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‘The first and third subsections (2:11—13; 2:19-22) are marked by use of the
second person plural. In the middle subsection (2:14-18), Paul uses mainly
the third person, with God or Christ as the subject.

2:11-13 A Reminder of What They Once Were

The apostle begins by reminding his readers — mainly Christians who were
“Gentiles by birth” — of their condition before God’s grace changed them. He
lists six points that characterized their former condition: called uncircumcised,
separated from Christ, excluded from citizenship in Israel, foreigners to the
covenants of the promise, without hope, and without God.

First, they were “called ‘uncircumcised’ by those who call themselves ‘the
circumcision’” (2:11). The Gentiles’ lack of circumcision distinguished them
from the covenant people, the descendants of Abraham. In the OT, the term
“uncircumcised” — when used by the Jews to refer to Gentiles — was a term of
abuse and contempt (1 Sam 17:26). Paul’s deliberate contrast between those
who are called “uncircumcised” and those who call themselves “the circum-
cision” suggests that he is intentionally playing down this distinction as one
which has significance only to certain people — that is, those who belonged to
the so-called circumcision party. Further, the reference to this circumcision
being “done in the body by human hands” clearly suggests that there is a more
important reality than this rite." Colossians 2:11 explains that new rite: “In
him you were also circumcised with a circumcision not performed by human
hands . . . when you were circumcised by Christ.”'3

When writing to the Philippians, Paul counts himself among those who
are “the circumcision,” those who “serve God by his Spirit, who boast in Christ
Jesus, and who put no confidence in the flesh” (Phil 3:3). Asian religions place
jireat emphasis on physical acts as a means of displaying a person’s commit-
ment to a deity. These range from external marks and mutilations to symbols
und secret rites. Paul was dealing with those who placed a similar emphasis
on physical circumcision. In his letter to the Romans, Paul insists that true
‘Ircumcision is not merely outward and physical but circumcision of the heart,

115 "The expression “done by human hands” is used in the Septuagint (IXX) in relation to
Wols or false gods; in the NTT, it is generally used to refer to human temples. Merkle cites the
bllowing: ILXX: Leviticus 26:1, 30; Isaiah 2:18; 10:11; 16:12; Daniel 5:4, 23; NT: Mark
1438; Acts 7:48; 17:24; Hebrew 9:11, 24. Merkle, Ephesians, 69.

116 In Hebrews 9:24, the same word translated “made with hands” is applied to earthly places
ol worship as contrasted with the invisible place of God’s true presence.
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by the Spirit (Rom 2:27) and argues that Abraham is the father ofnl[ those
who have faith like his — whether circumcised or not (Rom 4:9-12).'

Second, they were “separate from Christ” (2:12) — that is, they were not
physically related in any way to the Messiah, who belonged to Israel. When
writing to the Roman Christians about the privileges enjoyed by the Jews, as
God’s chosen people, Paul concludes with the reminder that “from them is
traced the human ancestry of the Messiah” (Rom 9:5). But clearly, this point,
too, is significant only to those who placed much value on being the messianic
people — the Jews.

Third, they were “excluded from citizenship in Israel” (2:12). 'Ihezr were
“foreigners and strangers” (2:19) in relation to the community of God’s pes
ple, Isracl.®® Beare explains, “Before Christ came there was no communion
of man with God except within the fold of the nation which he had m'ade
peculiarly his own. The rest of mankind, being alienated from him, was like-
wise alienated from the community of his worshipers.”*” This constituted a
significant disadvantage. &

Fourth, they were “foreigners to the covenants of the promise made
to Israel. This was a tragedy. “That which was the fruit of God’s love for his
Chosen People has become, by the almost compelling force of hatred, the
occasion for contempt with regard to peoples as ‘strangers to the covenant of
promise.””'* The plural term “covenants” suggests that the reference is not
only to the covenant established through Moses but to renewal of that cove- ‘
nant with succeeding generations within Israel — “those solemn assurances of
Israel’s destiny given to the patriarchs and to Moses.”**! The term “promis?,'v i
however, is in the singular and this suggests that it is supremely the promise
of Messiah that is in the apostle’s mind."*

Fourth, they were “without hope” (2:12). “Without hope™ must have’?.
specific reference — that is, it is related to the hope that was distinctively Is.mels;

Fifth, they were “without God” (2:12). This term appears only here in the'
NT, but must be understood in the light of 4:18 — “separated from the life of

137. See also H. C. Hahn, “Circumcision,” NIDNTT Vol. 1, 307-—312.. )
138. “The reference is to possessing the rights, privileges and duties which go with belonging
to Israel.” Best, Ephmam,G 241.
139, Beare, “Ephesians,” 651. k.
1401 ;\‘rlm R.E%IIZSlrd, “YWhat Is the Church of God?” Mid-Stream 23, no. 4 (1984): 363380,
1AL Mustin, “Fphesians,” 1111. . )
140 Selinckenbusig, Ephesians, 110. O'Brien holds that the reference is to the foundaional
saide by Gl 10 Abraham.” O’Brien, Ephesians, 189. Best spaks of there bemg

L‘ W e covenants relating to the continuance of Israel which could be seen
i = Weut, bpberians, 242.
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God” — as meaning “separated from the God now revealed in Christ Jesus.”
Westcott comments,

There is a strange pathos in the combination. They were of ne-
cessity face to face with all the problems of nature and life, but
without Him in whose wisdom and righteousness and love they
could find rest and hope. The vast, yet transitory, order of the
physical universe was for them without its Interpreter, an un-
solved enigma.'*?

As he does so often in his letters, Paul goes on to introduce the change
that has been wrought in Christ using the two little words, “but now” (2:13;
see also Rom 3:21; 7:6). In Christ Jesus, the impossible has happened, and
those who were once “far away have been brought near.” Nearness to God is
a privilege that many seek. What a message of hope this is to many people of
our continent — communities and tribes still living in self-imposed distance
from God. The message that came from the missionaries through the centuries
was precisely this: that those who were once far have now been drawn near to
God through the cross.

The Dalits or downtrodden — the outcastes of India — once separated from
society and its gods, are now coming into the blessing of being children of
God through the Lord Jesus Christ. Once without hope, today they find
themselves with an identity that restores to them their God-given dignity as
human beings. The churches should warmly receive them.

In the OT, the expression “far away” generally refers to other lands and
their peoples, and is used in relation to the Israelites who return to Jerusalem
from those lands.'* But the correlation of “far” with “near,” taken together
with the reference to peace in the next verse, suggests that Paul has in mind
Isaiah 57:19: “‘Peace, peace, to those far and near,’ says the Lorp.”' There,
God’s offer of peace was made to all Jews, whether they were near or far -
that is, in or outside Palestine. In Jewish midrash, however, the terms “near”
and “far” were regularly applied to Jews and Gentiles respectively. “In later
Judaism, ‘near’ marks out the Israelite as distinct from non-Israelites.”*® Here
in Ephesians, the Gentiles are described as those who were once far away but

143. Westcott, Ephesians, 36.

144, See Isaiah 5:26; 43:6; 49:1, 12; 60:4-9; 66:19.

145. The allusion to this verse is clearer in verse 17.

116. W. Bauder and H.-G. Link, “Goal, Near, Last, End, Complete,” NIDNTT Vol. 2, 53.
Sve also Strack-Billerbeck, iii, 585-587, cited by Caird, Paul’s Letters, 56.
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have now been brought near by the blood of Christ. ’l‘l‘l(‘.IC is, Im\sjclv‘cr‘ s;):;u
ambiguity regarding the terms “far away” and “near, .':mfc (I.llc lc(: ;a.o.an;
Gentiles being brought “near” to the Jews is also prepent. [Gend ; : r'lsnh :
were once ‘far off’ but through their ﬁutlcxl i:}llthe at(;xlnng? dez:fi'; of Christ hav
‘near’ to the true Israel and thus to salvation.

beenngtgs: tr:vesrqualifying phrases: “in Christ Jesus” and “by the blood of
Christ” (2:13). The phrase “in Christ Jesus™ is greferably undfrsu::d :sl n;d&x;;
ing “[by being incorporated] in Christ Jesus. ‘The phrase “by d:z GZ -
Christ” refers to Christ’s death on the cross as the means whereby the Gent

have been “brought near.”

2:14-18 Christ Our Peace .
In this subsection, the apostle describes further consequence of being brgl;ghhi:

near to God. He begins with a statement: “For he himself isour pea;e T
is far more than a feeling. The biblical concept of’peace is that of w ole}

ness. “Soteriologically, peace is grounded in (.}ods work of re(ilemgmon..
Eschatologically, it is a sign of God's new creation that has already egux:s
Teleologically, it will be fully realized when the work of new creation is

complete.”"*

i eace by making “the two groups” — that is, Jews and
Gcnﬁll; ls_t }::::Tlillsti:gle unfty, :ﬁ“}‘_‘li has done this by “destroy[ing] ttille—
barrier, the dividing wall of hostility” (2:14). In the tcmple.of ]erusalem(,- e
wall that separated the outer court of the Gentiles from the inner coubrtes“:nto
which only Jews could enter) was the tangible syfnbol of the ba;ner Chef:l}
Jew and Gentile. Perhaps Paul had this wall in mind when he refers to

destroying the dividing wall of hostility.** But there are several objections o}

this interpretation of the imagery. First, there is no known document where th .
wall is referred to using the word phragmos that Paul uses here; the common

147. Muddiman, Epbesians, 123.

148. See H. Beck, C. Brown, “Peace,” NIDNTT Vol. 2, 776-783; Best explains, “Peace is .....

end of alienation; people can be alienated from God, from one another or internally aliena

the first two aspects are present here, the third is not. Peace as salvation is God’s gift” Best,

. 5 . y
ﬁgamfs(;mk text, the term ke is placed first for emphasis. Schnackenburg, Ephes

ing like © 3 be needed to convey i
; Mi uggests that a rendering like “He and no other” may ¥
ilnlti;ugi:in:::e. Mitton, Ephesians, 105. The change from the seoo;d person Elnm o
first person in verse 14 signifies that what is said in verses 14—18 applies 1o Jews '
ithout distinction. L -
‘lV;O.OFor example, Mitton, Ephesians, 106; Beare, “Ephesians,” 655.
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word for a physical “wall” is teichos (compare Heb 11:30)."5' Second, at the
time of writing, this wall in the temple was still standing.’? Further, although
such a reference would have made good sense to Jews, it is debatable whether

it would have meant anything to Gentiles living in Ephesus and surrounding
areas in Asia Minor.

Therefore, it is more likely that the reference is to the Torah, which served
as a “barrier” (phragmos) around Israel, separating it from the Gentile nations.
“This specific function of the Law is to prevent fraternization with Gentiles
and preserve Israel from their idolatry.”’5* From the perspective of the Gentiles,
however, it constituted a dividing wall of hosility, for it was the Torah that was
the basis for the prejudiced attitude of Jews towards the Gentiles.">* “Setting
aside” of the law (2:15) was necessary for the creation of a universal church. s>
“Christ brought an end to the hostility separating Jews and Gentiles by abolish-
ing the laws that kept them separate and giving them shared access to God.”'5

The Jews of the first century distinguished themselves from Gentiles in two
major ways. First, they had the mark of the covenant, namely, circumcision
(2:11). Paul has already implied thar this distinction was neicher universally
recognized nor intended to be permanent. Second, they had the “law with
its commands and regulations,” an elaborate system of legal observances that
publicly distinguished Jews from Gentiles.’s” Christ has “destroyed the barrier,”

151. See N. Hillyer, “Wall, Hedge, Palisade,” NIDNTT Vol. 3, 948-952. The word used in
the temple inscriptions is tryphaktos.

152. This, of course, assumes Pauline authorship of the letter. However, even if it is assumed
that the letter was written after ap 7o, it is stll unlikely that the reference is to the barrier
between the Jewish and Gentile courts in the temple. For in Ap 70 the entire temple was de-
stroyed — not just this wall separating the courts.

153. Muddiman, Ephesians, 127. But Muddiman rejects this interpretation.

154. For example, O’Brien, Ephesians, 196; Perkins, “Ephesians,” 399; contrary to Best who
contends chat it is unlikely that the author of Ephesians or anyone like him who quoted the
Penateuch approvingly would accept “dividing wall of hostility” as a description of the law.
Best, Ephesians, 256.

155. This interpretation finds confirmation from the wording of this verse where the demo-
lition of the wall is explained as the abolishing (i.c. rendering void) of the law’s enacements
which, in the rabbinical view, served to isolate the Jew from his neighbor. Martin, “Ephesians,”
1 112; but Muddiman has major objections to both these interpretations and opts for a third:
“lt (the dividing wall) is rather constituted by all the expressions of social enmity, familiar to
any Jew or Gentile in the Hellenistic world, the differences in place of residence, manner of
worship, food and dress, politics and ethics, and above all the blank wall of murual incompre-
hiension, fear and contempr berween the two groups.” Muddiman, Ephesians, 127-128.

156. Lyons, “Church and Holiness,” 238-256,

157. “Paul is wanting the Gentile audience to realize that, while they are free from the bound-
ary markers of Judaism . . . they are also to be appreciative of the role thar Israel and the law
have played in effecting this unity.” Weedman, “Reading Ephesians,” 11.
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Paul appears to shift metaphors once more. Since he now uses the verb
“rises” (literally, “grows”), which would normally apply to a living organism
rather than to something static like a building, he is probably thinking of the

church as the living body of Christ.

The verb auxanei ([grow] 2:21; compare 4: 16) expressing an or-
ganic process, seems to be decidedly less suitable in referring to
a building than in referring to the image of the body. The us-
age here, however, is Semitic in origin; in the OT the (Hebrew)
verb means both to build an actual physical house as well as
to increase or “build” a clan or dynasty or “house,” that is, the
people of Israel. Thus, according to this idiom, it is perfectly ap-
propriate to speak of the Church as the “cemple-house” of God,
comprising the growing clan or people of the Lord."™*

Paul’s language, however, is still drawn from architecture. In Christ “:h.e
whole building is joined together.”"*’ The verb rendered “joined together” is
used again of the living union of the various parts of the body (4.:16). The
point Paul is making is that the church — standing on the foundat.lon of the
teaching of the apostles and prophets, and aligned to Jesus Christ, its corner-

stone — is constantly growing. “As a building depends for its cohesion and its

development on being tied securely to its cornerstone, so Christ the corner-

stone is indispensable to the church’s unity and growth.”'® The goal of the.l
entire work of building is the perfecting of the holy temple in the Lord.‘ 'I.heg
idea of growth is not only quantitative (more stones are added), but qu'ahtzlusvge-
as well (the stones become intimately joined together in a common life).”!
Paul then underlines an important spiritual truth: God makes his dwell
ing place not in any tangible structure but in the midst of his people (2:22).‘
The church is intended to be the location of God’s presence in the world.'"*

[ ———
. Metzger, “Paul’s Vision,” 58. . ) 4

}SSg h}:;i:fn holds that the rendering “the whole building” is grammarically mcoort:;t and
that it ought to read “every structure.” Metaphorically, it must mean every scparate 1
gregation within the universal Church, and which is nevenhiles an integral part ‘of the on
Church. Mitton, Ephesians, 115; see also Beare, “Ephesians,” 662. But Moule cites 3
exceptions to the rule within the N'T. Moule, Idiom Book, 95. In other words, Mitton may b
right in saying that, grammatically speaking, the phrase ought to be rendered every srr[;:
Bur this may well be one more exception to the rule, ff)r the context appears to favor the
dering “the whole structure.” See also Westcott, Ephesians, 41.

188. Stortt, Message, 108.

189. Metzger, “Paul’s Vision,” 59. :
190. Pedz;g\s, “Ephesians,” 402, citing Fee, God’s Empowering Presence, 684-685; Dunn say!

“In 2:18 and 22 the Spirit is the medium of access to the very presence of God, the morta
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The words “you too” reemphasize that Gentiles share fully in the privilege of
becoming “a dwelling in which God lives by his Spirit.” The reference to the
Spirit reminds Paul’s readers that “the separate parts of the edifice would never
become a united whole without the ministry of the Spirit.”**"

The church in Asian countries must give heed to this reminder that God’s
people are the dwelling in which God lives by his Spirit. Asians still persist
with the sacred-secular distinction, particularly in relation to places, build-
ings, and professions. The general view is that a church building is the only
place where we can worship God. Paul’'s emphasis on the people rather than a
building must dispel such views. God dwells wherever his people dwell. This
distinction, found in the OT, is further reiterated by Christ (John 4:21-24).
Elsewhere in the NT, too, the point is made that it is wrong to hold that God’s
presence and blessing are confined to certain sacred places and buildings. In
his defense before his accusers, Stephen thundered, “The Most High does not
live in houses made by human hands” (Acts 7:48); Paul made the same point,
using almost identical words, at Athens (Acts 17:24).

Ephesians 2:21-22 emphasizes that God dwells among his people and
does not need buildings or structures specially consecrated by human beings
for him to bless us with his presence. In the light of this teaching, much of
the church’s traditional thinking about sacred places of worship and vocations
must be brought under the judgment of Scripture and revised accordingly.

Bur the relevance of the passage stretches far beyond place of worship or
divisions of caste and class. Marcus Barth says,

This verse [2:14] says that Jesus Christ has nothing to do with
whatever divisions exist between races and nations, between
science and morals, natural and legislated laws, primitive and
progressive peoples, outsiders and insiders. The witness of
Ephesians to Christ is that Christ has broken down every divi-
sion and frontier between men. And even more, Ephesians adds

thar Christ has reconciled men with God!'*?

Barth draws out the implications of this for various areas, one of which is the
task of the proclamation of the gospel of Christ.

Even if the claim — to have Christ on [our] side or for [our-
selves] alone — were made by Christians, who with missionary

which bonds them as the bricks of the new temple of God.” Dunn, Zheol: Paul, 4
191. Guthrie, New Testament Theology, 749. £ o bty B 5
192. Barth, Broken Wall, 43.
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zeal feel committed to bring Christ or Chiistianity to outsid-

ers, non-Christians, or apostates, it would still be wrong, for

Christians bear witness to Christ only when their words and

deeds make it plain that Christ is as much the outsider’s and

opponent’s Christ as their own. He is the end of division and

enmity. He is not what a Christian can give to others. He is the

gift of God to both."”
This has practical implications. It means that Christians cannot be content
with pious statements about the unity of the church but must make every
effort to demonstrate this unity across the various lines that threaten it. Some
ways of doing this would be to participate in common community projects
and promote or support social causes that reflect common values grounded
in Scripture. This also applies to working with people of other faiths. There
is much that can be done alongside adherents of other faiths if only there is
the will to find common ground, causes, and projects that reflect common

values and concerns.

193. Barth, 44-45.
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THE INDIAN CASTE SYSTEM

Idn]c_iia is gft_en singled out for its discriminatory caste system. But hierar-
Sigmmd 3 based on.weaith, skin color, race, or religion - are
o memensvons ofgocoalstratiﬁcaﬁon in most countries of the

2 bnrtfnssometnmesthedwidmg factor, wealth is often the
most C;pos?erml discriminatory factor.

e,.a social system of gradation, was given religious i
by the ancient sacred writings of Hinduism and the Fgg Vedinfttlz
earliest document of indian history, believed to have been composed
m 1500 and 1000 sc. The Rig Veda records that Brahmins or
p-n%ts came from the face of the creator, Kshatriyas or warriors from
his arms, Vaisyas or businessmen from his thighs, and Sudras or menial
workers from the soles of his feet. In Indian society, members of the
lowest caste were subjected to much humiliation.

TheSydrasoom‘nuedtobedegraded. and even dehumanized, by
M&Ms. Revolts against the high castes by refigious leaderss[:ch
as Mahavira (540-468 sc), founder of Jainism, and Gautama Buddha
(56&718:‘3 &c), founder of Buddhism, fafied to have any significant impact
on this rigid caste system. Both before and after India gained inde-
pendence fmm British rule, the government passed many important
laws — the Hindu Marriage Act, 1955, the Caste Disabilities Removal
Act, 1_850, and the Hindu Widows' Remarriage Act, 1856 — designed
t<? uphf? the lower castes. But this did not resolve the issue of caste
discrimination. Although the constitution of India, adopted on November
26, 1949., Quarantees the right of all citizens to justice liverty, equality.
and ?}?:ty the reality does not reflect this. : : ;

Brahm_ ins dominate some segments of society and continue
:g ?ossu;t tifbesv.penonty In theory, Brahmins are not permitted even
deﬁwt touched by, someone of the lower castes for fear of

2 Pr&ecrbeddistanoesmustbemaintahedtoavoidbeing
polluted m:);rtgz iu:ras. The stratification of Hindu society distanced the
mass of untouchables. 2o st SRR
: Although MmaUngGa?deIedvecyhadtobrhg dignity to the un-
hewdwabl&c — even designating them Harjan (meaning “god’s people”) -

was not able to do much for this huge mass of humanity — between
150 and 250 million people. Their cause was also championed by B
R. Ambedkar, one of the architects of the Indian constitution. Today, the
Sudras prefer to be called the Dalits {meaning “oppraesed"). The Datrts
are fighting for equal status in Indian society. Disillusioned by Hinduism,
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