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TS PROBL

Poal ie urging the Philippians %o cultivate & finer fellowship
by denying themselves in order to help others. %his is accomplished by
letting Ohriast, their Savicr, live in them apd zive to tham His attisude

Thil. Z2:3~-5)e Than they will have “the mind of Christ? {1 Cor. 2116},

As Panl ovictures how Jesus denled Himself for ua, the exhoriation
of the fnoatle gives way to 2 glerification of the Savior whom he loves.
In majeatic phrages he tells us whai was in the mind of the Son of God
in that nonentous interval Letweon the sternities when He came %o us,
what it meant for Him to go the way of sorrows thad beg.n and ended in
glory. There are ceosnle imnlicntions which give his counprehensive and
rather factual statements an enic tone. But there is also Paul's
glmole and direct way of spnenling o Ghrist.

This pessage nae wafortuneitely beon subjected to & host of conflict~
ing intersretations and has become & focul point of a theologienl
controversy which has sarked it zs & difficult pasasnge.

The diversity of ovpinion preveiling awvong interpreters in regurd

to the meaning of this nasssge is enough to £ill the student with
desoair, snd to afflict him with intellectusl peralysis.l

L. fruce, The Numilintion of Christ, quoted in M. X. Vincent, Word
Studies in the Sew Testement (Hew York: OCharles Scribner's Some, 1905,
111, 3z,
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It ie s5dd to be "just am famous as 1t in ALffioult."” Yet Paul mekes

the statemont with an ease which leads us to believe thal much of the
confusion is unnecessary. There was no doubd in his aind in regard to
the intelligiuility of what he was saying. 74nd we ought to be abls to
thinkk his thoughts after hin and by eliminsting the uncertninties make
this vaasage, instesad of & source of confusion, 2 key to the powar of
the Jogpel aon that its truth moy sirike our hearis with o sinple clarigy
and =n undininished force.

I have examined the various maznings given to the words in hil. 2:6
and have tried to trece tho remsons for them in the non-Biblical ussze
of the words snd their cogoate forms. &3 fer as the materials were
available, I have exenined the primecy sonvces in order $o a2scertsin
the usage of £ word in its context. I heve tried %o diszcover vhere the
erezaticnl anoroach of the internreters may have besn fanlty and $o cull
the valid svidence and its scund interpretation from theiy materiasl.
From the doguntic helps I hnve tnken aome sintements which would show
whnat is implied in various interprotations. I carefully exenmined the
text itself %o distinguish sharply what is toxinal and what is not, %o
get the gramesticnl relatlons embedded in the words, and to re-~ostablish
the contraets which Panl wes manioulating.

In that way 1 tried to get exmct answers to the following questions:

6. Staehlin in Theologischeg Hoerterbuch zmuan Houen Testawent,
edited by G. Kittel {Stuttzert: Y. Xohlhemmer, 1950), III, 354. 211

transintions in this thesis which are not sneclelly credited o someone-
elea are tha author's.
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What is the moroh® theou? Does it mean the "appearance,” the

Noxnression,” or the tegsence” of God? What sccordins to these neanings

wopened o the moroh® during the humiliation?

Does this text refer to the preexiastent or the incarnaite Christ?

vhat is harossmoa? Is 4t vmasive or asctive in meaningt? Is it

past, present, or future? Does it mean "dieplay," "booty," or
Tgxnloitation®?
Some of the conclusions

Hy afinm was to f£ind out what the text meons.

differ from the doctrinal sitstements of men whom I resvect very nighly.

I made no special efiert to wphold Jutheran doctrine. ¢t wns thereforo

reagsauring to see how the text, whan freed of 2ll encumbrances, stonds

there in its eimple doctrinal glory.




CrAPR IX
THR HRANIHG OF HOLPHE
Horph8 as "Appenrance"

Socrates soaankes of chenging £ shaps into many :sorghrm.l
T4 3
famorohisn is the "beeutiful form" of the body.“ Vincent may be risht
whon he says,
Prior to the nhilosonhical nariasd of Greeir literatura, the
prodominant sense of morohe was Ysghape" or "figure.". . . It
ineludes the coloring and the vhole outward sppearance--ths body

1taelf with no reforence to other than ountward pecularities. X
This senns is retainad to sone extent in philosophical unssage.~

"Outward forn® is the only menning of morphé in the Septtmg.;int.""
and that iz why it is never used of God in the 0ld Testament. It is
uged for the hwmn shape of an idol (Is. 44313). In Weclesiasticus
918 we road:  "Turn your eyes swey from a besutiful (ewsorphou) woman,

and don't geze nt the beauty of & strenger.? Symumchus uses

metemornhoun to say thet David "changed® his a;armrancaj if this verd

Ipiato, Reoublig, The Loeb Glassiesl Library (Combridge: Harvard
Univeraity Press, 1937), I, 188,

2rinta, Iawg, The loeb Cleasienl Library (Combridge: Harvard
University Press, 1942), ». 29%.

3M. R. Vincent, The Epiatles o the Philinoisns and o Thilemon,
The International Oritlen) Commentary (Bdinmbvurght €. & 2. Clark, 1902),
. 7% '

Y. leten and M. 4. Redpnth, A Concordsnce to the Sentussing
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1897), pp. 575, F3k.

5Inid., v. 916.
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is used in the saume wny in Matt. 17:2 and lerk 932, then the noun
morphd, ns far as these pesuages ars concarned, would mean "outward :
forms The evongelists show clearly that Jesus changed only oubwnrdly:

\

"Hia fece shone like the sun, ond His clothes bocame ng white na light®

e e s Eales

(Matt. 17:2); "Hia clothes becmme glittering white; no ore on sarth
conld blesch them so white® (Mark 913); "Eis face changed and looked
different, and His clothes flashed like lightning" (Luke 9:29). iorn
merng Youtward form" in Mark 16:12, where the person of Jesus stayed the
seme, but Mis appenrance change to something different (heterai;
comnare Gal. 1:16-7).

Lightfoot spenks of mornhosis in Hom. 2120 and 2 Tim. 3:5 as
"an appearance which is smpm‘fﬁ.ciai and unrezl. . . . lHere the
terminstlon denctes the wiming after or affecting the morn §,"5
Hobertson says porohdsis is "the outwerd shepe without the reality 7

Bauer defines it for 2 Tim. 3¢5 as "outwerd form, the &sppearance of

false tenchers,® sud me evidence he guotes Philo, tines $on epimorvhazonidn

augolician, "aome of those who cover piety."a But eni- alone coarries the

menning of "aver the surface." Npargurcs =nd gnichruscs mean "overlzid

65, 3. Lightfoot, Seint Paulls Hnistle to the Philionians (Tondons E
Hremillan and Go., 1881), v. 131.

7, %, Robertson, Bpistles of Paul, Word Pictures in the Mew
Teztament (Yew York: HNarper & Brothers, 1931), IV, 623.

By. Baver, Griechlisch-Deutsches loerterbuch zu den Schrifisn des
Housn Tostoments (Second edition; Gicesent Mfrod | Toepelmmnn, 1928 5

col. 83k, The definition and the evidence in the 1952 e¢dition mrae the
sSame.,
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with silver 2nd 2old"; theso terms do not prove that lumps of silver or
gold have only the appearance of silver and gold.

Yuncea supnoses that Philippisns 2:6-11 was originzlly en Aremaic
hymn and cites the Arenaic equivalents ss evidence that morphs means
#31ikoneas™:

If {as seens cortnin) it is & translation from sn Arnmaic

original, then we moy link up the hyan with an early stuge

of the Christisn movenent in Palestine, or more orobubly in

Syrig. . « o (Pollowing Horing, Le Royaume de Dieu et sa

Veime, p. 161) I take morohe as repressnting the Hebrew

demouth, Aramaic demouthn), i.e. "likeness" (Gen. 1:26).

This is confirwed bg the Peghitto rendering of the

Philippian passago.

So Thayer defines morphé as "shape" or "apnearance," "the forn
by which a verson oy thing striltes the visioni the external a*;)jma.rance,“lo
end Pouver defines it 2s "Cosotalt, aeusserse Eracheinungsform allgean. von
einer koerserlichen Gestalt.' ! ye Bezin to susnpect the accuracy of
thens definitions when we see that they are vractically the same a&as those
for gchémn, which according to Thayer means "¢he hablitus as comprising

avorything in & person which strikes the senses, figure, bearing, dis-

courae, actions, manner of 1ife."12 Baner defines schEma as "d. asussere

9. 5. Dunean, Jesus, Son of Hen (New York: The #aemillan Co., 19%49),
Pe 193,

103, H. Thayer, A Greck-Enslish lLexicon of the Hew Testanent
(ilew York: American Poolr Comvany, 1883), o. 418,

Npauer, op. cit., col. 418,

IET}myer, on. cit., p. 610.
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pracheinang, d. Gestalt."IB The Hevised Standard Version translates

both ZOoro%® in Phil. 216 and gehEma in v. 7 vith "form."1¥

in ordinzry epeech "form" means "outward shape! and may be
contragted with reality. Tho external appearance nay or may not show
the real character. Chemnitz defined gchéma as "the figure znd outward
anvearance” and added, "From this we connot know the real nan. 433
Talse apostles have the gschéma of true aposilss, and the devil puts on
the goh@ms of an angel of light (2 Cor. 11:13-15). If morph® is like
gchéna -ancl means only "axternal appearance," we cannot prove frem the
use of norph8 in Phil. 2:6 that Jesus is God. Lightfoot says,

lornhe, l1ike achome, originally refers to the organs of senss.
+ o « It compriges all those sensible gqualitiss, which
striking the oye lend 4o the conviction thet we see such &
thing. The cogviction indeod may be false, for the form may
be a phanton, i

When interpretera sneak of mjing; aside the form of God (and by

Tform" they meen “apnearance"), they moy mean thet in His huniliation

133@.119:', ov. git., col. 1277.

wﬁo;x Bible, Revised Standard Version (New York: Thomas Helson
& t;OﬂE, 1952)9 IJ'TQ. e 222,

150. Chemnitz and J. . Gerhard, Commentariolus in gmnes epistolas
Be Panli. {(Livsise & Jense: Johannen Theodorum & Devid Fleischern,

1676), p. 130.

16Lightf00'&, 20. 2:-_&.| De 127.

T e 2er e e -~
WMIEY AR CNSTNLY \RTHRT T
P --"'-&}: ALLADEY MB MU r':"i:{.f o by H{BRJRRY
0 L AN ;

LNARY
ST. LOUIS, MO.
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Jesus elther aid not appear asg CGod while He was God or that He was not

God. 5o Hollaz spoke of "the evacustion of the form of God."7 igyer
said, "the earthly Jesus never was in the form of Bod."18 And Thayer
says, "ie leld eslde eguality with or the form of God (said of Chriss),

Phil. 217."9

lornhe ns "HBxoression®

From mere "appearance" we pass to "inevitable appearance" or
Pexoression” as the meaning of mornha.
tHorphoais (Bom. 2:120) is defined as the "outwnrd form as determined

by inwerd substance. n20

Boza said that morohBgds (2 Tim. 2:5) is "the
true form or oxpression of plety as it is presented in the Law to be
soon by the eyes of a13, 02l

Cyril of Alexandriz sald, "The form of God revenls the esaence of

(2]
Dod."? Tor Luther morphd mesnt "expression' (his terms are unnsuslly

diffienlt to troenslate):

17y, Schnid, Ule Dogmatik der ev.-luth. Eirche (Gustersloh:
C. Bortelasnann, 1893), p. 228.

18s, v, n. Heyer, Briefe sn die Thiliuvner, FKolosszer, und an
Philemon (Second edition; Goettingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1859),

Pe 53
lg‘flliwer, op. cit., p. 344,

20y, candey and A. C. Headlem, The Enistle %o the Ronens, Zhe
Internntional Criticel Commentary (lew York: OCharles Seribner's Sons,
1906), p. 65.

2, Bezae, Annotationss (Beneva: n. p.. 15%), comment on
2 Tim. 3:5: Pe %9.

220yri1 14 Alexandrisg Overs, Patrolozise Patrum Graecoruy (Paris:
J. P. Higne, 1863), 75, col. 1428.
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"Porn of God" maans therefore that somaeone vresents himself as

& God snd acts &g ons, or that he employs the deity or assunes
it; this does not happen secrotly by itself, but towards athers
who become aware of such action or form. Ve cun state 1t most
clearly in this way: le acts divine or preseats hinself as a

CGod when he shows and also speaks and acts that which belongs

to God or flts Him. Go also the form of & servant means
nresenting oneself and scting as & seorvant towards others. %o
spenk more clearly, moxphe fu dulu means a servile form or ncting
as & pervany, that ia, he acts in such e wey thatl anyone who sees
hin must teke him for a2 gervant., From this it is clear that

this pnsgage does not speak of & divine essence or a servant's
aszence, oulwardly, but of the pction and expression of the
agsence. Yor, as iv wes snid before, the essence is secret,

buy the expression is vublie; and the e?%ence is something, but
the notion does gsomathing or is o desd.™™

Cremer definas mornhd@ as "the form, distinctively belonging to any

)

&

r

agsgoence.V

It is quite logitimate to define moxphe in this passage as that
form, ! wvhatever it be, which earries in itself and exnresses or
enbadlies the casential nature of the being to whom it belongs. . . .
it 1g the noerfect expreszion of the essence, procseding from

the inmost depths of the perfect being, end into which that being
gpontansously and perfectly unfelds, &s light from fire.®

Grean defines gorphe as "the form as indieative of the interior nature .20
Stoeckharddé: "Morph® means the form, extern2l sppearance, in which the

-, x . i X 2
essence expresaes iigelf; morpvhe theon is the appearance~rorm of o, "7

Zoimrtin Tather, Livehen-Postille, Ssenatliche Schriften (3dited
by Je (. Welch; S5t. Louis: Concordia Pablishing House, 1883), XiI,
cols. 468-69.

24y, cpyemer, Biblico~Theoloziced Lexicon of iHew Testument Gneek,
transloted by W. Umvick (Second edition; ¥ainburghs @. & T. Clark,
1878), p. b22.

25V1ncnnt, op. cit., »p. 80, 82.

269. 0. Green, Handbook of the Grammar of the New Testaument

(Wew York:s Fleming H. Revell Compeny, 1912), n. 304,

27p, 4. XKretzmann, "'Hielt er's nicht fuer einen Haub,! Phil. 2.6,
Concordie Theological Monthly, (April, 1931), ». 252.
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¥petzmannt "In the word morvhe lies the idea of showing onesslf. n28
Manresaion” Imnlies Deity
Those who believe that this "form" 1s the "exoression® of Cod
ineist thnat this "fors" 1s not the essence of God. Imther said:
Although it is true that Christ is true God, Saint Paul is here

not% speaiming of his divine, hidden essencsé. . . « Jor no one can
aea the divine egsence, but necple szw the divine Forn. -

Quenstedt:  "iHorohe theon does not formally and exactly mean the divine

< w30
egaence itseld N30

Bengal: "The form of fod does not mean the deity
i1tself or the divine nature, but somathing shining from 1t.131
Stoeckhardt: "The term is noy identicel with the essence of Cod.
Horyhs is not phusis.”3? Wohlenberg: "There is no doubt that morphs
theoul « « o is not identicsl with the essence and nature of God."32
Pleper: "'Beling equrl to God' does not express the divine essence any
more than 'the form of God! deoes; it means the divine appeamnce.f’%‘

Yincent:

A common error of the Greek Fathers, sdopted by Calvin, leza aad
others, was the identificsation of morrh8 with ousia, "essence,®

28rnid., p. 247.

29Luther, op. git., col. LéB.

305enmid, on. gite, pe 277.

313, &, Dengel, Gnomon Hovi Festamenti (Fifth edition; Stutigart:
J. F. Steinkonf, 1860), n. 381.

32

Kretzoaann, op. cit.,, ». 252.

33121«1.. P. 247. The quotation is from the Strackeloceckler
Coumentary.

3%, Pleper, Christliche Dogmmtik (St. Touis: Concordie Publishing
House, 1917}, II, 323.
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and phnsig, "mhu‘eé“ Horohe is identified with gusis, not
identicel with 1t.”

Yot this groun of interpreters holds thet, since the "form of God
eannot be sevarated from His essence, the "form of God" in Phid. 236
proves that Jesug is Cod. Jmther says:

e cannot do the other, that he should act like & God and yev not
be one or not have the essence; bud that is proper for the devil
and his own, who mut themgelves in (od's place end vreseant theme
seclves na God, although they are not God.?

Bonzels

ian bocomes visitle through his foram; likewise God a&nd Iis
glorious nmsjesty; und so this pmgsage presents an excellent
. praof for the delty of Chrint. For sz the form of a gervant

« o « Drosupnogses the hwuan noture, so He vho was in & divine
form was God.

Jtoeckhardtl
The essenco ig presuppused. Only one who seccording toc his essence
la God hag such 8 form as God, 2 divine form. The ferm ia the
exnression of His essence. . . « It is presupneased, of course,
that He wvas God &t the same tioe. god ané divino forsz do net
permit themselves to be sor_ﬁrate&.a'

The Bupositorts Greck Tostament: "Morphe aluyays signifies & form which

truly anéd fully expraesses the belng which underlies 15,139

35V1ncant. op. cit., ». 82,

36nther, on. cit., col. 469,
3?Benf-;el. op. cit., ». 771.

jf%fretmnn. gu. cit., pp. 252-53.

3%, 4. Konnedy, "The Foistle to the Philiveians," The Expositor's
Greek Testament (london: Hodder and Stoughton, 1917), III, 436.



Preexistent or Incarnnie?

For those who held that this Philipnian passnge spemks of the
nreexistent Christ, this phrase neans thnt Christ wes in some way
vigible to heavenly beings. Yelss says,

s enouranios He was in the form of God, . . . the Torm of

monifesintion corresponding %o the divine syiritunl nature,

connisting of sunersensual light-nubstnnce.

i iy u yﬂv‘!

(Formerly when He was logos asaz-hos) He bYore the form (in which
He anneared to the inhabltants of heaven) of (God.~

HRobertsons

liorohs means the essentinl attribute as showh in the form. In
His preinearnate state Christ possessed the attributes of God and
so anneared to those in hesven who saw hia. Here is & clear
staetement by Paul of the deity of Christ.”

Pengel asserts that the "appearence” of Christ needed no one to view it

The divine nature had an infinite beauty by itself even apart from
any creature which might see that bezuty. That beauty was the
mornhe theou, the "form of God," Just B¢ in 2 men there is beauty
shining from the heal¢h and elegant »proporitlons of his body,
whather anyons sess it or not.

But those who hold that Phil. 2:6 refers to the incarmate Son of
Cod say that the form of God showed 1ltself in His miracles and Hisg
nreaching with divine sauthority. Imther says:

The '"divine Torm" is nothing else than showing Himgeld towards
others tc be (od ©nd Lord by words and works, and Christ has

I"OB. Weisae, Bibliecal Theologx of the Hew Testament, translated by
D. Tston (Hdinbureh: T. & ¥. Clark, 1870), 11, 100.

M'ma.yer. on. cit., p. 418,
¥2povertaon, op. eit., vp. bbb,

u3Bene;el. on. git., p. 771.



donn that by miracles and saving words.

Vincent astntes

13 -
Ll

The majority of the ITatheran and rationalistic exposlitors, on the

other hend, explanined vs. 6

of the incarnnte Son. Accordéing to

thie view, the form of God was reitained by him in his incarnnte

atate, and was disnlayed in

Is Hornhs

his miracles and words of p'r:uarer.l"5

the Clory of God?

Is this "form" the glory of

zornhe us "expression" have thre

God? The interoreters who define

e answers %o this quesstiom: 1. ‘Gloxy”

also is the expressiocn of CGod and tharefore is equal to the "form.!

2. There are two kinds of glory, &n cuier expression and sn iuner

essencg. 3. "Glory" iz the oss
For Calvin mornh® was the s
meant the external insigning

The form of God here mesnn
the equinment and splendor

ence of God.

ane &8 "glory," but by ®glory" he

Hig mejesty. « +» « The form of a king is
which marks a king, such &s & gcepter,

dindenm, robe, public wervasnts, threne, and other murks of o
kingdom. The form of & consul are & toge bordered with purple,

an ivory throne, lictors wi
fizure or ApTCATANCE. « o o
virtues, and His works ars
Yom. 13120, so the majesty o

th rods and axes, . « + Yorm means
fg therofore Cod is knovn by His

eternal testimonies of Hie deity,

f Christ, which He had equally with

the Father before e Wumbled Himself, corrsctly proves the

divine essence of Chrigt.

I en certain that not even all the

devils con distort this passage, becouse in God the argument
from glory tgseanence. which fwo things are inseparadble, is

very strong.

(nenstedt says that pornhe ueans

really the divine condition of glory or the glory and the

universal use of the divine

majeaty, which cannot exist withoud

u'LLut.her, on. cit., col. %73.

l"5\r'incnnt, op. cit., p. 83.

by, Calvin, In omnes Novi Testamenti Bnistolas Comumentarii

(Second edition; Halis Saxomum
I¥, ¢0-91.

Suaptibus Librarise Gebsuerime, 183%)



the true deity, but presupposes it in the same perﬂon.@7

Wohlenbergs

1t dors not mean Leing God, but the characteristic form of the
divine essence, the glory shining °“tu§f Him, who is the
wverlaating and unapproaschable Tight.

VYincent beliesves that “glory" is more exterior than "form":

Hornhd, however, apnlied to God, is not to be identified with
GoXR. o « « Dozm is the manifestation, the unfolded fullneas,
of the diviaa attributes and narfecsions, whils morphe theou
is the immediate, proper, and personal investiture of the
divine essence. Doxg atteches to Delty; morph8 is identified
with the inmost dbeling of Deity. Doxa is and must be included
in morphs theom, btut doxs 1o not porph8. . . . . Blory may
boleng to cne in viriue of birgh, natural endowment, achieve-
ment, and the pessession of great gualities; but it does not
belong to flgjm in tho immediate and intimate sense that hig
forn does. ™

HeGlain dlstlnguishes an outer and an inner zlory; Jesus 1luld aside
the cuter glory, which iz the form or functlion, while He kent The inner
glory, which is the essence ar notentiality:

Ponubiless the more imporbvant refersnee is to the divine
atirinutes. For it is through the exercise or function of
these thet, from zn externzl viewpoint, God apoears most

truly as fods. In this funclioning we find, in the deenesnt
senge, the morphe of God. . « . Granted that the aciive
fanctioning might cease for a time, s8%ill the notentiality
remping. To suggest that this might elso be given up is

%0 gny that God may cease 0 be Gode o o ¢ ¢ o o 6 o s o o
¥ut there was snother, &n inner glory; and this glory, of which
the external glory had been inflicative, was still nreseat,
though veiled by the servani-form. He did npot~=it is not too
mmach to say tha$ He could not--eunbty Hingelf of this. And %o
those who come %9 know Him becnuse their syes ware enlighiensd
by the Spirit, His blessed inner glory became anparsnt in
snite of the veil of flesh, so thet they could witness that,

4750mmid, op. git., . 277.

4% peternnn, on. cit., Do 247.

WVincant. on. cit., p. 80-81.



"The Yiord becams flesh, and dwelt among ue (and we dcheld his

glory, glory as of the only begotten from the Father) full of
grace and truth.!

Ve must distinguish batween MeClain's modern use of ferms and the
Aristolelian use of them. UJVor Aristotle the Hule or "maas" hed the
potontiality, and the #Jorn" was the finished product; the "form® was
not A "function."! It is improbable that Paul ever thought of morphs
as @ mers functlon.

For Stoeckbardt “form" was exterior, but it was &t the ssme time
the "glory® which ia the essence of God., "Form!

ageribes to the Man Jesus the divine attributes, the divine

glory. « + « ‘The saue is said here a5 what we read in

John 1:14. HMen enw in the Word which was mede flesh the

divine glory which is peculisr to God., « « « Thore %oo the

glory of God ia the divine mejesty, the totalily of divine

attributes, i

Vzg the Horphe Iaid Asidel

>
—

The basis of the difficulty is & conviction thai Jeesuw gave un
gomething wvhen He assumed the "form" of & servant. Since lle could not
lay neide iis enasnee, lic muat have 1aid aside & manifestation. The
nroblem is most olenrly steted by Plerser and Imu. Pleper defines
kenoun a8 “abtun, zunichte machen,” "lay aside, destroy," referring
to Aom. Hi2k; 1 Cor, 13173 915; 2 Cor. 932 s instances of similer
usage. %hig is his besis for siating:

Hiz aelifdeninl congisted in this thnt, when He come %o men, He

according to His hwann nature surrendered His dlvine form or

the eg,uali.t,v with God and instead of thmy ®ssuned the servant!s
form.9%

The definition of morvhg is based on & definition of kengun. lsu

30s, J. MeBlain, "The Dgetrine of the Nenosie in Philippians
2:5-8,% &he Biblical Review ?%eobar. 1928), pp. 519,520.

51}-‘.‘retzmun, 8B. gu,. De 2930
523-“13*_.132:'. ep. git., pps 320, 323.
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says the sanet

"iorohe theou" is not the divine nature, becsuse there is an
wnnistalkable comection betweon this term znd "ekenlze,% which
lznttor signifies He made Himself void of it. BHut Christ never
made Himself vold of the divine nnture, else He should have
ceazed being the God-man.do

Tnt is why these men follew luther, whe sald, YHe laid aside the fora
of divine majesty.“54

The gorphd theon was laid aside. « « « & common error of the
Qreek Fathers, adopted by Oalvin, Begs, end othera, wses the
identification of mornh® with gusia, lagsence,' and phusig,
‘nature.! . « . If the two were identieal, the parting with
the morvhé in the incermation would hove invelved pariing with
$he ousia. But Jesus 4id not surrender the divipe nature,
which is the gugis clothed with its a&ppropriate atirivutes.
Hornh®i expresses hoth ousin and phusis, but neither is
enrrendered in the surrender of the morphB.>d

Vincent objects to the Imtheran interpretation that "it would imply
the contermorancous existence of the dazme subject in two opnosite
forms, both having reference to the sutward condition."sé It is
contended thut there must have been 2n exchange of one "form" for
another.

In the kenosis this "Iora" was exchonged for the form of a
gervalibe « o o The form of God in thle passage is noy the

nature of God. God-form certsinly presuposses & GoG-nature,

but is not essential to it. Verse 7 draws & similay distinction
on the humen side of the kenosis; there ia hare & servant-form and
zlse a huen-nature. %he nature is & necegszary condition of the
form, but ithe form is not essentisl to tha mature. L mup nmay
cease (o ve & survsut, it he cinnov cefse tc be 2 aamn., Likewise,
Deity mey change form, but not nature.d7?

3y, ®. 2. Teu, Uoctrinal Theology (mimeographed, 5%. Louis:
Concordia Seminnry, n. 6.J, I, 234,

5¥uther, on. cit., col. 474,
55Vincent, Op. m.. Te 82.
561vid., p. 83.

574e01nin, op. git., ». 518,
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lie did not uwaa his being equal to God by clinginz %o the form of
fod, the divine form of exiatence. But He ruther empiied Hingelf
for 2 time ond fook instead of the divine form the servanils
Torm.

The statement is frequently made that Jesus laid aside His glory
in His humiliation. This is confusing, aince "glory" is either not
defined at xll or it is defined in =n odd vey. Pfleiderer sveaks of
"the doxa of the free Son of God, which He had given up,“sg and
Baugher distinguishes hetween a heavenly glory which was laid saide
and an earthly glory:

He laid aside CGod's likeness te fake vp man's likemass, never

however, heving 1sid aside the divine nature {ousiz, shusgis).

He counld have two natures in the same parson, but oot two forms

et the asne time. . . . %The "zlory" which mon saw in Jagus

(Johm 131314}, and which He manifested in end by His works (John

2;11) mat not be confowudad with the glory which He had with

the Father before the world was (John 17:5) or be tzken for
the "form of Dod," which had then heen izid aside.

Hoenecke presents & sinilzer confusion in regard to the Yglory" of

Jesuss

Serinture glves ug many instences in which Jesus, alvays
possesning und keeping the divine majesty, yet laid aside the
divinely glorious emnenrnnce, presenting Himself and scting

x 7}

g God, =nd He humbled Himself in this way that He aurrendered
the glery (John 17:5).°*

A g B L . e - :
%G, Staehlin, Zheologigches soerierbuch zum lemen Pastament,
edited by G. Kittel (Btuttgarts . Xohlhammer, 1950), H.%., 354.

Sg?fleidarer. Paulinism, translated by B. Peters (Loadon: Willisms
‘and Norgate, 1877, I, 149.

éoh. L. Bavgner, "lnterpretuaticn of Philipnians II. 6,7," The
lutheran Cuarterly (January, 1878), ». 121.

61&. Hoenecke, liv.~Luth. Dogantik (Milwaukee: Northwestern
Publisghing House, 1912), p. 115.




lorphe es "issence"
Hxtra~Eiblical Zvidence

62

Horphe slso means "essence." Parmenides®™ called the slemental

prineiples of the universe morphai., In feschylus and Sophm:les63
mornhe is the person, the whole individusl Leing, which remeins the
seme during all changes. For Plato the nomphd of an object is its
nature or the gsum of its properiies; it is part of the morphé Qf‘t‘n,a
nusbar three that it ie an odd nwﬁber.&i' It is a synonym‘ of Plato's
"idea," It is the indepcndent, unique, concrete structure or Ligenart
65

of & being. "In Pleto's langunge the morph® is , . . the specific

cheracter. It need not therefore denote any material seasible quality., #66
According to Aristotle, hula, "anss," hes a path of potentiality along
which 1t progresses to & realigation of its mornh“g. “form." 5o bress

is shened into a stantue, which is the norph8 of brass; wood bLecomes

a bed, which is the morvhe of wood, He spoke ol the worphB of physical
objects nnd of immaterisl things such as cou;'ag:e. Jusvice, pruoence,

Aristotle said directly: hé ara morohe phmeis, "then the form is the

nature 107

62Lightfoot, op. git., p. 128,

63y, Schumacher, Chvistus in gainer Prasexistenn und Henose {loues
Paepstl. Bibel-Inatitut, 1921), II, 166.

6tmsnto, Euthyohre, fwolesy, Critoe, Phaedo, Phaedrus, The Losb
Cleseical Library (Mew York: The Macmillan Go., 1914), p. 356.

65p1nt0, BRepublie, I, 188-92,
6811 pntfoot, on. git., p. 126,
67Scmchar, o, git.; p. 187,
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He s=aid:

The torm nature is used to siznify thres things; sometimes 4t is
equivelent to tho oatter, sometines to the form, sometimes to hoth
combined. OF the nature acecording to metter and the nature
according to form, the latier is the more influentiel (uricterm). 68

Lightfoot adds that kurioters means thet "it has & mors iupursong

2

function in making the thing whnt it ils.%

Lightfoot alse answers the criticism thet porohe wes too

]

philosophicil & term to be used by Panl:

Wo nesd not asmeze Lhat Ut. Paul consciously derived his use of

the term From Hn_r mhllogophical nomencistuara, Thore wes sufficient

dafiniteness aven in 1is pomular usage (o sugzest thic meaning

when 1t wns tranefarred from the objecta of aense to the coneepiions

of mind. . . « Th2 sneculations of Llexmndrizn cnd Hation=listic

Judaisn Icmed a ready channel, by which the ovhilosanhieal terms

o:' rxumg,%.. Gresce were brought within resch of the Anostles of

Chrieat." o7

This senme of mornhd, as the speclfic character, was naturally

trensnitiod from thess great oripginal ¢hinkers $o the philosophers
of later nges. I¢ ia found for mmw.ngu in Plutarch. It sppears
very definitely in the Heonlataniais

nwila’d

hil anenks of 2 mante quality and porphe as baing known by his faes

erd annapranas.

I% is vndeniable thet in $he shilaosophicc-nouular mode of gpeech
hern eunloyed "form¥ mesns just that body of characterizing
qualities which makes anyth S.n,o' the particular thine i$ is--in &
word, its epecific character./?

t-’Li.::-u‘.i's:)m;, 02. Cit., p. 129. This is Lightfoot's transliation.
09 gi\t., R ’.
70133d., pp. 12%730. Lightfoot cites the Greck usage in foetnotes.

71z

Schumacher, gn. git., vp. 201=-2,

723, B, Warfield, Ohristolosy and Criticism (New Yorlz Oxford

Univeraity Press, 1929}, p. 271,



The meaning of porphe ia even nore definitely and clearly "essence™
when 4Lt refers to 2o god. 3ieno;1hon73 sald 2 man cannot see the morphai
of the pods, while he cnn see thelr grga, for which he honors the gods.
For Plato?™ the aorohe of God precludez a variely of zorhsd hecouse God
; : o . A 75
is the abgolute, the most bazutiful and good. For Aristatle’” God is
pure morpha or essence, bvhe potentiality of matter having in Him reached
igs fullest roality. Just as a child, when it is full-zrown, is no child

zny wore, S0 mass, when it hae reached its sntelecheis in God, is no
more matter: God is wlthout mmtter, the true, permanent, unchangeable

- VT4 i
veing or amorphe. sccording to Rlut&rcnfo Cod is wndivided =nd always

haa the some morphe and eidos (eidos is also used by Jesus of the Father,

Y

3
Cll M e 2 7 . - :
Johum 5:37). Phile ’ sneaks of the morphe of God being in the fluming
busgh. Josephis snyat

He io to be sean ir his works and in the faveors which He bestows,

and e ia more congpnicuous then ony other thing whatscever, but 15
in reogurd to iis morohe and zrentness He is most invisible to g7

Justin i":-':.t't:n."f? onid that Christians do not believe thet the idols formed

by men's hends heve the nmornh€ of God; they have only the nanmes and ths

72 %enavhon Hemorabilis end Oecononicus, The Loeb Classical Library
{Cenbridges umrvard Universiuvy #ress, 1938), IV, 304,

into, Revublie, 1I, 168-92,
753chumucher, op. cit., Dp. 180-94.
76Inid., p. 199.

77@111(;, The Loah Clessice) Librery {(Cambridge: Mervard University
Preas, 1949), I, 310.

Povayer, go. cite, p- 418.

79.1' . Bahm, Theologisches Woerterbuch zum Neuen Testanent, edited
by G. Zittel (Stuttgarts V. Nohlhummer, 19%2), IV, 759.
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geherste, of demons; the porph® of God ias not of this kind; God's doxm

end morchd are unutierable. 4And a papyrus of the second or third

century usea morphe of the invisible God: God is 2 snirit—.ao

Cogneate Forms of Morphe in the lew Yestement

Uegnnorphed in Matthew 17:2 and fark N2 is like netagrapht, which
can mean "chenge t‘na writing'y or it can mean "copy," implying thai the

vriting stays the same. [etamorphol ean meen "chonge the mornha” or

"ehange the annearance of the morohad.!" Hone of the evanpelists uses

metagenenntis®, verhansg bocmuse thoy wented o avold the imnression

that the glory of Jesus was merely outward (compure Z Cor, 11:13-14),

“ny, then, it may be asked, is & compound or mornhS employed in
this description of the transfigwred Ssvior, since the chenge
daseribea 1s a change in his outward apnearance? If moy be
onswearod, bLechuse a compound of schBmm, expragsing merely s change
in the agpact of Christls nerson ano geiments, would not sxpress
the ceeper truth of the case, which is, that the visible change
geta its renl character and meaning from that which is egsentizl
in our Lord==-His Givine nature. & forsshadowing oxr vrophecy of
h.ic— true form--Hig distinctive character--comes out in iis
sngfiguration. He vagses over into = form identifiied, so for zs
rexeeﬁlcu, with ths divine quality of his being, and prophetic of
hia vevelation "as he is" (1 John iii.2), in the glory which he
hed with the Father befere the world wze (John xvii. 5)e ¢ o« &
The orofound and overwhelming impression unon the thrse dlaciples
was due to sonething besides the shining of Christ's fuce and
carnents, nnd the presence of logses and ¥lijsh; =and was desper and
gubtler than the effect of these combined. There was o fact and &
power in thet vision which mere radinnce and the apnearance of the
dend paitrisrchs could not wholly convey: & revelatlon of ileity
brealing out in that glorified feace and form, which annesled to
sometning deeper than sgnse, and confirmed the words from henvem:
This is my beloved Son.

SOJ « H. Monlton and G. Millzen, fhe Yocabulaxy of the Greek

Testanent (Londons Hodder and Stoughton, 1349), I, &417.

813, R. Vincent, Word Studlas in the Hew Testnzent (Wew Yok
Charles Seribner's Sons, 1905), I, 99%=100.
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kny transient assumption of radiance would have been meaninglesas if not

a delnaion. Hoses and Hlijah spesk to Jesus as one whom they knew from
His preexiastonce; Hig glory was no news %o them, but His int en-.ion %o

die is the lmnedinte toplc of thalr conversntion. The Father's gspecial
explanation of the glory of Jesus was: "Thie ia Hy Son." Ve nre dealing
hore with the etnrnnl Son of Gud. The disciples who sevw this revelation
of Josus realired that even in the days of Hias humilistion MHe wes “ghe

Loxd of glory" {1 CGor. 2:18), sinee John {233k} ssyn, "Ye asav iHis glory,"
II'I

and Pater (2 Pater 1116), "We once sawv His majesty.”

It moy have been the posaible ambimity of metenorm! mt‘m and

1

Paults use of aorshd which induced Inke to omit netomernhothe in his

recorc of the tranufiguration. Paul is independent in his use of
Beroh® aud ive derivetives. He rofuses to use metamorphod even of the
connge of tha body in the resurrection. Ir 1 Cor. 15:52-54 he uses
2llass8, "change," and sndund, "mu$ on'; and in Philippiaas 3121
he says thet our body "will be changed" (metaschBmatisel) so that it
will be "the srme as" (gummorphon) the body of Chrlst.
The peoning of morphosis needs clariiicution,
i connot accept Lightfoot's explanntion of morohosis in Rom. 3i. 20
#g pignifying the aining after or nffecking the trve nerphd
of nowledge and truth. There was sotually a sruthful esbodinent
of knowloedes nnd tudh in the Isy, The lew wes "holy and Just and
goad," and Panl Mbitually recognized in it tho impress of the
divine character and will. ¢ was this fact which aggravated

the eulpability of the Jeaw, gz-;hum hed been comnitted the
oracles of God {(Tom, iid, 2).

When tha Txuositerts Greeck Testrement (2 Tim. 3:3) says that mormhSsis

iz "extornal," it means "thooretical's

Bz?innent, The E',;istlég o the fhilionians and o Philemon, ». 80.



%he morphosis, embodiment, 1s external in both cases, but not
unreal as far as 1¢ goes. The Ineffectiveness of it arises from
the coexistence in the mind of him who\"Holds" 1%t of some other
quality that neutralizes the advantage naturally @erived Ffrom the
possession of the morphosis in gueation. In this cese, it was
that they of whoam 5%, Proul ie speaking had & purely theoreticnl,
acadenic apprehension of praciical Chrintisnity (gusebeia, =ee

1 Tin. 2:2), ut & positive dishelief in the Gospel as a
rezenerating Torce. Compars what 5%, John says of the rulers who
bolieved on Jesus but did not confess Him (John 12:42,43). fhey
too wers philBdonui mallgn ¢ nhilotheol. In Homanpg the crse is
eimilar: the ovssesslon of an adnirable moral coade did not mnke
the Jews moral oractlice better than that of the Gentile (sse
Sandey and Headlnm on Rom. 2:20). There is therefore no nocassity
to sunpose with Lightfoot that "the terainaticn -8sis denotes the
ainins after or affecting the mershe."83

There is no evidencss in Panl's usage {hat nmorphtsis means an outward
" o 5 g " MR e
Uforn of relizion.”” This ies & guess which seems to De derived from
the contrast of dvnanis with gorphosis in 2 Timothy 3:5. But dunasig
ig similarly convrested with goohiz (1 Cor. 2:5), with logos (1 Cor.
L:i19; 1 Yhess. 1:15), and nowos (ieb. 7:16); in onzh case "wisdom,
Syord," and the "law! zre not mede superficial by the contrast, but,
like merpnfeis, they nre ineffectusl due to & lack of vital power
{dunemis). fhe three verses which orecede 2 Tim. 315 make it clear
thet 7nul ic not sneaking of an cutwnrd ammesrnnce of pledtys
eonle will love theamsclves nnd money; they will vened snd be
proud; they will blaspheme; thsey will be dlscbedient to parents,
unthankiul, and wiholy; they will be without love or Forgivenessy
they will sinnder; they will be without control, wild, without o
lovn for what is good, treacherona, reckless, proud; they will
love plessure and not God.

These neonle had & thsoretical content of guilf which did not exupress

1terelf in their deily life. There 4s no reason why morphosis should not

83y, 7. D. Wmite, "Mme First and Second Wpistles to Timothy! a
"Tme Vpintle to Titus," The lxpositor's Oreck Tesi-ment (llew Yorks
Hodder aad Stoughtom, 1917), 1¥, 171.

8"";1,,1;{; Bitle, Revised Standerd Vorsion, N.&., p. 2&0.



g
nean pratienlly the ssme in 2 Pim. 315 Aas in Hom. 2370 where it me=ns
the definite, concrete embodiment or substence of the truth, "the
parmenent slemant in t‘ninga,*‘ss "dile Verkoerperung der Jlirkenntnis und
a4
Yenrhaiy, 100
Hornhg Is liot Schéma

The nornhE of a definite thing as such, for instance of & lion or

a tree, is one only, while its gchema may change every nminute.

Thus we often find morohBs gochems, 2= in Latin Vfigors formas,!

but rarely, if ever, schématos morphB. . . . The gchema is often
an accident of the norohs.87

—

Horohe iz intrinsic and asnentizl, bhe nermanent inward charactsr and

renlity. J¢hBEme is the sccidontal drass or aostwse, the outwnrd disnlay,

ey

the chengluy and vavieble ahmpe, the figure of speech ia which & thought

is exprezased, or the role or part vhich 2 person plays.

If I wore o changa a Outch garden ints an Itzlicn, this would be
matasshenatlamoay bDut iFf I were to transform a marden into
sonething wholly different, 23 into 2 city, this wonld be
natenorshfaia. (b is »oasible for Saten meteschematizein hinself
into on angel of light (2 Cor. xi.lk); he ean toke the whole
outward semhlance of such. But to say such chsnge of hia it would
be lupoesible to anply the motemorvhougthai, For this would imply

& ghance not external tut internal, not of accidents but of

esuence, which lies auilie beyond his powver. Vhen Protens trsnsforsme
himsel? into & Flams, a wild beast, » running stream (Virgil,

Georg. iv. Li2), each of these disconnected with all thet wensg
befare, thers is here & chense not of the gch@ma mersly, but

of the morphe (of. Furipldes, Hec. 1266; Plato, Loer. 104e). ., . .
Thue achBme basilikor (Tucian, Pisc. 353 ef. Sovhocles, Antig.
1148) is the vhele ontward array end adornment of a meaarch--dinden,
tisra, zcontre, rohe (of. Incisn, Hermot, 8,62--211 which he =might
lay waide, a2nd remain king mwithstandin{-;.w

< ]

S

w

For Taul zorshd is not gchéma. e see that from his gse of

R e

8s5.. ; :
"*5;3.":;3-.1-.;,.- and Headlam, on. git., 2. 65.

86eha, an. git., n. 762.
87Li.ghbfoot. on. git., p. 127.

883, 0. Trench, Synongns of the Hew festement (Hinth edition;
london; HKegen Paul, Trench, Truebner & Co., 1915}, pp. 246-48.
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M”l‘.‘.‘i' which as & aimplex or with gum- or peis- nsans inner chunges,
the renewing of the apirit and minds "to be thoroughly liks lHis Son®

‘(ﬁom. 8:29), "to be chenged from glory to glory" (2 Cor. 3:18), "un$il
Christ is formed in you" (0al. 4:19; this passage uses the metaphor of
2 child growing in the womb). The inner life of a Christizn is =

gorohe, while the life of the world is o transient schema.

HetaschBmatizedn 1 i to change the outward appearance (gch3un )
of & thing, the thing iteelf in essence (gormhE) remeining
uachansed . a9

fo matagch. denoted change of outward fashion, swamernh. denotes
confornation to what is essential, nermanent, 2nd characteristic,
« « « 2 conformity which is inwvard and thorough, and not mersly
nunarficial. -

Suanorohous desnotes inward and thorouzh and nok nerely superficial
likeness.

Hom. 1232 is trenslated:
Do not adont the externsl and fleeting fashion (suschématizesthe)

of this world, but be ys transformed (metemorphousthe) in your
innost nature. 7~

Hot to follow the fleeting fashion of this world, but to undergo
& complets change, assume a new form, in the renewal of the nmind.

ind Phil, 31218

Will chanpe the fashion of the body of our humiliation and fix
it in the form of the body of His glory.?

897. H. Bernard, "The Second Epistls to wvhe Corinthians," The
Exnogitor's Oreek Mestnment (New York: Hodder and Stoughton, 1917)
111, 103.
P¥incent, The Enistles o the Philipoiens and o Philemon, ». 121.
Nsandey snd Hendlam, on. gik.. 218.
21bid., De 353
PBrightfoot, op. git., p. 131.

P Inig.
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Zhe, THagence " of God
Lughay hes an odd argument sgelnst gorph8 being the "esasnce”:

He nges the sene little word gorphs or forss lnter when he sayst
Chrigt hoa agsund & gorvent's foray There the form of & servent
aapnod menn the eseance of & neturel sorvant, whoe hag the
charsctaristion of » sorvant's netore, because Uhrist 4id not by
nature but euy of good will and kindnens becone our servent.
Tharsfore the divine fown heore eonnot menn Mis divine sasance,?s

Fal the motive doos not doternine the atetus. Ye, too, did not oy
neture® become slaves of CGod and are such without & slevels motive or
soirit (Pom. 6116=18). Buugher alao clalos that the "sarventds fora®
was onily externmli

We eammod conesive of this "form"; but 1% was something externsl,

Just aa its antithesin, "the forn of o servant" (morohén donlon),

Wge 7

If Jasus Wnd tnken on Hinm only the spposrance of o slave, Ha would not
bave halned ne. The fact is $hat outwardly He dld not apuesr ag &
glave but wns onlled "Rabbi® and "Lord." Eis belng n slave waa an
finner guslity. Jesus completely subnitted to God's will, %o the law
and i%s eurse {8al. Lsle$; 3313), and so He really beceme o slave for
ns. He wns the "Seyvand® who "soursd out Bis 1ife in death {(Ia. 53113
the Hebrew word neans "elnve®:; compare “ett. 20:127-20; John 13113=15).

¥y 'forst iz nesnd not the externsl) sesblunce only « « o, but the

charsoteristic aterivutes, as in vers 6. o « « e who is lnster
(Uurion) of all, became the slmve of =ll.

Jinther, gn. glbe, cole 560.
%E!e!.ugher, ane glt., pe 121,
Friohtfoot, gn. gite. ve 122
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lis took the charmcteristic attributes (morphen ss in verss 6)
of & slave.

tod the Yord is by nnture God, . « « for He had by nsture 3his
eguality. But if it i gsid thet the Zornhd of God is not the
ossence of Cod, such people should bhe asked what they think the
gsorvant's pornt® is. . + « If then ths servant'a norphe is the
eanonce of & gervent, then also the pprphs of God is the
panance of God.?s

Ag the servant!s mornh8 ja the netare of ths servant, bul nod
hig activity, 2o alzo the morphe of God is CGod's nature, but not
Hin netivity.100

Panl hns a Jewlsh horror of sny vislble renresentation of God,
Par hin the thinecs of God sre "unseen® {Hom. 1:20); God iz "¢he
invisible® (Col. 1:15), "imuortsl and unseen,” "™whom no one has ever
seen or can see® (1 Tim. 1317; 6316).

Hora, in & deliberate contrast with all wmythicnl stories about

many Fforms of dedity, moroh@ means the one indivisible and

unchangenble esaence of the deity, ep. Phile Lag, ad Cndun 110 o,
561K ou gnr Bagpor %o nomisma parakomsn kel theou morph® ginetsi. 101

(Pnilo's statement mny be tronsinted: "For the essence of God does not
change like & counterfelt coin.") Lightfoot gomid, "Horphe must avply

to the attributes of the sgodherd M202 We add two recent testimonies:

98Robertscn, on. git., p. 44,

““Tveodoretl Oners Umniz, Patrologise Patrum Grascorum (Paris:
J. P. Migne, 1864), 82, col. 572.

1900@@33. enii Upera Omnis, Petrolocise Patyun Creecorun (Paris:
Garnier Fratres, 1893), 118, col. 1280.

1031&. Dibeline, An die Thesgelonichex I-II 2p die Fhilinper,
buch gum Neuen Taeatament (Third edition; Tuebingen: dJ. C. B. Hohr
(Prnl Sisbeck), 1937), v. 7.

10253 pntfoot, gn. git., p. 132.
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Interpreters in goneral cgree that by the "fora" of God, Paul
menns the essential and unique nature of God. In the
Aristotelian terninclogy, the "fora" of anything is given in that
compmlex of qualisies which distinguishes it from all else. The
tern, of course, has nothing whatever %o do with shape or
dimension: the form is that Ly which the thing is as it is. %he
form deternines all the pousibilities and all the activities of
the Doing thet hasg it.lob

The "fornm' of God is that which differentiates God from all other
beings, godhead, That J euugbwas in the "form" of God means nothing
lass than that He wes God.l

Since "form" mesne "outward shape” (gchBma) to the ordinary zeader,

i% is sn incorroct translstion.

e mast hers dismigse from our minds $he idea of shepa. . . e
Form inavitably carries with 4% %o us the ider of ghepe.lU5
The correct worxd is "essence,' but this term is cold and odd.
There ia psrhans no better way to translate the exmct meaning than %o
say, "being God, . . . Ho beceme & slave."
The Glery of God
Agein we ask, Is porph@l the glory of God? Chemnlitz answers:
Paul anys Christ was in the form of God, that is, in the highest
glory of the deity, majesty and power, as it is natural for the
true God.*"
Stoeckhnrdt, who seid thet norohd “is identlcal with the zlory of

God," conbinued %o say of the porsh®i

103y, Lewis, "The Humiliated and Exalted Son," Interuxetstion
(Janvary, 1947), p. 22.

108, . synge, Philipoians and Colossiang (Tondons HCH Prass LD,
1951), p. 30.

Y0575 ncent, Word Studies in the Hew Testament, III, 43C-31.

106¢potenann, gu. Gitie, Po 253
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it ie identical with the glory of God, John lili, It is the
divine glory or mnjesty, which includes all divine attributes.

e are thinking especially of the divine omnipotence, omniscieance,
and omnipresence. Those are divine attributes. %They belong only
to God end show the real easence of Zod. The eccleslastical
axoression hore is the divine majesty, which is the sum of divine
attrivutes.107?

Rither thore is a fault in the shorthand notes of ¢his reporxrt on
Stoeckherdt®s exegesia, or Staeckmrd.t. Prisd to retein o double mesning
of pornhet "expression" which he acouired from his Luthersn predecessors
and "esasence? which he saw in the text.

The moroha in which the preexistent Christ was ie nothing else
than tha divine gdoxp; en morph®; theou huparchon of Paul mesns

the sane as John ?;7:5: L83 doxB; 18; sichon pro fou Loz kosmon
ainni para soi. o3

The Murios of Isalan 42318 seys, "1 will not give Thy glory %o

snother.” Jdesus is that Kuricg ond has thaet untransferable glory. This

glory in one glory beleoagzing to both the Son and the Father (Jolm 17:15,22,243
Hphe 2:17; Phil. 4:19%=20). %hat ie why those who kaow Jasus know the
Father; those who see Jesus see the Father (John 1437}. Jesus and the
Pather are one (John 10:30). And that is the reason why the world

should give the same honor to the Son ms to the Fether {(John 5:23). That

ig why honoring Jesus does not dishonor the ¥ather but adds to lls gloxy

{Fhil. 2111).

30%1034., pp. 252~53.

1083emm, gn. glbe, De 759
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Vay Doesnty Paul Sey, "Is God"?

The gusstion may be asked: Why does Peul say Jesus is "in the
essence of Cod" Instead of simply saying Jesus "is God"? Warfield
answexrsl

To asey that Josus Christ is "in the form of God' is then to suy

not less but more than to say shortly that he is 'God!: for it

ig to emphasize the fect that ho hes in full possession and use
all those characteriszing qualities which make God the pmriicular

Heing we call 'God'y and this mode of expresslon, rather thon the

simple 'God,? is employed hers precisely because it was of the

ensence of the fipostle’s purpose to keep hip resderts mind on =il

that Christ was ag Cod rather than nmerely on the abstract fact

that he was God.>"-
Then, %oo, Paul faced the difficulty of being considered & polytheist
whenever he snolke of the deity of Christ. His non-dewish hearers were
mach too esger to welcone any suggestion of several gods. £#nd %hose
Jews for whom God iz one verson to this day insiat thet Christianitcy
breaks the first Commandment by teaching polytheism. Paul wents to
avoid the impression that the Christizn religion has more than one
God. 5o he carefully coins the phrase en mornh@j theou, which really
¢annot be nisuvnderstood: It does not mean two gods, becaunse thers is
enly one morvhe; yet there is clearly a duslity of persons. Ais in
John 1:1, $heos is without an article. This excludes identity of
person while it expresses unity of essence. 2«3_9_!321_'5_ theocu is linked,

without articles, as closely as possible, and like & compound it

expregaes one idea, "God's-being."

mgwarfield. op. cit., p. 271-72.
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Yhen n noun linked with an atitibutive genktive represents one
concepy, the article of the governing noun is uwsually omittad.nc

A1l this agrees with the opening verse of Philipnians, where Jeosus is
placed on & level with the Father, and both are one ascurce {apo) of love
and peaco.

Pieper objects thot according to GCol. 1115 and Heb. 1:3 Chris§ ia
not "in God's image" or "in the shining of God's glory," but le "is
God's imnge," and He "is the shining of God's g;lary.”nl Hoenecks
also says,

cording to Phil. 2:6 Jesus is not the divine essence and the

5o
divine majesty, but he is in the divine form, in the morphs ﬁgﬁ,
in the divine essence; therefore He possesses it and has it.-

The prenosition gn needs to be examined.

En is very flexible. Ye, too, are "in" God or "in" Jesus and God
or Jesus is "in" us. .} A soirit may be "ia a wan' (Bph. 2:2), or a
man mmy be "in 2 soirit" (Mark 1323); the meaning is practically the
same. Buraing children are called hol en gelaktl paides, "the childran
in milk," just &s ve may say in English, "He is in his cupa."l¥

The genernl menning of en is used for the special relation of the

Father to the Sont The Father is "in" the Son, and the Son is "in® the

1303, juehner and B. Gerth, iusfuehrliche Grammtil der
griechischen Smrache (lennover: Hannsche Buchhendlung, 1898), II, 13 607.

111Piapar. op. cit., p. 322.
neiiaaneclze. op. git., p. 11k,

11370nn 6:56; also Acts 17:28; Rom. 8:10; 1 Cor. 3:16; 2 Cor. 6116;
13153 Gel. 2:120; Col. 3:3; 1 John 285,24; 312k 4:13,15; 5:20.

114, g. Liddell and R. Scott, 4 Greek-ingligh Lexicon, revised by
H. S. Jonas (Oxfopd: The Clarendon Prass, 1940), I, 335.
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Father (John 10:38; 14:10). Jesus ic the Son in o unique sense
(John 1318). Here in Philippimns $his unigueness is expresaed by one
mighty phrase after another,

We find various facebs of memaning in gn when we look at its
Bibiienl equivnlents. The phrese en yusel halmateg (Merk 5:25;
Take 83143) means the same as the verb hedmorpousn (Matt. %N20). e
may then translate such & sentence @is that of ) Timethy 23115, "if they
continue in foith and love and holiness,® by "if they continue %o
bolieve and love and to be holy" (eompare 2 Cor. 13:15). We mey render

the phrase en tini norantBnatl luonrchonton (1 Clenend IVI,1) "whosver

hag falien into any sin.' So our modern phrase "to be in love? neans
"to love.! Therefore gn in gp merphE theou expresses & vital reladion
‘like the action of a aubject expressed in a verb.

Hn vpeumsti (Msrk 1123) is the seme &a echdn oneuma (luke 1-’:3331.1}‘5
b0 we mey tronslate the en in Iuke 13117: YHe will haye the spirit and
power of BElijah," end ir 4323 "ihat He said had suthority.” Similarly
Paul tells Timothy, "Don't neglect the gift you have! (1 Tim. b3li;
ef. 2 Pim. 116). And in Phil. 216 we may say, "Jesus hps the essence
of God."

i thing cannot be in the norph8 of another unless 1% possesses the

essendinl qurlities of thet other. 4All this goes to show that the

rendering of our translation=-thouch Hg was divine—-reprasents

the meaning of the clmme.u6

The equivalent of an gn phrase may be & noun, & partlciple, or an

115§’or e gimiler case seo lark 5:2 and Luke 8:27. Merk, too, usss

8chd in this connection, 3:30; 7:i25; cof. fcts 8:7 end daimonizomensd,
Hatt. 8:28.

1167, 3, Michael, The Ealatlg of Peul %o $he Philivnians, The
Moffatt Hew Testanont Commentary (Hew Yorks Karper and Brothers, 1927),
'Po 860 ) :
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adjective. The classicnl phrase hol en $elel means "those in office,”
or "the meglstroten.® 17 8 ye may translates "The Gon of Man coning
ag & King® (Matt. 16328); "nis goods are pot disturbed" (luke 11:21);
he was "tornented’ (Tuke 16:23); Hersd snd Pilate "had been gnemias”
(Taake 23:123-118 We might thon rendar Phil. 2:16; "He wan (the sasence
of} God." In Luke M1, en %03 pnewptd is synomymoue with plSrEs
meunntos. /ind Peul seys, “Tou sre . . . iu the Spirig, if the Spirig
of God lives in you' {(Rom. 8:19). Acé‘iordingly we pay oay hero, "%he
essence of God lives in Jesus, and then we have the eguivelent of
Colossinng 219,

There is one more facet of gn suggested in 1 John 5:1%: “The
whole world lies” en %o popero;, "in the power of the evil ome.?119
Hove wo may ooyt Jesue was doninnted by the essence of God.

En therefore does not semarate Jesus from the poroh8 se that Hs

night not "be the essence of God." Otherwise we would hove o conclude
from Paulls words, "God was in {gg} Shrist® (2 Cor. 5:19), or from

the words, "God was with (met') Him" (Acts 10:38), that God was not
Christ. That the precxistent Christ as a separais person from the
Fother noy linguisticnlly be linked to His délty by such & preposition
as gn we see especially from John 131t "Fhe Word wea with {opoes) Ged,

and the Vord was God." We mey malke a parallel statement of FPhil. 2:6:

1171508011 and Seott, gp. cit., I, 1773.

118}:"03‘ ainmilar cases see 1 Oor, 15342-433 2 Cor. 10:16; 1 John 3314,

19here is & touch of that in ezonomen on pueusdti-- Jolm's own
apiprite—rov. 13107 4323 cf. fota 11353 12:11§ 22117,
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He wis in the essence of Cod, 2nd He was the essence of God. Xy, meaning
"inside® (Matt. 4:21), says even more than pros, mezning "face to face,
We see that from the acontrast of these two vropositicns in ILuke 23:12:
Horod and Pilate wers "in® (gn) enmity "agpinst" (pros) one anstner.
Here pros senmerates the two, while the gpn binds them togethser in one
ennity (singular) whieh £ills both of them. In luke 23140 one crucified
robher tells the other: You ars in (gg;) the same condemnation {cingular).
Agaln one condemnation holds both Jesus and the robher to theilr crosses.
Just so one morph8 (singular) binds Jesus and the Father in one dality.
o

This is confimmed by isa, and adverbial neuter plural, used ag a
predicate sdjective {1ike houtBs, Rom. 4:18). It is like theog withoud
en article, and so it emvimsizes the gualitative and guantitative
cherncteristics rather than the personzlity (compare John 5:18).

In John 9:18 isos expressees neither comparison nor identity, but

equality of dignity, will, and eassence, the szme for which men

later fough$ for with homoousios. . « « Isos characteristically

neant exaciness =s well as quantitative equality, and iy was for

that resson, especially since the idea of qualitative egqualily

is not foreign to the herm, better figted than homoios for thal

which it waz to express in the Hew Testanent, the sssentialily as

well ag the perfection of the equatlity. « « .

llonoios and its derivatives are sctually never used in the Hew

Tezstament for the equality of Jesus with CGod, amié later, men

emphatienlly refused to uwse it for that purpose.

X308 is used in Luke 6334: len whe loan money want o get "the same

smount” back. Yhere are two payyrci (from the years 138 ond 190 A.1.)

1“0515&&111111, op. cit., p. 353.



which use $o ison to mean "a written copy."12l

Thaoodoret commnentni

If the Son had not been equal, but less than the Father, lie would
not have humbled Himself when He oheyed, but e wouvld have done
His duty as a 9ubordinate.122

And Bengels

"o be equal to God" means "fullness" and "height® ag it is clemz
from the double antithesis, e empiied Himself, =nd He humbled
Hinmself." « . « No wonder, then, that He never called Himzel?
"God " rather infrequently "the Son of God," and mostly "the Son
of Han."

The article in %o einai iss theos resumes the idea in the phrase

12k

en morphei iheou. The two phrases mean the same thing: Being in the

assence of God implies being equal to the Father. This equality is
illustrated particularly in the work of Jesus as the Creator {Johm 1:73,10;
1 Cor. 8:16; Col. 1:16).
Is 4he Moroh Visible?
It is not necessary to exclude every kind of visibility from

porohB. Vincent says of Lristotles

Bven in his most abstract and immaterial conceptions of "foram"
the abstract is brought into concrete realization.

Apd of Panl:

121i-lou1ton end Hilligan, on. git., p. 307.

122’£‘heodoret. op. cit., col. 573.
123]36!1;;31. on. cit., p. 771.
1241‘". Blass, Granuntik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch {3eventh

edition, revised by A. Debrunner; Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Runrecht,
1543), var. 399, 1. OFf. Phil. 1:21,22,24,29; 2:13.
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Ho connoived easentinl personality of Ood externalizing itself

and expressing iteelf in some mole apprehsnsible by pure

gpiritunl intelligences if not apprehensible by the human nind.125
Ye are hers denling with %he paradoxes of an invisible God becoming
visible. God speaks in nature (Ps. 19:1; Rom. 1318=23). He did more
than tha% when He anpeared in some corporsal form (ix. 33:118-23; 34:i5-7;
Ig. 6163 40315). Vhen men saw that form, they saw Cod. He showed Himself
in the mivaculous created forms of fire, clowd, and megnificent scsmes.126
Sometimen we are specifically told that Cod becmme ¥like" crsated things
(M. 24:17; ¥sek. 1:28; 2:23). In Christ God became concrete flesh and
blocd. He is Cod gOmatikBa (Col. 2:9). Those who saw Jesus saw the
Fagher {(Jolm 12:45; 1h:19). Wo shall see "Him" as He is (1 John 3:2);
the entecedent to "Him" 1s thecs. Here on earth our vision is limited.
And 4% is impossible to estimnte how much the glorification of the body
will expand our powers of vision. "Now we see by & mirror and are puzzled,
but then we chall see face to face. Now I lemarn 1little by little, bLud
then I ghall lmow as well as Scneone has imown me' (1 Cor. 13:12).

Horvhe during the Humiliation

Yas the Horphd lLaid hpide?

Yor meny & "Rapezitasetetheologe” the man Jesus never could be God;

He had te¢ be without the "form" of God and without equality with God.
It 4is quite froquently asserted ghat His status during His preexistence
ag wall as during His humilistion wag inferior to His status after His

exaltatlon.

125vincent, The Epistles to the Philivoisns and to Philemon, p. 79.

12633_ 3s2-l; 403345 Leve 9123-2%; Num. 142203 16:19,42; 20:6;
Deut. 5:2L; 2 Chron. 5:14; 7:1=-3; Bzek. 114-28; 10:4,19; 11:22-23;
&312-5; Lk,
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Aquality with God did not inhere in Christ's preincarnate being,
He raceived it f.irgj: at his exaltation and &s & reward For his
parfect obedience.>4! . : .

Thomagius said:

Zo isz einai does not mesn to be egual %o God but. to hawe 2 manner
iike thot of Gode « o » 1% is the form of existence in which Christ
could have appesred . « o bub which vas allotted %o Him only after
Ho agsuned the form of & servant and 8s & reward for Hie obedience
in that form at the snd of the way.

Yelss:

Ths correct distinetion of this passags . . . depends on $he correct
distinction between to einai isn thegs, which was only apnointed
for Uhrist, and morphB theou, which He alrendy posseses in liis
nre-tenmpoml exlstence.s « o o

The exalitation

mEt .« . o hAave given Hin more than He possessed, nhmely, « « « the
ginnl isa Theo, « « . despised by Him by the wey of wilful
ugursation. To be sure, He who descended hmg agein, suitably to
His nature, ascended above all heavens (¥ph. 4:10), and hes thus
veen reatored to Uis original Peing; bus, according to Jol. 3:1;
Trhe1:20, Cod, after ralsing Him from the dead, has set Him at

His own right hand $n the heavenly world (comp. Rom. 8:34), and
has thus made Him to be sbsolutely the first (Col. 2:18). This -
nosition of dimnity, equrl with God, He never nossessed before.i29

Some interpreters more definitely define the gltuntion by claiming
that certain divine attributes, such am emnipotence, omniscience,
zmnipmsencn are relative and may be surrendered without & loss of the
divine essence: The deity is only strivped to its essence. Barth
gaye that "Jesus permitted Hinself to be robbed of His omnipotence.8i3®

"He completely laid aside, not the essence, but the fornm of His deit-y."nl

Y2Pyincent, The Fpistles to ihe Philippiens snd to Philemon, p. k.
This is not Vineent's own position.

128}{retmmm1, op._cit., p. 249.

12%e01as, gp. git., II, 101-2.

13%ar Berth, Die Lehre von Sott, Dis Kirchliche Dosmetik (Third
edition; Zelliken-Zusrich; Lvengelischer Verleg ig., 1948), 1if2. 543.

lrvsa., 11/1, 4a7.
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"He did not went to be God, but denled Himself, #1132

Thene conceptions of the humiliation 2re baged on the idoz thmi
the morphd of Cod and the goroh® of » servant could not be togethsr in
the srme personidl and therefore the norph€ of God was lazid aside. 3Bub
thie is 2 picture of the person of Jaugs which is not glven in the text.
Nowhere does Paul say that the morvhd of CGod was laid aside. It is not
in the ward Jabon (v.7). Jesus could take the morph$ of = servang
withouf enrrendering the moruhd of God. The rich man in Matlenls
parable who took (elabon) the poor man's lamb did not lese any sheep
or cow of his own by his action {2 Sam. 1231-4). In tXe parsse, "He
vas made in the likeness of men® {v. 7)., the word "likeness" guorsntees
that there was no change in the person of Ghrist. Also the verd
genomenns implies no such change. When Paul becane {ogenom8n, Sol. 1:23,25)
an Avostle, he did not stop being Pavl. The resson for laying aside
the merph® is most commonly found in elenBse. Hut in order %o prove the
poing by this verb, we have %o select one of several meanings of gisnoss
without considering the real fitness of that meaning and then cosrce
the rest of the naseepn te Tit the selected interpretation. Sound
axegesis will %ske account of all the facts of the text and by mutuelly
fit;ing the meanings of the words together let them yield a self-internrow

tation. According to the meaning of gkendse estnblished in chapier IV

of this materisl, Christ never 1aid His moroh8 aside. ' .

13%0r) Barth, Die Lehre von der Schoenfung, Die Kirchlich
Domatil (Zollikon-Zuerich: Fvangelischer Verlag Ab., 1951), 1It/b,
193,

'

133vincent, The Enistles to the Philipnisns and $o Philemon, ». 83.



The word does not indicate & surrender of delty, nor 2 paralysis
of deity, nor & change of personality, nor a bresk ian the
continnlty of selfwconsclousness. Ohriasgts gcnsciouane.,-: of delty
vag not suspended during his earthly 1ife.13

That Jesus was given an equality with CGod in His exaltaiion mlsc is

nowhere in the taxt.

How can ecuﬂhty with God be conferved or superinduced? Yhe words

are Lo ainai ige. It is o matter of essentisl being, Hquality

with fod chn htﬂ ong only o essence. HBauality of power or of raank
cen be conferred, bui not equalisy of being,

in Unehoneenbdle Naify

AB6 - L4
Bven Socrates ” insisted thet God alwvays stays in His own form

because He is perfect. Cod cennot change (Mal. 2:i6).

%o echenge the form of an exisience would be lmpossible, becsuse
that would be to change the existence i1teself, which again wonld
b2 to deairoy it, since it is a truism $hat one thinz csnnot
vecone another "'ﬁn" and still remain itself. The form is whai
deternines and establishes identity. It constitutes the law
according to w‘::ic?\ an zmetunlity rmust be and mist ect and mast

continue.

5. & e ® s ® & @ ® § 8 gL s e g s p s 8 e ¢ & &8 8 .

God has his own distinctive "form." His pature is hisz and hia
only. « « « He cannot destroy his nature, and he canno$ change it.
Hie nnture iz as eternal, &s necessary, 3s inavitable, as his
existence. He has the rights, the preragatives, sznd the
responsibilities which go with his nature-- that is to say, with
his "form"w-—znd he wcts accordingly. Indeed, he could not act
otherwiag, 27

S
An unchenging God could lose nithing in Christ's humilistion and

g2in nothing in lis exmltation. Jesus did not exchange the essence of

God for that of & slavey the loss of one attribute of the Son of God

would be His self-negetion. He had not assumed the MOXDhS of God and

134;1)1(1-' pc 89.

3511)1&.. p. 86.
136?1&1;0, ;’;enuglic, I, 190-32.
ewis, gu. gite, PPe 28-23.



could not lay 1t mside., Hyparchin (see chapter III) and ainai indicate

that He wae end continved in the morphf of God and equal to God through
all the actions of the norists which express His aniliztion and
exaliation. The Jows understoed that (John 5:18). And He could nod
acguire an eguality with God which He alresdy had.

Jesus does not ston belng the Son any more tlen the Father stops
being the Father. There is always & Father and & Son in Ged. Hig
divine person continves undinminished during Hia humilistion. e renmains
the unchangeaule Cod while e becomes a2 changesdle nan. e is always
free and indevendent while He Leocomes densndent on spsce, time, and
external clrcusstances; Hs is infinitely superior %o sll humen wealmsss
and pain while de becomes exhsusted and suffers sgony, He is the Life
while He diee.

Glory

In erder to undersiand more cleariy the condition of the gmorvphd
of God and of the equalisy with God, we m2y see what hapoened o the
iglory® of Jasue and to His being Lord during His hmmiliation.

Peter says that Jesus received (lsbon) glory from the Father

in the tranafigurstion (2 Pet. 1117), =nd ths exaltztion is said to be
His glorifiention {(John 7:39). The lemb is "worthy to receive glory"
{Rav. 5:12). Dut Jesus Blso says thnt the Father is glorified in the

Sen (John 14:113). He saya "glorify Your Son, that Your Son may glorify
Tou® {Johm 17:11). Cod receives (labein) glory (Rev. L:ll; 11:13J.

If ye argue that Josus did not have the glory, because ie received glovy,
we Blso must argue thait the Father lacks glory, because ie receives glory.

The Bible tsxt is much more precise thea its interpreters have Ddeen,
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Unlike other Wumen beings (Jom. 3:23), Jesus had the glory of God during
His huriliation, because "He showed His glory" (John 23113 eof. 1:1l; 11:40).
Paul anys, "They . . . erucified the lord of glory" (1 Cor. 2:8; of.
Heb. 1:3).

Just an Jesus had the glory aof God, so He also was Lord during iis
hwailiation. Xurios was thoroughly understood by Paul's pngan hearers,
who had enlled their gods "lords" (1 Cor. 815-6) #nd for whom "lord" wag
& common title for divinity ns it was throughout the illediterranean world.
It was Just as thoroughly understood by his Jowish hearers for whom
fLord" meant the Yahwsh of the 0ld Testanent. Paul use¢ this term "Zord"
for Jesus about 250 times. ile memnt it in an absolute sense. In this
Philipnien nessage Josus is the "Iord of heaven and earth® {(vv.10-11)
and sharply contrasted with "slave® (v. 7).

desus wea the Lurias of the 0ld Testsment. He Aid ao% stop being
that in His incarnation, becmuse the angel of the Xurigs calls Jesus
Euriog at His birth (Iake 2:9,11). During His humiliation He had the
divine sathority to snezk the truth {Untt., 7:25) and to forgive sins
(Matt. 9:6); le is the Lord of the Sabbath (Matt. 12:8) and has power
over wind and weve (Mott. 8:206-27), over the apirits (Matt. 1Ci1),
over life and death (John 11:141-%2), even over Mis own 1life and death
(John 10:18). It was this divine lordship which during His huriliation

nade His redemption valid and effective.

#is deing egqual to God means nothing else thar to be ILord, and
Fe remained Lord also when he was « servant, when il was altogether
& man. Through this self-denial and humiliation ile rises to the
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public dignity of M,HB

Bquality with God he had ns his birthright, but his Hesalanic
loxdship wns something which could come only throuzh his
incsrnation and its attendant husiliation; and 1% wes this, end not
equality with Bod, that he received in his exaltation. . . .

Out of the human life, death, and resurrection of Christ comes a
type of sovereignty which could pertain to hiam only through his
triuavh over human sin (Heb. 4. 3), through hie identification with
men &8 thelr brother, Hessianic lordship could no% pertain %o his
preincarnate state. hs liegsianic lord he could be insugurated only
aftor his hunen experience (iets 2:36). Hessisnic lordship is &
matter of Ffunction, not of inherent power and majestiy. The phrasse
Rgented at $he right hand of God" is Measisniec, and expresses
Christis ilegsianic triumph, but not to the detriment of any
essentinl dignity possessed befors his incarnation. But the
incarnation places him, in & new sense, in actuzl, kingly relation
toe the collactive life of the universs. . . « Tordship won by
conguest in inearnstion is distinguished from inherent lowrdship.
This is the lordship which Jesus preferred to that which w2s merely
inherent in him as the equal of God,--ioadship throvgh self-
renunciation, maastery throuch service. 3

Whet the limitations were during His humiliation we learn from whati
fellows Philionians 2:6a. Since He is now at the right hand of God,
those Limitntions were set aside, and He, our Brother, rules all things
for the benefit of His Ohurch (Bph. 1:22; Col. 1:18).

Summary,

Horph® often means "outward form" in classical Greek; it always

menns that in the Septusgint; end it means that in Hark 16312. If &t
means mere “apnearance,” it is equal fo g__c_?fin_ﬂ-_ and mny be deceiving:
Then Fhil. 2:6 would not prove that Jesus is Cod.

Luther and $those who followed him defined morph8 as "expression':
While 1% is not the essence of God, the "expression” of God proves that
Jesus is God. Those who refer this passage to the preexistent Christ

say that Jesus appeared in this morphB to the inhmbitents of heavens

138 Staahlin. gnc mc. P 35‘*-

139Vincent, The Hpistles to the Philippians and %o Philemom, pp. 856-87.



those who refer 1t to the incarmate Christ say that it consisted of

His teaching and miracles. ©his morphs muy also be identificd with

doxe, which is awbiguous end mey be defined s "expression' and as
fegssence. "==The whole difficuliy mey be traced o the assumption that
Jesus iaid something selde in His hunilistion; this something maust be
the morgh®: therefore morgh® cannot mesn "essence.!

HorphB elso moant "casence" in claasicel Greek and was used of
aonecornorenl things, including an invigible Ced. In the transfigurntion
Mmorohe could mean "apnearance.” But even thers it is 1likely to mean the
eternal Son of God. Paul did not use porphS, like schéma for'the
Poxternal form.¥ iWhen Jesus asouned the mox: 8 of & servant, e veally
did become & servent for usy likewise the 3oroh8 of God was ths essence
of God, It was the glory of God, one glory of the Father and the Son.
¥Heing in the morph® of God" mesns "being the essence of Bod.! Isa,
%00, mesns cunlitative e&nd quantitative equality. ©Such 2 divine esssnce
does not exclude some kind of heavenly visibility.

“he text dees not say that Jesus lald aside the marph8 or that He
was not equal to God until Hia exalvation. dJeaus never stopped being
God. The deity of Jesus, being unchangeable, could not be laid aside
or diminished when He becsme & chengesble man. Az God He had the glory

of God znd was Lord throughout His humiliation.



CHAPTEE III
THE MBANING OF HBGESATO

The Time of Action
She Inearnnte Christ
Since only the incarnate Christ provides the exznple for Christians
to follow, Philippians 2:6 has been referrved, particularly by Lutherans,

to the incornate Ghrist. Then gorphd; theou and to einai isa theo; are

agerived to Christ duaring His humiliation.
Hoenecke offers three ressons for this interpretation:

The subject in this passege 1s Jesus Christ, therefore not the
vreezistent Yord, 2s Paplists and Calvinists want to interpretf it,
but the incarnate Word, who has already bescome man. That is shown
bys

1. The name Jegus Chriat:

2. The explanation that Christ was an morphei theou, in the
form of God, for the preexistent Word is not en moroh8; thsou, in
the form of God, but He is Himself the form of CGod (Heb. 1:13);

3. The fact that the humiliation, dying, is ascribed to the
subject, which would not fit if the preexistent Word were the
aubject. We can say: Cod has died, but only of the Cod-man, not
a2bsolutely of the Son of CGod, who has not yet assumed the human

nature.
Stoockhardt gives the main reason for referring this passage to the

incarnate Christ:

It is clear thet only the last fits the entire context of the
PRESEZCe » « « The example is not the eternal Son of God, but ths
Son of God who sppesrad in the flesh and now stays and lives as
man smong men. The Gospel presents the picture of Christ as He

1ﬁ. Hoenecke, Bv.sluth. Dogmatik (Hilwaukee: Northwestern
Publishing House, 1912}, III, 112-13.
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1lived and showed Himself on earth. The expression, "He wos in &
divine form," refors to Him,2

Kretoonnn soyes
We reject every nrasentation which permits the subject of the

sentence to Da the presxistent Christ, in His preincarnante,
apiritusl existence.’

but this interpretation involves a serious textual difficulty.
The incnrustion is asilnulézneous wlth the actlon of ekendsen (v. 7).
If we rofor hézBsate, which precedes g}:eng"sg. to the inearnste Ghrist‘,
the action of this verb is made to follow the action of gkenBsen. The
ecticn of gkendsen flows as & result from the decision of hesz@sato.
The decision cannot follow the sction. Heferring h8z8sato to the
fncarnase Christ, therefore, is &an intolerable inversion of the
sequence oi the text.

The Preexistent and Incernsats Chrisy

Lid Vaul perhaps use h8gBszago loosely so that 1t could refer to
both the preexisitent and incarmnie Christ?

The sorist nmosng an effective decision "whose execution is selfi-
evident.”

S0 it was necessary to use 8r3iBsan (Acts 10:48), becmuss the fact

that the request was grented is indicated only by this zorist

(similarly 23:18).%
If the regquast is not granted, the imperfect is used (fcts 3:3).

The acrist may suggest an effact without including it in the scope

2P, %, Kratzoann, 1Hielt er's nicht fuer einen Haub,' Phil. 2,6,

Concordia Theolozienl Monthly (Aoril, 1931), ». 252. Kretzmann gives
& revort of Stoeckhardt's exegesis of the passage.

3Inid., p. 251.

My Blasn, Sreanntik des neutestamontlichen Griechisch (ssventh

edition, revised by A. Debrunner; Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1943), ». 146,
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of its tense. From the statement thut God loved us {EgmpSsen, John 31163
1 John 4;9-10) we may expect the redemption, tut this effect reaches
ghead of the time indicnted in the aorist.

Thay which begen in the past can exist in the present; ithls,
nowover, does not 1is in the sorist, but ia the context.”

The wsorist can be used to exprasa an actlon extending over many yezrs:

Ellcenasen_. verse 7, covera thirty-thrae years. It cen sunm up many

X

individunl =ctionsy luadzred of ingtonces are Included in heurethe

-

But it connot exmrese =n action &nd ite affect. (In the Ffollowing
examplos the Hnglish trensletion of hB8zeomel is underscorsd.) A
papyras from the third century A. . reads: "I thinik it 1s superfluons
0 write %o ',9'0\2.";6 here hEgtsamén is an eniatolary soriat expressing the
decision which resulted in the sction (gmwhein). {For similar
instences seo 2 Cor, %5; Phil. 2:25.) In 1 Timothy 1:11-17 Panl tells
about Gold's agnointing him as an Aposile in a series of elght sorists,

4 . e &

one of which iz hBz@sato: I4 cxprosses Ood's cholce. He elso uses the

B ]

aoriat slacvhere to express vhei apsolniment (Rom. 1153 3 Tim, 217

2 Tim. 1:111). The result was thal Panl vas en Aposile, vur thet result
is not exnressed in these noriets. His appeintment was due fo Godls
mercy (mleBthEn, 1 Tim. 1316). Vhen Paul wents to express that the

mercy once given 6 hia is alec his present source of aposiolic authoriy,

he uses the nerfect BleBuenog (1 Cox. 7:251.

5, ¥uehner, ¥. Blags, and B, Gerth, ﬁgufue}'grl;che Grammatilk der
griechischen mreche (Third edition; Hannover: liahneche Muchhandlung,
189C-.1904), II, 1: 156.
6J . ¥. Houlton and G. Millizan, The Voeabulary of ihe CGreelc
Testanent (London; lHodder and Stoughion, 1949), pe 277.
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Ginco hSoeomnd with the meaning "belleve, hold" so mommonly has
a pragsent offect 1t s "usu. in pf’.“? e hava the perfect in the
following nassage In Job 300193 "ie has gonsidered me equal to the
clayt Uy lot is in dust and ashes.’ The nresent attitude of WBgegus
iz emoressed Ly the vresent (1 Tim. 6G:lj 2 Pet. 1:113; 3:135).

How 1f Peul had wanted to state that Christ's decision had a past
or & present effect, what verh ferm of hegeomnl would he have used?
We have Paul's own usage nesrly given in Philioplens 3:17-8; it is as

if he nmaant o answer our gramwatical gquaestion:

But any advantagzes I had I decided o gount (perfect) 2 loss for
Christ. Yes, I count {oresent) evepything 2 lnas bedause it is
80 mush bettor to know Cnrist Jesus, my Lord; I have lost (aorias)
evorything for Him snd count (pressnt) it ee rubbish in order %o
win Chriast." llere taute h8gBmal . . . includes in its perfect
the subsequent effect, ta panta p2E-AGthen., (Comprre Xcts 2612
Another nerfect sxpressing a past effect ig found in Job 33:1C-11:
"o gonsidared me his encuy. He put (aorist) my feet in the
atocks ond wntched (eorist) wherever I went,

It &5 clenr that iFf Poul had wanted the verd hBgeomai in Philippians 236
to express alse the effect (ekenSsel), he would have used hEsBted and not
hegeseto. The grommars agree with Pauls

Since the Lorist and the Perfect both involve raference to & past
ovent, the Perfect affirming the existence of tho resuld of the
event, and the Aorist 2ffiming the event itsels, withoul either
effiming or denying the oxlstence of the resuld, it is eviden$
thet whenever the result of the past action does still exist,
either tense may be used, sccording a3 the writer wishes either
to affirn the result or merely the events « « . See, ©.8.,

1 Cor. 15:4; hotl einephd, kai hoti egegertel iej homerai %ei tritey,
that o was buried and thet le was raised on the third dsy. The
barial ls simoly & past event. OF the resurrectlon there 1s an
existing result, prominently before his mind.

78, 0. Liddell end R. Scott, A Greelk-Engzlish Lexicon, revised by
H. S. Jones (Oxford: The Olsrendon Press, 19&0), I, 763.

8%. D. Burton, Syntax of the Moods and ZTensea in jJau Jeatament
Greck (Fifth edition; Ohicagos The University of Chicago Press, 1903)
P by,



Houlton contrasts the aorist in Mark 1616 with the perfect in

1 Corinthians 15:l

?‘ﬁ rthe states simply the past complete fact, the astounding news
of what had just happened. . . . Egégertal gets forth with the
utmost possible emphasis the abiding results 31‘ the event, which
supply the main thought of the whole passage.
HegBnato, therefore, does not refor to the incarnmate but to the
preexistent Christ. It tells us what part Christ had in the planning
of our salvation; this was done during His preexistence (John 31163
Ephe lid 331115 2 Tim. 1:9). The name Jesus is no argument against thel,
since it is used for the preexistent Ohrist (1 Cor. 8:16; 2 Cor. 819
Jude 5 BA,V),

It wes snid that the subject of the entire passage is named “Christ

Jesus," and that, even granting 2 nre-existsnt state, such a title

would be inmonropriete to designete the Logos prior to His incarnie

tion. o me this objectlon hms little weight. Bven cormon usage

is againgt 1t no one thinks it is inaccurate, for instznee, %o

spenk of the Ychilldhood of President Coolidge,” Othough. strictly

sneaking, Pragldent Coolidge hed no childhood.

The fact that W8z8sato refers to the preexistent Christ does nod
compel us to limit Christ as our example to His preexistence. Paul clies
the exerplary action of Christ in L8zésato and six additional sorists.
These siz sorists form & group separated from hE8s¥saic by the adversative
&lla: in his Hebrew translation Delitz-schll correctly makes & separztie
group of these six by rendering them as a perfect followed by five waw
consecutives with the imperfect. HBzB8sato refers to the preexistent

Christ, and the following six sorists refer to the incarnzte Christ.

95. H. Houlton, i Gremmar of New Jestapent Greek (Third edition;
Edinburgh: T. & T, Olark, 1949), I, 137.

20, 3. HceClain, “The Doctrine of the Kemosis in Philipplans 2i =8, 1
Iho Biblical Review (October, 1928), p. 512.

117, nelitezsch, The Bocks of the Ney Jestament, & trenslation froam
the Greek into Hab;'ew (Periins Treuwitzsch und Sohm, 1901), p. 366.
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The Greek Fathers and Augustine, followed by the Catholic and most
Reformed expositors, held thet vs. 6 referred to Jesus in his
preincarnnte state; while vs. 7 and 8 referrad to the incarnate
Savior.-

The incornation is pagsed over quickly and forms no sherp dividing

line in the CGreek toxt. ¥n morvhei theou huosrchon, like plousioes

8n (2 Cor. 8:9) mey reach back into eternity withoul losing the time of
the humiliztion. HMouwlton says: "The durative present in such cases
gathers up past and present time inteo one phrase.“lB (For exanmples

ges eochfn and echB, John 5:5~6.) The preexistent "thrist" appears as

"Josus? in time. Hig decision to saeriflice Himself flowed through the
whole work of redemnition from His lovwly wranpinge in the manger to those
in the grave., The mind which sghould be in us He had in heaven and on
earth. In lile preexistence the path on earth lay clearly before iiim,
and in His incarnation He carried out what He had promised. dJesus
says, "I lmow where I came from and where I am going," and "This is the
purpose for which I =m hare now" {John 831L; 12:27). Before Paul's mind
is this Person with 2 consciousness reaching back into eternity, and
this Person, without beginning but coming into our time, is our example.
Huparchin

Stoeckhardt argued that if this were the preexistent Christ we would

have huosrzns instead of hypsarchon. (We may note here an unintended

admission thet WB28s2t0 may be preexistent.)

. %, Vincent, The Epistles to the Philipoisns and to Fhilemon, Zhe
Internatiorel Critical Commentary (Riinburghs T. & T. Clark, 1502}, pe 83.

13i~§ou1ton. on. gite, p. 119
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The vartlelpls huoerehdn fits only the incurnate Ohrist, %the mon
anong Nens o« « o Of this One 4% is sald nows He was in 2 divine
form. 4’

Theodoret contraasted the nresent huparchon with the aorist genemenost

Ha did not say, "Havine 1)53% made in the form of God,® but
fheine in the form of God."

Luther similarly contrasted huparchln with the aorist 1ahifp end
emphaaized that 1% meant that Jesus really was Gods
Ha did not sssume guch divine behavior a2s He sgsumed the form of
& servant, but He waa, He woe, He wpo, I say, in it. In the
little word "was" lies the p(meg that He had the divine esseace
togather with the divine forn.t

In certain settings the verd dees corry the meaning of “ueing

origimlly by nature." The Internationsl Critical Commentary

trenslates the verd inm 1 Cor. 1137, ¥since he is by original constitubion,"i?
referring tc mén made in the inage of CGod and implying his descent from
Adem. In 2 Cor. 8:17 Paul uses huparchon in spesking of the genl of

Mitus ns 2 tyait of his porsonmality. In 2314 he speaks of Feter "boling
.{__hu_n,'ﬂz’,,c_?,z,f'ia} by birth and culture o Jew. In. Phil. 2316 hgm'fchag is
econtrasted with ginal, from which it is separaied by only four words, and

it must mean mors than einni. DBoth verbs in the present tense exnress

continuntion. Particnlarly huoarchon gives ue the background whieh

W ratzmann, on. glt., p. 253,
155’33_@_@;9_11 Ooere Omnis, Petrologise Patrum Grascorum (Pariss
J. P, Migne, 1864}, 82, col. 572.

16?-5&:'&111 Luther, "An Peimsonntage,” Kirchenpostille, Soemmtliche
Schriften (edited by 4. G. Walch; St. Louiss Concordia Publlshing
House, 1883), XII, col. 470,

174, Robertson and A. Plumner, First Epigtle _g_:_f; ?ﬁ. Paul o fhe
Corinthisns, The Internstional Critiesl Commentary (Wdinburght ¥. & .
Ql&rk' 192-9)| }}- 2310
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continues before, during, and after an actiont Joseph, belng & membar
of the Jewish court continues to be that while hs requests the bedy of
Jesus, during the burial, and leter (Luke 23:50-53); Devid gontinued
%o be 2 prophet while he foresaw and spoke of the resurrection of Jesus
(fets 2330-31); Abrahen gontimied %o be & hundved years old while he
trusted God (Hom. 4:119-20).

The present participle can express the past, the present, snd thes
future, OSince h@zBsata refers to the past, huparchdn seema to represent
an imperfect rather than & present. Stachlin says: "HyperchSn stands

T \ 2
Lightfoot says, "The word denotes 'prior existence,!

for an imperfect.*t
but not necessarily ‘'etaernal axistence.! 01 We see

that from Iuke 163233 The rich man "being" (huparchda) "tormented

in hell"; the action of the verb begen Bt his death (cf. Gen. 22:13;

Buth 4;%; Ps. 103:116). But while huparchon does not itself mean eternity,
it lends #tself well to express eternity. In Phil. 2:6 huparchidn

ins in a gstting which goes bayond the ordinary time limits of the im-

porfect, sorist, or perfect. In morphe; theou takes the participle

into the preexistence as & background for h8zésato.

The phrase en morphe: theeu huperchon is then to be understood of
Chris¢'s preincarnate state. %o say tha® he wes en mornhe; theou
is to say that ho existed before his incarmation &s essentially
one with God, and that objectively, and not merely in God's 20
self-consciousness ss the not yet incarnate Son--the ideal men.

Horohd thecu or His doxa &re the constant possession of Christ. Jesus

contimues te be or have the morph@ thoow before, during, #nd after the

183, staenlin in G. Kittel, editor, Theologisches Woerterbuch zun
Hewen Tastament (Stuttgart: W. XKohlhammer, 19507, 111, 35b.

195, B. Tightfoot, Saing Paul's Epistle %o tha Philipolans (Londont
Moomillen and Co., 18381), p. 110.

20vincent, gn. glt.. p. B4
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time in which His saving acts take place. &n morphe; theou takes
m;gzﬁg back into the eternity of God's being. Vincent translates,
"Though He exlsted from eternity in & state of equality with God."?l
The participle is like ¥p in "being rich,” (2 Cor. B19) and in "uging
God over a1l blossed forever" (Hom. 9¢5). It is like the finite verd
in the prosent, eimi in "before Abraham was, I ap' (John 8:58), or
eatin in “who is the imege of God" (2 Cor. Lil; Col. 1:15) or in "He is
before all things" (Col. 1117), or ketoikel in "in Him . . . lives the
whole being of God" (Col. 2:9). It s the eguivelent of the imnsrfect
in the statements, "in the bezinning yag the Word" (John 1:1), "thes
rock ynp Chriast" (1 Cor. 10i4), "the glory I had with You" (John 17:35).

The eternal backeground of Jesus stends in contrast with an act in
time. "In the beginning was {(4rmerfect) the Word," says John, snd then
he ndds, "all things yore mede (sorist) by Him" (John 1:1-3; cf.
1 Cor. 8163 Col. 1:15-16; Heb. 132). "The Word yag (imperfect) God,"
he says, "and it became Yaorist) flesh! (John 1:1.1%; cf. Fom. 1i3=4; 8:3;
Here we have the nreexistent Cnrist referred to in huparchon and contrast-
ed (2lla) with the historic act of redemption expressed in ekenSsen
(sorist) and the following aorisis.

Hunarchon reaches back into an endless eternity: Ho theos . . .

ho hunarch®n pro i3n 2i8nBn (Ps. 55:20); and it reaches forward into an

endless eternity: Ho pomos ho huvarchon eis fon niBna (Baruch 4il).
It gives us the Lord of heaven and earth: Houbog ouranou kai £8g

21-1.3_:"'.51.'-' Pe 57.
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huperchdn kurios (fets 17:24).

The tense sequence of the text is &s follows: Have this mental
attitude in the present and in the future (phroneite), which was in Josus,
who, being in the essence of Cod in the present and fulure, but
particularly in the sternal pmst (Qunarehdn), decided (WBgBsato) 6o
redecn us,

A Cholics

Yelzsupecier correctly ohassrves thai there could hardly have besen &
cholce if }hEgésnto had not taken place in eternity.

Hed he not given his doectrine of Christ this beclward exiension,

the haman 1ife of Christ would have bescome for hin a sort of

imoersonal event, and Jesus a mere instrument. His doostrine of the
nroexistence meghriingly ensbles him to look upon Christ's work as

4 2

& poersonal act.
0f courso, Peul 4id not extend his docirine inte preexistence; he
renorted what he was teld.

Jesus was more then an instrument of our redemptilon controiled by
an irresistible destiny. He could have chosen always to zet only as
God. No one compelled Him to mmko & different choice. He made 2
voluntary decision to redeem us by @& self-imposed slavery. He says of
His life which He is sacrificing for usy "No one tukes it from lej no,
I liyeelf an giving it. I have power to give i3, and I have power o
talke it back again’ (Joha 1085).

The choics in hBgeomal ie determined by = purposer Paul Linds i%
necessary to urge men to go to the Corinthians to prepare the eollection

(2 cor. 9:15); he gonsidored everything & loss in order Yo win Christ

Qa(axoted in Vineent, op. cit.. p. 84.
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(Phil. 3:9; cf. 1 Pim. 6313 Heb. 113263 James 1:2-4). So the choice
of the Son of Cod was determined by His purpose to redeem us (Gel. 4:5;
Heb. 2:14=15). His heart was set on this purposs, because He loved

us (Jolm 13313 15:13).

): omai implies an ewaluation: By Hia love and mercy ths Lord
rated Paul o faithful person (L Tim. 1:12); Serah gonsidered the Loxd,
who hed promised her & child, falthful (Heb. 11L11); slaves "should
Ehink of thelr masters as nen who deserve every honor® (1 Tim. 6:1).
The result of thiaz evelustion is often new and surpriasing: James (3:2)
- writes, "When you are tried in different ways, . . . think it a pure
Joy." “he Son of God made an evaluntion, waiphing His heavenly life of
glory in one hand and the Cross in the other. It wves a surorise tha$
He ghould wani to suffer and diey His disciples found it herd %o helieve;
even Moses and Tlijeh dlscuss it with Jesus. The amdzement of the lNew
Testenent writers runs through their writings from the: surprise felt by
Elienbeth when Mary comes to her %o the doxology to the Iﬁmb in
Revelation. Mven at the end of the century John s8ill writes thet God
so (outds) loved the world (John 3:16).

Pwo pepyri from 67 B. 0. ond 54-67 A. D. show how the aorist of
hB¥zeomei with o negative exsress scorn for & good thin&-aﬁ B0 Hoses
gonsidered the abuse that Christ suffered greater riches then the

trensures of Sgypt, and he chose o be mistreated (Heb. 11:26).

zsﬁoulton and Milligan, on. git.., P. 277.
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Christians who sin deliporately freat the blood of Christ & common
thing (Meb. 10:29). Paul gounteg s11 the advantages which he had as
a cultured Jew a loss (Phil, 3:7-8). And Jesus disregsrded all His
divine prarogoiives and chose the cross, thinking nothing of its ahane
(#eb. 32:2).

Thet was the choice of the Son of God, the "must" (Tuke 2L126)
which brouzht Him to the cross.

S\mnsry

Since the exmmple which Paul wants us to follow iz the incarnste

Christ, 1% is orgued that h8glsato refers to the incurnate Christ. Zub

gBgato precedes gkentge which is simultansous with the incarnmtion

and must therefore give us the action of the preexistent Christ. The
vert $tells s what vard the Son of God had in plaming our salvatlion.
Gould the sorlst include hoth the preexlstent and tha incarnnte
Christ? The sorist mey puggest the effect, but if Paul had wanted to
include the effoct in the scope of tha verd, he would have used the
perfect. [@Bg8seto stntes only the foct of the actien af the pre-
existent Uhrist. This does not limit the exanmple of Christ to His
preaxistence; the vreexistent ond incarnate Christ is our example.
LHuparchdn, contrasted with the aorist, mesns "heing originslly by
nature.” lorohB theoy takea the varticiple into the etermal background
of God's being, contrasted with the redemption in time. '
HEBgBeato means & voluntary choice made by the Son of God to
accomplish our redemption. He made an evaluation and = surprising

decision: to go to the Oross.



CIAPTER XV
THE MBEARING OF HARPAGHOS

fictive or Paasive
The Iatin church fathers took haroacmos (the object complement of

%o einsl ise theos) in an sctive sense, the "act of robbins." Words

like benbismos (baptiem), hyuguos (gnashing), peiresmos (temptstion),
seigmos (shaking), have an active meaning. Plutarch uses haruasmos
in an active sense.t So the King James Version transiates the word with
Trobvery": He nad not seized what dld not belong to Himy He had equality
with God. This interpretation makes the phrase & continuation of the
procading phrases He was in the essence of God and considered limself
equal to God.

Heyer onlorged this sctive nesning by making arpasmoes "an
opnortunity to rob.”

He did no%{ look at His heing squsl to God as a relation in which

He could take booty, sz though He could actively exprass it by

snatching the oronerty of others.
In this intervretation an important part, the object, has to be sgoplied:
the glory of the world, wealth, honors. Bven when stinted negetively such

a2 pleture of Christ as violently robbing does not fit Jesus in ¢his text.

But just as the active participles, falothing," "warning,®

14, Sehumecher, Ghristue in seiner Prasexistenz und Kenose (Rome:
Paepstl, Bibel-Institut, 1921) II, 330C.

25 : Shili X _an £hilamon
A, W. H. Meyer, Driefe an die Philipoor, Kolosser, und an
{5econd edition; ‘Goe;tingem' Vendenhosck und Buprecht, 1859), p. 53.
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Uwriting," become nowns with o passive meaning, exprescing the resuly
of an actlon, so words ending in =nog 2laso may be passive. Hatthew
uses thoriamos with en active meaning, “reaping" (13:130), =né with o
j:)&-ﬂeive menning, "the grain in the field" (9138). The Iatin for
harpeanon, rapine, also is used actively aﬁd pagsively. %he following
words are pagsive: desmos {chisn) himatismos (germent), porisugs
(means of mnin), nhraszmes (fence), ng- imog {Psalm). In this text
"belng somal with Cod" is not nn actiony the phrase has a passive
content which makes Zarposmog pessive in mes2ning,

The Greek cwuirch fothers, followed by Iuther and Lightfoct, took
harpagmos in 2 vassive senses ras rante, nraeda, "that which has been
Tobbed, " nlunder,” Yprize." %Thils internretntion makes the phrase &
congraat l:ri’c‘-l the preceding: Although He was in the essence of God,

Heo did nct consider it something robbed. Mors recent developments in

the interpretation of this passive meaning are the meanlngs: zeg

ranienda (n prize to Lo snatched), hermeion, Glusckafund (a fortunate find).
The 2inme

The noun wmo_g 1s timeless, and so it may be past, pressent, or
future, licdernisis have explolted the possibility that it may be future.
Wnen the Hevised Standerd Version translates, "did not count equality with
God 2 thing to be grasped,"’ it arbitrerily mekes "equality with God®
something that Jesus did not have and by the gerundive "So be grasped”
inserts = future which is not thers. The unitarisnism of the Zevised

Standard Version in this pussage is taken For granted by its translators,

JEoly Bible, Revised Stendard Version (Wew York: Thomas Helson &
Sons, 1952), M. T., 222,



- 57 =
who have issued the statement:

AST has given an improved reading of this theologlcal wassage,
particularly in the ldea that Christ would not grasp for equaiity
with God, in contrast o the XJ idea that Christ thought there wae
nothing wrong with being on an equal basis. . . + In contrast to
EJ, B35V gzives ug the impression that Christ was not necessarily
equal with God before the incarnation; he would not grasp for
eguality out of turn, but bsceuse of his hmikiation he was glven
the high nosition and the name '"Christ-Lord."

Agcording to Ir. Craig, there was not even any discussion about
the translation of harpssmon in Philipoians 2:16, all nine members
of the committes agreeing upon this point, that equality with God
was Aot something to be held onto but booty to be grasped.

Craigl's personal interpretmation was as follows:

This preexistent heavenly being existed in the form of God. Adem
aleo had been made in the lwmage of CGod. The Tirst men had been
tempted to eat of the fruit of the tree thet would heve made him
like CGod. Dut this second heavenly man had not looked upon
equnlity with Cod 2s booty to be seized. . . . Haere ig the Pauline
Christelogicnl affirmation: '"Jesus is Lord"--not God.

Grant interprets this prusage to mean, "as the rebel angels did,

agplring %o selze the throne of the Most Jdigh.""

b}!. J. Shroyer, Understandinz the Scriptures (Wew York: Thomas
¥elson & Sons, 1948), pp. 50-51, Foreword by L. fi. Welgle and (il o=
Crrig. Thic is 2 book recommended by the Commlttee on Leadership
Bdueation of the International Council of Neligious Education, which
also isgued the A5V, for use 2s 2 textbook in two courses.

5. . Bayly, "Further Light on the Revised Hew Testement," Ihe
Sunday School Zimeg (June 1, 1946), p. L.

6c. 7. Graig, "The Cristological Foundetion of the Vorld Council
of Ghmarches," Christendom (Vinter, 1946), p. 17.

5. c. Gront, &wm%wm (ew Yorii
236.

Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1950, p.



Adam =and Eve aepired to "he like Cod and kmow what is good and

evil® {Gen. 7:5). 0Cod suys to Lucifer:

You thought, "I will gzo un to hemven. I will set up my throne
above Pod's stars, and I will sit enthroned on the mountain where
God meets with men, in the sides of the north. I will zo aver the
top of the sloudsy I will be like the most high Godl" {(Is. 1L:13-15)

Antiochms had sinil:ar 2spirations:

Tha men whoe Just now had thought he could commend the waves of the
san, in his superhuman boastfulness, and thought he would ueigrn

the mountalin heighte in & scele waa flat on the ground. . . . &
1ittle before this he thouglit he could touch the stars in the sky,
tut now no one could carry him hecause he sieank so unbezarably. « . .
And when ha could no longer bear his own stench, he gaid, "It is
right to subnit to God.,and, since @ person 1s mortel, not Lo think

he is egunl to God" (gnis isothes phromein).
Yhen Antiechus repented, he decided "to make all the Jews equal (iscus)
to the Athenians.® (2 Hecc. 918,10,12,15)
God condemms 21l such asnirations. Jesuve, 00, would siand
condemned for blasphemy if He zs & nmere c&r_punter agpired to be Goed,
Bougher, who decleres that Jesus was God from ebternity, twrled to
harnonize *to be grasped" with the delty of Christ:
The condition belonging to his being in the form of God, vis,., his
being "eousl with Ood," the glory end majesty of his equality with
the Fether, was not o something %o be selzed and held on te in
solf-onjoyment, an object of grasping ambitlon.

But even for Vincent the interpretation "thought 1% not & thing to be

grasped” is the resson for Christ's Yvolumdary renmunciation of his

preincarnate majesty.” 9

hrysestom polnted out that 4% is no humility to do without whai

B4, 1. Baugher, "Interpretation of Philippians II 6,7." The
Lutheran Guarterly (Januery, 1878), pp. 129-31.

M. ®. Vincent, The Mpistles 1o Philipoians gn_d, %o Fhilemon,

The Intornationel Criicel Conmentary Idinburght %. & 2. Clark, 1902)
Pp. 78, 83.



doesn't belong to one.

o one wighing to exhort to humility says, Be humble and think less
of yourself than of your compeers, for such and such 2 person belng
a sleve did not cet hinself up against his master; therefore imitzte
him. Hey, one might roply, here is 2 question not of humility, but
of infatuntion. « + « I{ 18 no hunmility for the inferior no% to sed
himseld up against his superior. « « « If being & man, He washed
tha feet of men, He did not empty, did not humble Himself; if being
a man, He dld not gresp at equality with Cod, He deserves no prai.ﬂo.m
It is not noble to forego what is impossible. ind if Josus did not deny
Himgeld, Ponul could not oraise Him or tell us to follow iils example.
Vhen Poul is pade to szys "Think as Jesus thought: e dldn't try %o
be God, since He wasn't God," that is a unitarian fiasco which
modernisn injects ianto this toxt. It makes no sense, and 1% cannot
bear inspection. oo Nlebergrll, who calls the facts about Christ
aythologicnl, " despairs of using this passage effactively:
The meaning is cleart By the wearisoms way of humiliation Jesus
hats earned his position of equality with God, which he has now
instead of carrying it off by way of 2 quick robvery. . . . 1
could neither as o prescher support the admonition %o be humble
on that, nor could I as & hearer feel myself gtimulated to deny
uyself. « . . The nearest and entirely practicel apvlication is

this: Jon't tr;J( to goin influence by way of robbery, but only by
way of serviece.™

Fub telo the teoxt &s it iz, with Jesus being God and egual to God,
and yet beconing & lowly sleve for us--and yon have & supreme emmuple
for us to foilow. fShe higher the level from which Jesus acis, the
greater the self-denial ond the more emphatic the lesson which He teaches.
I Peul hed meant that Jesus would acguire & divinity in the future,

he certsinly would have used gignesthad with morohs end with ise,

100, nglnted by J. B. Lightfoot, saint Faulls Spistle fo the
Philinniang (lLondon: Haemillen and Uo., 1881); p. 137.

Y35, Hiebergall, Praktische Auslesuns des neuen Zostanents
(Tuobingons J. C. 5. Honr (Paul Siebeck), 1914), p. 435.
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end perhanps nlse o pote. There is no future in harpegnon or elsewhsre

in the text. The text sta‘boa clearly that Jeaus wes and ias God, that
He was and 1s equal %o God: He could net reach for such an equality.
Chrysoaton s=ids
If He was CGod, how could He smateh 1t7 . « » For who comld soy,

"Such 2 one, belng o nzn,_did not samtch heing e man'? low conld
anyone anaich what he 1gh

The correct interpretation is the following: Vhether He wus squal with
God

that guestion connot be decided by harparmon hBgeisthol, since
‘this exvpression may mean "using gomething vresent' as well as
gnatching ot something that is poesible.? . . . %o decide this
cuestion, we must stord with ise einnl thedi;. OChrist was and is
eosentinlly equal 4o God; this equality 1la His posaession which He
canrot surrender or 1053.13

Does it meen "iHe did not greedily desire to he like God? Then He
dicd not pongsess eguality with Ced. Huil that doas not sgree with
statenents like 1 Cor. $16; Col. 1315{f, in which Paul ascribes to
Christ perticipation in the arestion. ™

Display
Iuther gaid, "He did not mmke » show of it over agninst us. 123

16

Calvin: Mie di¢ not diasplay what ie was. Chemnitzi

12!‘-1:»;«-91', on. cit., p. 53.

135, Steenlin, Theologisches Moerterbuch jum Neuen Tegtament, edited
by G. Kittel (Stuttgarts W. Kohlhammer, 19350), III, 35&.

i -~
& 6. Heingelmann, "Der Brief an die Philipper, * Die kKleineren

Briefe des fnostel Paulus, Des Heue festament Doutach (Fourth sditiong
Goettingon: Vendenhoock & Ruprecht, 1949), VIII, 92,7 .

5uprtin Luther, "in Palmsonsdage,” Kirchempostille, Ssematlichs
Schriften (Edited by J. G. Walch; St. Louis; Concordias Publishing

Epemmn =L ALY

House, 1383), <II, col. 474.

16J, Calvin, In omnes liovi Testamenti Evnistolas Commentar, (Sacond
edition; Ealis Sexomuas Sumptibus Librarise Geteuerise, 1834), p. 90,



Grotius comments that it is a Syriac way of speskinzg and that it

is » cuatonm for nnyone who has acquired anything by his bravery

in war to disnlsy 1% before all people, as the Romans used to do
it in & t¥iumhel procession,i?

Hoenecita:

tie dic not display it in constent use, ~2s a humen victorimxi
and triuwmphant king makes o trimmphant Vosst of his aspoils. 8

inéd Plapers

The context shows that the meaning of the words, "iHe did not

conglder being equnl to God & robbery," is: Christ did not nake

e show of being sauel #ith God; He 4id not display i, 17
Pieper gets the mesning of "display" from a contrsst with etaneinbsen
{v. ). But contrasts often lack definite polarity: The onnosite of
a straight line may be sn angle as well &g a corve. Thie context doas
not definitely prove that harpnemos means "mnke a disnlay." Then, %oo,
in order to zet the meaning of "display,” we heve to reach into verse 8
for a contrast with gtapeinosen, Jut this is the distent context and
may give ue a2t best only a pariphernl meaning of the word. The
fmmedinte contrast set up by guch . . . 8lla is batween harpesmon and
gkenosen. I have senrched all the available passagee, secular snd
sacred, in which hnrpagios or one of its cognate forms is used, znd I
have not found one instznce where it meens "uske a dlspley.”

ig far ns I can trece it, the idea of "display" originated with
Origen:

He does not consider His beling equal to‘God. & booty, that is, 0y
fimgself e does not count Himself anything great.

17!" 5 1 1 Y 1 as ) to 3

. Chomnitz end J. Y. Gerhard, Uoamentariolus __a‘g@n___

D. Payll (lipsime & Jenne; Johsnnem Theodorum & David Flelschemn, 1676),
P. 130.

A8 Hoenecke, Ev.-Luth. Dogmatilk (#ilwaukee: HNorthwestern
Publishing House, 1912), III, 118,

199, Pioper, Ghristliche Dosmatik (St. Louiss Concordia Publishing
House, 1917), 11, 326.
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But Origen hingelf hees another internretation:

Christ, not pleesing Himself sné not consldering His equality

with God to be a booty, emntied Himseli.

Lightfoot has citetions to ehow how Theodore of lopsuestiz, Theodoret,

and Oyril of Alemmndria sdopted the meaning of "display."®

sSomething Babhed,

The enrly church understood by harvagmos "something roblbed” and

therefore not owmned,

That

In the early Church the interpretation of the pagsege is weighted
with thoughts of definiie christologies, Oaget Christ did not
need o reb the dignity siance He ownsa it.

wiig Lather's interpretationt

Since Christ does not get it by robbery, but was in it and ha¢ it
essenti=lly by nature, He did not consider it = robhery. He

could consider it = robbery, beceuse lie was certain that He hed
the essence within Him and 1t was begotéen in Him, and so ie
considered it His natural eternal possession. « « « All want o
be Cod and by robuery tuke the deity which they do not have, and
thoy consider it & robbery, yes, they mast consider it a robbery,
for thelr consclence testifies and must testify that they are not
God. /And though they may despise such testimony of their
conscionce and not do according to it, yet there it is, and it
certainly affirme that 1% is not right, but a wickeé robvbery. ut
the one lan, Christ, who did not assume a divine form, Ttut was in
%, 2nd it waes His own, and from eternity He had 2 right to ife-
thaercfore He did not consider it n robbery nor conld consider it
such that He was equal to God. Tet He humbled Himself and took on
2 servantta form, which was not His own. 22

But Pleper disagrees:

The words could mean that if the contrast which is edded pointed
to that. But nov the antithesis does not spesk of the use of
property which is leagitimately owned, btut on the contrary of this
that Ohrist heg denied Himself by assuming the form of 2 servant
and was found in His appesrance to be like an ordinary man.

20fightfoot, Qn. cites De 135
2lnibslius, An die Thessalonicher I, LI ap die Bhilinper, lLisndbuch

zun Henen Testamend (Third edition; Tusbingent J. C« Hohr (Paul Siebeck),
193?)| Te ?6.

22Luther, gn. gl., col. ¥70-71.
23Pieper, op. cit., p. 326.
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Wuest saye tha same:

To assert one's right %o a thing does not pwtaka of an attitude

of hunility and sg f-negation. Therefore, this meaning of the word

will not do hera, Where thers is such disagreement, we must
examine the word itself for lts meaning.

The basic meaning of haruvasmos is founmd in the usage of ths werb
hargagein. 1% describes the taldng of Helen, the wife of Menolafia;25
the main point is that she did not belong to Paris, Nuripedes contrasis
rightfully owned property with plunder:

It is right to respesct rightly owned property gther than
plunder; for legitimate wealth is never wrong.

In the Plutarch®’ pogsage cited above harpazmos means "rape.' (Philc has
8 statement thot i1s sinmilar to Paullts; "The self-loving, godless mind
that means to bs squal to God is ungodly"--fasebai, an equivalent
of m:'ua.‘t-;-:zog,)zs

Biblical Greeclk offors ®s an interesting parellel in Ps. 68151 'Wmat
I hed not robbed (horpasa), then I paid back'; as in Philipplans 216 the
person is innocent of the theft involved in "robbed.®2? In the New
Testament harpazein islusad geven times with the meaning "to take forecibly

apd suddenly" without the implication of =z wrong dome (Aots 8:39; 23:10;

248, S. Wuest, Philippians (Grand Haplds: Wm. B. Berdmans, 1945), p. 65.

2SHomors The Iliad, The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridges Harvard
University Press, 1937), I, 443.

265cl:nmacher, on. git., pp. 291-92.

Z?M‘D . 3300
P m&ug.. The Loeh Clagsial Librery (Cambridge: Harvard University
ress, 1949), I, 176

290ther insts in the LXX where harpagein and cognate words mean
"wrongful taki.::;":nc;:v. 19:13; Judges 21321,23; Job 20:19; 2432,9;
Pa. 9130; 61:11; Ezek. 18:7.12; 19:3; 22:25,27; Is. J314; 61:8;
1 Mace, 13134,
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2 Cor. 122,45 I Thess. 4317; Jude 233 Rev. 12:15); two of these are by
Tluke 2nd three by Peul. The verb noeds only to be directed towards
another person's property to get the memning of "robuery." Harnazein,

.t_l;z:gaﬁ?a. or harpax are used fifteen times with the meening of wrongful

taking, including two instsnces by Luke and three by Paul (Hatt. 7:15;

11312%; 123293 12:19; 23125; iumke 113393 18:21; John 63153 10:12,28,29;

1 Cor. 5810,11; 6:10; Heb. 10:134). I>eismn3° suggested the term Yswindler!
a8 the meaning of hernax. Ouch harpaemon could even be & litotes, common
enough in the Hew Tectement;3l fyhey is not stolen” is "an honest possession.”
The memning is the seme whethor we tnke tho negative with the verb or with
the noun.

The Uld Testament hed & lafty picture of one (od, lieing among the
cherubim ané tolerating no one beside Him.32 And here came a Czarnenter
from Hnemreth who said, "I am the Son of 0oéd," end made Himself ogqual
€0 Cod. To tha Jawa this was & blaspehmous prasumption (John 5:18;

Iuke 22369-71) and o "pobbery." But Jesus knew His place was beside the
Father and considered being at the right hand of God nothing that He had

stolen.

30.!. i. Houlton end B. Hilligen, The Yocabulary of the Gregk

Zestenent (Londont Hodder and Stoughton, 1949), p. 79.

3iatt. 9:13; Mark 9137; luke 15:13; Joma 3i34; Acts 17:l; 20112
21139; 27:14; Hom. 9:25; 1 Cor. 13263 Phile 13173 2 $da. 2314 3 Pet. 2110,

321‘-::. 2013; Deut. %:35; 63l 32:39; 2 Ham. 71223 1 Kings 8:160;
Is. 37:16; Liué.
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figuality in this regird wes not something for the Son to gragp at,
to seel %o possess unlawfully, since he already possessed it =s his
trus right. Lo could not regard eas a harpaesmos, the Greek word

used by Feul for "something wrongfully snatched zt,” that which was
properly his own.

Selfish Use
Huch recent conment has boen devoted to proving thav harpoemos

means “a lucly Find," since the word is essociated with hermalon, " a gif%
of Hermes," "a godsend." Once in the fifth century L. D. hermeion is even
substituted for harpaegmeon in this Philipnian p:xssage.Bu VWhile such a tinge
oF meaning wmay ve atiached to ths word, the evidence does not secem to me %o
voint concliuaively to that mesning., Two things seem to be overlooked in
this internrewntiont a. When harvosmos and hermaion are used as synonyms
they are not Jor that reason identical, but guive the poposiie m2y bs truge-
the second word is used because iy adds an elemsnu of new meaning. be The
basic mezning of
harnacein

-~
en opnortunity of atteckiagt® Plutarch:

harnasmoes ig not'a lucky Find." Henender hms the phrase,

-4 X J S
» "looks thievish, "7 bophocles: jarnasal peiran, "seise

1 avnd
3 5. 21303 3,

He did not lile o robber overrun Asis, nor did he decide to destroy
and nlunder it like a proy or speils gotten by unexpected gwod
luck,37

: 335. Lewis, "The Humilisted and Exnlted Son," Interure b
(Jamery, 1957) p. 25.

i :
“"Divelius, op. cit., 9. 70.

353, 0. Liddell and R. Scott, A Orecl-Enzlish lexicon, revised by
H. 5. Jones {Oxford:s The Clarendon Press, 1940), 1, 2kG.

3655931)109_205' The Loeb Clagalcal Library (Mew Yorls G. P. Putnan's
SOnsi 1’9"29 ? II' 6.

37i)i'baliua. on. cit., ». 75.



Inotead of showing thet horpegme means "a lucky find," 4%t seems to me

that this pessage rather clearly indicates that it does not mean "a
lucky find" since 1% adds "gotten by unexpected good luck." The svme
is true of 2 siaiement of Hellodorus, who is spsakiag of & womsn
olinging to & npang

He did not trezt the natter ce gomething to g expleised or as
2 lucky f ind.2

Bugebius seys of moriyrs: ton theneaton harpasma t’rvamenni.39 his

pessage i3 sinilar to Philippians 1:21, wheré Faul calls dying 2
kerdos, "a gain," =nd it may be rendered, "considering death & min."
Fusebius contrasts the phrase in Phil. 216 with egen8th® venWBa, “ie
becene puur.“‘y"c Foerster grants & double meaning: "The word has thoe
neaning of explolting something as well as snntching somethihg," and

he adds  footnote that Pluterch used ton lksiron harmhizein with the

meaning "tnke advontage of an op:)ortunity."l"l

Standing in its emphatie positlon before the verb, harpsgnon

reninds us to examine it closely and to find its masning, not in various

interpretations, but in the preceding 2nd contemporary Eiblical usegs.
In the Septungint horpazein is the regnlar equivelent of the Hebraw

BZml, "tear avay," "rob" (29 tines) and of taraph, "tear," Toluck”s

38rhia.
3%1bia.
50
Lightfoot, on. git., p. 135.

Wy Foerster, Thoologisches Hosrterbuch zum Nouen Testanent,
edited by G. Kittel (Stubtemrt: W. Kohlhammer, 1949), I, 473.
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it-is used for the llon and tho wolf as they "anatch! their prey. (In the
following instnnces, italics will indicate the use of harpazd or coenste
forms in the Greelk text.)
The lien iore encugh prey for his cubs and strangled it for his
lionasses, and he filled his caves with torn flesh and his dens
with prey (Wahim 2:12).
Hera we have ths l1literal meaning. But most commonly the 1i§n is &
picture of men., "Benjamin is a wolf, fearing his prey, devouring it
(Oen. 49;27), and victorious Israsl is & lion thet "trampa ¢owm and
tears (ificah 5:8). The enemies of the liessiah ere a devouring lion:
fThey open their Jaws wide at me--like & rending and rosring lion"
(Pa. 22:13). So the enomies of lsrasl ere lions (Ps. 7:2; 35:17;
Jer. L4:7; 49119 50:17), and also evil rules os Isrmel may be llons
and wolves {(Yeph. 3:3). The wicked m~an holde his atolen goods as

] G 2l ) T ® T -y T
Unrey" (Jou 25:17; of. 2k:2). "He lles thero to catch the poor®

{Ps. 10:9).

Tou whoe hute what is gooé and love whet is evil, who pluck thelr
gkins from them and their flesh from their bones (iiilcsh 3:2).

He become & young lion and learned to gatoh his prsy; ne devoured
mwan, (Ezek. 17:33 of. v. 6).

The devil i3 1ike "= roaring llon, looking for someone to devour®

(1 Pot. 5:8). Ho "foxes swey vhet ls sown in his heort" (Hatt, 13:19).

Felae prophets rlss are "greedy wolves" (Mati. 7:15).
The conspiracy of gf her prophets which arein her midst src like &
roaring lion, fesrine his preoy; devouring 1liveg, they take
treasure s2nd wealth (Bzelk. 22:35).

The scribes and pherisees are "full of greed end uncontrolled desires®

(Hatt, 23:125). “The wolf cerries off" the menmbars of the Church

(Jorm 10; 12; ef. vv, 28-29). The term is uged side by sice wizh

Mgroedy" (fgok. 22:27; 1 Cor. 5110). At Shiloh the men of Benjsnin
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"gnatched” girls to be their wives (Judges 21:21). After Jesus had fed
the five thousand people, they wanted to "take Him by force to make Hinm
a king" (John 6:15).

In these many instnnces we have the meaning "to use selfishly.® It
§s correct then to interpret the phrase in Phil. 2:6 Vo mean "fuer
ein gefundenee Fressen halten' 1f we emphasize Fressen and omit
€ eneg. Uevouring is & concrate picture of a total selfish use, of
grabbing for onae's own advantage.

We have in the Septuagint & contrast which is parallel to the one
in Phil. 2:6-7.

He will not rob anyone of anything. He will give his bread %o the
hungry and nut clothes on the naied. (Bzek. 1817; cf. v. 16)

That is whnt Jesus did according to Feul's statement: He did not usse
His deity for lis own nurnose, but e gave Himself for us.

While modern commentetors are vugzled about harnssmmon, the early
Greek and Latin Church fathers seem to be unaware of any difficulty
connected with it. They lived closer to the basic meaning of the word
and to the verb harpagein, which meons "to snatch like a thief for ons's
own advantage." His deity wes for Jesus no such thing. It wvas His own
end He refrained from using it, in order to save us.

By his zelfishness Adam brought sin into the world (Rom. 5:119).
Hatural man is selfish, & wolf and & robbver, unconcerned about others,
each one interested only in himself and his awn things (Phil. 21k).

But Christ came to do the opposite. Luther said:s "He did not look for

L2
any honor or advantage in it, but our advantage and salvation."

uzl.nther. op. cit., eol. L7k,

I
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. . equal to God, did no% snateh it,

<69

Those who are given the opportunity of a suddon adventage, are
accustomed %o rush on others greedily, and quickly to snzteh,
without any inclination to consider others, and promptly to use
and enjoy things. . . . But Christ, when He could have been

hdid not Sonsider it a plmﬂ.er.
did not swidenly uwse that power.

Steehiiny "He did mot tmke ndvantage of His being equal to God."i

The Jontext

The context supoorts such & meaning of harpaszmos. This section

1s often referred to ag an exhortation to humility. But if we look

at it closely, we find that himility is 2 subordinnte elemeant in a

iarger nlcture of self-stoerificing love. The nraceding text readas

fron

¢

fow if you feel mmeouraged in Christ, if love can persuade you, if
you share the S»pirit, if you are tender and sympathetic--£ill ny
cup of joy: De one in thouzht #nd in love, live in harmony, keep
one purpose before your mind, don't do anything selfishly or for
empty glory, but hunbly think of other people aa better than
yourgelves. Hach of you, be interested, not only in your own
things, but alse in those of others. £11 of you, think just as
Chriet Jesus thouzht. (vv. 1=5)

HegBsnto
Hegemnto hes the effeet of making something appear to be different
what it venlly is. Loviathan

trents (48g8tei) iron as chaff, and bronze as rotten wood. 1If
enyone hits hinm with & sword, spear, javelin, or dart, it will
not tale hold. « . « The arrow cannot make him floe; stones from
& sling turn to chaff for him., A oclub is no more than chaff for
him, end he laughs at the whirring lance.* (Job.41119,18,20-21).

%he point is that leviathan does not change iron to chaff or bronze to

rotten wood, but iron and bronze have loat their normal function. The

IBJ . A. Bengel, Gnomon Novi Festementl (Fifth edition; Stuttgarts

J. F. Steinkopf, 1860), p. 771

Wstachlin, gn. git., X%, 354
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same is true of the following statements: "I considoered (hBsSmai)

myself to be dust and ashes" (Job 42:6). "You treated (h8c8sal) me as
youx: snemy (Job 13:1l4 of. 191113 33:110). "I considered (hBsBsansn)
riches mothing " (Wisdem 7:8). He considers (héz8tal) 1% a glory that
he is nﬁking counberfelt products” (Wisdem 15:9). We have the same
without hégeomai in 1 Cor. 2:143 The things of the Ssirit of God
certainly arve no foolishness, but when they lose their function in a
man, they become & foolishness to him,

Hegeseto invelves 2 reprossion of function. It is also in the
vord gtzneinose (v. 8). Vhile this word can mean tha mctunl cutting
down of hills (Barach 517y Luke 315), it 1z used in Proverbs as the
equivalent oi the Hithpacel of rogh, "to act poor." "The use of the
Hithpatel often conveys the idez of pretenae."us The passage in
Proverbs 1317 romds: "Others, boing very wealthy, a2ct poor' (izneinountes).
Just so Jesus, "being rich” (2 Cor. R:9) "acted poor"; we mesn by that not
docstism, but = real self-deninl. He acted as though He didn't have the
deity (ef. 1 Cor. 7:29-30).

He kept it hidden for a t&ge g0 that, under the weakness of the
flesh, it did not appear.’

The humiliation 4is First & genulne 2and reml, not only an
aprerent, concealment (kripsis), namely & concealment of the
divine majesty, insemuch &g Christ in his humiliation was not

& mominal or reduced, half, but the entire essential God, and He
remained that and yot did not in His earthly &%fe appear as God,
but 23 & man iike other men, who are not God.

k : .
%3, H Greenstone, Iroverhs with £ (Philadelphia: The
dewlsh Publication Sosiesy of Ameriea, 19500, p. 140.

Mhlvin, oo. cit., p. 9.

u7Fieper. &p. git., p. 356.



Also the occnsionnl uge of the divine glory was mlvays still
hidden or covered by the servantl’s form. . . . There is
socording %o Seripiure in the humilistion not only & hidden

poscassion but plso & hidden use {(geculis usursetic) of the
divine majeaty.

This conecealment of the majesty of Jesus was illustrated by various
{nstructions which He gave to others not 4o tell who He was. It agrees
with the stotement that in & miracle He "revealed" His glory (Jomn 2:111).
hecording %o Job 30:1 guch hegesawen axious, "not consider worihy,¥
has the pesitive meaning, "eonsidar unworthy," since i% is the translation
of mansti, "deapise," "reject.' By the same process guch harnezmon
Bg8sate could have a positive meaning, "act unselfishly.®
In descriving the mmiliation the formula of Concord uses the
terms “concealment” 2nd "nomeuss" and in deecribins the
exalintlon "munifestation® and "use" as synonyms.
This mejesty He had immediately ot His conception, even in His
mother's wowb, but, as the apostle testifies (Phil. 2,7), 1zid
it aside; and, as Dr. Iuther explains, He kept it concealed in
the gtate of His humilia;&on. and. did not employ it alweys,
tut only when He wished.

Jesus 4id not treat His being ogual to God as everyone might
expect, as & goin which is %o be exploited.

But while notentizlly the negative implies the positive, we have in
Phil. 2:7 the contras$, ouch . . . @lle, whare the negative expresses
rather exclusively the negative in order to make the Following positive

effective.

“B3u1a., p. 334

!"QFiapar. on. eis., p. 313.

50zriglot Goncordia: The Symbolical Bogks of the Ev. Luthersn
Church (5t. Louiss Concordia Publishing House, 1921), p. 1023.

51Foorster, on. glt., pp. 473-7%.
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HkgenBse

The humilintion was a skenSsis, but 1% was also & kendsis. It
wae more thon secrecy: it was salf-deninl.

He remained full, John 1:14, and yet Is acted &s if He ware

amnty, because He hid 8¢ ac far as possible from men &nd sngels,

and even from Himself (Yom. 1513); but He didn't only hide it,

but also denied Himself snd sbsteined.5?2

It wonlé finnlly also be contrary to Scripture if we conceived the

wmmilintion %o be only & conceslment (lgrupsis) and not at the same

time a_real surrender (kpnosis) in regard to the use of the divine
glory. -

tuch confusion hzs been created in regerd to Philipnians 216 by
arbitrarily adopting som= kind of amnihilstion of essence uns the
neaning of kenof. So Thayer simply essigns the special meaning, "“He
leid aside cquality with or the form of God (said of Christ), Phil. 2:7,°
while he grants the meaning, "vender . . . of no effect," "to make void,
i.e., deprive of force, render vein, useleas, of no effect,” to other
pageages in Z?cri'pt-ure.-‘jl"’

When we amoty & jar or & money hox (ekkenoB, Gen. 254203 371243
Judges 7116; 2 Chron. 24:11), we do not crush the jar or the box or
throw then away. When Jesue emptied Hinmself, He did not eliminnie
Himself. He stayed rich while He became poor (2 Cor. 8 9). Something
hannened te the Son of God without changing Hin. He siayed in the
mornhd thoow and continued equal to God when He humbled Hiuself.

He meted s thourh He were laying the deity aside and did not want
to uaea;t.- « » } not that Heylafd aside the deity or could lay it

aside or put it sway. DBub He lald aside the Torm of divine majesty

5%pengel, on. gifes pe 771

'531’133.191'. on. git., ©». 333.

543, H. Theyer, 4 Greei~Enzlish n of the New Testameny
(Mew Yoxk: American Book Company, 1889), p. 34b.




tnd d4id not act as Ood although He certainly was that. He

algo did not lay aside the divine form in such & way that it could
no% be sonsod or seeny for then there would have been no divine
form any more,”~

The humiliation, then, affects not %he possession, (Mit€sis')
but the use (‘chrésis') of the divine majesty. The possesaion
was aotuelly shown in every miracle of Chriat. 6

What the Son emotied hlmself of was not what he was bui how he
wag. He did not empily himself of himaelf. . . - The Son guve
an the conditions of Deity for the coaditions of humanity, the

experience of the common glory of the divine fgr the experience
of ths gervitude and subjection of the h:man.s

"503>7‘13010$58 nges the ohrase kenog tou agu, meaning not the absence
of the minde=the game pergon is previously said to be full of wisdom -
but thnt tho mind doeg not express itseld naturally. Philc has the
gentenco, Yeverything that is against naturs is empty (kema)," that is,
everything which does not have its normal function is kenos.5? ©he Bow
which hnu not shot ite arrow into on enemy and the sword which has not
struck nn effective blow is Xenog (2 Sam. 1:22; cf. Jer. 50:9). Isaish
(4538) 4s spesking of » depopuleted land: "He did not make it in vein

(eis kemon), but He formed it to be inhebited." So P12ta®0 gays that

55%uther, 9p. gif., col. 474.

56y, H, 2. jiou, ]‘Ax_c%i_nﬂw (nimeographed, Ht. Louis:
Concordin Seminary, n. 4.}, I, 234.

57Lewis, on. git., pe. 25.
5BSc!maacher. opn. git., p. 385.

5%1pid., pp. 346-47.

GOPlatc. "igpublic", The Loeb Classical ﬁihm;x (Cambridge: izrverd
University Press, 1927), I, 516.
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& plain which has no treos on it is ewpty (kenps). The seed which doss
not grow is lenos (lev. 26116,20). '!heop‘umstmél gpenks of plants
which ara wasting away ac Xenoumenol. rfié' the rain makes planta zrow
to glve neople food, Y"so My Word . . . migt not return to me empity
(kenon) until it has accomplished whet I want® (Is. 55:110-11). ZLuther
translates Isaieh 5914, "redet nichte Tuechtiges" (M). Moaes says,

This ien't empty (kenog) talk; no, 1t means 1ife to you, and what

was naid here will ensble you to live long in the land

{(Dout. 32:47; of. Wisdom 1311).

Job's friends give him "empty" comfort (Job 21:34).

Hebaidruk (2:3) says, "the vieion . . . does not lie'; the Septusgint
translates “does not lie' with ouk eis kenon. "Lying words® (¥x. 5:9;
ef. Bph, 536) are logol kenoi or words which do not Ffunction normally.
If we do a bad job at preaching the CGospel, the Cross of Christ becomes
empty (kenothess 1 CGor. 1117). When grace has no effect in & man it is
kenos (1 Cor., 15:10).

Persons who become kengl are similer to things which are kena.
Thirsty peonle who cannot drink are "emnty® (Is. 3236). ZIeaish (29:8)
gneake Fizuratively of the "thirat" of the ememy wanting to destroy
Jerusalem: He de nsuch® {(which sometimes means “"appetite") zutou eis kenon
Biovisen, "his appetite hoped in vain." So L Maccabres 8:i18 (ef. 1 Macc. 9:168)
spesks of "vain" purposes, end Psalm 2:1 szys "the people plot in ¥ oM

Life is quickly spent in a “vain" hope (Job 7:6). The works of She uangodly

are uselesa and thoir hope is‘empty” (Wisdom 3:1l; of. Sirach 3bill.

6loneophrastus, Inguiry iate Plants, Zhe Leeb Classicel Library
(New Yorls €. P. Putnam's Sons, 1916), p. 288.



Werlth which 2 man worked hard for btut does not enjoy is like tough,

gristly meat which lan't chewed or eaten; this is pis kema (Job 20118).
Work which 4s done without success is "in vedn" (ls. 6:129; 65123;

dJer. 51:58; 1 Tor. 15:138; Gal. 2:2; Phil. 21163 1 Thess. 315).
llebuchadnegzear sent anbassadors, but the people sent his' anbnssadors
back "emnty," with shame on thelr faces (Judith lall)JE; fman in ths
varable sent o slave to et the fruits of his vineyard, but the men
who were in charge of the vineyard sent the slave back "enpty®

(Mark 12:2-3). People who sacrifice to false gods do so "in vain®
(Jer, 18:15). Christian faith, too, if it had no advantage over une
belief, would be in vain (Hom. &3lk; 1 Cor. 15:1k).

"In vain" means "useless.® = papyrus of the third century H. C.
uses gis kenon of water that flows away and is wusted.62 In several
instances the Septusgint links kenos with its opiosite Sphelel or its
cognate noun: There is no "profit" in arguing with "empty" words
(Job 15:3, coilex A); the Bgyotiens will give “vain help® (Is. 30:7)3
healings which are multiplied "in vain® bring no "benefit" (Jer. 46:11).

/’ 6rez-~.er, therefors, definos gkendge in Philippians 2:7 as follows:
Crarist declined, by lils own perfect power, fo give effect %o, oz hy
force %o demongtrate, the ginsi isa theBy that beloaged to Hinm in
virtue of His mornheé thegu.

When the deity of Uhrist becsme kenos, it did not function with its

zl-&oulton end Hilligan, on. cit., p. 304,

53H. Cremer, Biblico-Theological Lexicon of ilew DPastament Greek,
translated by ¥. Urwick (Second edition, Bdinburghi %. & T. flark,

1878}, p. 353.
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expocted effect. Kenos mesns "non-uae. "0

And 80 harnagmog means "full-use."" I"’
Doulos
In order to help men, Jesus became & man, not an eangel. AnthrisGn
and anthrdpos (v. 7), both without articles, mean the essential
characteristics of hwmanity. Schéma (etymologically the senme cs habltas,
Beltungz, and "behavior,") refers to His human activity.

Luther defines schéma as followss

He used everything like any other men, such &s eating, drinking,
sleeping, bheing awake, walling, stending, hungering, thirsting,
freozing, sweating, @etiing tired, working, dressing, living
somswhere, nraying, and evaryt?ing ag & man otherwise lives ia
relation to God and the world.®?

It wag ne illusion; He proved Himeslf by convincing evidence

(heursiheis) to be & man, born of & woman and having flesh and blood.06

He was so t'oroughly & men that most of the world has seen no more then

2 man in liinm,
Paul is careful o avold the impression that Jesus becans & nan

eo comnletely that He wasn't God any more: "He was made in the likeness

of men" (v. 7: of. Rom. 813). Likencss is partial identity. Herod was —

like o fox in his evil ways, but not in his body, which was human,

(Tuke 13:32). Jesus was a man in every way but twos He was the Son of v

Bod, and He had no ein. Sintessness did not make Him less & man because

sin, & universal characteristic, is not an essentinl characteristic of man.”

6l using in a
It iz & synonym of matalos, which, however means ng
foolish, worthless, purposeless, OF wrong wsy (Bx, 20:7; Beel. 1:2).

651.111:11«51'. op. ¢ik., col. 475.

6615'01- the evidence on heurisk® and hogsee 2 Cor. 11:12; Mark 14:10;
Luke 19:32; 22:13; 2bs24; John 1ilhg 1 Cor. 13:1l.
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Just as ie became a real men, Ho became a resl servant. Although
the incarnstion is sometimes loosely spoken of es a humiliation.67 the
inearnation was not in itself the subordination of a servant; otherwiae
the men Zesus could not now be the Lord of heaven and earth. Yhen Jesus
became man, He stepped into the arema for the struggle, and His f£lesh and
blood was the means by which He submitted to the task of Tadenption
until it was Finished at His death.

1a0on, coincident in time with the action of ekenB8sen, w68 g
closely knit with 1t. "Becoming a servent" is Paul's definltion of
femptying Hinself,"

Gutwordly people called Jesus "Lord"™ (Luke 6:146; John 13:13). And
Just as Jesus demanded from His followers an inward submission of the
apirit, so Hie heing & servant was an inward condition (Matt. 20:28; Mark
Hark 10:45; Inke 22:127).

It does not mean the outward appearance or physical cheracteristics,

for & slave (better then & "servant") is in these respects like a

free mnn. He hes the same anatomy, the same 1imbs, the same shape

Bg & free man. Nor is there necessarily any differance of temperament

betwesn the twoe: Servility and obseguiocusness were not displayed

only by sliaves, Form, then, refars to something other than an

outward sign. Xt refera to the essential, fundommenizal feature,

The "form" of a slave is his slavehood, the fact that he 1s a slave.

When we rend that Jesus took the form of & slave, we areégold that

he sdopted the complete obedience of & slave, slavehood. ~

Jesus was & gervant in His submission to the Father. 'e have here

that blending of choice and obedience which Paul descrites in his

67 ; Nelson & Son, 187%4)
C. Hodge, Systematic Theology (London: Theo. Nelson & ion, .
Ds 611, Gee also H., Schmid, Die Dogmatik der ev.-luth. Kircho
(Guetersioh: «. Bertelsmenn, 1893), p. 276.

6851 shtfoot, op. gite, p- 112

69“(!‘». C. Synge, Philivoians and Cologsians (London: SCM Press LID,
1951), pp. 29=30.
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ploture of & perfect slave (Hph. 6:15-7). /
fc Josus told them, "When you 1ift up the Hon of Han, you will
know that I am He and that I do nothing by Myself, but I say whatg
ify Father hns (aught Me., And lie who sent He is with He. I» has
net left le alone, because 1 always do what pleases Him.
(John B8327-28)
The ¥Yather loves He bscause I give My life-— in order to take i%
baclk agnin. o ons tules it Prom He: ne, I Hyself ma giving it.
i heave powar to give it, and I hove power to take it back again.
This is what My Ffather commanded Me to do. (John 10:17-18)
I do zot gpeak for lyseld, bt the Pather vho sent He commmndsd
what [ ghould say and tell. I kmow that what He commands gives
everissting 1life. Therefore, whatever I gay, I say it just s
the Father told He. (John 12:49-50)

The world should kuow that I love the Father and I do just as
the Father commmndied Me. (John 14331)

Then I said, "I have come (as the writing in the roll of the book
telle of lMe) to de Your will, O God." (ieb. 10:17; cf. Ps. 50:8)

His service for our redemption incluied being under the law and keeping
it for us {Cul. 41l: Rom. 5:19). He compktely subaitied to the divine
Ao se of redeenming us (Hatt. 20:28; Cal. 4:15; ::ie‘n. 12:12).

To accomplish all this, He set Himeelf (heauton, v. 7) aside. e
&id not nlezse Himself (Hom. 1513), did not manipulate His powers for
His own purpose or og He pleased, and did nod gtrive for His own glory
{(Jon B:50). He stated His desire not to die in the prayer to Lis
Fother (Mntt. 26:39; Mark 1b336; Imke 22:42), but contrary to thaty
desire Yo had Jed the wey to Jerusalem, snnouncing that He wvas going
there to be crucified. (Imke 91513 18:32).

Jesus wors @ chaln like Paul (Phil. 1:1,13) except that it was
invieible mnd voluntary. Pseudo-Athanesius compares Jesus 8s a servand
with the young Tevid:

WVhen David had been mnointed king, he did not innediately snatch
(Sypage) the kingdom, but he constrained himself for & long time
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by serving (douleudn) Ssul. Our Sevier, too, when He was born 2
King, « . « constrained Himself end "did not tremt iiis being equal
with God a thing le had robbed."70

Lg & gervant Jesus did not use His powers of lordship; lie acted as if MHe ,.
vagn't & Lord. @his is also the neaning of gtepaindge. 4 papyrus ’
speaks of the Hile "running low" es tapeineutal, @& 1limited non-use of
its normal funct-ion.?l Jdesus was lilke a warrior not using his weanans
or his strenzth.
Since He in the nesnwhile remained in the divine form, the
assumnbion of the form of a servant consisted in withdrawing the
vays of divine glory which continued to live in his flesh and
which He conecsaled and repressed with the curtaln of lis ﬂesh.72
It vaa 2 renl, not an apnarent limitation, 2 subjection to the
wenkness of the flash (2 Cor. 13:4). He limited Himgelf in apace
(fuke 217), in knowledge {Mark 13:32), and in strenzth, getiing tired,
Waery, and thirsty (Johm 416). He became the Servant (Is. 53:11),
deavised by menlv. 3}, enduring mmiliation and shame (vv. 2-8,14),
80 that He could say, "I am & worm and no man® (Ps. 2217). He was
cbedient to the utwmost, to & cross (without an article to siressiis
mesning), which was to the Jews & curse (Ueut. 21:23; Gal. 31133

Heb. 12:2) and to the Homans the worst torture inflicted on & slave and &

7011ghtfoot. ap. git. p. 135.

71?«1001‘-;0)1 and Milligen, op. cit., p. 625.

725, n, Pailivol, Die Lehre yvon der Brwashlung und yon Christl

Person und Verk, Eirchliche Glsubenalehre (Stuttgarts Samuel Gottlied

Liesching, 1868), IV,1: L473-7k.

III
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violation of tha rights of & free man.’J Here, in the dar.ness of
death where neople 2re nost clone and where they perish, the Servant
touches the bottom, and there we see how truly and completaly He becaume
8 servant for us.

This is the attitude whioh we should have.

Geveral yeers age, while I was engaged in & study of the Philiponian

Boigtle, & letier came Lo me bearing news of the death of a friend

and former clagsmete who had laid down his 1ife for Christ in

forelgn missionzry service. le had been 2 brilliant student, wes
welalthy in his own right, and at the completion of the seminary
course he vas married to & beautiful and ¢alented young woman. In
this country he might heve had everything ordinarily desirabis

to men--husiness success, confory, emase and luwxury. But thers was

in hin the mind of Chris$; if I may dare to use words reverently,

he freely "emptied himeelf" of all these prospects, becoming a

servant of the agss in Hgypt. There, having given vhat he could

in service, he wes obedient "unto death.!?

Vhile Jesus submitted to death, He became its Mastor, as His last
word from the COrose shows (Tule 23:1‘6). Hig resurrection declared iHin
to be no more o servant, but the Son of Cod {Rom. 114} who "usurped®
(etymolopically mesning "took the use of") the glory (Phil. 2:9%=1l;

In. 45323,25; 52:113) of the Son of God. To that glory He teles man,
originally crented in the imege of God but then sold into the slavery

of sin, &nd gives him the freedom and the royelty which He as & Servant

hag earnec for him.

(ERF T b _Clags ilbra

Cicero: fhe Verrine QOrations, The Loeb Glas ical Lijrary

(¥ew York: G. P. Putnem’s Sons, 1928), I, 126,130,134%; II& 634-57. :
Cicero: Tho Speoches, The Losb Classicsl Library, ‘Fro habirie

(Canbridge: Horvard University Press, 1943), pp. L66-69.

[y el 4o0lain, WIhe Loctrine of the Kemosis in Fhillpplens 2:5-8,"
The Biblicel Review (October, 1928), p. 52k.




Sumpary

While words ending in =mos ave ofisn cctive, there are sufficient
instances to Justify o passive meaning. In this pnasage the phrmse
fpeing egunl with God" makes hapsssmos & passive.

Those who Inglst thatl harpogmosg refers to the future, male equality
with God sonething which Jegus did not have. This is not an example
of self-denial for us to follow. The text says that Jesus, who 4s equal
with God, became & slave For us; that is an emphatic lesson in self-denial.

It hag never been shown from usnge that harpszmos weans "display,.™
This meaning seens v have come down to us from Origen. The enrly Church
fathere and Tuther took harpamos to nean "something robbed.! That
meening is proninent in the verb hernsgao. VWhen Jesus clained to be the
Son of fod, !is enemies considered the title something rﬂe had roblbed.
Jesus insisted that He was everything implied in the term. The evidencs for
eonsidering heroosmos & "lucky find" is not well esteblished: Each
instance clited soems rather %o mean “something exploited." In Biblical
Greek harras§ describes the lion tearing his prey and humen beings who
are greedy. NHornasmos would therefore nean that Josus did not nake
e gelfigh use of being equal with Ced.

This meerning is suprorted by the context, which sponks of self-
deninl. legoomai often means to mske something appear different fron
what it is; here it would mean the repression of a function. & 1088
should not be taken to mean that Jesua laid aside some of His essence.
Heavy ovidence in secular and Bibllcal Creelt shows that it means
fto devrive of a function," "to refuse to use." dJesus did this whan e

became n Servent: He voluntarily obeyed His Father, kent the Iaw for us,

lI\
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QHAPTER ¥
CONCIUSIURS

Heroh® mesns "appsarance ! "expression,” or "essence."
he MorohB does not memn "apnearznce" here.

1. Vhile poroh8 mesns "appearance" in the Septungint, 1% Ls never
used of God there,

2. Those who sny morphd memns "apnearance " do not distinguish it
fron gchéma, which Paul uases for "annearance.!

Je If morphB is “annearance," poroh® theou does not necesserily
mean the delty of Ohrist; mt isa presupposes His deity in the phrasze.

k. Panl considers God invisible,
Be MorohE does not mean Yexpression" here.

Yo Jven thoss who adopt this mesning are so eonvinced that the
entire phrase means the deity of Christ that there ought to Le adequate

evidence to show that the deity is not given in morphe.

2. Those who believe that morph€ is "expression" differ widely

in the way they identify morphs with doxa, which is defined as

fexpression” or "essence.! These difficulties suggest that morphd
nay mean more than “"expreasion.”

3. ‘"Exvression® has little meaning in regard to the preexistent
Christ of whom Panl is speaking.

4, The basia for defining moruhé as "expression" apvarently is not
textusl or linguistic evidence, but @& conviction that Jesus laid the

morph8 aside in Nis mmiliation, since He could not ley aside His deity,
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it is claimed that nmorohe cennot mean "essence.!
C. Horph® menns "essence,' here.
1. MHasence" is an established momning of morpn8 in secular Greek.
Horph® was used of incorporeal things, such &s courage, Jjustice, prudence.
2. Horvhe was used in secnlar Greeck for the invisible Cod.

3. The evlidence for morphod and mornhosis being merely outward is

very wesk. The reference of these terms to an inner content suggesss

that morohe means Y"essence.t

Horoh® is not gehBma. lorvhB is the intrinsic character, while

[

b,
gehénms iz the outward, variable shape,

5. Moroh® douloun, v. 7, menns the "essence" 6f a slave,

6. Paul's God was invisible.

7. The morphe of God is His "glory."

8. Un does not separate Jesus from the Father but in this phrase
unites then in one divine Being.

9. The o phrase resumes the idea of morphé and expresses the

quantitative and cunlitetive eguality which is %o be found in morphe

10. Since the text nowhere says that Jesus laid aside the morphd

theou, it can well mean the essence of God.

11. Jesus retained the esaence of God just es He retained lils divine

glory and lordshin.

Hegesato menns & choice made by the preexistent Christe.

1. H®gBsalio precedes ekendss, which coincides with the incarnation.

The action of Hegesato must therefors precede the incarnation.

n



2. The cholce in hHgBanto was o pert of the eternmal nlan for our o

m

3. If Paul had intended $o have the verb vefer to the nreeziastent
and the incarnate Christ, he wonld have used the nerfact.

ke The emanple which Jesus gives us is found in h8zSseto and the
following six acrisiyg which rofer to the inczrnate Christ.

5. Huporehdn with moruhB tekes us buck to the preexistence of
Christ.

6. Unly in eternity could Christ hoave chosen to do what He did
in timc.

7. ¥Thias choice was deteramined by 2 purpose. It was an evaluation

with & surprising declision.

Harpagmos meene "something robbed® and "used selfishly.

l. fThe vhease "to be equal with God" gives haxrpagmos s content
which makes it nessive.

2. %he texi nowhers says that this possession was something that
Jesus zcanired in the exaltation. It apenks of Christ's deity as &
nrasent nossassion.

3. There is no ovidence that harpaamos means "disvlay.!

4. Harpazein commonly means "wrongful takinz." The opnosition
to Jeous was based on the belief that He mzde = dishonest claim.

5. The passages which are cited to show that haroagnos means
"&a lucky find" are interpreted better by substituting the meaning,
"gsomething exploited.”

6. %he central meaning of harpn is "to devour greedily."

7« The major lesson of this section is self-denial.

s .
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8, Hegesato is used to express a chenge of function.

9. Ikenoge need not mean "lay aside." Overwhelming evidence shows
that it memns '"to deprive of function," "to refuse to use."

10. Yithout laying aside iis divine personnlity, Jesus becems 2 real
gervant, inwardly subnitting %o the Father, to the Law, svud to suffering,
He did not do thet for Himself, but For us,

Philippians 2:6 meanat "Alghough Jesus was CGod, He decided not %o

usa His equality with Cod for His own advantage."

]
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