Philippians 2:6



- is the nominative subject from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “Who” and referring to Jesus Christ in His humanity during His first advent.  This is followed by the preposition EN plus the instrumental of manner (the instrumental of manner indicates the manner in which the action of the verb [to exist] is carried out) from the feminine singular noun MORPHĒ, meaning “form, outward appearance, shape generally of bodily form.  This is…the expression of divinity in the preexistent Christ: although he was in the form of God.”
  However, since God is a spirit and does not have human bodily form this refers to “the nature or character of something, with emphasis upon both the internal and external form—‘nature, character.’”
  The word “denotes the special or characteristic form or feature of a person or thing; it is used with particular significance in the NT only of Christ, in Phil 2:6-7, in the phrases “being in the form of God,” and “taking the form of a servant.” An excellent definition of the word is that of Gifford: “morphē is therefore properly the nature or essence, not in the abstract, but as actually subsisting in the individual, and retained as long as the individual itself exists. … Thus in the passage before us morphē Theou is the Divine nature actually and inseparably subsisting in the Person of Christ. … For the interpretation of ‘the form of God’ it is sufficient to say that (1) it includes the whole nature and essence of Deity, and is inseparable from them, since they could have no actual existence without it; and (2) that it does not include in itself anything ‘accidental’ or separable, such as particular modes of manifestation, or conditions of glory and majesty, which may at one time be attached to the ‘form,’ at another separated from it. …The true meaning of morphē in the expression ‘form of God’ is confirmed by its recurrence in the corresponding phrase, ‘form of a servant.’  It is universally admitted that the two phrases are directly antithetical, and that ‘form’ must therefore have the same sense in both.”*


With this we have the attributive genitive (genitive of quality) from the masculine singular noun THEOS, meaning “of God.”  “The genitive substantive specifies an attribute or innate quality of the head substantive.  It is similar to a simple adjective in its semantic force, though more emphatic: it ‘expresses quality like an adjective indeed, but with more sharpness and distinctness.’”
  This could also be regarded as a possessive genitive.  Instead of the word of replace it with belonging to or possessed by.  If this paraphrase fits, then the genitive is probably a genitive of possession.  Hence, we have “the essence belonging to God” or the “essence possessed by God.”

Then we have the nominative masculine singular present active participle from the verb HUARCHW, which means “(1) to really be there, exist, be present, be at one’s disposal Phil 3:20;  I hear that there are actually divisions among you 1 Cor 11:18; 13:3; (2) to be in a state or circumstance; ‘be’ as a widely used substitute in Hellenistic Greek for EIMI, but the sense ‘be inherently (so)’ or ‘be really’ cannot be excluded.”


The present tense is a static present for a state or condition that perpetually exists.  This is also an aoristic present for a fact without reference to its beginning, progress, end, or result.

The active voice is a stative active voice, in which “the subject exists in the state indicated by the verb.  This kind of active includes both equative verbs (copulas) and verbs that are translated with an adjective in the predicate (e.g., - ‘I am rich’).  This usage is quite common, even routine.”


The participle is a concessive participle, indicating the circumstances despite which the action of the main verb takes place.  “The concessive participle implies that the state or action of the main verb is true in spite of the state or action of the participle.  Its force is usually best translated with although.  Phil 2:6, ‘who, although he existed in the form of God’.  The translation of this participle as concessive is not entirely clear upon a casual reading of the text. The two options are either causal or concessive.  There are two interpretive problems in Phil 2:6–7 relevant to the treatment of this participle.  First, of course, is the grammatical problem of whether this is concessive or causal.  Second is the lexical problem of whether  in verse 6 means robbery or a thing to be grasped.  The grammatical and the lexical inform one another [work together in such a way] and cannot be treated separately.  Thus, if  is causal,  means robbery (“who, because he existed in God’s form, did not consider equality with God as robbery”); if  is concessive, then  means a thing to be grasped (“who, although he existed in God’s form, did not consider equality with God as a thing to be grasped”).  As attractive as the first alternative might be theologically, it is not satisfactory.  Ultimately, this verse cannot be interpreted in isolation, but must be seen in light of the positive statement in verse 7—”but he emptied himself.”  Only the concessive idea for the participle and a thing to be grasped translation for  fit well with verse 7.”

“Who, although He existed in the essence of God,”
- is the absolute negative OUCH, meaning “absolutely not.”

This is followed by the double accusative of primary and secondary objects or the “Double Accusative of Object-Complement.  Definition: an object-complement double accusative is a construction in which one accusative substantive [‘to be equal with God’] is the direct object of the verb and the other accusative (either noun, adjective, participle, or infinitive) [‘a thing to be grasped’] complements the object in that it predicates something about it.  The complement may be substantival or adjectival.  [Here it is substantival.]  This usage occurs only with certain kinds of verbs.  It is a common usage of the accusative.  This usage of the accusative is exegetically strategic in many texts.  It is therefore important to understand how to identify it as well as how to interpret it.  There is no one key to identification, but several features of this construction should be noted: a) The direct object usually combines with the verb to form a new verbal idea that has another accusative (the complement) as its object; b) Like the person-thing double accusative, this usage is related to a particular kind of verb; c) Occasionally, the construction is marked by the presence of EIS or HWS before the complement, or  between the two accusatives.  Although such elements are usually lacking, one should normally translate the construction with ‘as’, ‘to be’, or ‘namely’ between the two accusatives; d) Frequently, the complement is an adjective.  When this is the case, it is always a predicate adjective.  The object is, in such cases, usually articular.  [This is exactly what we have here.]  Identification of the components in the construction is also not a given.  Although normally the object comes first, about twenty percent of the examples reverse this order.  However, it is easy to determine which is which because the object-complement construction is semantically equivalent to the subject-predicate nominative construction.  Thus, the principles used to sort out subject from predicate nominative can equally be used here.  Specifically:

•  If one of the two is a pronoun, it will be the object;

•  If one of the two is a proper name, it will be the object;

•  If one of the two is articular, it will be the object.  [This is exactly what we have here.]
In general, the semantics (not the identification) of the components is guided by word order.  On a continuum from definite to qualitative to indefinite, the object will normally fall in the definite range, while the complement will tend toward the qualitative-indefinite range.  But when the order of the elements is reversed, the complement tends toward the definite-qualitative range. This is no doubt due to the prominence of its location in the clause: the more it is thrust forward, the more specific it becomes.  The principal verbs that can take an object-complement construction include considering, regarding
Phil 3:7, I regard these things[object] [to be] loss [compliment]

Rom 6:11, consider yourselves[object] to be dead [compliment] to sin

Phil 2:6, who, although he existed in the form of God, did not regard the [state of] being [object] equal to God [as] something to be grasped [compliment].  In this text the infinitive is the object and the anarthrous term, , is the complement. The most natural reason for the article with the infinitive is simply to mark it out as the object.”


Then we have the accusative compliment from the masculine singular noun HARPAGMOS, which means “that which is to be held on to forcibly—’something to hold by force, something to be forcibly retained’; ‘He always had the nature of God and did not consider that remaining equal with God was something to be held on to forcibly,’ Phil 2:6.  Since  may mean not only ‘to grasp something forcefully which one does not have’ but also ‘to retain by force what one possesses,’ it is possible to translate Phil 2:6 in two quite different ways.  This second interpretation of  presumes the position of Jesus prior to the incarnation and hence His willingness to experience the kenosis or ‘emptying’ of his divine prerogatives.”
  This word is “rare in non-biblical Greek; is not found at all in the Greek translation of the OT; and in our literature only in Phil 2:6.  It means (1) a violent seizure of property, robbery, which is next to impossible in Phil 2:6 (the state of being equal with God cannot be equated with the act of robbery); (2) As equal to , something to which one can claim or assert title by gripping or grasping, something claimed with change from abstract to concrete.  This meaning cannot be quoted from non-Christian literature, but is grammatically justifiable.  If  approaches  in meaning, only the context and an understanding of Paul’s thought in general can decide whether it means holding fast to something already obtained or the appropriation to oneself of something that is sought after.  But a good sense is also possible: a piece of good fortune, windfall, prize, gain; did not consider equality with God a prize to be tenaciously grasped.”


This is followed by the third person singular aorist deponent middle indicative from the verb HEGEOMAI, which means “to think, consider, or regard.”

The aorist tense is a historical aorist, which looks at the action in its entirety (the entire First Advent of Christ) and regards it as a historical fact without reference to its beginning, end, or progress.


The deponent middle is middle is form but active in meaning, our Lord producing the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of fact.

Then we have the accusative neuter singular from the article, used to indicate the direct object of the double accusative.  It is also used with the present active infinitive from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be” and making this an articular infinitive.


The present tense is an aoristic present, which presents the action as a fact without reference to its progress.

The active voice is a stative active voice in which the subject exists in the state indicated by the verb.


The infinitive is a substantival infinitive, being used as the indirect object and compliment of the main verb.

This is followed by the adverb ISOS, which “pertains to being equivalent in number, size, quality, or equal. The neuter plural functions as an adverb with the dative: be equal with someone Phil 2:6.”
  Finally, we have the dative of reference from the masculine singular noun THEOS, meaning “with reference to God.”
“He did not think to be equal with God a gain to be seized,”
Phil 2:6 corrected translation
“Who, although He existed in the essence of God, He did not think to be equal with God a gain to be seized,”
Explanation:
1.  “Who, although He existed in the essence of God,”

a.  The subject of this clause is still the Lord Jesus Christ.

b.  The statement ‘although He existed in the essence of God’ declares the pre-existence of the Lord Jesus Christ as eternal God, a member of the Trinity.

c.  This statement declares that our Lord has always existed as God.


d.  He is God because He has the identical same essence (or nature) as God the Father and God the Holy Spirit.


e.  Paul declares the pre-existent deity of Christ as the supposition for his statement that follows.

2.  “He did not think to be equal with God a gain to be seized,”

a.  Having made the declaration and proposition that Jesus Christ is eternal God, and He is, Paul now declares the great example of the humility of the humanity of our Lord during the First Advent.

b.  Our Lord was God from eternity past.  He had always been God and still was God as the God-Man in hypostatic union.

c.  The humanity of our Lord did not think that He had to be equal with God in his humanity.

d.  Therefore, being equal with God the Father and God the Holy Spirit was not a demand made by the humanity of our Lord, even though He was eternal God.


e.  The humanity of our Lord was not trying to gain equality with God.  He was equal in His deity, but did not need to be equal in His humanity.  Our Lord did not seek the equality with God that Satan sought, when he said, “I will be like the Most High God.”

f.  His humanity had to be obedient and subservient to the will of the Father, and it was.


g.  The great point of Paul’s statement is that the humanity of Christ was content to be under the authority of God and subordinate to the divine will.


h.  Our Lord was demonstrating in His humanity that a creature could be and would be subordinate to the will of the Father, and not attempt to usurp the authority of God by attempting to be equal with God as Satan had done.


i.  Our Lord’s constant decision to not think equality with God a gain to be seized was a constant testimony against the arrogance of Satan.  This was an issue of the humility of the humanity of our Lord verses the arrogance of Satan.


j.  Paul uses this example of our Lord’s humility to prove the importance of his previous command: “[Do] nothing from selfish ambition, nor on the basis of excessive ambition” and “stop looking out for only your own personal interests.”

k.  For any believer that might question these commands from Paul, Paul dramatically settles the issue by referring us to the most basic principle of function in the spiritual life of our Lord—His total humility and lack of inordinate ambition.

l.  What is our application?  Just as our Lord was totally devoid of inordinate ambition in His spiritual life, so God expects us to be totally devoid of inordinate ambition in our spiritual life and relationships with each other.


m.  This can only be executed by the motivation of reciprocal love for God and the function of unconditional virtuous love for others.


n.  Therefore, unconditional virtuous love for others demands that we “consider each other as better than yourselves.”

o.  Even though Jesus Christ was equal with God the Father, He considered God the Father as better than Himself in His humanity, even though He had perfect humanity.  He could have easily considered Himself superior to God the Father because He was now the unique person of the universe, being both truly God and truly man, but He did not.  Instead He never thought of Himself as superior, nor did He think of Himself as equal with God, but only thought of Himself as inferior to God the Father, whom He loved with a perfect love.

p.  This was not self-deprecation, but the perfect recognition of authority while maintaining humility.  This is the same relationship as the Christian wife has to her husband.  She does not have a mental attitude of self-deprecation, but recognizes the authority of her husband and functions in obedience to his will from the motivation of personal love.


q.  In the same way as the Christian wife does not consider equality with her husband a gain to be seized, so our Lord in His humanity did not consider equality with God the Father and the Holy Spirit a gain to be seized.

r.  In the same way that the Christian husband does not consider equality with the Lord Jesus Christ as a gain to be seized, so our Lord in His humanity did likewise in His relationship with God the Father and God the Holy Spirit.
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