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I

Mopern discussion of the enigmatic oy dpmayuév Tyjoare T
el Tora flei of Phil. 2:6 received its most significant contribution
{tom Werner Jaeger in a notable article published half a century
ago." Jaeger contended that this much-disputed phrase belongs to
A cluster of idiomatic expressions in which literal notions of rob-
bery or violent seizure are not present. These idiomatic expres-
plons feature double accusative constructions in which dprayua
s well as éppawor, elpnpa, and edrifynua regularly appear with
such verbs as fyetofla:, moieiorfar, and rifecflas with the meaning,
“10 regard something as a stroke of Iuck, a windfall, a piece of good
fortune,” etc.* When it occurs in such a construction dpraypa is
0 be understood as a synonym of the above-mentioned nouns
{"Studie,” pp. 548-40) — a judgment which Jaeger believed is
most patently indicated in Heliodorus, Aethiopica VII.20, since
there both dprayua and éppaiov occur in the same phrase: oly
dpraypa obde Eppawoy mowirar T wpayua.”

An appropriate understanding of the dpraypds remark in Phil.
16 requires not only the recognition of its idiomatic character,
i Jaeger's view, but also an awareness of the style-history of such

"Wonsen Womerm Jaecer, Eine stileeschichtliche Studie zum Philipperbeief,
Wermes 50 (1015), g37-53.

" Among the occurrences of these phrases referred to by JaEoEm are those found
I the following: Tmvcypmes I1133; Lvsie, Fragment XTX (extant only as a
Siation In Disvsres of Halicarnassus, On the Ancient Oralors; see the edition of
IE Useéner and L. Radermacher, 104); Josermus, Anbiguities T141; Luvons,
Wermobimius 53; Gaten, De semine IV, p. 361 (Kuehn); De smpl. medicam.
NIk p. 314 (Kuchn) ; Hecwoonus, dethiopica VI1,7,30; VIIL7. JArGer assumes

fpwayun and dewayubs were used synonymously in Koine Greek, as were
ARy =por and -pe nouns {Studie, 548, n. 1).

“In addition to these double accusative constructions Jazcem calls attention to

sumerous uses of dpweyua and its cognates which document their association with

Meas of fortuity and good luck. Of particular interest s the use of dpwdfar in
Menowpas, Mimer V1o, and of eveapraler in Xevormon, Memorabilia 1.4.8.
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idiomatic expressions. The latter Jaeger regarded as his principal
contribution to the interpretation of this NT text, since he was
largely dependent on material collected by Wettstein (Vovum
Testamentum Graecum 1, I1, 1751/52) for documentation of the
association of dpraypa with ppaior, eipnua and similar terms.
Jaeger maintained that these idiomatic usages originated in the un-
sophisticated jargon of common people. This judgment is sug-
gested by the idiomatic use of apwdlew in Herondas, Mimes VI.30,
the use of cvwwaprdlew in Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.4.8, and by
the comparative frequency with which such idiomatic expressions
are used in romance literature, which like the mime reflects the
speech of common folk. These unrefined phrases first entered
literary usage as direct quotations and, when subsequently they
were admitted to sophisticated expression, they acquired a more
refined significance (“Studie,” pp. 545, 550).

The occurrence of the idiomatic expression in Phil. 2:6, an
elevated and solemn passage, is evidence that it was no longer re-
garded as a crude expression; it cannot, therefore, be translated,
“he did not regard it as a godsend,” which lacks literary taste, but
requires a rendering more in keeping with the refined usage to
which by this time it belonged (“Studie,” p. 550). The close con-
nection between dpraypa and miyy disclosed in the texts he cited
prepared the way for the expression to be employed in declama-
tions concerning iym or dperj which Hellenistic literature and
rhetoric cultivated ; and in Plutarch's De Alexandri magni fortuna
aut virtute 8 (M. 330D) Jaeger found a passage which he believed
parallels the Philippians text and unlocks its meaning:

ofl yip Agorpuiis T "Aalar karabpapor ofd® Somwep dpraype kal Addupor
eimvyias dvedmiorov awapdfar ol dvamipacfar Buremfes . . . GAN' &ds
tmjeoa Adyou Ti éwi yiE Kai puds wolrelas, fva Bijpov deipdrovs drarras
(For he did not overrun Asia like a robber nor did he have it in mind
to tear and ravage it as if it were the booty and spoil of unexpected
good luck |[as Hannibal and other conqueross had dome] . . . but
since he wished to make everything on earth obedient to one reason
and one government, and all men one people, he conformed himself
accordingly™).

| 4
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Jaeger maintained that the antithetical form of this statement

gorresponds to the Philippians sentence, and that the evidence he

accumulated makes it clear that the use of dprayua here represents

A favorite literary rémos from which the old catchword of popular

Jargon has disappeared. Plutarch did not say oby dpraypa

Jaeger acknowledged, but oiy @orep dpraypa dva-

wipaoflas Siavonfeis. This slightly divergent language is to be

#xplained by the fact that Alexander had not yet achieved sover-

- #lgnty either over Asia or the rest of the world, and for this reason
B verb like uavoeiofa and a dowep are required.*

With this dissimilarity accounted for, the Philippians passage
tould now be brought to clarity: it presents the same kind of
Mntithesis as Plutarch fashioned at the very beginning of his
Areatise on Alexander (M. 326D, E):

nhnmmrytnmmr‘..mbchaﬂuihleunder,shmebe
would be annayed and angry if it were supposed that he obtained as
# sheer gift, indeed from Fortune, the hegemony which he acquired
Bt the price of much blood and of wounds which came one after the

other,

. . . Many sleepless nights he spent,

and made his way through blood-stained days

+ of fighting” . . . .

8 words of Plutarch, Jaeger avowed, could have been written

ibout Christ. He too did not accept his sovereignty as a gratuity
Bt earned that distinction through suffering. Christ did not wish
0 use the equality with God which was his by virtue of sonship
for his own pleasure but emptied himself of this advantage in
ter to demonstrate his dpersyj. Thus Jaeger translated the Philip-

IS passage: “Let everyone be minded as Jesus Christ also was,
whe although he was in the divine form of being, yet did not re-
Ard as something for his own advantage the fact that he was like
jod, but emptied himself (of the divine form) and assumed a
rvan 's form.” The hymn says that Christ possesses his dignity,
though it is innate, ovx dpraypa TUxns, AN dperis dfhov
* "8inee dyeietas and similar verbs, when they are used in this idiomatic way,
sameonc's attitude toward a piece of good luck which s already in

ﬁmﬂhruﬂhwuutud,]mmndn&dﬂﬂlhkmthemh
ﬁddmrnhiu!m::ummbnmmm[Etudl:, g51).
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(“not as the booty of fortune, but as the reward of virtue”), as
Gregory of Nazianzus, in an apparent reference to the Philippians
passage, said centuries ago." This remark Jaeger found exactly
expressive both of ancient style and sensibility: Christ assumed
the place of the pagan savior-hero and protector (“Studie,” pp.
550-52); and he hoped that this treatment of Phil. 2:6 would be
so persuasive as to render alternate interpretations untenable

(“Studie,” p. 542).

I

Rather than being utterly persuasive, Jaeger’s effort reached a
mixed result and, therefore, has had an ambivalent effect on subse-
quent scholarship, On the one hand, Jaeger argued cogently that
the dpraypds remark in Phil. 2:6 is related both in form and in
meaning to a cluster of idiomatic expressions in which there is
frequently a reference to a stroke of luck or a piece of good for-
tune, but no connotation of literal robbery or violent seizure®

On the other hand, Jaeger posited a meaning for the dpmayuds
remark in Phil. 2:6 which differs from the meaning carried by the

idiomatic expression with dpraypa in every other text he cited.
This difference he attributed to a shift in meaning which allegedly

took place as the idiomatic expression moved from its origin in the
language of unlettered folk to usage in literate expression; but
Jaeger could point to no other text in which dpmaypa or dpmaypds
in this idiomatic, double accusative expression carries the signi-
ficance which he asserted it has in Phil. 2:6. It is important to
note that in the passage to which he pointed as that parallel to the

*Or. IV (in Julian I). Grecomy's remark was directed against Julisn the
Apostate, whose attainment to exalted station was, in his view, unmerited.

*Even this most persuasive portion of Jaecen's pregentation includes an element
of nmbiguity which some later interpreters have not missed: while he has made it
indisputable that dpreyus belongs to the idiomatic expression be identified, Jarcen
did not demonstrate from usage that dpwayes and dpwaypds functioned as synonyms
in Hellenistic Greek. He only ohserved, as have numeroes others, that since many
=pa mnd -por lerms were used synonymously, it I8 reasonable to assume that
fpraypa and dpweyudr were used synonymously also (Studie, 548, n. 1). This
argument from analogy, however, leaves the possibility open that a connotation for
dpwayuds different from that which Jaeoes has demonstrated for Spreyps may
exist, since not alf -pa and -gor terms were used synonymously in Hellenistic Greek.

Cf. 5. H. Hooxe, Alpha and Omega (London, rgéx), 358; and F. Brass and A.
Dessvwne, 4 Greek Grammar of the New Testomen! (Chicago, 1961), 109.1, 2.
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:'prﬁlm passage which unlocks jts meaning, Plutarch’s Alex.
ort, Virt. 8 (M. 330D), dpmaypa does not occur in a double ac-
cusative cnmtructiun——.n feature which Jaeger argued is char-
ﬂrﬁuﬁc of the idiomatic expression to which he called attention,
us appears that Jaeger's Interpretation of Phil. 2:6 rests not

80 much on th.e philological evidence which he so carefully com-
piled as on a judgment about the Gattung to which the Pauline
rue I:':e]ungs - t‘he suggestion that it is to be understood as g

lamation on Christ's dpervj. The result is that Jaeger's ar

ment is mt.‘is.t dubious just where the issue is most critical Whg:;
atits be‘gimiung is an argument based on the import of an id;'umatic

Iﬂg.rpa;t;i by textual evidence.?
e of those who was influenced but not i y
work is We_rner Foerster, who attempted to i:::-‘:f;lefhebﬂgxsez
riddle by discerning the philological significance attributed tayfhe
phrase by the Greek Church Fathers His effort proved to be in-
m::lum:e, as he himself acknowledged, since the Fathers’ in-
hlpretnfionsawere informed rr]::nre by anti-Arian polemics than by
rguments. In his TAWNT arti i
Foerster, on th? whole following Jaeger, Ievel:tcli‘:ltien::w:np;:g?::
l_lu tn:m u.:;::d in the idiomatic expressions by adopting the cover
term “gain,” and proposed as a translation of Phil. 2:6, “He did
ROt regard it as a gain to be equal with God.” By &u; remark
Suggested, a contrast is drawn between what Christ nt:lidII
and what most people would regard as ordinary behavior. The
difficulty .mth this proposal is that, strictly speaking, none ;::f the
terms lfhlch occur in the idiomatic expressions mm'e;,rs this speci-
-l_l:-.ligmﬁr.'ance. whereas a term which is not used in Phil. 2:6 has
exactly that meaning: xépdos. Furthermore. translating cipn:uw&ﬁ{

"The contrast between acting for a i
noble motive rather than i A
hd!mllr imuw m#ﬂm I‘rn:;;u':l«h wmpam rison of .-'.Ietnnder‘sr “Aslan opnﬂqr mm?'u:i Ir::t
s wha i i :
' e e F ilul?wz Christ in Phil. 3 rather than from the
- "W, Fomnstes, oby dprayudy fydoare bei den griechischen Kirchenvitern INW

.'a.‘ur”ﬂ' AN T Mem, doxdfu, dpraynis, TRIPNT 1 (1933), 471ff.; Eng,

in: TAONT 1 (1064}, 47afl.
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by a word as imprecise as “gain” only casts yet another shadow
on the meaning of this tortured text.

Martin Dibelius was also influenced by Jaeger's article; vet he
based his conclusion about the meaning of Phil. 2:6 more on its
context in Philippians and on the import of a statement which
Eusebius quoted from the letter of the churches of Vienne and
Lyon (Hist. Eccl. V. 2. 2) than on the philological evidence which
Jaeger accumulated. The dpmayuds remark cannot be interpreted
on a narrow terminological basis, but must be understood as a
poetic-hymnic expression. Then it can be perceived that it means,
“Christ did not use what was given to him (as reality or as possi-
bility).” * In this treatment of the text “poetic sensitivity” was
made to furnish what philological data had not provided.

Ernst Lohmeyer rejected Jaeger's proposal, alleging that the
idiomatic expression which Jaeger identified and the dpmayuds
remark of Phil 2:6 are simply not in the same class; that remark
cannot be a comment about everyday life in the divine realm, but
intends to be a statement of fundamental theological importance.
Furthermore, on the occasions Jaeger noted that which is regarded
as £puasov, etc., is always seen as something which has come to the
person from outside; being equal with God, however, cannot be an
external fortuity but is a quality of which one is bearer. The
phrase in Phil. 2:6 expresses the dialectical conflict of good and
evil in terms of a temptation and an ethical decision. The my-
thology from which the hymn is derived includes a robbery of
Godlikeness with which the decision of Christ is contrasted.
Equality with God is both the ground and the aim of Christ’s
ethical decision, and it is this dialectical ethical profundity which
the dpraypds expression conveys.'

*Masrty Dmeivs, An die Thessalonicher 1, 1. An dic Philipper {Band XI,
Handbuck sum Newesn Testament, Tiibingen, to37), 76. Esnst KEsEMaxk, in his
incisive article on the Philippians Christ hymn (Kritische Analyse von Phil. 2:15-11,
Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen 1 [Gittingen, n;lpli-u], ﬂ@*?“?-_*'—""lﬂﬂlﬂ}'
published in ZTK 47 (1950), 313-60—adopts ]Amurs understanding of th_a
dpwayubs remark, although he refers only to Forsstes's TAWNT article. His
familiarity with Jazoes's work is apparent, however, in his reference to the nrigi.lu
of the phrase and its use in refined literature. These are major concerns in Jagcen's
presentation but are not mentioned by Foestee at all. :

w panst LopMever, Kyrios Jesus (Heidelberg, 1928), 20-30; Die Briefe on die
Philipper, on die Kolosser und an Philemon (Mrven's Krit.-ex. Komm., Gattingen,

953"}, 93,
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Lohmever claimed that, since language similar to the idiomatic
expressions to which Jaeger called attention could be found in
philosophical literature, it was unnecessary and inappropriate to
look for parallels to the remark among more casual usages. To
support this view he cited a few uses of dpmd{ew (Kyrios Jesus,
P 21, n.3) but was not able to point to any such employments of
dpmaypa or dpmaypés. This paucity of philological support did
not impress Lohmeyer as much as what he believed the mytho-
logical background and the ethical intention of the text required.
Thus informed, a profound theology prevailed over a “frivolous”
philology.

In the most recently published history of interpretation of the
Philippians Christ hymn ** R, P, Martin advocates “‘a mediating
position” (for which Jaeger furnished some philological occasion,
although Lohmeyer was his principal mentor) by arguing that the
dpmaypde phrase in Phil. 2:6 includes both res rapta and res
rapienda senses. If one assumes that “equality with God” refers

mrcise of an office (that of Lord, v. 11), then one may
understand the text to mean that Christ possessed equality with
(God de jure by virtue of being & popdij fed but rejected the temp-
tation to seize the authority vis-d-vis the world (which belongs to
that status) de facto by an act of self-assertion (Carmen Christi,

148-40). Although it is an imaginative proposal, Martin's

&uhon constitutes philological obfuscation. His “intermedi-
#’ interpretation of the dpmaypds comment is based not on lin-
guistic data (he cites no other text in which dpmaypa or
dpmaypuds carries both active and passive senses at the same time)
it on an inference, which he regards as philologically admissible,
drawn from his judgment about the Christology of the passage and
m his understanding of the popdn) line.™

It is apparent from this brief survey that although the alter-

MR P, Marriw, Carmen Christd. Philippians 2:5-11 in Recent Imlerprelation
wnd In the Setting of Early Christian Worship (Cambridge, 1957), 143ff.

. MSince it Is actually the mepgd phrase on which he bases his res ropta con-
nnd since he believes that the dpwoyade remark refers to what Christ in
B8 pre-existence did nol yet possess (rd elrai lom feg = the mnk of cfpies),

inrew actually achieves not an “intermedinte” position but a restatement of the
rapienda view, adorned by what he takes to be that import of the idiomatic
v expression which is most accordant with the conlext. See Carmen
145, 140
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native for interpreting the dpwayuds remark in Phil. 2:6 opened
up by Jaeger is grounded on the most impressive philological
evidence ever brought to bear on this longstanding enigma, neither
he nor those who have followed his lead have been able to demon-
strate with any cogency an import of oly dpwaypdy Wyiearo
which is both appropriate to the Philippians context and confirmed
by comparable usage in other literature.'

II1

If Jaeger has not given us a convincing solution to the puzzle-
ment of the dprayuds remark in Phil. 2:6, he has established the
ground on which any subsequent attempt to determine the mean-
ing of this language must begin. A text which clearly shows that
when dpraypa occurs as a predicate accusative it is related to
Eppaow and similar terms is Heliodorus, Aethiopica VII.zo, which
includes the remark: xai oly dpraypa oldé Eppawv mowitar 76
wpaypa. Both dpraypa and Eppawv are governed by the same
verb in this line, wowira:, and have reference to the same object,
5 wpdypa. The form and the word order of this statement, fur-
thermore, are exactly parallel to the dpmaypds remark in Phil.
2:6 — a double accusative construction with a preceding negative
in the order: negative, predicate accusative, verb, object. There
are, in addition, two other occasions on which Heliodorus has used
dpraypa with the same verb in the same double accusative form:
VIL1z (7 85 Kuﬁé}n] i Ewwruyiay dpraypa . . . womaapéim) and
VIIL7 (dpraypa o fmféy émoujoaro 1) ﬁpﬂmﬂ

The comment of Isidore, Bishop of Pelusium (TV-V century
A. D.), supports the leged connection of these phrases in Helio-
dorus with the dprayuds remark in Phil. 2:6. In the course of his
exposition of that text Isidore says (Ep. V.22, MPG 38, 1072):

Ei Ipp.mnr rj-mrm-m b dlvar foow, ofx dv davrdy {rewelvorer, Tra

imepurareln wpoxpuyun wonjoy i déle. . Aodhos pv yap ral evfepoties,

wami w:ﬂwfq ripnfels, dre nprﬂ}rptu § epepa i dflay fypodpeves, otw dv

trooraly oledrucoy Epyop dvicat

¥ For 2 more detailed analysis of the interpretations of Jarcer and those whom
he influenced as well as for summaries and critiques of alternative interpretations
of the dpwayués remark, see my The Term "Apwayués in Philippians 2:6 (Haryard
Th.D. Thesis, unpu'hlilhnd. 1968}, 4-45.
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~ {“If he considered being equal a windfall, he would not have hum-
bled himself, lest doing the work of a servant be made an inference
“about his status. . . . For once a servant has been set free amd
- honored with sonship, he would not consent to menial work since he
regards his status as booty or a windfall” [and therefore as something
which he could lose: but he who is a son by birth has no such fears,
Isidore goes on to say]).

?ocrsler has argued (“Kirchenviter,” pp. 119-20) that this ex-
cannot constitute evidence for the meaning of the
poe phrase in Phil. 2, since the basis on which Isidore uses
hl: terms is not an assertion of their philological equivalence
but the comparison of a slave and a son —i.e., the question of
whether Christ’s equality with God is inherent or acquired. Even
though Foerster's point is well taken, the passage has a certain
philological significance, nevertheless. Isidore has used dpmayua,
wlipepa, and ppawov with wna-ﬁm— the same verb with which
is linked in Phil. 2:6 — in reference to the same thing:
Christ's equality with God. His comment, then, is evidence that
dpraypa and dpmayuds belong to such expressions even if his
Argument is not a philological one.
The several forms of this idiomatic expression, then, are re-
E but, as we have seen, several interpreters have perceived
t these variant forms seem not to be strictly synonymous.
of these exegetes, however, has been able convincingly to
‘account for this troublesome factor of similarity and dissimilarity
i the uses of these formulations. As long as this ambiguity re-
mains, the recognition of the idiomatic character of the dprayuds
‘pemark in Phil. 2:6 cannot furnish the precision necessary to dis-
ern the intention of that text.
\n attempt to move beyond equivocal interpretations of this
poblematic language may well begin with an examination of the
use: ocl the phrase in Heliodorus referred to above. At VIILj7 of
the romance, Cybele and her mistress, Arsace, have reached
ter desperation in their attempts to seduce Theagenes. Since

ery wile has failed, Cybele proposes to eliminate her mistress’
| for Theagenes' affection (Chariclea) by putting her to death:

™ by drovjraro § “Apoidxy, xai vy de woled {pAorveiar
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dpyi vav clpnpdver émrevara, & Myas, ddwy, kol pelsjoa por wpoordfm
iy durpuor drapedijya

(“Arsace regarded what [Cybele] said as harpagma and her long-
standing jealousy was heightened with anger because of what she
related [concerning Theagenes' intransigence]. ‘You have spoken
well, she said, ‘I shall take care to command that the offending
female be done away with' "').

The use of the dpmaypa phrase in this text suggests a significance
for the expression which is distinguishable from, rather than
synonymous with, similar expressions employing the terms £ppacov,
efpmua, etc. The only suggestion of fortuity or good luck in this
passage is brought to it by the reader who knows that dpmaypa is
regarded by some as a synonym of €ppawv in such expressions.
The idea of “booty” or “prey” seems equally remote. The passage
speaks about Arsace’s mental appropriation of Cybele's advice —
assistance which Arsace should be expected to regard from her
longstanding counselor as customary rather than as a stroke of
luck — and of her declared intention to act on it. It is consistent
with this to suggest that dpwaypa in this passage means that
Arsace regarded Cybele's advice “as something to seize upon.”
Jaeger remarks that dpwaypa ro pnév émovjoaro here almost
means occasione nti (“Studie,” p. 549). His belief that dpwaypa
carries a sense synonymous with Zppaws in such expressions in-
hibits him from seeing that this is not almost what the expression
means here, but precisely what it means."

Earlier in the romance Cybele happens to be at the temple just
as Chariclea and Theagenes appear on the scene, Of this situ-
ation Heliodorus says (VIL11):

# 8 Kuféhn ripe fwvrvylar dpraypa xai damep dypas dpxiy womoapévy
(“Cybele regarded the chance meeting as harpagma and as the begin-
ning of a way of capturing [them]™),

It is true, of course, that the meeting was a chance encounter and
could well be regarded as a stroke of luck. But the question is
whether or not that is what is said by the dpmaypa remark. The

" Campare the translation of Moses Haoas: “Arsace snatched at this suggestion.
. . M Heliodorus. An Etkiopion Romance (Ann Arbor, 1957), 201,
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e of the dpraypa expression in VIIL7 suggests another alter-
live, namely, that the remark here speaks not about the for-
y of the meeting — fvrruyidr already expresses that — but
Cybele's seizure of the opportunity which the meeting pre-
d. This is made more plausible by the link with domep dypas
ajv. It seems appropriate in this instance, as in VIIL.7, to sug-
it that the dpmaypa remark here characterizes Cybele's mental
propriation of an opportunity, an appropriation which precedes
informs the overt action which is then immediately reported.
text, in that case, should be translated, “Cybele regarded the
ce meeting as something to seize upon,” or, more idiomati-
““as something to take advantage of.”
VIlL.20 of Heliodorus’ story Cybele abandons all subtlety in
~ Suasion on her mistress’ behalf and speaks to Theagenes with com-

[ 'Iil'ﬂ' ®al -lﬂ-.u"l Kt ﬂ:p-qin-t Tl'l'ﬂ:l'ﬂ l':‘uuilar K l’pm{?‘qll‘?ﬂ}" darafiiTar,
_ oty dpraype ot ippaoy woiTar T rp&wm.

woman of similar qualities who yearns for him, and does not regard
Ahe matter as karpagma nor even as a piece of good luck. . . .").

jeger regards this text as the clearest indication that dpmayua
ﬂuwa.]ent of Eppmnr in such r:xprtﬂmns {“Studle, . 549).

g to this ma.dmg, says that Theagenes ragnrds hrsaces
tures as neither a windfall nor a godsend. The dprayua ex-
ns in VIL11 and VIIL.j, however, suggest another pos-
llity: that the same opportunity is being referred to both
m the perspective of the manner in which it has come to
eagenes — as Eppawv (he has not solicited Arsace’s attentions;
y kw been bestowed on him as an unanticipated piece of
hr:k}, and from the perspective of the manner in which a
;pmng man might be expected to respond to such good for-
§— as dpraypa (as something to seize upon, to take advan-

import alleged for the term dpmayua in these passages is
gruent with certain metaphorical uses of the verb dpmd{ew.
 Syracuse lay prone and decimated by military conquest,
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Plutarch remarks, oy fiomamar of Kaplefior vie shasrsflas “the
Corinthians did not seize the adv of the

situation,” Timoleon 23 (L. 2478). Mutarch abo uses th
pression dprdfear rov xaipév, “to selze the opportunity,” Philo-
poemon 15.2 (L. 364E), and Diem 6. (L. 9oC), s o
Josephus (Bell. 4.2.4)." It is here proposed that whon &
occurs in a double accusative expression It carries & metap
and idiomatic sense similar to that of the verh In these &
cal and idiomatic uses. In the phrase dpwaypud n
estimate of a situation as exploitable is expressed; in such ph
as dpmdfew rov wapdv an act of exploitation s reported.
suggests, furthermore, that the meaning conveyed by wid
e mowiofac is related to the meanings conveyed by ppawy,
edpnua, ebrixnud 1 moweirfai, not because the nouns are synonyms,
but because a stroke of luck is “something to selze upon.” Th I
is no connotation of fortuitousness in the term dpwayua, whereas
that notion is inherent in the terms Zppasow, efpyua, and ebriynua,
Obviously, a person can regard something other than a stroke of
luck as something to seize upon. '
Numerous interpreters have referred to the obvious point that
if a person considers something as £ppaior, etc., it may be Imulmi
that he will make use of his good fortune; but what has not been
realized is that the idea of taking advantage of an opportunity
is not the unexpressed implication of the expression dpmaypud =
wowctoflar, but its precise significance. Just this nuance is what
distinguishes its import from the senses conveyed by similar
expressions formulated with éppawr, edpnpa, and ebriynua,'®

v

To bring these observations to bear on Phil. 2:6 it is necessary
to demonstrate, first of all, that dpraype and dprayuds are used
synonymously and, secondly, that the usages of dpmaypd/

* Compare dewdimr b sioqua, Povramcm, Lweallus 350 (L. s15D); vé ve
carde Tall woldpov fprase, D CaSSIUS 41.44.2; vhr déopude fprace, Luciaw,
Jll:!ﬂ,g.:; déSopud wa weipde vue' dxdpdy dprdoas Prpduerar, SoPmocLes, Ajax 1, 2.

Compare the uses of dpwdfar and efppua in Heroxoas, Mimes V0o, and of
wpaapwdfor und fppawr in Evessivs, Life of Comslantine 52.
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dpmaypds i fyelofai, rowiofa, rifleocflar consistently convey the
nuance alleged above.

To claim that praypa and dprayuds were used synonymously
in the Hellenistic period is to assert nothing new, of course. That
is implied in the writings of a number of the Greek Fathers who
treat the dprayuds remark in Phil. 2:6 as if it read dpmaypa, as
Foerster's inquiry shows. It has been widely recognized in re-
cent interpretation, furthermore, that the characteristic distinc-
tions in Classical Greek between nouns terminating in -pos and
-pa are not observed in the usage of many such nouns in the
Hellenistic period.”” The infrequency of dpmayués, however,
makes it impossible to demonstrate from its usage that it was one
of these nouns which was employed in both active and passive
senses. Those who argue that this is the case are compelled to do
so on the basis of analogy with other words which have a -pos
terminus — an argument which is indeed suggestive but inherently
inconclusive.'®

Occurrences of dpmaypa have usually been cited as evidence
that dpmayuos in Phil. 2:6 should be credited with a passive
meaning.'® It seems to have been overlooked, however, that in
view of the rarity of dpmaypds the strongest possible basis for
asserting that it was used synonymously with dpraypa would be
evidence that the latter was used in both active and passive
senses. An investigation of the usage of dpmaypa in the LXX and
in Plutarch shows that that is indeed the case. "Apwaypa occurs
with active meaning (i.e., represents an act of seizure) in the LXX
in .61 (Ps. 62):10; Is. 61:8; Sir. 16:13; Ps. Sol. 2:28; and in

W I Classical usage nouns with a -uos suffix express the action of the verb; those
with s -pa suffix express the result of the action of the verh. One often finds in
artitles and commentaries a list of nouns with a -pos suffix which are used in both
senses to document the claim that dpravaés should be regarded as an equivalent of
dpwayua. See, e.g., the terms mentioned in Liomreoor, Saint Paul's Epistle to the
Philipptans (London, 1913), 111; Lomwmeves, Kyries Jesus, 20, n. 3; R. P,
Mantow, Carmen Chrizti, 136, 137.

® This gap between the suggestive evidence of analogous usage and what would
be conclusive evidence — the use of dpwaypbs Itself — makes it possible for 5. H.
Hooke, among recent interpreters, to refect the idea that &pwaypa and dpwayads
are equivalents, He insists on an active meaning for the latter, claiming that in the
NT -ua snd -pos terms are not generally equivalent. Cf, his Aipha and Omega, 258.

* Soe, 4., the discussion in Mantin, Cormen Chrishi, 1361,
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cance (i.e., represents something seized) In the LXX in Lev. 6:47
Job 2g:17; Is. 42:22; Ez. 19:3, 6; 22:28,27; Ayi1%; Mal, l:t}ﬁf
and in Alex. Fort, Virt. 8 (M.330D) In Plutarch, 1

'
The most striking evidence, however, is furnished by Eusebius
of Caesarea: |

b # T b1 b & !
o Weérpos Sc dprayusy riv 8id oravpod  toes . . . vir Odearer Apmaypa

fivaror érowito B Ths cwrgplovs e v vy Bueroy e m&
ExniBas b

(“And Peter considered death by (“Since some regurded death as
means of the cross korpagmon on  Aarpagma in comparion with the
account of the hope of salvation,”  depravity of ungodly men,” Hist.
Comm. in Luc. 6), Eccl: VIIL12.2).

Not only are dprayua and dprayuds used synonymously in these
two statements, but they are used synonymously by the same
author in reference to the same object — death — and in ex-

pressions whose form precisely parallels that of the dpmaypds
remark in Phil. 2:6.% .

*George W. MacRag, 5. J. (Visiting Professor of NT ot Harvard Iwinity
Sn:h?nl, Spring, 1968}, suggested in a private conversation that one should
attribute these uses of dpweyus and dpwaypér in Evsemus to the direct influsnce
of the dprayuds remark in Paul's leiter rather than to assume that his language here
rellects only idiomatic usege in general. In this regard it may be noted that both
of these uses of these terms are set in the context of martyrdam, #s | the quotation
of Phil. 2:6 in Hist. Frel. V2.3, The latler passsee may indicate how o specifically
Christian use of the dpwayués expression was precipitated by the Paullne text.
Evseslus is here quoting the letter from the churches of Vienne and Lyons ih
which Christ is referved to as the true martyr and in which Phil. 2:6 is clied. The
dprayuds expression, one might infer from this, may have become an sppropriste
thing to say, in Christian cirdes, in reference to pemsons whao for their fajth en-
dured even death. The fact that Evsesrvs has used Spraype and dprayués in
double accusative constructions in the texts cited above, however, shows that he
was familiur with the idiomatic expression apart from its use in the Pauline text,
even if he has been Influenced hy the latter. This is evidenced by the fact that
Evseerus his not merely used the fevm dpwaypss in a marlyrdom context, but has
used that term in the idiomatic expression (contrary to the letter of the churches
of Vienne and Lyons) — and with two other werbs than the one which eccurs in
Phil, 2:6. This combination of factors suggests familiarity with the idiom as it
was emploved apart from the NT text.

The interchangeability of dpraypa and dpweyude in this idiomatie expression is
evidenced further by the fact that on the thivd occasion of the expression's use by
Everarvs he employs Spraypa with woeiofm (Vit. Comst. ILin.2), whereas he
iﬁz‘: dprayuds with that verb in the occurrence of the cxpression in Comin.

(her writers hawe been aware of these uses of the expression, of courss,
LcaTtrooTr, for example, quotes all three; but hecause he has not recognized the
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The use of dpwayuds in Eusebius’ Commentary *' presents an
opportunity to test not only the specific nuance proposed for the
term when it is used in the idiomatic expression, but also the
meanings posited by advocates of the res rapienda and res rapia
alternatives. This statement cannot mean that Peter considered
death by crucifixion to be a robbery, or something seized or to be
seized by a violent self-assertion, or a treasure to be held fast; nor
can dprayupds be understood here as a synonym of Zpuaiow,
etpmpe, and ebriymupa — ie., that crucifixion was regarded as an
unanticipated windfall, or a surprise bit of good luck. Tt seems
unlikely that Eusebius conceived of the apostle’s martyrdom in
these terms. What he wants to say, rather, is that because of the
hope of salvation crucifixion was not a horror to be shunned, but
an advantage 1o be seized.

"Apmaypa is used exactly in this way in Hist. Eccl, VIIL12.2.
At this point Eusebius is recounting the sufferings of Christians
in periods of persecution. Some believers, in order to escape tor-
ture, threw themselves down from rooftops. There can be no
suggestion of robbery or of violent self-assertion in this remark,
nor can a self-inflicted death under such circumstances be con-
sidered an unanticipated windfall. What is said is that, given the
alternative, death seemed an advantage to be seized.

Eusebius has utilized this idiomatic language on one other
occasion —in a proclamation allegedly made by Constantine
(Vita Constantini 31.2) to those who had been exiled on an

precize import of the cxpression Sprayud ve fyeisha and seems not to be aware of
the fact thal dprayes connotes an active sense on oceision, he has not been able 1o
gei the full significance of this evidence for interpreting the demeypdz expression in
Phil. 2:6, He sces that dpraypbie o dyelebo i3 equivalent to dpraypd v fyeiofu
in the (hree texts ha knows of, but assumes only that in thoss instances dpraypds
must be understood passively. Far from feeling that these Eusebian text: are of
decisive significance for assessing the relation of #pwaypa and dpwayubs, he con-
cludes that the question remains whether the latter term has an active or passive
sense in Phil. 2:6 and that an answer can be determined omly Irom the context.
CI. his Phalippians, 111.

= Eyugreros Commentary on Luke 5 no longer extant. The lext published by
Maxr {from which the sbove guotation is taken) i a compilation -of fragments
drawn from catemse on Luke, which clearly designate the work. While we. bave
only guotaiions, there seems 10 Be o guestion that Evsesrvs did suthor such a
Work, Cf D, 5, WaITace-Haoeiil, Fusebins of Coesarés (Londen, 1gbo), 51 and
9g; and Prmap Scaare and Hewpy Wacr (ede), A Select Librory of Nicene and
Post-Nicene Fothers of the Christian Church (New York, 1886-1g900), Second

Series, I, 41.
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island in which he offered the prisoners a pardon and the chance

to return to the mainland. The imperial announcement reads in
part:

ol wevtypdy & wodty ypdvoy fwip perd ruvos dworpewaloy Mlwoy Buijyor, vloy
dpmaypd T v drdvodor womodperar, xal tev dporriber oy T Aaimoy
Sehaymivas, i perk 4 ot Aale e

(“Those who have lived destitute lives for a long tme attended by
sordidness which no one should have to endure, If they consider such
a return harpagma and if from now on they lay aside thelr anxieties,
may live among us without fear”),

Since dpmayua refers to an opportunity for the exiles to return
{7nw émavodov) to their homeland, it seems most congruous to
posit a meaning for that term ac-::urdant with the phrase dpmdes
vor katpow and to translate it, “something to take advantage of.”
The proclamation could be described as a éppawor or & elpmua, of
course; but the remark relers to what the exiles are to do in re-
sponse to the imperial decree and thus accords with the nuance of
action which I have attributed to the idiom. Furthermore, Euse-
bius wishes to commend the emperor for his generosity and com-
passion and is not likely to have intended to refer to this noble
gesture as a bit of good luck.

There is only one other known use of dprayuds in a double ac-
cusative formulation outside of Phil. 2:6, and that is in Cyril of
Alexandria's comment on Lot's persistent offer of hﬂﬂpltﬂlit_‘," to
the two \r151t|.ng angels as related in Gen. 19:1—4: o E-.-; KOL TUPELS 6
Biratos, pealdves rarefidlero, kal oty dpmayudr my wapalrgew
ws € dpavols kal viaperrépas émuweito dpevds (De ador. L2s).
This statement characterizes Lot's response to the angels’ initial
polite refusal of his proffered hospitality. Rather than accepting
their gesture as an opportunity to excuse himself from what he no
doubt anticipated might be the perils of such hospitality, Lot re-
newed his invilation with even greater efforts at persuasion
(pelovws xarefidlero). The meaning previously posited for the
idiomatic expression when formulated with dpraypa or dprayuds
would fit this situation well: “He did not regard | their] polite re-
fusal as something to take advantage of [because it would ‘get him
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off the hook'] as if [his invitation had come] from a listless and
feeble heart.” **

Because it serves as the crowning text in Jaeger's treatise, brief
attention must be given to Plutarch’s remark about Alexander in
Alex. Fort, Virt. 8 (M 330D).*® The essential thing to note is
that dpmaype does not occur here in a double accusative con-
struction. The passage would be understandable and its mean-
ing unaltered if the term dpmayua were deleted, In those
instances in which dpmaype occurs in a double accusative formula-
tion, on the other hand, it is essential to the intelligibility of the
text. Furthermore, in this text dprayua refers to an object (v
*Ariav) whereas when it occurs as a predicate accusative it refers,
in the instances cited, to a situation or an opportunity. It should
also be noted that dprayua cannot be regarded as a synonym of
Zppasoy or ebpnua in this passage since it is qualified by ebruyias
dvehwiorov., Plutarch found it necessary to use these genitives in
order to make the point that Alexander’s triumphs were not the
gifts of miym but the rewards of his own exertions. Clearly, how-
ever, Plutarch would not have written &ppaww or elpnua ervyias
avekmiorou.™!

Josephus, Ant. XI1.5.6, offers a better parallel to this passage
than does Phil. 2:6. Upon learning of the plight of the Jews who
had recently returned to Jerusalem Nehemiah complains to God
and asks how long He will remain mute and inert when His people
have become the booty and spoil of the nations (dpraype wdrrev
wai ddupor yewspevov). The military character of the context
here and in the Plutarch passage suggests that dpmayua should be
translated “booty” in both instances.

That dpraypa (and dpraypds) carries a different meaning
when it functions otherwise than as a predicate accusative with
soweiofas and similar verbs can be confirmed by cxamining a few
other significant texts. Three of the four times he uses the term
Heliodorus has placed dpraypa in a double accusative construction

= o Lnurroors comment on Cymom’s remark: ®. . . if is difficall lo conceive
that the phrase can mean anything else but ‘did not eagerly close with, did not
gladly welcome their refusal,’” Philippians, 137, 0. 2.

= Sen . o6 above for text and translation,

Syp, it i3 the phrase dpmayun ebrvylas dredwieror which i roughly synony-

mous with the lerms Gppacar and efpyja.
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with mowiofa. On one oceasion, he
cance different from its other uses
meaning in the passage from
This singular usage comes sl the |
Theagenes first learns that Chariclos
intelligence Theagenes eagerly proposes 10 rush 10 her |
but is dissuaded by Calasirls (IV.6); ﬁi' il
mpoxeiperor, dAAL woAis uiv Bovhis, duve wpewderm s, woAk
a&ﬂ_ﬂ“,;j‘l &_“," ﬂﬂm '“xh. I - Y T
(“The matter is not karpagma nor & bargaln svallsble 1o W
wants it, but requires much counsel in order 1o be ol prope
and much preparation in order to be sccomplished slely"), )

Jaeger attempts to equate dpmaypa with fpuasew In this passage
by remarking that it is paraphrased by efwsor, i de pé
what lies in the street, which one has only to plck up 1o pe
(“Studie,” p. 548). But this exposition is doubtful. It is
clear, for one thing, that rd év péore means “what lies in the st
Le., what one comes upon as a lucky find. That expression h
more general reference — “what is there,” “what Is ;i
“available.” Furthermore, Heliodorus himself shows us what he
has in mind with this use of dpraypa in the immediately following
line: rovs 8¢ wipouvs odx diwoels, of Odwaror rois
émBiNovow (“Do you not know that there are laws which 2
pose death for such things?"). This remark cannot possibly re-
fer to a &ppawv but clearly indicates that by dprayua Heliodorus
has in mind the actual seizure of Chariclea, an abduction, The
metaphorical rendering “booty” is warranted by the use of
ebwvor, and in view of the reference to the laws which follows is
best understood as a word play.

This interpretation gains credence from the two known uses of
dpmayuds in non-Christian Hellenistic literature, both of which
occur in connection with a discussion of &pws. Under considera-
tion in the passage in Plutarch, De liberis educandis 15 (M. 12A),
in which the first of these uses of dpmayuds occurs is the question
of which forms of &pws among men and boys are acceptable and
which are to be avoided:
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xai robs piv Bifye xal rois & "HAB: dewrior puras xai riv dv Kpjry
kahotperoy dpwraypdv, rovs 82 "Afjima xal robs & AaxeBalpon {pheriov
(“one ought to avoid the kinds of love which exist both in Thebes and
in Elis as well as what is called harpagmon in Crete; one ought, on
the other hand, to emulate those which exist both in Athens and in
Lacedaemon™).
That those who have surmised that dprayuds here refers to some
form of abduction are correct is demonstrated not only by the fact
that both dprd[aw and dprayij, as well as dpapmdlew, are used by
Plutarch in reference to amorous abduction — Amatorius 11 (M.
7558, C) — but conclusively by a remark about Cretan customs
in Strabo’s report on that island:

“lioy 8 atrois T wepi Toiw dpuras whpway < ob yip waflol karepydfovrar

rols dpupévovs, dAN' dpwayj

{“The custom concerning love among them is peculiar; for they do not

prevail upon those they love by persuasion but by abduction®).**

The only other known non-Christian use of dpmaypés is found
in a second-century A. D. astrological work by Vettius Valens.
The formulae for forecasting marriage for women includes the
following (Kroll, p. 121, lines 36f.):

diw “Apns khnpdorrac ov Salpova, Zehfim B ror yapoorior, dpraypos &

yipos frTaL

(“If Mars is appointed the destiny-determining power and the Moon

the marriage-arranger, the wedding will be an abduction™).

Compare this formula which occurs in the same passage:
&y Bi Sehdfoy Tod khafpou kupueioy, o 8 yapooTidov "Agys kai papTupido
dAAfAous, Bifawos forar & ydpos § 8 dpwayiys § wodépon kal alypadwaias

(“And if the Moon is in the position of dominance over destiny and

Mars of marriage-arranger and if they confirm each other, it is cer-
tain that the marriage will be accomplished either by means of an
abduction or through war and captivity').

That dpray here refers to abduction (and not, strictly speaking,

= Geography 10431, 1 am indebted for this meference to L. L. Hascsenion,
An Ancient Misunderstanding, Historisk-filosofiske Meddelelser 41,4 (1966}, ¥7.




distinct from those which they connote w .
cate accusatives. It follows from this that
dpwayuds in Phil, 2:6 which are based on tests
and dpmayuds occur outside of double sccusative

to recognize the character and the Import of (v
attempt to explain **

When the idiomatic expression s formulated with
eipnpa, or ebriymua, it always conveys a notion of fortun
fortuity, a nuance absent from the expression when it Is formu
lated with dpwaypa. In Lucian's Hermotimus, 52, for insta
Lycinus presses Hermotimus concerning the study of phila
there are many alleged paths to truth; but it is 0o tme-const i
ing to try each one, and to evaluate them all. So what will he do?

Gro dv ppimy yrixys, rotre Wy xal ouuihosodirus adedvos dgpator

wouoeral ae;

(“Will you follow the first person you happen to meet [who advocates

a particular philosophy] and study philosophy with him and will he

consider you a godsend ?”)

What is in view here is the fortuitous meeting of two students of
philosophy. While it is to be expected that they will capitalize on
their encounter, it is the chance character of their meeting that

‘MWmnuuMWuﬂtthm‘EHmﬁtb
-Muﬂutltlmh;wisaﬂmtn:thmulmwm
than & parallel to dprayud = woisiofiar, as 5 indicated both by the context
mhmahmmmwwummhwhm
-lmmmhmm.mwmﬂ.

4

.
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Lucian emphasizes and not their intention to exploit such luck .
There are occasions, however, when the idiomatic expression
with Eéppasow clearly implies the idea of seizing and using a stroke
of luck. Polybius (301) describes Marcus’ response to an un-
anticipated change in the disposition of certain enemy troops:
6 8¢ Mdpros fleupdy 7 yodpevor, kal voploas Gppator evar, TapavTica iy
daméorehe 7ois xehedras dywrileoBan xal Supdyardas wep! vob réwov. . . .
(“Marcus saw what happened, and since he considered it to be a god-
send, immediately dispatched the lightly armed troops with orders
to engage [the enemy | and contest the ground, . . "),

The element of fortuity is present in this remark since the oppor-
tunity to attack came not as a result of Marcus’ strategy but as
a stroke of luck. While such a godsend is an opportunity to be
seized, the idea of seizure is, strictly speaking, stated in the con-
text and is only implied in the idiomatic expression itself 2
The import of the idiomatic expression when it is formulated
with efipnua can be seen in Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius V1.39,
where we are told that Apollonius offered a man 20,000 drachmas
for an estate which the man had purchased for 15,000 drachmas.
He readily accepted the sage’s offer, elpmpa momodueror ris
merraxwryihlas (“since he considered the 5,000 to be a windfall™).
Compare the complaints of the lender found in Sirach's treasury
of wisdom:
ﬁm&ﬁmnbﬂmwﬁmﬁmﬁxmﬁmmhﬂoﬁumvcﬁrﬁ#
(“Many people consider a loan a windfall, and create trouble for
those who help them,” 29:4).

&y loxiloy pidis xopirerar 70 fuuov xal Aoyiirar atrd ds elpepa
(“If he [the lender] uses force, he will scarcely get back half and will
consider that a windfall,” 29:6).2

" Similar uses of fpuaser occur in Prato, Thesges 1278; and in Garew, De
simpl. medicam. mixi., Kuehn, XI1, 313-14.

= For similar uses of #suaos see Porvaros, g36; Ercrerus IV.e.163: and Dio
Casstos 8.2.7 (Zonaras), Cf. also Demostueves, Against Nousimochus 6: Prato,
E*ﬂ- 4!%: Puno, Leg. Goj. VLigss (Cohn and Wendland); Pemosteatos,

. Ap. T11.28.

* Compare the uses of «fpmua in the following: Lvsmas, Frag. XIX, as cited in
Daowvsivs of Halicarnassus, On the Ancieni Oralors, ed. H. Usener and L. Rader-
macher, p. 1aq; Isocwares, Ageinst Lochites 13; Tsarvs IX.36; Xwwormax, An,
VILj.ry; Pumosraarus, Heroie, sba.
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that the uses of dpwaypa in double acousative cons ns
therefore, can be a basis for determining the meaning of the
dpmayués remark in Phil. 2:6.

These considerations make it possible to offer a translation of
the dpmayuds line in Phil. 2:6 which is both appropriate to the
Philippians context and confirmed by comparable usage in other
literature: “he did not regard being equal with God as something
to take advantage of,” or, more idiomatically, “as something to
use for his own advantage.” ™ 7

One of the gains for the study of NT Christology which this
translation contributes is that it makes it apparent that Ro. 15:3
is a parallel to Phil. 2:6, 7 (in addition to the widely cited remark
in 2 Cor. 8:9). The ofy éavrd fjperer dANd, ete., of the Romans
text is strikingly similar to the oty dpmayudy dpdoaro . . . dAAd,
etc., of the Philippians passage — in its meaning, it may now be
said, as well as in its antithetical form.*®

Because the question has dogged the interpretation of Phil, 2:6
since the time of the Christological controversies of the third,
fourth, and fifth centuries, it should be observed that this under-
standing of the dpmayuds statement carries with it the assumption
that 7o elvac ioa fep represents a status which belonged to the pre-
existent Christ. While this can be persuasively argued from com-
parative uses of popdrj and foos in Hellenistic religious litera-
ture,* it is bound up with the idiomatic character of the dprayuds
remark itself: in every instance which I have examined this idio-
matic expression refers to something already present and at one's
disposal. The question in such instances is not whether or not one
possesses something, but whether or not one chooses to exploit
something. Likewise, the discernment of the idiomatic character
of the dpmayuds expression renders untenable the view that it in-
tends to say that Christ did not regard equality with God as some-

™ One might say, therefore, that Jaecen and some of those who were in-
fluenced by his work offered the right translation, but for the wiong reasons,

= Epvin Lanssox in Christus als Vorbild (Uppsalu, 1g82), aaqll. and agel, has
perceived Lhe similarity of the two passages a3 well as Ihe coremspondence of the
dgraypér statement with the ody dmvrg fperer of Bo, 1513, oven though his ap-
prehension of the meaning of the dpwasyubs expremion ltsell bs awry,

= [ especially the work of Jacon Jemveis, leage Dol Gen. r24), im
Spdtiudentum, in der Gmosis und dem panlinizchen Briefom (GOutingsn, 1g60) ; and
of Kisemaxy, Kritische Analyse.
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thing to be held fast. Neither in this idiomatic phrase nor in any
other usage does dpraypa, dprayuds, or apmdlew, or any of their
compounds or cognates mean to refain something. That idea, it
appears, has always been commended by theological interest
rather than by philological evidence.

There remain important questions about the history of
religions background and the Christology of the Christ hymn for
which the dpmayuds line as I have interpreted it carries certain
implications; but these are questions which reach beyond the
philological concerns of this article. Tt may be noted as possibly
significant for these questions, however, that the idiomatic lan-
guage to which the dprayuds remark of Phil. 2:6 belongs is, on the
whole, foreign to LXX usage. The terms Zppacwov, ebriympua, and
xépbos are found in the LXX not at all. Although both dpmaypa
and dprdlew occur in these scriptures with some frequency, the
former never functions therein as a predicate accusative nor does
the latter ever occur in the phrase dpmdfew rov kaipdv. It is true
that the expressions edpepd 71 vopilew/Aoyilew appear in Sir. 29:4,
6, respectively; but since Sirach is one of the later writings in the
0ld Testament, originating in the Hellenistic period, the fact that
the phrase occurs only there in the LXX serves to emphasize the
ahsence of such language from all other OT writings. There are
three additional uses of the term eflpepa in Jeremiah,** but these are
restricted to the translation of the same Hebrew idiom; and even
that idiom is more aptly translated by the term owiAa in one of the
four instances in which the Hebrew expression appears in those
prophecies. The virtual total absence from the LXX of the kind
of language to which the dpmayuds statement in Phil. 2:6 belongs,
then, makes it evident that that remark owes nothing to scriptural
antecedents.™

® e asia (Jer, 38:2): 'Tep. 46:18 (Jer. 39:18); ‘Tep. 51:35 (Jer. 45:5); of.
also n:.:‘;."i‘he{tirm '}-"?!' is translated by oxihe more than fifty times; it i ren-
dered by elpeua only in these instances.

"IEE- mpn:t important indices or lexicons for sixty-eight Classical and Hellenistic
authors, as lsted in Hazato and Brewos Riesesyern, Repertorium Lexicographkicum
Graecum (Stockholm, 1954), were canvassed in connection with this study. Col-
lections of papyri published 18081966 held by Widener Library at Harvard were
alse exumined.




