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Preface

 

This commentary has a long history. It was originally part of a se-
ries that was discontinued. Although it later became part of a new
commentary series from another publisher, the commentary be-
came too long and no longer fit within that series. Finally, Baker Ac-
ademic agreed to publish it as a stand-alone commentary, and for
this I am grateful.

Several things need to be addressed. First, word studies gained a
great impetus with the papyri discoveries beginning in the last half
of the nineteenth century. Although there was much discussion on
the subject, which sometimes led to excesses, James Barr gave nec-
essary cautions that (1) while the etymology of a word provides a
history of the word, it does not signify the word’s meaning in vari-
ous periods of history and (2) the meaning of a word must also be
derived from its context rather than given one meaning for all con-
texts, which he labeled as “illegitimate totality transfer.”

 

1

 

 Thus, the
synchronic study of words came to the forefront, but one should not
entirely forget the diachronic study of words.

 

2

 

 Another caution con-
cerns the earlier part of the twentieth century when there was a ten-
dency to see little overlap in the meaning of synonyms, whereas in
more recent times there is a tendency to see virtually no difference
between them. Does it not make more sense to see that synonyms do
overlap but they do not have identical meaning? The shades of
meaning may be slight and not of much, if any, significance in some
contexts, but still their distinctions should not be totally ignored in
every instance. The word studies in this commentary are both dia-
chronic and synchronic. I started with LSJ and discovered the classi-
cal sources of a word. Then I investigated the sources and reviewed

 

1. James Barr, 

 

The Semantics of Biblical Language 

 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1961), 109, 218. 

2. Cf. James Barr, “The Synchronic, the Diachronic and the Historical: A Triangular
Relationship,” in 

 

Synchronic or Diachronic? A Debate on Method in Old Testament Exe-
gesis,

 

 ed. Johannes C. de Moor, Oudtestamentische Studiën, ed. Johannes C. de Moor,
vol. 34 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1995), 1–14. 
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the usage in classical times. Normally, I used the Greek text of the
Loeb Classical Library. Only on rare occasions—when I was not
able to obtain a work—did I use a secondary source. (I translated
the primary sources except where I have specifically mentioned a
translator.) Then I used the 

 

Accordance

 

 software program to search
for and analyze the word(s) in the LXX, MT, NT, and Qumran. I
mention the number of times the Greek word is used in the LXX
and the number of the times it is found in the canonical books of
the OT because these books are a translation of the Hebrew text.
Certainly, there was hesitancy in selecting a Hebrew word from
among many Hebrew words. My intent was to show how it was gen-
erally rendered in the OT and then move on to the NT. In the NT I
attempted to see how the word was used generally and then how it
was used by Paul, especially in his later life.

Second, regarding textual criticism, I used a “reasoned eclectic”
approach. When considering external evidence, I gave more weight
to geographical distribution than some. When I first began working
on this commentary, I used the textual apparatuses of UBS

 

3

 

 and
NA

 

26

 

, but I have revised my work to comply with the textual appara-
tuses of UBS

 

4

 

 and NA

 

27

 

. Surprisingly, the new editions of these tex-
tual apparatuses brought many changes. Beyond these appara-
tuses, I used textual information that is mentioned by Bruce M.
Metzger, 

 

A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament,

 

 2d ed.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). I tried to be consistent
in the use of symbols whether I used UBS

 

4

 

 or NA

 

27

 

. There are still
some inconsistencies. For example, when relying solely on NA

 

27

 

, I
used the symbol 

 

˜

 

, but when using UBS

 

4

 

, I used the symbol 

 

Byz

 

[K L P]. However, when a textual variant in NA

 

27

 

 was not in UBS

 

4

 

, I
used the comments in the 

 

Textual Commentary,

 

 hence the symbols
may be inconsistent with those used in NA

 

27

 

. Also, I gained help
from the commentaries on Ephesians by the church fathers,
namely, Ambrosiaster, Chrysostom, Jerome, Oecumenius, Origen,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, and Theophylact (based on
Migne’s text).

Third, I decided not to include a bibliography (aside from the list
of commentaries and the bibliography on authorship at the end of
the introduction) because it would have added one hundred pages
to the commentary. Hence, in the footnotes, I gave full bibliographi-
cal data the first time a work was cited. In later references to the
same work, I listed only author’s last name, title or short title, and
page number. The exceptions to this are the works in the list of ab-
breviations. When referring to commentaries, I gave only author’s
last name and page number; full bibliographical data is given in the
list of commentaries. I should note a few commentaries that may
cause confusion. Bruce has produced two commentaries on Ephe-
sians, but I used only his latest one (except in the introduction,
where I used both with regard to authorship). Although there are
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three editions of Dibelius’s commentary (1912, 1927, 1953), I used
the latest edition, Dibelius-Greeven (except in the excursus of 1:3–
14, where he first developed the division of the passage in his 1927
edition, and in his treatment of the household codes, which was
first developed in his 1912 edition). Martin has written three com-
mentaries on Ephesians. Outside the introduction, I cite two of
them and distinguish them as Martin, “Ephesians,” in 

 

The Broad-
man Bible Commentary

 

 and Martin, 

 

Ephesians, Colossians, and
Philemon.

 

 Also, Mitton’s works could be confusing since he has a
commentary entitled 

 

Ephesians 

 

and a treatise on the authorship of
the letter entitled 

 

The Epistle to the Ephesians: Its Authorship, Origin
and Purpose.

 

 When I cited his commentary, I listed his last name
and the page number, and when I cited the latter work, I gave his
last name, the short title 

 

The Epistle to the Ephesians,

 

 and a page
number. When I have a question mark after an author’s pagination,
there is some doubt of the author’s support.

Fourth, in regard to the order in listing publications, I typically
put the most important work(s) first. After that, I listed the other
works in chronological order of publication date to give a sense of
history of interpretation. In the listing of commentaries, I do place
Schnackenburg (1991) before Bruce (1984) and Lincoln (1990) be-
cause I started with the German edition (1982) and later changed
the pagination to the English version (1991).

Fifth, with reference to the biblical text, I normally referred to the
passages in the English text but noted the differences in the MT or the
LXX. This is all based on 

 

Accordance

 

 versification. I used the English
titles of the books rather than LXX’s titles. For example, I employed
1 Sam rather than 1 Kgdms or Ezra and Neh rather than 2 Esdr.
Whenever I use an equal sign (e.g., Matt 12:4 = Mark 2:26 = Luke 6:4),
it refers to a parallel passage, usually in the Synoptics. In the listing of
scriptural passages, I first cited the most relevant passages, followed
by other passages in canonical order. Whenever I place a question
mark after a passage of Scripture, I had some doubt regarding its use
for that particular instance.

Sixth, when quoting other works, I followed the abbreviations,
transliterations, and spellings of the work cited even when they dif-
fered from what is used in this commentary

Seventh, it is with deep gratitude that I express my appreciation
to the following organizations and people: Dallas Theological Semi-
nary for the generous sabbatical program that enabled me to devote
concentrated time to the commentary; the libraries and librarians
of Dallas Theological Seminary, Tyndale House, and University Li-
brary at Cambridge; Darrell L. Bock, my colleague, for reading the
first five chapters at a very early stage and for his suggestions; my
son, David, who read parts of the commentary and offered sugges-
tions; and Professor Best for sending me offprints of all his recent
articles. I further wish to express my appreciation to the following
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people who have helped me in various ways, namely, Markus N. A.
Bockmuehl, Michael H. Burer, David J. A. Clines, Dorian G. Coover-
Cox, Buist M. Fanning III, Donald R. Glenn, Trudy Goff, Wayne A.
Grudem, Scott Hafemann, George W. Knight III, William Mounce,
Peter T. O’Brien, Stanley E. Porter, Robert Reymond, Judith Siegel,
Moisés Silva, Stephen Spencer, Eduard M. Vandermass, Daniel B.
Wallace, and Bruce W. Winter. Finally, I wish to express my deeply
felt appreciation to my beloved wife, Gini, who read through the en-
tire commentary at least twice, offering suggestions for stylistic
changes that enhance clarity.
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