














70 THE ARMINIAN ARGUMENT IN ROM. 7, 14—25,

conscience against sin.® e is not altogether flesh ;') only
by metonymy could he be called thus,'™™ namely, there is flesh
everywhere in him, and its power is felt in his every action,
but there is also something which feels this power of the flesh
as an clement foreign to itself. Ience one might say, the whole
person is flesh, but not all of the person is flesh.'®) "And Ar-’
minius leaves no doubt that he understands the term flesh in
its common signification of natural depravity.’) The Arminian
homo sub lege still sins, sins continually, and cannot quit sin-
ning.’®) His will feels the tyranny of lust.’”) Ience the homo
sub lege might be called homo earnalis;®) but it must be borne
in mind that the homo sub lege sins under protest,?) and this
protest is not carnal.®) In order to properly fix his spiritual
status it is neeessary to make a distinction:*) “The homo sub
lege is carnal and a servant of sin, and he is under the Law,
4. e., he consents to the Law and declares it to be a good Law.”
“Ile may be said to commit sin, not in so far as he is under
Law and acknowledges the goodness of the Law, but in so far

13) Ajo et affirmo in homine sub lege existente necessario luctam esse
inter mentem et conscientiam justa et honesta praescrvibentem et affectus
peccati ad illicita ct vetita impellentis, Ie cites Petrus Martyr: Non
diflitemur aliquam pugnam esse interdum in Tominibus non regeneratis,
(p. 34.)

14) Nego in irregenitis nihil esse praeter carnem, irregenitis, inquam,
illis, qui sub lege sunt. ... Est in hominibus sub lege existentibus caro et
aliquid praeter carnem. (p. 45.)

15) Totus homo earo — modus loquendi metonymicus. (p. 47.)

16) Dico totum hominem carnem dici posse, at non totum hominis.
(p. 47.)

17) ex carne aut secundum carnem, id est, ex depravata natura.
(p. 39) L

18) Peccatum in homine sub lege existente suo quodam jure dominium
exercet. (p. 23.)

19) Voluntas . . . non libera, sed infirma et coacta, sustinens poten-
tiam tyrammi. (p. 46.)

20) p. 24: homo carnalis et sub lege existens.

21) Sub lege existens ita est peccati servus, ut illi non pleno consensu,
sed reclamante conscientia serviat. (p. 35.)

22) Mens condemnans peccatum et justificans legem non est caro.
(p. 48.)

23) Est in homine sub lege duplex respectus. (p. 39.)
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as he is carnal and the servant of sin.” (p. 89.) Iis mind
may be called carnal in a manner (aliquo modo), namely, in
so far as it dwells in a carnal person and because the flesh fights
against it, renders the whole person captive to the law of sin,
and thus predominates in that person (p. 48); but in charging
the guilt of a sin committed by this person one must discrimi-
nate, and lay the blame not so much on the person himself as
on the violent impulse to sin which he received.?) Aside from
this impulse the person is good; his mind, his intelleet, his will
are directed toward what is good (quod bonum est expetens,
p- 46), and it would be incorrect to say that there is in the homo
sub lege nothing that is good.?) Yea, one would heap reproach
upon God by calling the above good qualities flesh.) Arminius
has also indicated the extent and the practical efficiency of the
good qualities of the homo sub lege. True, he has declared
that the power of sin in him is not broken by the Law.?) But
Arminius is far from saying that the homo sub lege has no
power at all in the struggle with sin. He speaks of hominis
sub lege existentis imbeecillitas (p. 22), of the infirmity of his
will (p. 46), and he holds that in the struggle in which the

24) Sub lege constitutus patrat quidem peceatum, sed contra con-
scientiam et renitente voluntate. Quare (!) non tam ipsi quam peccati
violento impulsui peceati causa et culpe () est transeribenda. (p. 4l.—
Italics ours.)

25) Nego nihil esse in homine sub lege eui bonum inhabitet. (p. 46.)
In hominibus sub lege existentibus est mens, quac veritatem aliquam de
Deo et 76 vod Jeob yprwordy novit, Rom. 1. . . . justi et injusti notitiam
habent, Rom. 2. . . . est mens, quae novit concupiscentiam esse malam,
Rom. 7. ... quae dicit non furandum, non adulterandum, Rom. 2. ... Ir-
regenitis nonnullis tribuitur quaedam illustratio Spiritus sancti, Hebr.
G, }., agnitio Domini et Selvatoris Jesu Christi, 2 Petr. 2, 20., viae justitiae
cognitio, 2 Petr. 2, 21,, voluntatis Domini notitia, Lue. 12, 47., donum pro-
phetiae ete. (p. 45.— Italics ours. See also p. 50.)

26) Ista talin, qui carnis nominc insignire audet insignem Deo et
ipsius -Spiritui injuriam facit. (p. 45.) '

27) TIis, qui sub lege sunt, peccatum dominabitur. (p. 1G.) Lex, licet
spiritualis sit, tantum non habet virium, ut carnis ad mala et legi con-
traria proclivitatem inhibere possit. (p. 23.) Lex in hominibus sub lege
existentibus impedire nequeat peceati vigorem et operationem. (p. 23, and
elsewhere,) .
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homo sub lege engages with sin the flesh conquers plerumgue,
as a rule, but not every time (p. 35). To sum up, the Ar-
minian homo sub lege possesses some very respectablg‘ qualities
which are usually looked for only among believers in the grace -
of God.

Iow did he come into the possession of these qualities?
Arminius declares that the consensus legis, the assent to the
teaching of the divine Law, which is the distinguishing mark
of the homo sub lege, is not of the flesh, nor of the nature of
the flesh, 4. ., it does not spring from the depraved nature in
man. (p. 89.) Neither is this consensus an exclusive mark
of the regenerate, showing that regeneration has taken place
in them by the operation of the Holy Spirit.® It might be
ascribed to the regenerating Spirit in a certain sense, to-wit,
in so far as the Holy Spirit by the discipline of the Law pre-
pares a person for regeneration.?) But this aliud quid in the
homo sub lege, this element which deserves to be called neither
flesh nor spirit,®) is a dormant faculty in the natural man
which has only been roused into action by the advent of the
Law.®) Since it is not a new birth, nor part of the old body

28) consensus ille non proprius hominis regeniti neque Spiritus re-
generantis proprius effectus. (p. 36.) »

20) Apparct aliquas- Spiritus sancti actiones occupari circa non re-
genitos sed regignendos, et quaedam, ex illis opera (see note 25) existere
in animis nondum regenitorum sed regignendorum. An vero haec opera
sint Spiritus, quatenus est regenerator, nihil statuo. Scio Apostolum
Rom. 8. distinguere inter Spiritum adoptionis et servitutis. Secio 2 Cor. 3.
‘distingui inter ministerium legis et mortis, et ministerium evangelii et
Spiritus.  Scio Apostolum ad Galatas 3. dicere, Spiritum mon acecipi ex
operibus, sed ex fide evangelii Christi, Et distinguendum existimo inter
Spiritum, quatenus sibi templum praeparat, et qua idem templum ut sanc-
tificatum inhabitat: quamquam magnopere pugnare nolim, quin actiones ¢t
opera ista Spiritui regeneratori tribui possint, non qua regenerat, sed qua
corda ad regenerationis renovationisque efficientiam suscipiendam prae-
parat. (p. 58 sq.)

30) Illud autem aliud a carne hoc ipso capite non spiritus ab Apo-

. stolo, sed mens-appellatur. (p. 46.)

31) In homine sub lege duplex est respectus propter legis adven-
tum. (1) (p. 839.) Velle bonum ipsi adest ex affectu legis et mente eam
ut justam et bonam epprobante. (p. G0.)
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of sin, it follows namely that it has always existed in man, that
man is not utterly depraved by nature.

We need not think it strange, says Pelt,??) that their (the Ar-
minians’) genuine teaching has frequently been termed Romanizing
because of its tendency in a Semi-Pelagian direction. Mochler
(Symbolik, 2d ed., p. 2618, and still in 6th ed.) has recognized this
kinship, and indeed, it is true that the Arminians belicved the free-
dom of man which was active in the fall to be still in force after the
fall, and that man’s higher faculties, which are not dead but still

exist, need only be roused.

Pelt also relates (p. 527) that Arminius was reproved by
his colleague Gomarus, because the latter held that Arminius’
teaching filled men with pride even more than the teaching of
papists inasmuch as it would not asceribe so important a matter
as a righteous disposition in man to a divine causation. True,
Arminius has ever' declined Pelagian kinship; even in the
treatise before us he devotes one entire thesis to the following
heroic effort: ' ‘ '

I shall fully show that no heresy, either of a Pelagian or any
other nature, can be deduced from the view here cxpressed (viz.,
that Rom. 7 does not treat of the regenerate), but that this view
quite plainly controverts Pelagianism and signally and purposely-
refutes its fundamental ervor. (p. 14 145 ff)

But this-is, at best, a pathetic delusion. Arminius is not
a Pelagian in his own view and conception of Pelagianism.
His reasoning is shrewder, his distinetions nicer, his language
more Scriptural, than that of Pelagius. DBut no amount of
declamation, no display of holy horror can save Arminius from
the just imputation of a purely Pelagian grain and a Pelagian-
izing tendency in his theology. What has been noted of his
homo sub lege suffices to stamp him as a theologian who regards
the spiritual status of the natural man to be other than that of
utter incapacity., Of course, if this is true that the natural man
is not dead in trespasses and sins, and that he is not insufficient
to think or to will of himself aught that is good, it is quite

32) Herzog, R.-E. I, 530.
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proper that his capacities are levied upon by God, that God
requires him to exert the remnant of his powers to the limit,
and that God restricts the operations of His Spirit only to the
supplying of such renmewing clements as natural man lacks.
Xegeneration will then be given a place far down the line of
the ordo salutis,® and become an extended process.® The
moral status of the homo sub lege will differ from that of the
homo sub gratia in degree only, not in kind. The operations
of the Law in the unregenerate will be pushed beyond the metes
and bounds fixed for it; the Law will encroach upon Gospel
territory, and spiritual phenomena will appear in man’s state
under the Law so much like similar phenomena in man’s state
under grace that it is practically impossible to distinguish the
one kind from the other,®) and Arminius himself grants that

33) Voeatio . . . regenerationem praccedit. (p. 8.) Vera et viva in
Christum fldes regenerationem stricte sumptam praecedit. (p. 12.) Re-
generatio, poenitentia, and resipiscentia are synonymous terms. (p. 12.)
Resipiscentia and renovatio vitae are synonyms. (p. 9.) Merdrvowe is an
effect of faith and the same as vitae renovatio. (p. 9.) TRegenerationis
partes essentiales sunt mortificatio et vivificatio. . . . Regeneratio stricte
sumpta mortificatione veteris hominis novique vivificatione constans.
(p. 12.)

34) Regenerationis negotium non ita se habet, ut homo sccundum ali-
quag suas facultates regeneratus, secundum aliquas maneat prorsus in
vetustate depravatae naturae: sed ita est comparata secunda ista nativitas,
ut prima, qua homines nascimur, integre quidem humanae naturae parti-

" cipes, at non in perfectione virili: sic quoque omnes hominis facultates vis
regenerationis pervadit nulla excepta, at non perfecte primo momento, gra-
datim enim provehitur, et per quotidianos profectus, usque dum ad plenam
et virilem aetatem in Cliristo producatur. (p. 28 sq.) Regenitus homo, ut
ille nobis stricte definiatur, non a coepta Spiritus sancti actione seu opera-
tione, sed ab eadem perfecta ita appellatur. (p. 8 sq.)

35) Regenitus homo non est, qui illustratus est, donum coeleste gusta-
vit, particeps factus est Spiritus sancti, gustavit bonum Dei verbum et vir-
tutes futuri saeculi; . . . neque qui inquinamenta mundi per agnitionem
Domini nostri Jesu Christi effugit, et viam justitiae cognovit; . . . neque
qui legem audit, legis opus in corde suo seriptum habet; . . . neque qui in
nomine Domini prophetavit, diabolos ejecit, qui omnem fidem habet, adeo
ut etiam montes transferat; neque qui se peccatorem agnoscit, ob pececa-
tum dolet, etiam tristitia secundum Deum affectus, qui fatigatus est et
laborat sub onere peccatorum suorum; . . . neque qui novit se eaccum esse,
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the dividing line is mnot easily fixed.® His homo sub lege
strugeles against sin as much as his homo sub gratia; his homo
sub lege wills that which is good as much as his homo sub
gratia; his homo sub lege is overpowered by evil, so is his homo
sub gratia; his homo sub lege is morally imperfect, so is his
homo sub gratia. The whole difference between the two can
be expressed in one word: rrurvmque. The homo sub lege is
conquered plerumque, the homo sub gratia conquers plerumque.
Quantity only, not quality, decides the question whether a per-
son is regencrate.’) Arminian regeneration, when reduced to
its lowest terms, will be seen to be nothing else than moral self-
control. It is not the creation of a spiritual understanding;
for an enlightened mind exists sub lege, it only receives greater
light sub gratia; it is not the creation of a new will, for such
a will exists sub lege, and its energy only is incrcased sub
gratia. The only new element which comes in with regenera-

aerumnosum, pauperem et nudum; . . . neque qui indignum se agnoscens
vel oculos in caelum attollere, sed pectus percutiens dixit, Deus placator
mihi peecatori. (p. 9 sq.)

36) coepta Spiritus sancti actio . -, ctiamsé illa regeneratio sit. (p.8.)
Sit sane agnitio peccati et tristitia secundum Deum resipiscentiae initium.
These last words Arminius quotes from Beza, with his approval, and also
the words in which Beza acknowledges a formal difference between himself
and other theologians as regards the proper place to be assigned to poeni-
tentia: “In eo a nonnullis diserepamus, non quod ad rem ipsam attinet,
sed in ipsa dicendi ratione sive forma, quod illi volunt fidem esse alteram
poenitentiae partem, nos vero werdvorar (quo nomine intelligimus vitae re-
novationem ex Scripturac consuetudine) dicimus esse fidei effectum. (p.9.)

37) The remark on p. 8: “regenitus a Spiritus sancti actione perfecta
(quod ad partes illius essentiales, licet non quoad quantitatem et gradum)
ita appellatur,” does not save Arminius from the above charge. In these
words he merely grants degrees of sanctification among the regenerate.
He says on p. 28: “quod homo non plene et perfecte regeneratur, quamdiu
in hae vita est, concedo juxta Seripturam, sed recte intellectum, nempe ut
illa perfectio non de ipsius regenerationis essentia partibusque essentiali-
bus, sed quantitatis gradu et mensure intelligitur.” On p. 35 he speaks of
the struggle against sin as it takes place in the unregenerate and the re-
" generate: “Diserimen inter hasce duas luctas est planissimum ex cventus
diversitate; in illa enim” (in the unregenerate man, particularly, the homo
sub lege) “caro vincit plerumque, hic vero Spiritus plerumque superat, eva-
ditque superior.”
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tion in the Arminian view is the subjugation of concupiscence,
the mortification of the flesh.®) And it may justly be questioned
whether even this much can he granted in view of the plerumque
noted above.— In one place (p. 8) Arminius defines regencra-
tion by justification and sanctification.”) This was probably
done in order to bring out the full meaning of the phrase “to
be under grace,” which Arminius holds to be equivalent to being
regenerate. In the preceding paragraph he had spoken of a
twofold effect of grace: to absolve a sinner from the guilt of
sin and from damnation, and to bestow upon him the spirit of
adoption and of regeneration, and to quicken, lead, urge, and
govern him by the Spirit. (p. 7.) But it is altogether contrary
to his general aim 'to assume an early beginning for regenera-
tion. Moreover, justification is by faith, and Arminius de-
clares that true, living faith in Christ precedes regeneration.
(p. 12.) Unless Arminius understands by justification some-
thing else than the sinner’s pardon, and by justifying faith
something else than the believing appropriation of Christ’s
merit, he cannot represent justification as posterior to faith in
Christ. Besides, the collocation of two such intrinsically dif-
ferent acts as justification and sanctification as component parts
of a whole (regeneration) almost compels one to believe that
justification in the theology of Arminius is something akin to
the justification taught by Romish theologians, and that it re-

38) True, Arminius says p. 54: “Regeneratio non tantum mentem illu-
minat, voluntatem conformat, sed et affectus cohibet et ordinat, et membra
externa et interna in obsequium legis dirigit,” but his adversatives “non
tantum — sed et” in this statement carry a significant meaning. e has
said p. 46: “In nonnullis irregenitis practer carnem est mens cognitione
Brangelii collustrata,” and of the same individual on p. 60: “velle bonum
ipsi adest ex affectu legis et mente eam approbante.” Hence, the illumina-
tion of the mind and the conformation of the will to the Law cannot be
criteria of the regenerating act, except quantitatively. The decisive ele-
ment in regeneration is this: “non tentum vult id quod bonum est homo
regeneratus, sed etiam facit.” (p. 53.) “Si habitaret (bonum) in carne
ipsius” (4. e., the unregenerate person), “tum carnis vires et cupiditates in-
hiberet, ne boni voliti perpetrationem impedire posset.” (p. 48 sq.)

39) vocatio justificationem et sanctificationem, id est regencrationem,
praceedit,
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quires not merely faith in the atonement of Christ, but faith
supplemented by good works, fidem caritate formatam. All the
more, because whenever Arminius defines regeneration in the
strict sense and names its essential parts he speaks only of the
mortification of the flesh and the renewal of life.

To sum up, Arminian soteriology is a theological gerry-
mander. The Seriptural boundaries of soteriological terms have
been shifted, homogeneous parts have been separated and forced
into heterogeneous associations. The Law has become, in part,
a Gospel; and the Gospel is, in part, a non-saving Gospel.
A state has been created for the candidate for divine grace in
which he has true and living faith in the Redeemer and yet is
without the divine pardon; in which his sins are become
terrible, while his Savior is become very dear to him, and yet
there is no influence exerted by the latter against the former.
If this Arminian homo sub lege dies, whither will he go? There
ought to be an intermediate state in the hereafter corresponding
to the middle ground occupied by the homo sub lege in his
temporal life. It is out of the question that a sinner who has
not received the divine absolution should be admitted to heaven;
on the other hand, it is impossible that one who believes should
be damned. The practical effect of Arminian teaching on sin
and grace, Law and Gospel, justification and sanctification must
be to beget uncertainty, doubt, despair. The Arminian pupil,
we Imagine, if he is a conscientious, serious person, will be
anxiously feeling his spiritual pulse to discover the throb of
the new life; he will be keeping a close record of his spiritual
experiences and will determine his spiritual status by the rule
of Arminius’ plerumque. He must be a very conceited or a
light-minded person if he manages to strike a balance which
leaves him a margin to his credit. Every honest and unsparing
computation of the issues of his conflicts with sin will leave
him a man with a sore heart and firmly enjoined not to look
away from his spiritual defeats to Him who “daily and richly
forgives all sins to all believers.” Verily, it is a situation not
pleasant to contemplate.
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Now, this Arminian homo sub lege is the speaker in RRom.
7, 18—35. Arminjus indicates the connection and the scope
of the passage thus: In ch. 6, 12. 13 the apostle had urged all
believers at Rome to wrestle strenuously with sin and not to
allow sin to rule them, but to surrender themselves and their
bodies to God. In order to animate them for this struggle he
had placed before them in v. 14 the certain hope of victory, by
assuring them that sin would have no dominion over them,
because they were not under the Law but under grace. (p. 13.)
This statement Arminius takes literally and resolves into four
propositions: 1. Christians are not under the Law. 2. Chris-
tians are under grace. 3. Sin has dominion over those who are
under the Law. 4. Sin has no dominion over those who are
under grace. These four propositions, Arminius claims, the
apostle sets out to prove in the remainder of the sixth, the en-
tire seventh, and the first part of the eighth chapter. (p. 16.)
With the third proposition the apostle is occupied ch. 7, 5—25.
V. 5 reproduces ch. 6, 14, and with its corollary in v. 6 states
that sin has dominion over those who are under the Law.
Vv. 7—25 contain the exposition, until v. 18 the apostle is oc-
cupied in showing in what manner the motions of sin bring
forth fruit wunto death, namely, not by the fault but merely by
the occasion of the Law, which rouses sin by forbidding it and
then slays the sinner with its curses for having committed sin.
In v. 15 and to the end of the chapter the apostle offers three
reasons why the motions of sin are vigorous.in the members of
the body: 1. because the Law is spiritual, but the person who is
under the Law is carnal; 2. because the person under the Law
wills what is good, but eannot accomplish his desire, sinee good
is not yet indwelling in him; 8. beecause he finds in himself two
conflicting laws, or norms of action, and the good law succumbs
to the evil. Throughout his treatise Arminius cmploys strict
logical forms: every statement of the apostle is either a propo-
sitio (major) or an assumptio (minor) or a coneclusio, and to
the very first page of his treatise he has appended a formidable
chart, —literally an attempt at demonstratio ad oculos,—in
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which the apostle’s argument is presented, with the glamor of
logical precision, under heads, subheads, divisions, and sub-
divisions, causing one to feel unbounded astonishment at the
dialectic perfection of Paul (perhaps the blessed saint would
be amazed himself if he were to see this production of the
Duteh professor!).

It is not necessary to enter into this labyrinth of logic.
Suffice it to point out a few of the excgetical defects of the
treatise.

1. Primum omnium connexio vers. 14. cum superioribus atten-
datur: particula enim rationalis (yde) connexionem indicat cum
superioribus: quae connexio indicat hic agi de eadem re, quac ante
tractata est: et pronomen, Ego, de ecodem homine intelligendum est,
qui antea per idem pronomen cst significatus. , Actum autem est
antea de homine sub lege existente ete. (p. 27.)

Primum omnium it is necessary to attend to another mat-
ter which neither Arminius nor his followers have noticed: the
significant change of tense which begins at v. 14.  All the main
verbs after v. 14 arc in the present, all the main verbs before
v. 14 in the aorist tense. At this point the apostle “begins to
declare his present experience, and changes the past time for
the present, in which he continues afterwards to speak to the
end of the chapter.” ) e had portrayed “his ante-Christian
past; he is now describing his Christian present.” (Stoeck-
hardt, Roemerbr., p. 333.) The force of ydp has been over-
estimated by Arminius. In a strict construction of the clause
its force extends dircetly to ofdapsy alone, and mediately to the
“contents of ofdapev. The fact that the apostle possesses knowl-
edge of the spiritual character of the Law and of his own car-
nal nature cannot be offered as the reason why “sin by the com-
mandment became exceeding sinful.” Sin was always sin, and
the Law always was the sin-revealer, independent of any man’s
knowledge or observation of this fact. [dp is a simple con-

40) Haldane, Fuposition of the Epistle to the Romans, with remarks
on the commentaries of Dr. Macknight, Prof. Moses Stuart, and Prof.
Tholuck. New York, 1857. (p. 296.)
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nective; its foree is to affirm what has been said before, and to
imply that the hearer or reader gives his consent to what is
being stated in affirmation.*) It is the colloquial ja of the Ger-
man, or “don’t you know” of the American. The apostle now
proceeds to appeal to a fact in the present consciousness of his
readers: “Wir wissen ja, dass,” etc.; “we are aware, don’t you
know,” ete. This knowledge that “the Law is holy, and just,
and good” is knowledge which the apostle and his readers pos-
sess in their present state, and the unmistakable fervor and de-
voutness with which he gives utterance to this knowledge is a
mark of their present state. Formerly, when the Law became
the occasion for their being deceived and slain, v.11, they
should have found it difficult, indeed, to say: Oh, holy, just,
and good Law! < die by sinning against thee, but I die with
eulogies upon thy excellency on my lips! At that time the
Law “worked wrath,” ch. 4, 15; it kindled their carnal ire and
enmity against its holy demands and its holy Author. At that
time the Law was considered a grievous bore, unjust, and evil;
now the law-breaker considers himself an evil person and the
Law unblamable. ‘

2. In v. 17 Arminius concedes a point to an opponent:

Adverbia ista (»vvé and odwér) respectum notare ad tempus ante-
cedens, verissimum esse concedo, et quidem commode locum ita
explicari: olim quidem ego malum illud patrabam, at jam non
amplius ego id perpetro. Sed nego tempus antecedens integrum
statum ante regenerationem complecti. (p. 41.)

He holds that the apostle refers to the state under the Law.
It is necessary to note here that Arminius dehies that the
apostle refers to his own personal condition in any part of this
chapter, and holds that he is impersonating another individual
or class of individuals. This view is plausible as long as the
present spiritual status of the apostle is the means of illustrat-

41) See Winer, Gramm. d. Neutcst. Sprachid. Tth ed. by Luenemann,
p. 415.— Stewart comments: “I'dp illustrantis et confirmantis; for the
sequel is designed to illustrate and confirm what he has said in respect to
the law and sin.” (1. ¢., p. 327.)
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ing what he says about the individuals whom he impersonates.
Now, Paul certainly was not an unregenerate person of the
second order, 4. e., homo sub lege, at the time when he wrote
these words. Nor is there any warrant in the scction which
begins at v. 13 or 14 to assume that the apostle employs the
figure of parusia.®) If wuyé and odxére express time, there is
no escape from the conclusion that the regenerate Paul is de-
seribing what occurs in the regenerate. Stewart has dropped
the temporal meaning of these particles,®) and quite properly.
“Both »upé and odxére carry logical force; the latter expresses
what can no longer be held, or claimed, after what has been
stated.” (Stoeckhardt, p. 330.) Inasmuch as the apostle does
what he hates, his true ego is not the real perpetrator of the act.

3. Homo ille, de quo Apostolus agit sub sua persona, carnalis
esse dicitur: at homo regenitus et sub gratia constitutus non cst
carnalis, sed spiritualis: ergo cte. (p. 27.) Idem homo, de quo
Apostolus hic agit, dicitur codem versu 14. venditus sub peccalo,
- seu, quod idem cst, maneipium et servus peccati venditione factus,
qui titulus hominibus sub gratia constitutis nullo sensu adaptari
potest. (p. 31.)

This is the great offense to Arminius, Grotius, Clarke,
Macknight, Stewart. They press the expressions adpxwos and
nenpapévos Smo Tty dpaptiay. True, this is strong language,
perhaps the strongest found in Scripture on the fell power of
sin even in believers. Tf these expressions really denote what
all advocates of the Arminian view, from Theodoret to Tholuck,
have claimed, viz., absolute bondage under the tyranny of sin
such as exists in natural man,— if there is nothing in the lan-
guage of the apostle in this context to offset their dire force
and to show in what sense the apostle desires to have these
awful terms understood, Arminins would be right. — We would

42) Stocckhardt, 1. c., p. 333.

43) “Nuvw{, properly a particle of time, now, is also employed (as now
in English) very frequently as a mere continuative of argument, denoting
that what follows is conmected with, and grows out of, what goes before.
It is as much as to say: ‘In these or in such circumstances, the case being
as represented, then it follows,” ete.” (. ¢, p. 333.)

6
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point, first, to the foree of 0 ywdoxw. in v. 15. . Arminius
renders: “non agnosco, id est,-non probo.” (p. 83.) It cannot
be proved that ywdoxe has this meaning in the New Testa-
ment.*)  Iwdoxew corresponds to ¥I! and signifies “to acknowl-
edge as one’s own.” The apostle declares that between his
true self and the sin which he commits there exists no con-
genial relation. ITis own sin is something foreign to him; he
views it as a strange clement, as an intruder. ITe commits it
and when he has committed it he starts from it with horrible
surprise and exclaims: Who has done that? Not I? No,
I renounce all conncction with it! Psychological doubts are
raised at this point. But they apply with equal force to the
advocates of the Arminian and of the Augustinian interpreta-
tion. The difference is only this: In the Arminian view it is
the homo sub lege, in the Augustinian the homo regenitus
who talks as above. We can afford, therefore, to make Stewart's
reply our own: “All speculative metaphysical questions would
here be entirely out of place. One might ask: ‘Is it true, then,
that a man does what he is unwilling to do and hates to do?
This would be not only to represent him as acting against pre-
dominant motives, but as a machine who could not follow his
own inclination!" And on the ground of some systems of meta-
physical philosophy the whole would indeed be an unaccount-
able affair, as it is here represented by the apostle; although
such philosophy is not unfrequently insisted on, and urged as
being allimportant in theology. " But still the apostle might
make the appeal, for his own triumphant vindication, to the
breast of every man on carth, where the moral warfare has been
carried on, as he deseribes it, between conscience and passion.
And a most exact and striking picture it is too. The demon-
stration of its correctness is infernal, in the very consciousness
of the soul; it depends not on metaphysics and ratiocination.”
(p- 830.) Tor Stewart’s “conscience” we substitute “the
new man,”

44) Stocckhardt, p. 328 f.,, presents the evidence from Cremer and
Grimm. ) '
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We.would point, in the sccond place, to the statement
ouvjdopae T@ vopw in v. 22, Arminius renders: “condelector
legi,” in the sense of “cum lege,” 1. e., I delight and the Law
delights; 1 delight in the Law, and the Law delights in me.
“Verbum ovvjdopae mutuam delectationem, quac est inter hune
hominem et legem, significare videtur, qua et homo hic legi et
lex homini isti condelectetur. Condelector legi, id est, delector
cum lege, eadem mihi placent, quae legi.” (p. 76 £.) This
interpretation necessitates such a strong personification of the
Law that the calmly reflecting exegete will shrink from adopt-
ing it.  Hofmann points to the force of the Greek idiom in such
combinations as evyyaipw, cvvjdopar, svAumoduar, and states that
ovy in these compounds signifies no more than the appropriate
form of interest which one takes in a certain matter, either by
rejoicing or by feeling grieved.”) The apostle here uses an ex-
presston which in the judgment of Haldane, Frazer, and others
1s decisive of the character in which he speaks. “None but the .
regenerate delight in the Law of God.”*) Stewart has felt
the force of this expression so much that he turns upon the
advocates of the Augustinian interpretation with a counter-
charge, .1'1:1"gi11g against them what is nsually urged against the
advocates of the Arminian interpretation, viz., that single words
and phrases in this discourse must not be given an extreme
meaning.?)  Just this extremeness, this exegetical radicalism,

45) Stoeckhardt, p. 342,

46) Haldane, p. 302. He adds this ecritical remarl;: “Mr. Stewart,
after the Arminian Whitby, and the Arian Taylor, has referred to a nun-
ber of passages in order to lower the import of this term, But they have
no similarity to the present case. . . . Whoever wishes to examine them
may consult Mr. Frazer’s work on Sanctification, in which they are most
satisfactorily proved to Dbe misapplied and wrested to the perversion of
the truth.” '

47) -“If any one is disposed to urge here the strength of the expression
ovviidopat T véuep, as being inconsistent with an unregenerate state, he
will do well to look back on v. 14, and ask whether the expression there,
on the other side, is not still stronger. The truth is, in a contrast like
this, where the mind of the writer is wrought up to a high pitch of feeling,

the mere forms of expression cannot in themselves go very far toward es-
tablishing any principle of doctrine. It is to the object at which the writer
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is what has blurred Arminius’ treatise and most of those who
have followed in his tracks. Ie fairly rings the changes on
such expressions of the apostle as: “I am carnal, sold under
sin.”© These expressions overshadow everything clse in this
discourse to his mind.

We should point, thirdly, to 6 éow dvdpwnos in v. 22.
Iere Arminius labors to show from 2 Cor. 4, 16 and Iph.
3, 16, and from a host of citations, beginning with Clemens
Alexandrinus and ending with Johannes Driedo, that 0 ow
dvdpornoc is—the soul!®®) This is refreshing. Paul, then,
rises to state solemnly that he delights in the Law, and so
as not to be misunderstood, he adds: It is not my body, cyes,
cars, feet, hands that delight, but my soul. It is certainly good
to be exact and precise in one’s statements, but if one were to
tell us: I walked to the library, — understand, my feet walked!
—we would hardly think that the explanatory clause was added
in the interest of precision; it would rather leave the uncasy

is aiming that we must look. . . . But if any one insists on urging tlu,
forms of expression, I must ask him first to construe v. 14 by the rule
which he himself here adopts.”

48) Interior homo ex vocis etymo relative et opposite dicitur ad homi-
nem exteriorem. Duo enim sunt in uno homine homines, unus inter alte-
rum existens, alter istum priorem in se habens. Ille est occultus cordis
homo, hic externus corporis homo: ille inhabitans, hic qui inhabitatur;
ille ad invisibilia et incorporea bona comparatus, hic ad terrena et visi-
bilia: ille immortalis, hic mortalis et morti obnoxius. Nulla in duabus
istis vocibus syllaba est, quae regenerationis et novitatis ex regeneratione
existentis vel levissimum indicium det. Sed voces istae, Homo interior, re-
genitus ot novus, hune inter se habent ordinem, quem ipsae voces prae se
ferunt primo intuitu. Tnterior homo notat subjectum, regenitus actionem
Spiritus sancti regenerantis,” novus qualitatem in interiore homine per re-
generationis actum existentem. Secripturac sensus et usus non est huic
significationi adversus, (7) quin optime cum ea consentit: (?) quod appa-
rebit ex locorum . . . consideratione. . .. Hoe loco (2 Cor. 4, 16.) internus
et externus homo non pro novo et vetere, sed pro incorporeo et inhabitante,
a parte interiore hominis, anima scil. denominato ete. Ad locum Eph. 3,
16. 17.: . . . hic apparet per interiorem hominem denotari subjectum ciren
quod Spiritus sanctus versatur sua actione et operatione, quae hic corroho-
ratio appellatur: quod etiam ex synonyme versu sequente posito patet: ut
inhabitet Christus per fidem in cordibus vestris. Cor n. et interior homo
pro codem sumuntur.” (!) (pp. 62—G66.)
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impression that the speaker meant to question our mental ca-
pacity. Of course, the apostle’s delight was not a corporeal act,
mere physieal, animal delight; he did not elap his hands, nor
did he raise a shout, nor did he dance like King David before
the Ark, when he reflected upon the holy Law. Iis delight
was a mental, internal, moral act, consisting in approving,
admiring thoughts and loving desires, all centering upon the
Law as an object of his affection. But it was hardly nccessary
for him to tell his readers this. They would have understood
him correctly without the clause xare tov &ow dvdpomoy. —
‘Stewart has not a word to say in loco about this &ew dvdpwmoc.
In his remarks on v. 23 he devotes onc entire sentence to him:
“As to voog (Gen. of vol¢), it evidently means the same thing
as the éow dvdpwroc above.” (p. 838.) Clarke says:

The following obscrvations of a pious and sensible writer on
this subject cannot be unacceptable: “The inward man always sig-
nifies the mind; which ecither may, or may not, be the subject of
grace. That which is asserted of either the inward or outward man
is often performed by one member or power, and not with the whole.
If any member of the body perform an action, we are said to do it
with the body, although the other members be not employed. In like
manner, if any power or faculty of the mind be employed about any
action, the soul is said to act. This expression, therefore, I delight
in the Law of God after the inward man, can mean no more than
this, that there are some inward faculties in the soul which delight
in the Law of God. (Sie!) This expression is particularly adapted
to the principles of the Pharisees, of whom St. Paul was one before
his conversion. They received the Law as the oracles of God, and
confessed that it deserved the most serious regard. Their veneration
was inspired by a sense of its original, and a full conviction that it
was true. To some parts of it they paid the most superstitious
regard. They had it written upon their phylacteries, which they
carried about with them at all times. It was often rcad and ex-
pounded in their synagogues: and they took delight in studying its
precepts.  On that account, both the prophets and our Lord agree in
saying that they delighted in the Law of God, though they regarded
not its chief and essential precepts.”

This is all not relevant. The point to be established is:
Was there a rcason why the apostle should declare that his
delight in the Law was located in certain faculties of the soul
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whoether this is

which he possessed, and not anywhere clse
not meaningless redundancy, to put it mildly? The' truth is
that Arminian exegesis does not exactly know what to do with
this éow dvdpwrog. And yet this inward man is a distinet quan-
tity in Pauline soteriology. “The inward man is a term used
only by Paul, and in reference to those who are regenerated.
It'is the new or spiritual nature, not merely the reison and
conseience.  Than this nothing can be more obviously charac-
teristic of the Christian. Notwithstanding the evil of his cor-
rupt nature, he is conscious of delighting in the Law of God
in its full extent.” %)

Lastly, the doxology in v. 25 deserves notice: eOyaptaT@
@ Je Ot *Inaot Xpeorol z'oD'xu‘o:'ou fudy. “This doxology
vields no satisfactory meaning, unless it is stated at the samé
time why and for what the speaker (Christian) thanks God.”
(Stoeckhardt.) The following verse states cause and countents
of the apostle’s gratitude. e has bewailed his lot while in bis
body of sin and exercised by the members of sin which domi-
nate the new life in him so often and so grievously. But he
rises from this humiliating contemplation with praises for his
dear Lord Jesus and His grace. e knows both and he has
both, and he thanks God for both on this extraordinary ocea-
sion; for grace must become dearer and more precious to the
child of God just after he has instituted a review such as the
apostle had done in the preceding verses. Even Arminius feels
that this edyapear@ could only have been spoken by 2 regencrate
person. Ile proposes, therefore, that Paul speaks these words,
“quod ipse in sua propria persona liberatus sit ab illo corpore
peceati, de quo egit, et eui obnoxius est homo iste, cuius per-
sonam. sustinuit.” (p. 94.) Throughout the chapter Paul, in
the view of Arminius, had sustained the character of another,
namely, of the homo sub lege. At the last verse, and after he
had ‘exclaimed: “O wretched man that I am!” he tliljns to his
reader and says, in effect: “Personally, you must understand,
T do not feel this paroxysm of grief; on the contrary, I have

49) Haldane, L e, p. 303. Stoeckhardt, p. 342. St
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cause to tHank God for my own state under grace. I was only
enacting for your instruction the sad despair which ultimately
seizes the homo sub lege.”  Everybody will feel that this change
of subject which Arminius suggests within the narrow limits
of two brief clauses does violence to grammar, to logic, and to
psychology. - 1t is not a rcasonable view at all. Stewart takes
edyapeord xtA to be “an exclamation from sympathy for the
guilty and wretched sufferer, who had just been deseribed. 1t
should be read as in a paventhesis; for to a parenthesis it
clearly belongs, inasmuch as it breaks in altogether upon the
thread of discourse (1), and is simply an antieipation of what
is ‘about to follow in ch. VIII. Reiche holds the whole clause
to be merely a gloss from the margin, which has crept into the
text, and disturbs and deforms it. But to resort to this when-
ever we meet with any special difficulty of explanation, does
not seem to be a safe principle of criticism.” (p. 339.) Surely
not; but to suggest a parenthesis whenever words seem to
“break in upon the thread of discourse” has practically the
same effeet on the passage in question as what Reiche proposes.

We sec, then, that while the apostle has used in this chapter
strong language regarding the influence which sin still has over
the Christian, while he has introduced statements which, con-
sidered in themselves and outside of their present context, would
certainly indicate the absence of grace from the heart of the
person of whom he is speaking, he has also relieved this somber
picture by a number of unmistakable rays of grace. As regards
the somber parts, even Arminian exegesis cannot afford to press
them too much. Taldane, replying to Macknight and Stewart,
remarks pertinently :

It is not to be admitted, as these writers take it for granted,
that the phrase (“sold under sin”) imports the height of wickedness.
Let it be remarked also, that, as signifying the greatest wickedness,
the expression is not more suitable to their own view than it is to
that of those whom they oppose. If the Apostle speaks of unregen-
erate men, it:must be in a character that will suit all unregenerate

men.  But all unregencrate men are not excessively abandoned to
wickedness. Many of them are moral in their lives. (p. 297.)
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This applies with equal force to Arminius’ homo sub lege
regignendus.  Arminius scems not to have felt the inconsistency
of first urging such expressions as “carnal,” “sold under sin,”
“in me dwelleth no good thing,” ete., almost to the bursting
point, and then claiming all manner of good qualities for his
still unregencrated homo sub lege. If he was sincerc in the
former effort, his homo sub lege is a moral monster, and differs
in no respect from the most profligate, excepting in this that he
knows himself to be a monster in sin.  On the other hand, Ar-
minian exegesis has urged beyond measure a degree of sanctifi-
cation in the regenerate for which there is no practical evidence
in the lives of our noblest and most spiritual Christians.
Arminius’ plerumque is urged by Stewart, thus:

I concede that Christiang have a contest with sin; and that this
is as plain and certain as it is that they are not wholly sanctified in
the present life. It is developed by almost every page of Scripture,
and cvery day’s ekperience. That this contest is often a vehement
one; that the passions rage, yea, that they do sometimes even gain
the victory, is equally plain and certain. It follows now, of course,
that as the language of Rom. 7, 14—25 is intended to describe a
contest between the good principle and the bad one in men, and also
a contest in which the evil principle comes off victorious, so this
language can hardly fail of being appropriate to deseribe all those
cases in a Christian’s cxperience in which sin triumphs. Every
Christian at onece recognizes and feels that such cases may be de-
scribed in lapnguage like that which the apostle employs. Here is
the advantage which the patrons of this opinion enjoy, and which
they have not failed to push even to its utmost extent. After all,
however, the ground is unfairly taken, and unfairly maintained.
For, first, it is only a part of the case. While Christians have many
a contest in which they are overcome by sin, yet they must be victors
in far the greater number of cases, if the whole be collectively
taken. (1) If this be not true, then it cannot be true that “he who
loveth Christ keepeth His commandments;” it cannot be truc that
“they who love the Law of God do no iniquity;” nor true, that “he
who is born of God sinneth not,” nor that faith enables him who
cherishes it to “overcome the world.” As, however, there is no de-
nying the truth of these and the like declarations, and no receding
from them, nor explaining them away as meaning less than Aabitual
victory over sin, so it follows, that when vv. 15—25 are applied to
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Christian experience, they are wrongly applied.. The person repre-
sented in these verses succumbs fo sin IN EVERY INstaANck of the
contest. The Christian must not — cannot — does not so fight against
sin. To assert this would be to contradict the whole tenor of the
Scriptures. (L ¢. Bwcursus VIL p. 623 £)

The passages quoted by Stewart, if understood in the sense
which he assumes for them, are treated unfairly, when it is
said' that they deelave a “habitual victory of the Christian over
sin;” they declare more: “sinneth not,” “doecth no iniquity”
expresses not habitual but absolute victory over sin. Stewart
weakens these passages when he reads less than this out of
them. DBut ean this be said of any Clwistian? Yes; the same
apostle who wrote the texts which Stewart has quoted also
wrote, in the same cpistle: “If we say that we have no sin,
we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.” Mark well:
this is stated in the same discourse, and with reference. to the
same persons. The persons to whom John writes must say both:
“I sin not!” and, “I sin!” And both statements must be taken
at their full value. It will not do to strike a mean between them
and to figure out an habitual vietory, with a few occasional
defeats. The former expression means: “I never sin!” the
latter: “I always sin.” DBut Pauline theology is required to
help us to understand this contrast. The key is in Rom. 7,14 ff.
There is in the regenerate, and only in the regencrate, a sinning
cgo and a non-sinning ego, due to the new birth which has pro-
duced a new man in the sinner, distinet from the old man who
is still present. Both cgos arc the same personage, the same
ind‘ividual; and thus it is that the Christian can make these
contradictory statements: 1 acknowledge no relation between
myself and sin—od ywdoxw! and, “I sce another law in my
members warring against the law of my mind, and bringing
me into captivity to the law of sin which is in my members.”
He can say— and the statement is the exact exhibition of the
spiritual status of cevery child of God—: “With the mind
I myself serve the Law of God, but with the flesh the law of
sin.”  “I” am doing both; the actor is the same individual,



90 THE ARMINIAN ARGUMENT IN ROM. 7, 14-—23,

but not the same character. *Eye adtég carries emphasis. The
real true ego of the person whom Paul describes is the oue
which serves the Law of God; the other ego, which serves the
law of sin, is a foreigner to this person. And so there is a
twofold serviee constantly going on in the regenerate person:
the service of faith, which works by love and finds the comn-
mandments of God to be not grievous; and the service of sin
by the old nature which still elings to the regenerate and chafes
under cvery holy restraint that is put upon it. Ceaselessly this
war goes on in the Christian; and when the Christian looks
at the one party in this strife, and identifies himself with him,
as indeed he must, he says: “I am earnal, sold under sin, no
good thing dwelleth in me;” but when he looks on the other
party, and identifies himself with him, as surely he must, he
says: I sin not!—“A Christian must never forget amid the
misery of his sin in the present life what he is and possesses
as a Christian, and must return thanks to- God through Jesus
Christ, our Lord, to whom he is indebted for being in-his present
Christian state, which is, nevertheless, a blessed state. — It has
been shown that the passage, ch. 7, 18—25, supplements what
the apostle had stated in the preceding chapter regarding the
sanctification of Christians. His statements in ch. 6 and in
the first part of ch. 7, to the cffect that Christians ave rid and
free from sin, might be interpreted by ignorant persons to mean

that Christians must be entirely purified from sin already in

this life. This misconception was barred, indeed, by. such
statements as ch. 6, 12: ‘Let not sin reign in yduf mortal
bodies;” for an admonition of this sort presupposes that there
is ever sin remaining in the Clristian. Still the apostle once
more meets expressly the Methodist delusion of perfect sanc-

tification and shows in this passage that the characteristic mark

of a Christian is not absolute sinlessness, but a conflict of the
flesh with the Spirit, a conflict with indwelling sin, Tt 15 plain
that this knowledge is caleulated to keep the consolations of
true faith abiding with the Christians, causing them never to
put this fact out of their mind that they arc justified before
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God and saved by grace alone. Tven the greatest saint, like
Paul, is lost when he relies on his works, on his own piety, in
the critical moment, in the judgment of God. These do not
stand the test in that hour. Ience this passage may be sum-
marized as follows: The apostle mourns and laments, in the
name of all regencrate persons, the conflict between willing and
doing, and the fact that the flesh still clings to him, sin still
bescts him and constantly hinders him in his performance of
that which is good.” (Stocckhardt, p. 347 £.)
Arminian commentators have cited the consciousness of
sin which appears in pagan writers®) as evidence that the con-
- Aflict which the apostle has described in Rom. 7, 14 ff. actually
has occurred in unregenerate persons; that pagan minds have
become imbued with the grandeur and goodness of moral per-
fection; that men who werc never touched by grace have de-
nounced and renounced sin. Arminian exegesis in Rom. 7 has
triumphantly pointed to “the moral heathen.”®)  Clarke cites
Ovid, Terence, Horace, Arrian, Euripides; Arminius’ country-
man and contemporary, Grotius, had done this before, on a
smaller scale; Tholuck has exhausted the literature of Greeee
and Rome for evidence that the heathen experienced moral
struggles by reason of their “conscience enlightened by the
divine Law.” (Stewart, Romans, p. 331.)" The catalogue
might be extended infinitely by drawing upon modern litera-
ture. Shakespeare, Goethe, Montaigne, Tasso, Tolstoi, all would
contribute their liberal q11§ta to a symposium of moral senti-
ment. A very recent author has written a book on the “Roligion
of the Poets.” The secular press of the day is teeming with
moral reflections every day in the year. Terms that bear the

50) See THEOLOGICAL QUARTERLY X1, 78.

51) Arminius himself gives this argument only passing notice when he
quotes a remark of Calvin: “Nonnulli conscientiae pavoribus ante doman-
tur vel formantur ad obsequium, quam imbuti fuerint cognitione gratiae,
imo eam gustaverint.” (p. 9 sq.) : ‘

52) Clarke in Rom, 7, 15. Grotius as quoted in Calov’s Biblia Illustr.
at same passage. o '
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unmistakable mint-marks of ccelesiastical coinage have passed
into common parlance. The modern homo sub lege —if he
deserves so respeetable a designation~—has borrowed even the
diction of proplets and apostles and talks in his way about
a social regencration of the race or of the nation, of moral up-
lifts, of enlightened sentiment, et id omne genus. Dut his
conflicts with sin are not the soul-battle which Paul has pictured
in Rom. 7, 24 fl. “Nihil hue Medea facit, aut quicquid hic
geminum e gentilibus collegit Grotius,” — references to Medea’s
speeches in Euripides’” drama, or to other speeches of a cognate
nature are altogether irrelevant in this connection, — this reply
of Calov to Grotius is very much to the point. IFor “what is
discussed at this place is not the conflict of desire with the
intellect, or the strife between reason and will which the un-
regenerate experience when approving one thing in their de-
liberations and yet choosing its opposite and obeying the im-
pulse of their affections, but the war of the spirit against the
flesh which does not occeur except in the regenerate.” %) Haldane
says: “Though an unregenerate man disapproves of evil, he
sannot be said to hate sin. This is characteristic of the regen-
crate, and of such only: ‘Ye that love the Lord, hate evil)
Ps. 97,10, It is characteristic of the Redeemer Himself: “Thou
hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity,” Iebr. 1, 9. The
following words’ are decisive on the subject: “The fear of the
Lord is to hate evil, Prov. 8, 3. Some suppose that what the
Apostle says in this verse is to the same purpose with the noted
heathen confession: ‘Video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor.’
‘I see what is hetter and approve of it; 1 follow what is worse.”
But these propositions are not at all identical. The heathen
confesses that he practices what he knows to be wrong, but his
Inconsistency arises from the love of the ovil. Paul confesscs
that he does what is wrong, but declares that, instead of loving
evil, he regards it with hatred and abhorrence.” (p. 299.)
Arminius does not succeed in showing a difference between the

58) Calov, Biblie Illustr., ad Rom. 7, 15,
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Christian’s Iueta carnis ot Spiritus and Shakespeare’s “com-
punctious visitings of nature,” beyond the difference which he
has indicated by his miserable “plerumque.”  This alone would
be sufficient for passing judgment on his whole cffort, and for
warning men away from his treatise. Considering all the ten-
dencies of Arminian teaching on the subjeet of regencration and
the character of regencrated persons, one cannot but feel that it
would be a calamity if Stewart’s hope should be realized : “I can-
not but believe that the time is not far distant when there will
be but one opinion among intelligent Christians about the pas-
sage in question, as there was but one before the dispute of
Augustine with Pelagius. In this respect there is ground of
trust that the ancient and modern churches will yet fully har-
monize.” 1t matters not per se whether a person interprets
Rom. 7, 14 of the regenerate or the unregenerate, but when we
look at the array of names on either side and think of the theo-
logical Richtung of the men whom Stewart marshals on the
field of battle in his seventh excursus (p. 627), one is impressed
with the idea that it matters a great deal per alia which way
ong interprets this passage. Over and against Anselm, Thomas
Aquinas, Cornelius a Lapide, Luther, Meclanchthon, Calvin,
Beza, Spener, Buddeus, Koppe, and many others; and most
commentators among cvangelical Christians in Great Britain
and in this country, all of whom interpret the passage of the
regenerate, Stewart arrays Erasmus, Raphel, Episcopius, Lim-
borch, Turretin, Le Clere, Hewmann, Bucer, Schomer, Franke,
G. Arnold, Bengel, Reinhard, Storr, Flatt, Knapp, Tholuck,
all the evangelical commentators on the continent of Iurope
known to Stewart, most of the English Episcopal church, and
not a few of the Seoteh, Duteh, and English Presbyterian and
Congregational divines, all of whom arc on the opposite side.
We regret to note Bengel in this company. As to the Presby-
terian divines in our country it should be stated that Hodge has
followed the Augustinian view. A barmony such as Stewart

has hoped for is possible only by setting aside most of the issues
of the Pelagian controversy.



