob (Eph 3.3-4). The present participle &vayivaoxovteg stands for the reading of
Col which document the readers of the Letter to the Ephesians (=Laodiceans) received
when the Letter to the Col was passed through to Laodicea according to Col 4.16: xai
6tav avayvwobf nap’ Vuiv [= the Colossians] ©) émotoAn [=the Letter to the Col],
nownoate iva [subject=the Letter to the Col] xoi év tfi Aaodikéwv émclnciqA
avayvaelfi. The author of Eph implicitly urges in Eph 3.3-4 to compare the two letters
since he invites to read the Letter to the Col as the present participle &vayivookovieg
makes clear (Eph 3.3-4 xafmg mpoéypaya €v OAiyw, mpog O ddvacle
AVAYIVAOKOVTIEG VOTiGat TNV GLVESLV HoVL €v 1@ pvotnpiem 100 Xpiotod)s? but
subsequently he changes the contents of the mystery in Eph 3.6: 33 xatd dnokdAvyiv
£yvopiodn poL TO HVOTNHPLOV, xa%g npoéypayo €v OAilyw, 34 mpog O SOvacle
AVOLYLVDOKOVIEG VOTiOOL TV CUVESLV LoV €V 1@ pvompie tod Xpiotod, (...) 36
glvonr Ta £0vn oVYKANPOVOHO Kol CUOCOUO KOl CUHPETOXC ThiG EmayyeAiog &v
Xptotd ‘Incod dia toh evaryyeAiov. The content of the mystery is ecclesiological and
this is in accordance with the pivotal role of the Church in the recapitulation of the
cosmos described in Eph 3.10 and 4.15, but in contrast to Col where the mystery is
christological: 126 10 YVOTNPLOY TO ANMOKEKPVRUEVOV GO TOV ALOVOV KoL ARG TdV
YEVE@V - VOV 8¢ £povep®dn Tolg Gyiolg avdrod, 127 oig NBEANCEV O Bedg Yvapical
i 10 mAoVTog Tfig d0ENg T0D pvoTnEiov TovTov Ev Toig EBveoiy, 6 Eativ XprotTog év
vutv, N éAnig Tiig 30Eng (Col 1.26-27). Might it be possible that the author of Eph tries
to modify Col's christology, which is characterised by Christ's already realised victory
over the cosmic powers (Col 2.15 anexdvoapevog tag apyag xai 10g £ovoiag
£derypdticev év moppnoiq, BpropPedoag avtovg év avtd), by drawing more atten-
tion to the Church's active influence on the still not yet defeated cosmic powers (Eph
3.10 and 4.15)? Might that be the "reason for Eph" and for Eph's depéndency on Col?
Although scholars agree that Eph is dependent on Col, there nevertheless appears
to be a deficiency in modern research exploring the reason why the author of Eph chose
to be dependent on Col. Suggestions that firstly the author of Eph "may have believed
Colossians to be Pauline in the sense of being the product of another follower of Paul (...)
and therefore treated Colossians as the model of the sort of writing that could be done in
the apostle's name" (Lincoln, p. LXVIII with reference to Merklein, Das kirchliche Amt, p. 41),
secondly that the author of Eph assumed that some of the local cosmological concerns
and the same religious situation reflected in Col are still around in the background of his
readers (Lincoln, pp. LXXXII and LXXXIV-V), thirdly that "Colossians (...) has reinforced for
him the need to stress grace, because it has shown that the religious syncretism of Asia

89 Pace Meade, p. 150: "The present participle &vayivaoxovteg makes it likely that the 'reading’ is not of
a past document (which would require an aorist) but in fact refers to the present letter.”
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Minor could become (...) a threat to Paul's gospel of grace" (Lincoln, p. 120) and fourthly
that the fact that the author of Col "writes Colossians as a substitute for his apostolic
presence [Col 2.5] and in it calls them to hold fast to the traditions they received (...) is
exactly the agenda of Ephesians, and probably explains why it depends as heavily on
Colossians”" (Meade, p. 151) seem to be insufficient to account for the deliberate de-
pendency of Eph on Col. Is it not more natural to regard Eph as a critical modification of
Col's christologically achieved realised victory over the cosmic powers and as a break-
away towards an ecclesiology which is developed to make the community aware of a still
ongoing confrontation with the cosmic powers in which the Church is entrusted such an
essential function?

That might explain why the author of Eph used the literary method of conflation
(Chapters II and IV), which is not employed by Josephus in his reworking of the Lerter of
Aristeas in the Jewish Antiquities (Chapter I): the author of Eph tried to convey the im-
pression that Eph was the Letter to the Laodiceans and therefore the parallel letter to the
Letter to the Colossians (Chapter V.2), dispatched at the same time by Tychicus (see Chapter
III as regards the high percentage of sequential identical words between the postscripts Eph 6.21-24 and
Col 4.7-8 and 18); the purpose of the author of Eph was that, by presenting his letter as an
authentic Pauline letter which is parallel to Col, his modification would become an au-
thoritative interpretation of Col, which focused more on the Church's active influence on
the still active cosmic powers than on their already accomplished defeat (Chapter V.1).
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