Introduction

Philippians has been one of the best-loved letters of Paul because of its em-
phasis on joy that grows out of the apostle’s good relations with the church in
Philippi. The style and theology of the letter support the consensus view that
Philippians was written by Paul. However, interpreters are divided about its prove-
nance. Ephesus, Rome, and Caesarea! are the leading candidates for its place of
origin. None of these hypotheses is without its problems, but recent commenta-
tors have favored Rome, the site named as early as the second century.? This op-
tion has in its favor that we know of a time when Paul was imprisoned there; but
since the letter reflects numerous exchanges between Paul and the Philippians,
some interpreters think it is unlikely that Paul is that far away. A strong case can
also be made for Ephesus, since its location would have more easily allowed the
travel of envoys between Paul and the Philippians.? We have, however, no clear
evidence that Paul suffered imprisonment there.

Many readers have questioned the integrity of Philippians, with some finding
three letters within the canonical text. The most problematic questions for those
who maintain its integrity are the sudden discussion of “the dogs” in 3:2 after saying
“finally” in 3:1 and the late appearance of what some identify as the thank you
note (4:10-20) for the gift the Philippians had sent him.* Again, there are strong
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arguments on each side that preclude complete certainty; however, several things
support the integrity of the letter. First, Lowrov (3:1), that some see as a device to sig-
nal the end of a letter, may function as a transitional word rather than signaling that
the conclusion to the whole document has been reached (see the comments in the
text).” There are also several themes (e.g., suffering, humility, and joy) that run all
through Philippians, and language from the poetic material in chapter two also re-
curs throughout the whole text.° Recently, rhetorical critics have also asserted that
an outburst such as that in 3:2ff. is common for speeches in the period.” Finally,
some argue that Paul’s thank you for the gift comes so late in the letter because this
is where he takes the pen from the secretary and writes for himself. Writers in the
ancient world did at times append paragraphs of a personal nature after their secre-
taries had completed the rest of the letter. Thus, the “thank you” would be made
more important, not less, by waiting until this point to include it.® These and other
considerations make it more likely that Philippians is a unity.?

Paul has several purposes for writing this letter. Not only does he want to
thank them for their gift. he also wants to assure them about the health of
Epaphroditus. He also takes this occasion to interpret his imprisonment for them,
indicating that it is not inconsistent with being an apostle and that it is advancing
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the Gospel. Some interpreters have taken the many references to joy and rejoicing
in Philippians to indicate that this church is not experiencing significant prob-
lems. However, both the message to Euodia and Syntyche in chapter 4 and the ap-
plication of the hymn in chapter 2 show that there were tensions and arguments,
perhaps over leadership. Paul faces opposition from other Christian evangelists in
the city where he is imprisoned, but there is no indication that those teachers have
been or are influencing the Philippians. Paul’s rejection of the “dogs” in 3:2ff.
seems to be an advance warning rather than a response to their success in the
Philippian church.!? So Paul calls upon this church, which has been supportive of
his mission from its founding, to live in unity and humility, wanting to be certain
that they remain faithful to the Gospel in their relationships within the church
and that they hold fast to his understanding of the way Gentiles should live as the
people of God.

The text of Philippians is fairly secure. It is well attested in multiple manu-
scripts, and there are fewer significant variants than we find in many New Testament
texts. Fee notes that there are only ten “translationally significant” differences be-
tween the NA27 and the Textus Receptus.!! Our earliest witness to the text is the
Chester Beatty Papyrus, P#6. It comes from about the year 200 and contains all of
Philippians except for a few missing lines from the bottom of pages. ¢ belongs
within the Alexandrian family of manuscripts, generally considered to be the
closest to the original text. It contains less grammatical and stylistic polishing
and fewer insertions of other sorts than other families of manuscripts. P*® is our
oldest extensive representative of this grouping for the Pauline Corpus. Other pa-
pyri that contain parts of Philippians include P and P°!. P'6 contains Phil
3:9-17 and 4:2-8. It comes from the third or fourth century. P¢!, produced
around the year 700 ck, has Phil 3:5-9, 12-16 among its sections from various
Pauline letters.

The entire text of Philippians is found in eighteen uncials, according to Haw-
thorne.!> Among these are the two extremely important fourth-century codices &
(Sinaiticus) and B (Vaticanus). Both of these also belong to the Alexandrian group,
and while later than P, they seem to have been copied with great care. Codex B
may be a bit earlier because it lacks the Eusebian canons, designations to help the
reader locate passages. Codex A (Alexandrinus), a fifth-century manuscript, also
contains all of Philippians. It belongs to a bit later branch of the Alexandrian group.
The fifth-century Codex C (Ephraemi Rescriptus) is a palimpsest, a manuscript
from which the original text was erased to make room for something new. In this
case the biblical text was erased, and the sermons of Ephraem the Syrian were
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written on the pages. The recovered biblical text is regarded as less valuable than
that of Codex A because its readings more often belong to the Koine (or Byzantine)
group, also referred to as the Majority text. This group, despite being widespread, is
generally acknowledged to be the least valuable, being not only late but often con-
taining additions and stylistic, grammatical, and theological corrections. The Codex
Dr (Claromontanus) is a sixth-century bilingual manuscript, with the text in Greek
and Latin. It belongs in the Western grouping that is generally regarded as earlier
than the Koine type but nonetheless has many editorial additions and some omis-
sions. In the comments on textual problems throughout this volume, other manu-
scripts will be mentioned. Those not commented on here are later and of less
consequence than those discussed above. The particulars of their dates and tenden-
cies are available in the explanation of the textual apparatus of the Nestle-Aland
Greek New Testament and in Bruce M. Metzger's The Text of the New Testament; Its
Translation, Corruption and Restoration (London: Oxford University Press, 1992).




