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I. INTRODUCTION

PHILIPPIANS ii. 5-11 exercises a twofold influence upon the would-be commentator. It both
attracts and repels. This ambivalent reaction is the result, on the one hand, of the importance
of the section for our knowledge of early Christianity and of Paul’s Christological teaching;
and, on the other hand, of the difficulty which the interpreter faces as he comes to weigh the
significance, and ponder the meaning, of these profound words. If A. B. Bruce in 1876 could
write of the diversity of opinion as ‘enough to fill the student with despair, and to afflict him
with intellectual paralysis’,' how much more is the modern student amazed at the variety and
complexity of more recent scholarly research on this portion of God’s Word. ‘This section
belongs to the most difficult passages of the Pauline letters’, comments E. Lohmeyer in the
introductory sentence to this passage in his Commentary.”

Yet the section induces a fascination which invites the attempt to study it closely. It is
important not only for its own sake, but also because it represents a type of literature which
New Testament study has detected and classified as ‘cultic’ or ‘confessional’. Philippians ii.
5-11 is best described as a piece of early Christian kerygmatic confession which found a place
in the cultus of the primitive Church.’ It represents one of the earliest attempts to state, in
confessional form, the Church’s belief in the person of the Redeemer and Lord, the price He
paid to fulfil the divine purpose which brought Him into the world, and the honour He
received at the completion of His mission.* The setting of this confession in the cultic life of
the early Christians may be described in the following ways.’ First, it shows clearly that the
early Church worshipped Jesus as the exalted Lord. Right at the beginning of the Christian
age the followers of Jesus, the people of the way
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(cf. Acts ix. 2, xxii. 4, xxiv. 14), hailed Him in worship, confession and prayer as well as in
preaching as Maran-Jesus and accorded Him such divine honour as belonged properly to their
covenant God. Secondly, a literary piece such as Philippians ii. 5-11 presupposes a cultus,’
1.e. a clearly defined religious devotion which centred upon Him as Lord and drew its
inspiration from His living presence in the midst of His people. Thirdly, we may with
confidence believe that this confession of Jesus as exalted Lord and Christ laid the foundation
for later Christology.® Indeed, Jeremias says explicitly of this Hymn to Christ that it ‘is the
oldest document on which the whole Christology of the later times, especially the doctrine of
the three states of existence of Christ (i.e. pre-existent, incarnate, exalted), was built up.’g

II. THE FORM AND AUTHORSHIP OF PHILIPPIANS ii. 5-11

The credit for the separate analysis of the section goes to E. Lohmeyer whose monograph
remains the outstanding single contribution in recent times.' Before him, the poetic and
liturgical character of the verses had been recognized by J. Weiss and A. Deissmann® who
arranged the section in two strophes of four lines and two strophes of seven lines respectively.
H. Lietzmann, in his monumental study of the Eucharist, has a chapter on the antecedents of
the Eucharistic prayer in Hippolytus, and refers to the ‘Christological hymn’ of Philippians ii
which he sets out in lines somewhat similar to Lohmeyer’s pattern.



Lohmeyer proceeds from the assumption that what we have in these verses is a Christological
Hymn set in rhythmical form, and composed of six strophes, each with three lines. It is a self-
contained unity because it begins with God in eternity, and concludes with the same thought.*
It is best understood as a primitive carmen Christi,” which may be set out in the following
way:

I Being in the form of God,
He considered it not a thing to be seized
To be equal with God;
[p-9]
I But emptied Himself,
By taking the form of a slave,
Coming in human likeness.

IIT And appearing on earth as Man, He humbled Himself,
Becoming obedient unto death (indeed,
death on a cross).

IV Wherefore God exalted Him,
And bestowed on Him the name
That is above every name;

V That in the name of Jesus Every knee should bow,
Of things in heaven, on earth, and under the earth,

VI And every tongue confess:
‘Jesus Christ is Lord’,
To the glory of God the Father.

The evidence for this description is found in the following unusual features.

a. Stylistic evidence

There is a stately and solemn ring in these words which is noticeable when the Greek text is
read aloud.® It is reminiscent, says Bonnard,” of the Old Testament psalms and the religious
poetry of the Old Testament. There are extraordinary features which betray the form and style
of poetry. For example, we may instance the rhythmical quality of the sentences, the use of
parallelism based on the number of syllables in a line, and the presence of rare words and
phrases. Such evidence indicates that we are dealing with the literature of liturgy rather than
epistolary prose.
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A. M. Hunter sums up the impression which the style of the piece makes in his conclusion,
“The style of the whole is solemn, stately, liturgical, and it ends with a rhetorical clause.”®

b. Linguistic evidence



It is an incontrovertible fact that many of the key-words of the section are hapax legomena in
Paul’s writing; and even, in some cases, in the entire New Testament. The word apmoypog is
not found elsewhere in the New Testament. It is absent from the LXX, and is quite rare in
secular Greek.’ The verb ‘highly exalted’, brepvyodv, likewise is not found again in the New
Testament, although it reappears in an Old Testament citation of Psalm xxxvii. 35-37 in 1
Clement xiv. 5.10 The threefold enumeration, ‘in heaven, on earth, and under the earth’ is
unique in New Testament writings.

Mopon is found only once elsewhere in the Received Text of the New Testament: in the
Markan appendix at Mark xvi. 12. The verb ‘emptied’, translating kevoVv, is used in four
other places in the Pauline literature but never with the precise meaning of ii. 7 where it is
used absolutely in contrast to the other Pauline usages which are usually in the passive voice.
The phrase, ‘in the name of Jesus’, is also something of a unique specimen. The customary
Pauline term is ‘in the name of the Lord Jesus’ or ‘in the name of Jesus Christ’.

The word translated ‘obedient’, brnpkoog, has a special meaning in the context, which is not
found elsewhere. In classical Greek it usually connotes political subjection. In two other New
Testament examples, it is obedience to men (to Moses, Acts vii. 39: to Paul himself, 2 Cor. ii.
9) which is in view. In the sense of religious obedience to God it is unique here in the New
Testament literature.

This cursory examination of the language of the passage reveals that there are many
exceptional terms and words; and confirms the impression that we are here dealing with a
piece of literature which is in a class of its own in the New Testament.
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¢. Contextual evidence

Philippians i. 27-ii. 18 forms one closely-knit section of the Epistle. The dominant theme is
exhortation. ‘What Paul expects from the Church’ is one commentator’s summary of the
contents.'' The ‘Hymn’ of verses 5-11 clearly interrupts the flow of the hortatory theme, and
points to the fact that the section has been inserted at this juncture as a citation by the apostle
of what would be to him the appropriate quotation to support his admonition to the
Philippians. The introductory formula of verse 5 is clear evidence of this. A. M. Hunter writes
of the Hymn as resembling 12
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a purple patch” stitched into the fabric of the exhortation’;
while W. K. L. Clarke comments, ‘The more we press the actuality of Philippians as a
genuine letter, the more probable it is that St. Paul did not pause in his dictation to compose
an exquisitely balanced and rhythmical piece of prose."?

By this cumulative evidence the conclusion now appears irresistible that Philippians ii. 5-11 is
detachable from the pastoral context of the Pauline letter of which it forms a part. It is marked
out as a fragment of liturgy by the unusual style and the employment of expressions which are
more in keeping with the style of poetry and worship than the results of the dictation,
presumably ad hoc, of a letter to a factious and local community of Christ’s people at Philippi.
We find that this conclusion is now generally accepted as part of the wider concern to find in
the Epistles of the New Testament fragments of hymnic and liturgical compositions which
were incorporated into the writings of the apostles and the apostolic men. This is a vast field
which offers a fascinating line of investigation, and we can only refer to it in passing.'



The designation of the section as a Christological Hymn has a distinct bearing on the matter of
authorship. Lohmeyer argues that the section must be pre-Pauline on the ground that the
Greek text is based on an underlying Aramaic original. ‘The author’s mother-tongue was
Semitic’;"” and this is shown by traces of Semitic style in the text. The participial style which

is found in the
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first half of the Hymn is a well-known feature of Semitic hymnic prayer-speech, with the
participle doing the job of the finite verb, preserving the continuity of thought and action, and
producing what Lohmeyer calls ‘a ballad-like tone’. This is a linguistic trait which is possible
only in Semitic writing, and finds illustration in the psalms of the Old Testament and the odes
of Solomon.

Lohmeyer mentions also constructions which are unlikely in a Greek composition. The
phrases €éovTov €kévmoev and eVpebelg ag call forth his brusque verdict that they are not
only unPauline but unGreek too."°

Another distinguishing characteristic which indicates that the Hymn had a Semitic origin is
the construction of the Section in threes.!” There are three stresses to a line, three lines to a
strophe, three strophes in each part of the entire composition with the first half containing
three steps down from the Lord’s heavenly state to humanity and Servant-hood and ultimately
the humiliation of death. And there is the threefold division of the cosmos in verse 10.
Furthermore, if we accept Jeremias’ modification of Lohmeyer’s analysis,'® there is an extra
feature of the Hymn covering the threefold state of the Person of Christ in His preexistence,
His humiliation and His exaltation. Jeremias has detected this triadic structure of early
Christian hymns elsewhere in the New Testament.

Lohmeyer draws the conclusion that, in view of the presence of rare words and the obvious
Semitic flavour of the piece, the author must have belonged to the early Jewish-Christian
community at Jerusalem. He goes even further with the suggestion that the Hymn belongs to
the Eucharistic liturgy of the Jerusalem church and was sung at the celebrations of the Lord’s
Supper in that early community. '° This startling view has not met with approval by those who
would follow Lohmeyer in his general thesis about the origin of the Hymn and its pre-Pauline
authorship.” In fact, later discussion would take the composition away from Jerusalem, and
locate it in Antioch in the Syrian province
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where there was a large Jewish population, and where Paul spent his early years as a
missionary and in contact with the bilingual churches.”’

The denial of apostolic authorship is not, however, merely a subjective guess. There are,
according to its proponents, certain factors which militate against the traditional view.

First, we may observe the absence of the great Pauline theme of redemption. Although it is on
the cross that the Lord of glory brings His life of obedience to a climax, no redemptive
significance is attached to that death. In fact, Lohmeyer would remove the phrase, ‘even the
death of the cross’, as a Pauline interpretative gloss on the score that it breaks the metrical



structure of the Hymn.*” But even if the phrase is allowed to stand, it adds little by way of
explanation to the meaning of the death. There is no thought of dngp or mepi fpudv.> There is
no reference to the redemption of humanity from sin by the cross. Rather the outcome is that
the entire cosmos is subjected to a new Lord.

Secondly, no mention is made of the resurrection of Christ which was a doctrine dear to the
heart of the apostle and central in his preaching as the evidence of I Corinthians xv shows.**
Here in Philippians ii. 9, as in Hebrews (except xiii. 20), the thought proceeds directly from
the cross to the exaltation of the Lord.”

Thirdly, there is no reference to the Church as the company of those for whom Christ laid
down His life (contrast Ephesians v. 25). Instead, the reconciliation is one which embraces the
whole order of created life which is comprehensively covered by the phrase in verse 10.%

The noticeable absence of these Pauline characteristica provides the ground for a denial of
Paul’s hand in the composing of the Hymn. Could he have written a noble tribute to the Lord,
it is argued, and omitted those very ideas and emphases which we know to have been so vital
to his theology?

There is, moreover, a further consideration. If we may assume for the moment what will be
shown later, that one of the main categories of interpretation is the doctrine of the Servant of
the
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Lord whose obedience, submission unto death and glorification are the prototype of the
presentation of Christ here, we may note the statement of R. H. Fuller: ‘Paul never makes use
of any of the Servant language, except where he is quoting tradition which he has received
from pre-Pauline Christianity’.?’ If this is a sound judgment, it would buttress the already
imposing argument that Philippians ii contains a pre-Pauline Hymn which Paul inherited from
his Jewish-Christian predecessors, from those who were ‘in Christ’ before him (Rom. xvi. 7).
He utilized it at this point in his Epistle to illustrate and enforce the lessons of humility and
submissiveness which he was setting before the Philippian Christians.

The evidence is, however, not all on one side. To champion the cause of the apostolic
authorship is not an easy business in these days, and especially when the arguments ranged
against it are so strong and clear. We cannot deny the cogency of the point that ideas that we
associate with Paul are missing from the section; nor the unmistakable data of the rare words
and phrases. Rather, the line to be taken will be to admit all this; but then to suggest that there
are factors which explain the evidence, and make it unnecessary to postulate an unknown
authorship. The rhythmical and liturgical style of the piece betraying an early Christian con-
fession may be taken as proved. But this one concession may in itself explain some of the
other features which Lohmeyer and Hunter have so acutely detected, viz, the unusual
vocabulary and the absence of certain ideas which the apostle elaborates elsewhere in great
detail. If the section was originally composed as a Hymn, or confession of faith, in tribute to
the Church’s Lord, the employment of exceptional words and constructions might well be
expected. Presumably the author had a certain picture in mind of the Subject in whose praise
and honour the Hymn would be written, and it would be unnatural to ask that every truth
about Him and His work should be included in one short tribute. The author would have to be



selective of his ideas, and this one fact may go far to explain the omission of those features
which we
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find in the undoubtedly genuine Pauline works. As Henry reminds us simply, ‘un silence n’est

. 528
pas une negation’.

Also we are learning from recent Pauline studies that there is danger in too much confidence
in the value of word-statistics as a determining criterion of apostolic authorship; and we
cannot be over-dogmatic about just what the apostle could or could not have written.”’

This leads on to the point that Paul is capable of an exalted and poetic style when the occasion
serves. 1 Corinthians xiii and Romans viii. 31 ff., xi. 33 ff. are the clearest examples of this
ability to scale the heights of sublime poetry and to compose in a style which is as far
removed from that of epistolary prose as is Philippians ii.*’ There are also other examples
which may have been his guide and incentive, for instance the liturgical psalms of the Old
Testament and the Servant poems of Isaiah. It would be a risky conclusion to set a limit to the
ability of the apostle in his literary composition, and to say dogmatically that he was not
capable of producing a hymn in a style appropriate to the literary genre he is being inspired to
produce.

W. D. Davies has offered the point that the doctrine of Christ as the second Adam is
distinctively Pauline.*' As will be shown later, this view is another valuable key to the
elucidation of the whole passage. In his discussion of the second Adam doctrine in the New
Testament, he reaches the conviction that ‘the conception of Christ as the Second Adam was
probably introduced into the Church by Paul himself’.** If this is so, our Hymn is the most
conspicuous example of the way his renewed mind was working in the formulating of the
contrast between the first Adam and last Man from heaven.

Against Lohmeyer’s description of the verses as a pre-Pauline Eucharistic liturgy, we may set
the verdict of Stauffer who has examined the credal elements in the New Testament and finds
twelve criteria which mark out credal formulae. Many of these criteria are present in
Philippians ii, and this endorses Stauffer’s statement that these verses are to be classified as a
Pauline in-
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carnational formula which Paul composed at an earlier date than the writing of the Philippian
letter and inserted there.*®

On the linguistic side, it is a fact that there are typically Pauline elements in the text which
should not be overlooked.*® His use of ofipo. and his employment of the verb ‘to kneel’,
which is used in the same Old Testament quotation from Isaiah xlv. 23 in Romans xiv.11, are
cases in point. Kbprog ‘Incodg is his favourite Christological appellation in, e.g., 1
Corinthians xii. 3 and Romans x. 9, which are both credal statements. There are also the two
main ideas which form the central convictions of his Christology: the obedience of the Lord
which reverses the disobedience of the first Adam, a theme which is worked out in
considerable detail in Romans v; and the bestowal of a name on the exalted Christ (cf. Eph. i.
20-23). If an underlying Semitic original may be taken as demonstrated by Lohmeyer, then



this raises an obvious question. Need we look any further than the apostle himself for the
author? We require, as a candidate for authorship, a Christian whose mother tongue is
Aramaic and one with equal facility in the use of Greek. The apostle has just that
qualification.*

III. AN EXEGETICAL STUDY OF PHILIPPIANS ii. 5-11

The method of many modern interpreters is to begin with an examination of the language of
the Pauline text and subject the key-words to close study. We may proceed, then, to some of
the controverted words and phrases, and observe the conclusions of modern lexicographical
study.

a. Vapywv

This word, which is rendered by the plain participle ‘being’ in the AV, is more suitably
translated ‘being originally’, as in the RV margin. bnépyetrv can often mean simply ‘to exist’,
and we may compare the very frequent usage of the participle with a predicate noun to mean
‘who is, since he is’. There is also the connotation of ‘what belongs to someone, his
possession’, or, in the phrase dmépyel pot T, ‘something at my disposal’ which would be
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rendered by the simple verb, ‘I have’.! So we read in Ecciesiasticus xx. 16, ‘A fool will say, I
have no friend’ (o0y LrépyeL Ol GLAOC).

Perhaps we ought to bear this nuance in mind when we come to interpret the Christological
text of Philippians ii. 6. Our Lord, in His pre-incarnate state, had possession of the ‘form of
God’. The usage of drépyelv to denote an original or fundamental possession is attested by 1
Corinthians xi. 7 which is an important parallel in view of its meaning. Man is the eix®v and
86Ea of God, but not by acquirement. Rather, he is that by nature, in virtue of his original
creation at the hands of God (Gn. i. 27: xat” eixdéva in the LXX: cf. Col. iii. 10). This would
be true of the first man Adam who enjoyed this dignity as the original gift of God.

In this context, then, while it is not absolutely required, the meaning seems clear. ‘He who
was originally possessing the “form of God” ‘is the introductory description of the pre-
existent Lord.”

b. &v popoe1 Geod

The discovery of the exact meaning of this phrase is handicapped by the fact that the word
popoen is found only here in Paul’s writing, although cognate words are elsewhere used by
him.* Of first importance is to notice that Paul does not say that Christ existed as the popemn
®eoV, but that He was in that popemn; or, as we may submit, He possessed that popem. Earlier
writers viewed the term through the spectacles of Greek philosophy, and reached the
conclusion that here was a word which expressed the metaphysical notion of ovcio as the
equivalent of deity.*



The exact wording €v popoefi ©cob and the more likely background of the apostle’s thought in
the world of the Old Testament and Hellenistic Judaism would support a more profitable line
of thought. Instead of the parallels to be found in Aristotle’s highly formal statements about
popen, it is more in keeping with the apostle’s essentially Hebraic outlook to seek an
interpretation of the phrase in the language of the Old Testament.’ This is done in the
suggested equation of popen and eik@v (image). We may
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also observe the way in which both words are directly related to the word for ‘glory’ (86&a).
Thus the meaning is that our Lord’s pre-existent state was one in which He uniquely shared in
the divine splendour which, to the Hebrew mind, would mean that He was the visible
representation or manifestation of the presence of God Himself.

The lines of evidence for this thesis are:

i. elkdv and popoen are interchangeably used in the LXX and synonymous in other places.
There is a good example of this equivalence in a text in the Corpus Hermeticum.®

ii. That eik@v and 86 are parallels is shown in the LXX’s translation of #muina|h by both
these words. popgf is also the LXX translation of #miina |h in Job iv. 16.

iii. Our Lord as the ‘image and glory of God’ is attested Pauline teaching; and especially in
his doctrine of Christ as the last Adam.® There are other notable instances of the fact that the
New Testament writers saw in the Old Testament conception of the glory of God a
prefigurement of the status of Christ.”

iv. This is confirmed by the Johannine witness to the preexistent state of the Logos as
enjoying the 86€a. of the Father.'

v. Further confirmation comes from the identification of the pre-incarnate Christ with the
divine and pre-existent wisdom of Hellenistic Judaism.""

The consensus of modern interpretation then would agree that the enigmatic phrase ‘in the
form of God’ is another way of saying that, in His eternal state in the Father’s presence, the
Lord existed as the image and glory of God. J. Behm expresses this very clearly when he says,
¢ “The form of God”, in which the preexistent Christ was, is nothing else than the divine
“glory”; the Pauline “being in the form of God” corresponds completely with John xvii. 5 “the
glory which I had with thee before the world was” *, quoting Calvin in support.'?

¢ apmaypog
This term poses one of the most thorny questions in the whole
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field of New Testament exegesis. There is, on the one hand, the need to define the exact
connotation of the word;"® and, on the other hand, the discovery of the precise meaning in
relation to the context of Paul’s Christological thought.



On the first point, we must reach a decision on the question whether dpraypog is active,
denoting an act of robbery or usurpation with a cognate form &prmayn as a synonym; or
passive as the description of what is done by the action, whether in the bad sense of ‘prize,
booty’, or in the good sense of ‘good fortune’, ‘lucky chance’. Here the synonym would be
GpTrarypa or eV

The first view which defends the active meaning of dppoypnodg is now largely abandoned,
although it is a common meaning in non-biblical Greek.'* The only conceivable way in which
it could be applied is the signification which J. Ross gives."> He admits that the active force of
‘an act of plundering’ would not be understood by Paul’s readers as though he meant that our
Lord were robbing God, but rather that he was telling them that the Messiah, Christ Jesus, did
not think that to be on an equality with God spelt rapacity, plundering, self-aggrandizement.
On the contrary, He voluntarily and gladly rejected the earthly idea of Messiahship for the
spiritual. Ross finds this choice illustrated in the temptation presented to the Lord in the
wilderness when He was tempted by the Devil to seize the kingdom in opposition to the will
and purpose of God.

But this interpretation faces the decisive question: What exactly did our Lord refuse to
plunder? To this there is no satisfactory answer; and there is no help from other biblical texts,
because appaypdg in its active sense of rapina (so the Vulgate, which is followed by the
AV), ‘robbery’, is not found again in the New Testament and is absent from the LXX.

The passive meaning, then, must be accepted. appoypog is equivalent to dpmoypo; as has
been amply demonstrated,'® with the meaning of ‘spoil, prize’. We have still to determine the
exact force even if this translation be accepted. The issue here is to decide whether ‘the prize’
was something which the pre-incarnate
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Lord was tempted to hold fast to, or something which He refused to snatch violently. It is the
controversy which was centred upon the choice of the terms res rapta or res rapienda.

1. Res rapta is the term used to carry the following meaning. Our Lord was faced with the
temptation to hold tightly the equality which He already possessed. He rejected this
temptation, in one of three ways. With Lightfoot the verse may be rendered, ‘He did not look
upon His equality with God as a prize to be clutched’, i.e. He already possessed divine
equality and resolved not to cling to it. So He chose to renounce it in becoming a Man. On
another interpretation the sense reads as follows: He did not regard equality as a prize to be
grasped because He already had it, and therefore there was no need for Him to snatch it
because it was already His as the eternal Son of God. Or, with Barth,'” the sense may be that
while holding fast that divine equality He accepted also the consequences of His decision to
become incarnate in human form.

All these views command support, but there are difficulties. Against the first mentioned, we
may doubt, with Kennedy, whether the verb underlying d&ppoaypodg, translated in AV
‘robbery’, has been correctly understood. It means ‘to seize’, ‘to snatch violently’, and it is
not permissible to glide into the sense of ‘to hold fast’. The second interpretation hardly does
justice to the construction of the whole sentence in view of the place of the emphatic word



appoypog and the strong adversative which follows. It also minimizes the force of ‘highly
exalted’ in verse 9 which may be translated, ‘God did more-than-highly exalt’.

ii. Res rapienda. This phrase expresses the view that He was tempted to seize what He did not
actually possess, namely, the equality with His Father. This He refused to do, deliberately
declining to seek His possession by an act of usurpation, and chose rather to embrace God’s
will in the humiliation of His incarnation and death. To support this, it is maintained that it is
only this understanding of appoypog that does justice to the basic idea of its verb apralerv,
which means ‘to snatch violently, to seize’, and not ‘to hold in possession’, ‘to hold fast to’.18

The notion of violent
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seizing is apparent in the other uses of the verb."” But it is still an open question whether the
term means to lay hold upon something which one does not already possess (res rapienda). It
is still a possibility that it can mean ‘to hold something convulsively’ as a bandit would seize
his booty and so hold on to it. The point at issue in the Pauline context is then, Did Christ,
who enjoyed equality with God as His possession, refuse to consider that equality as His prize
and to hold on to it in His decision to enter upon His incarnate life; or was the prize something
whicg) He could have grasped at and made His own by self-assertion, but He refused to do
this?

There is a third view, however. This stems from the connotation of aGppaypodg as ‘a piece of
good fortune’, ‘a lucky find’, ‘a treasure trove’, as though it were ebpnua or &ppoov.”!
Bonnard® takes the illustration of a spring-board (fremplin) with the same general
presentation of the opportunity which the pre-existent Christ had before Him. He existed in
the ‘divine condition’ as the unique image and glory of God, but refused to utilize this
favoured position to exploit His privileges and assert Himself in opposition to His Father. It
remains an open question whether the windfall had already been seized and is waiting to be
used, or whether it had still to be appropriated.

But it seems more in keeping with the tenor of this view to interpret appoypog as the actual
holding of a privilege which opens up the future opportunity of advantage, if only the
possessor will exploit it to his own profit. This the pre-incarnate Christ refused to do. He
already had as His personal possession the unique dignity of His place within the Godhead, a
vantage-point from which He might have attained that equality with God which the later
verses show to be the bestowal and honour of the name of Lord. He possessed the divine
equality de jure because He existed eternally in the ‘form of God’:** He could have seized the
glory and honour of the acknowledgement of that office de facto, if He had grasped His
sovereignty by self-assertion and desire for power in His own right. He considered the
appropriation of divine honour in this way
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an intolerable temptation. He rejected it and chose rather to be proclaimed as equal with God
as ‘the Lord’ by accepting His destiny as the incarnate and humiliated One.**

From this understanding of &ppoaypdc we are able to appreciate the background of the
apostle’s reference. It seems clear that the background here is the contrast between the two
Adams.” The probability of this is confirmed by the negative structure of the sentence: ‘He



did not count it a prize to be on an equality with God, but emptied Himself.” This unusual
wording suggests that Paul has also in view the instance and example of another person who
did count equality with God as a desirable thing, and from a favoured position did aspire to
his own glory.*

The ‘form of God’, if taken in the sense of ‘the image and glory of God’, describes the state of
the first man at his creation (Gn. i. 26, 27).” Adam reflected the glory of the eternal Son of
God who from all eternity was ‘with God” (Jn. i. 1, xvii. 5) as the express image of the
ineffable and invisible God (Heb. i. 3). In His pre-existent ‘form’ He is seen as the visible
representation of the divine glory (Is. vi. 1-5; cf. Jn. xii. 41). The first appoypog was
attempted as Adam, ‘the son of God’ (Lk. iii. 38), and made a little lower than God (Ps. viii.
5, RV), asserted himself to be ‘as God’ (see Gn. iii. 5), i.e. to be lord in his own right and
independently of God his Maker. He was given a relative dominion (Gn. i. 28, ii. 19, 20), but
he grasped at the specious promise of an absolute lordship, eritis sicut deus, which was held
out to him by the serpent if only he would assert himself in rivalry and disobedience against
God.”® But he failed in this senseless aspiration. The Son of God, however, faced with a
parallel temptation, refused to use His favoured position to exploit His privileges and assert
Himself in opposition to His Father. In contrast to the first Adam, He refused the opportunity
to rival God, and chose instead the way of obedience as the pathway to His lordship.

d. £00TOV €KEVICEV

It is this phrase which has given its name to the celebrated theory
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of kenosis.*® By this term, in its classical formulation, we are to understand that in becoming
Man Christ divested Himself of the relative attributes of diety, viz, omniscience, omnipotence,
and omnipresence, and even suffered the extinction of His eternal self-consciousness.”® On
this view the secondary object of the verb, He ‘emptied himself” (RV) which is the correct
translation of éovtov €kévwoev, is the popen Oeod which He possessed in eternity, and
which is taken in the sense of His nature as a Member of the Godhead. Later writers, even
those who accept a modified form of the kenotic theory, agree that this cannot be the correct
meaning, and is open to damaging theological objections as well as to criticisms on exegetical
grounds.’ Linguistically the self-emptying is related to the taking of the form of a servant,
and the verse teaches nothing about the abandonment of the divine attributes.>

What exactly is meant by the words, He ‘emptied himself’? Of what did the eternal Son of
God divest Himself in His momentous decision not to cling to, or clutch at, equality with the
Father? There are certain definable consequences of His pre-incarnate choice,” and this is
clearly implied in the structure of the sentence: ‘He did not... but’, where the strong
adversative &AL, translated ‘but’, prepares for the statement of what the incarnation meant to
our Lord on the positive side. On the one hand, He refused to succumb to the temptation
represented by the term appaypdg and on the other hand, He followed the inevitable
consequence of the choice not to exploit the prize within His grasp. This consequence is
described by the words of the verb under consideration.

1. For those who interpret &pparypog as His possession which He voluntarily let go, and find
the phrase ‘equality with God’ as a synonym of this possession, the consequence follows that
He was willing to forgo, for the purpose and the period of the incarnation, the equality He had



known from all eternity. Lightfoot so regards the meaning of the word: “Though He pre-
existed in the form of God, yet He did not look upon equality with God as a prize which must
not slip from His grasp, but He emptied Himself, divested
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Himself (not of His divine nature, for this was impossible), but of the glories, the
prerogatives, of Deity.”** This He did by taking the form of a servant.

ii. We have earlier noted the view that appoypog has been taken to refer to a prize which lay
within the reach of the pre-existent Son but which was not His actual possession. This has
been identified with the ‘equality with God’, which was not His possession in His pre-
incarnate existence. It was rather a future possibility which He declined to accept by seizure,
but which was realized as He accepted the obedient role of the incarnate One, who was at the
last exalted to the rank or status of equality with God. On this interpretation He cannot have
emptied Himself of what He did not then possess, and those commentators who adhere to this
view of appoyog as res rapienda have to look elsewhere for their explanation of the content
of the verb xevodv. They find it in the ‘conditions of glory and majesty that inevitably
pertained to his divine nature’.> Or alternatively, they submit that the verb may be taken in
the sense of a general antithesis to the temptation of snatching at the equality which He
refused. ‘He poured out Himself” is the way that W. Warren takes it, teaching that He did not
consider the equality with God as an opportunity of self-aggrandizement, but effaced all
thought of self and poured out His fullness to enrich others.*®

Allied to this suggestion is the further idea that the phrase éovtov éxévooev, which is found
nowhere else in Greek,’’ and is grammatically harsh, may go back to a Semitic original in
Isaiah liii. 12, ‘he poured out his soul unto death’ (RV). Warren, it appears, first drew
attention to this verse, and his idea has since then been developed by later writers.”® The
novelty of this view lies in its implication. It removes the Christological verse completely
from the doctrine of the incarnation and concentrates all attention on the cross. It sees the
death of Jesus as the supreme display of the outpouring of Him who so loved the race that He
emptied Himself to the uttermost in self-giving and sacrifice for man’s redemption. On this
view the text says nothing about the pre-
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incarnate choice of the Son and its cost to Him in eternity; and the structure of the Hymn is
broken by mentioning the death of the cross before the circumstances of the incarnate life
have been given.*” How far we are to expect formal consistency and logical, historical order is
the issue here.* If the Hymn, however, does proceed in orderly fashion from the pre-existence
to the earthly life and from the earthly to the exalted states, we must limit the choice behind
the words to that of the pre-incarnate One who accepted in His mission to earth the abnegation
and renunciation of His heavenly glory.*!

The apostle did not make such a sharp distinction between the Lord’s choice to become
incarnate and the inevitable consequence of that choice in His obedience unto death. It was
His sacrifice, which commenced at His incarnation and was consummated at His passion, that
was the impressive thing. Here, as in 2 Corinthians viii. 9; Galatians iv. 4, 5; Romans viii. 3;
and Hebrews ii. 14-16, x. 5 ff., the two thoughts are not to be kept rigidly separate. The
conclusion then is this. In order to fulfil the divine will for human redemption, He emptied



Himself of that native glory which He enjoyed as the unique image and likeness of His Father
from all eternity. He was prepared to lay aside that splendour and accept the humble
conditions and obscurity of the earthly life as the Servant of God in whose form He appeared.
And ‘the form of the servant” was a decisive step to that final offering of Himself when on
Calvary He did, to the fullest extent, ‘pour out His soul unto death’.

e. Lopen dovAov

Attention is drawn to the use of doDAog in this phrase by the fact that this is the only place in
the New Testament where the word is applied to Christ. The reasons for its employment in
this context are variously given. Lightfoot suggests that dodAog is used instead of &vOpmmoC
(which is the obvious parallel with ®ed¢ of verse 6) because the former is the stronger word,
and it contrasts with the —Oprog of verse 11: ‘He, who is Master (kprog) of all, became the
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slave of all’.** Dibelius sees here only an example of the way in which the writer varies the
expressions on the ground of poetic euphony.*’

Much more credible is the view that the direct background here is the picture of the Servant in
Isaiah’s prophecy, and this derivation is accepted by the overwhelming majority of
commentators.* The most apparent objection,* that is the word here is 8odAog and not moig
as in the LXX, is not a serious one for the following reasons:

i. C. F. Burney has shown that ‘both Greek terms (60VAoc, moig) are indifferently used in
LXX to render the 72U of Deutero-Isaiah, but the preference is for naig (8odAog in 49. 3, 5;
ot in 42. 1, 49. 6, 50. 10, 52. 13); and it is woig which is used of our Lord as the ideal
Servant in Acts 3. 13, 4. 27, 30°.% While, therefore, moilg 6e0b would have been the more
usual phrase, assuming that the derivation is from Isaiah’s prophecy, it cannot be said that
doVAog is wholly inappropriate.

ii. This conclusion is endorsed by the variation in textual tradition. In Isaiah lii. 13 Aquila
reads 6 doVAog in place of 6 malg. Moreover, the verb dovAeverv is used in the LXX of
Isaiah liii at verse ii, which suggests that there is no great distinction between the two terms.

iii. If we may, with any degree of plausibility, find a key to the understanding of Philippians
ii. 5-11 in Isaiah’s Servant poems, it will explain not only the use of doVAog here but the
entire phrase popen 8ovAov. Otto Michel and L. Cerfaux*” have drawn attention to the textual
tradition underlying Isaiah lii. 14 where the LXX reads 10 €idog and 7 36&a. These same
Greek words corresponding to 1R TR recur in liii. 2. Aquila reads for this pair
Opoolg TV Kol Hopen avTod in Isaiah lii. 14 and there is a variant reading of popoen at
liii. 2. Michel suggests that both Aquila and Philippians ii. 7 refer to an older Greek
translation of the Isaiah text. This may sound like a piece of special pleading, but if there is
any justification in the view that we are reading here in Philippians ii. 7 a version in Greek of
the Old Testament picture
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of the Lord’s Servant, a flood of light is thrown on the enigmatic phrase ‘the form of a
servant’. Even if this proposal is not fully acceptable,*® we are still entitled to hold that Paul
has the Servant-idea in mind, but prefers the word dovAog because of the implicit antithesis of
that word with kpoc.*’

The older commentators (e.g. Calvin®®) treated the entire verse as the vivid record of our
Lord’s true humanity. He comes to share our human nature in all its frailty and finitude (Rom.
viii. 3; Heb. ii. 7, 14), and to enter upon His earthly life circumscribed by the restrictions
imposed upon Him by that nature, with the glorious exception that He was without sin.

emphasizes the reality of His coming in human form, but underlines also the mission and
destiny upon which He embarked. doVAog has the plain meaning of ‘slave’, but it would be
erroneous here to give it a social connotation.”’ The title rather is one of dignity as Lohmeyer
has pointed out,” and has an honoured application to such servants of God as Moses (Ex. xiv.
31; Nu. xii. 7; Ps. cv. 26) and the prophets (Am. in. 7; Je. xxv. 4; Dn. ix. 6, 10), who are seen
as receiving a commission of service from God Himself. In Isaiah lii-liii it is the Servant of
G