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Editor's Note: Due to limited space, excerpts from Wayne Jackson's excellent article are 
presented in this week's bulletin. Regarding whether or not Christ was fully equal with God prior 
to His being born of the Virgin Mary is the point of interest and emphasis. The full article is 
found on the table in the foyer.). 

In Philippians 2:6, Paul spoke of Christ as "existing in the form of God...." The term 
"existing" is not a past tense form. It translates the Greek term huparchon, a present-tense 
participle. The present tense reveals that the Savior's existence in the "form of God" is a 
sustained mode of being, not one that was interrupted by the incarnation. A.T. Robertson 
called attention to the difference between the present tense, huparchon (denoting "eternal 
existence in the morphe [form] of God"), and the Lord's "becoming" (aorist tense) in the 
likeness of man (1931, 4:445). There was a time when the second Person of the Godhead did not 
exist as man; there never has been a time when He was not in the "form of God." 

W.E. Vine commented that this grammatical form denotes "an existence or condition both 
previous to the circumstances mentioned and continuing after it" (1991, p.279). Another scholar 
noted that the word expresses "continuance of an antecedent state or condition" (Abbott-Smith, 
1923,p.457). Hendriksen was quite correct when he asked: "[O]f what did Christ empty himself? 
Surely not of his existence "in the form of God'" (1962, p. 106). Wuest amplified the present tense 
form of the participle by suggesting that Jesus "has always been and at present continues to 
subsist" in the form of God (1961, p.462). It is unnecessary to multiply additional examples. 

. . .The thing that seems to be at the root of this misunderstanding is a failure to recognize 
that the Lord's earthly limitations were not the consequence of a less-than-God nature; rather, 
they were the result of a self-imposed submission reflecting the exercise of His sovereign will. 
Of what did Christ "empty" Himself when he became flesh? 

A.H. Strong expressed it well when he noted that, by means of the incarnation, Jesus "resigned 
not the possession, nor yet entirely the use, but rather the independent exercise, of the divine 
attributes" (1907, p. 703). To say the same thing in another way, the Lord's incarnate status 
involved, not a divestiture of divine form/essence or attributes, but rather a subordination of 
those attributes to the Father in terms of role function. When Jesus affirmed, "[T]he Father is 
greater than I" (John 14:28), He was not disclaiming the divine nature; rather, He was asserting that 
He had subjected Himself voluntarily to the Father's will. 

Think about this for a moment. How could Christ be void of the divine attributes, and still be 
divine? A thing is the sum of its attributes. This is an insurmountable difficulty for those who 
argue that the incarnate Christ was not in the "form of God." If Christ was not fully God, i.e., 
existing in the "form of God," exactly what was He? Quasi-God? Half-God? Merely appearing to 
be God (as certain Gnostics held)? Only perfect Man? What? 

Moreover, if Jesus did not exist in the "form of God" while He lived on Earth, how could He 
claim to be "one" neuter gender, suggesting unity of nature) with the Father (John 10:30)? Why did 
the Lord allow Thomas to call Him "God" (John 20:30)? Why did Jesus accept worship (Matthew 
8:2), when He plainly taught that only God is worthy of worship (Matthew 4:10)? 



Finally, if it is to be argued that Christ laid aside His status of being in "the form of God" by 
virtue of His humanness and His subordination to the Father, then one must likewise contend, if 
consistent, that Jesus does not possess the "form of God" now, because as our Mediator, He is "the 
man, Christ Jesus" (I Timothy 2:5), and He is still in subjection to the Father (I Corinthians 15:27). 

Some may feel that this is simply a matter of inconsequential semantics. However, 
sometimes semantics is quite important. Gospel truth is a message of words, and the Christian 
teacher needs to be accurate in the language he employs. May the Lord help us to be precise in 
the expression of biblical truth. 

 
 

 
         
 

  
 


