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Introduction

A brief examination d the theologicd lit erature regarding the Christian concept of the
“old man” and “new man” reveds that there is much debate & to the meaning of these terms. In
fad, it may be better to say that there is much confusion since alad of predsionisevident in
many works that use these terms. There ae & least threeways that these ideas are mnfused.

First, some authors do nd predsely define their concepts of the old man, dd neture, sin,
new man, and rew nature. As an example, Pentecost lumps many biblicd termstogether in his
definition d the old man. The old man is said to be: “the old mind, reat, andwill ...the old sin-
ful nature, the total personality, corrupted by the fall of Adam...emphasizes the source of the
corruption...refersto the total unregenerate person, and the nature which he has recaved becaise
of his conredionwith Adam...refers to the old urrenewed self...what we were before God in
salvation made eab believing sinner anew man in Christ Jesus...relates usto Adam.”* Such
sweeping statements do nd give avery clea definition d the old man. Such impredsion, hav-
ever, has not been a serious problem in pradice, since many of thase who write such statements
are totally orthodox conservative Christians who are horestly attempting to explain these idess.

Seoond, some aithors clealy contradict themselves by teading that the “old man” is said
to be apart of the Christian’s life, while & the same time saying that it is not. For example, in his
commentary on Colossans, W. H. Griffith Thomas sys, “What isthe' old man' ?...It is adegori
tion d what we were likein Adam asaresult of hisfal...It is, as BishopMoule pointsout, ' an

abiding element (Gal. 5:16, 17 in even the regenerate and spiritua’ ...andisincurable..* The

1 J. Dwight Pentecost, Pattern for Maturity: Conduct and Conflict in the Christian Life, (Chicago, Moody),
1966, p. 82, 91, 92.

2W. H. Griffith Thomas, Sudies in Colossians and Philemon, (reprint ed., Grand Rapids: Kregel), 1986, p.
105.



“old man” therefore, ac@rding to Thomas, is an abiding element in the life of a Christian. But in
the next paragraph, he continues, “If the old man stands for the unregenerate self, we caina be
at onceregenerate and urregenerate... That which a person orcewas, urregenerate, the moment

he becomes regenerate he ceaesto be.”?

Therefore, acording to Thomas, the old manisan
abiding element but sinceit stands for the unregenerate self, it ceases to exist once aperson ke-
comes a Christian. Which is corred? Again, thisisa common confusion andis not nealy so se-
rious as the last of the threeways in which the ideas and terms are mnfused.

Third, aherstake amore extreme positionin order to avoid a “two natured” person. In
such aview, the old person before salvationistotaly gone, and the new person comes onto the
scene. Sinisnat “the true me” but isin the physicd, mortal body. The “true me” does not desire
tosinat al inthisview. Such aview leads to adiminished view of personal resporsibility for
sin. It iscouped with afaulty interpretation o 1 John 1which equates fell owship with salvation
and confesson d sin asarequirement for salvation for unbelievers. It also implies a hereticd
“matter is evil” dualism which was st for centuries ago by the Gnaostics andis universally re-
jeded in orthodox Christianity. It triesto dstinguish between judicial or positional truth and “ac-
tual” truth, effedively eliminating the dea Reformation gll ars of the pasitional righteousness
provided for thase in Christ. Such a pasitionistaken by David Needham. Smith, in his review of
Needham'’s book, pants out that the “primary concern seemsto be with improving abeliever’'s
self-image.” Withou taking this view, it is claimed, the believer “canna have ‘true mean-

ing'...or experiencered joy in his Christian life.”* Smith also charges Needham with unclea

and confusing use of the ammmon terms used in the debate, the first areaof confusion we identi-

% Ibid., p. 106,

* Charles R. Smith, review of Birthright: Christian, Do You Know Who You Are? by David C. Needham,
GTJ 3 #2(): 289 See aso Frederic R. Howe, review of the same bodk, BSac 141 (Jan-Mar 1984: 69-79.



fied above

The terms “old man” and “new man” are nat frequently used in the Bible, afad which
does nat help to reducethe confusion. Though theidea is present in a number of passages, only
threepassages use these terms expili citly to refer to the individual Christian: Romans 6:6, Ephe-
sians 4:22-24, and Colossans 3:9-10. In the first of these, orly the term “old man” is edficdly
mentioned. In the first and third, a past transformation from old man to new manisin view. In
the Ephesians passage, there is an exegeticd problem which raises debate & to whether the
transformation ketween the old and rew is a past event or a present exhortation. Generally the
asumptionis made that in al threepassages, Paul isreferring to the same entity when he men-
tionsthe old and rew man ?

Whil e the two speafic terms are not used very often, there ae many other terms which
arerelated to them, and these ae often at the heat of the debate. These other terms include man,
nature, flesh, self, disposition, tendency, capacity, person, position and state.

Whileit would beinteresting to delve into al the particulars of these various termsin
their biblicd andtheologicd usage, the goal of this paper is more limited. The am isto properly
define the terms “old man” and “new man” in light of the relevant biblica data. While doing so,
we will show how the “old man” and “new man” relate to the life of a Christian andto his con-
tinuing strugge with sin.

Our plan to readt this goal includes four steps. First, we will survey the goproades taken
to the “old man/new man” contrast. Then, we will examine the various exegeticd considerations

in the primary passages where Paul discusses the old man and rew man (Rom 6:6, Eph 422, 24,

®Ibid., p. 287 See &so Howe, review of Birthright, p. 79.

® The NIV and NASB trandlate dl of these occurrences as the “old self” or “new self.”



and Col 3:9-10). Third, we will examine how the primary passages can be harmonized ore with
ancther. Fourth, we will examine the relationship of the term “man” to the term “nature” since
these ae dosely conneded with the problem at hand. We will conclude with what we believeis

the best biblicd definition d the terms “old man” and “new man.”

Suveyof Approachesto the” Old MaryNew Man” Contrast

There ae several questions that facethe expaositor regarding the new man and the old
man. One questionis: what is the relationship between the old man and the old nature? Are they
equivaent? What abou the new man and the new nature? A seoond questionis: doesthe old
man remain after the transformation, andif so, in what form? Anather questionis: when dces the
transformation from old man to new man take place? Finaly, daces the old man/new man contrast
refer to the individual's “being” or to arelationship? We will examine these questionsin this sc-

tion and then summarize our findings.

What is the Relationship between the “ Old Man” and* Old Nature” ? The “ New Man” and
“New Nature” ?

The basic question is whether the terms “ nature” and “man” are to be equated. Moule in-
dicates that they are diff erent when he says, “It may be explained as 'the old state,’ the state of
the unregenerate son d Adam, guilty under the sentence of eternal law...To 'take off' the old
Man isto qut that position, stepping, in Christ, into the position of acceptance and o spiritual
power and li berty.—The old Man' isthus nat identicd with 'the flesh,” which is an abiding ele-
ment (Gal. v. 16, 17 in theregenerate....” Here Moule says that the terms “man” and “flesh” are

not to be equated. We follow the common unarstanding that “flesh” and “old nature” or “sin



nature” are synorymous, as does Thomas.” Renald Showers makes it even more dea when he
says, “the 'old man' is not the sinful disposition’® He further states that “the 'new man' is not the
new dispasition. The 'new man' is the human person viewed ethicdly in hisregenerate
state... The new dispositionisin the 'new man,' but it is not the 'new man.”®

JohnWitmer naotes that others esentialy equate the terms “man” and “nature” when he
says, “Many dispensationali sts do spe&k of the old nature and the new nature in the Christian be-
cause Scripture spe&s of 'the old man' (tov moAaiov &vbpwmov) and 'the new man' (NASB,
‘old self' and'new self’) (Eph 422-24; cf. Col 3:9-10) and d being ‘partakers of the divine na
ture' (2 Pet 1:4). They do nd consider these natures as slves or souls or psychologicd enti-
ties....”*° He does recgnize atensionin using the term nature, when he alds, “ In fact dispensa-
tionali sts themselves have been discussng whether it is appropriate to use the word “ nature” be-
cause of possble misunderstanding.”** F. F. Brucelikewise ejuates the old man with the old ne-
ture, and the new man with the new nature: “Y ou have stripped df the 'old man' that you used to
be...the stripping off of the whale 'body of flesh'—the renurciation d the sinful natureinits

entirety...But what was that new nature? It was the 'new man' who was being continually re-

newed....”*? Murray Harris follows giit, saying that the mntrast in Colossans 3:9-10 spe&s all

" Griffith Thomas, Colossians, p. 106

8 Renald Showers, “The New Nature,” Th.D. dissertation, GraceTheologicd Seminary, 1975 p. 225 See
also Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romansin The New International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996 p. 373

° Ibid., p. 227. Walvoord also distinguishes between the ideas of “man” and “nature.” SeeMelvin E. Dieter,
Anthony A. Hoekema, Stanley M. Horton, J. Robertson McQuilkin, and John F. Walvoord, Five Views on Sanctifi-
cation (Grand Rapids: Zondervan), 1987, p. 208

10 John A. Witmer, review of Wrongly Dividing the Word of Truth, by John Gerstner, BSac 149 (Apr-Jun
1992: 143

" pid., p. 143

2 Bruce, Colossians, Philemon, and Ephesians, p. 146



at onceof the old self, new sdlf, dd naeture, and rew nature.*®

Does the Old Man Remain After the Transformation?

There ae two answers given to this question: oneis“no,” and the other isa qualified
“yes.” Showers, for example, answers with an emphatic no:
It was noted that the 'old man' is the human person viewed ethicdly in his unregenerate state
as characterized by the pasition d slave under the sinful disposition and by the sinful way of
life. Asaresult of the person'sidentificaionwith the deah of Christ, he ceaed being the 'old

man,’ for the person ded ethicaly in the sense that he ceaed being an urregenerate man
characterized by the pasition o slave to the sinful disposition and by the sinful way of life.**

Showers suppats adistinction between the old man and dd nature. Thus, it isnat a
problem for him to say that the old manis eliminated whil e the believer still struggles with sin,
because the old nature continues.

Some Reformed theol ogians also say that the old man is eliminated at salvation, bu since
they believe the believer has only one nature (a new nature), they are forced to say that the old
nature is eliminated as well. Charles Smith naes that this positionis tenuouws becaise it seems to
move toward Wesleyan perfedionism.®

Chafer answers our question (“does the old man remain after the transformation?’) with a
qualified yes, that the old man daes remain in the believer. More spedficdly, he agues that the

old man isgore yet at the sametimeit is present: “Positiondly, the ‘old man' has been pu off for

3 Murray J. Harris, Colossans & Philemon, in Exegeticd Guide to the Greek New Testament (Grand Rap-
ids: Eerdmans, 1991), p. 151 See 4so Curtis Vaughan, Colossans, in vol. 11 d The Expositor's Bible Comnentary,
ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1979, p. 213

14 Showers, “The New Nature,” p. 225 See &so Leon Morris, The Epistle to the Romansin The Pill ar New
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988, p. 251 Morris does leare room, however, for the old man
to continue on, saying that “there is a sense in which a deah has taken placeonce...but there is another in which he
diesevery day.” p. 251

15 Charles R. Smith, “Two Natures—Or One? An Attempt at Theologicd Clarification.” Voice, July/August
1983 p. 21



ever. Experimentally, the 'old man' remains as an adive forcein the life which can be controlled
only by the power of God”*® This old man is “incapable of hainess'!’ and apparently remains
full strength in the believer, for it denotes that which is the very structure of the being of the un-
regenerate man. It remains as a vital part of the regenerate person's being and abides and is the
occasion d an urceaing conflict against the indwelling Spirit.”*®

Because Chafer equates the old man with the old nature,'® he is forced to admit that the
old man/nature ntinuesin the believer, otherwise there would be no sed of sinin the life of the
believer, an obviously un-biblica conclusion?® Those who do no equate the old man with the

old nature have an easier time describing the beli ever's grugge with sin®! because they are @le

to say that the old man is removed bt the old (sin) nature remainsin some form.*

When does the Old Man Transformation Happen??

Most interpreters, in agreement with the seemingly plain sense of many Bible passages,

understand that something dedsive happens to the old man at the time of one's conversion. How-

16 |_ewis Sperry Chafer, He That Is Spiritual (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1967), p. 113 See &so Lewis
Sperry Chafer, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids. Kregel, 1993, 2:348

7 Chafer, Major Bible Themes, p. 190.
18 Chafer, Systematic Theology, 2:330-331

191_ewis Sperry Chafer, Major Bible Themes (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, revised ed., 1974, p. 190 “The
old nature, sometimes cdled 'sin' (meaning the source of sin) and 'old man,’ is a part of the flesh...”

20 seefor example, 1 John 1:8, 10, Gal 5:16-17.

ZLWilli am W. Combs, “Does the Believer Have One Nature or Two?" Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal 2
(Fall 1997: 99.

%2 The author recognizes this phrasing makes the “sin rature” sound asif it is a substance. We ae only say-
ingit that way for convenience; we do not understand a “nature” as a substance, as will be discussed below.

23 At this paint in the paper, we stick with generic terms sich as the old man's “transformation” in order to
avoid taking one side or the other as to whether the old man continues after salvation or not. We could just as easily
come out and say “the old man's elimination” sincethat is our position!



ever, threeother views are suggested.

Harrison concludes that the transformation heppens at the beli ever's water baptism:
When was the old pu off ? Judging from Galatians 3:27, it was at baptism, for then the bap-
tized pu on Christ, asthe gostle states. Thisin turn shoud be linked to Romans 6:6, where
Paul explainsthat our “old man” was crucified with Christ. Baptism proclams deah with
Christ to sin and resurredion with Him to walk in newnessof life. Consequently, in the pas-
sage we ae @nsidering, the reminder is given that they 'have put on the new man' (Col
3:10), fittingly symbadlized by the fresh, clean clothing gven to the baptized in placeof their
old garments.**

Bruce gparently agrees with this emphasis when he says that the Colossans were an es-
tabli shed church, “whaose baptism had signified the putting off of their old ways; if Ephesiansis
addressed to new Christians onthe occasion d their baptism, the imperative 'put off ... put on
would be very much in order.”®

Another posshle aswer to the question d the time of the old man's transformationis
that the old man is removed gradually, as part of the sanctificaion process Louis Berkhof says
that “ The negative side of sanctificatlion consistsin thisthat the pallution and corruption d hu-
man nature which results from sin is gradually removed. The old man, that is, human naturein so
far asit is controlled by sin, is gradually crucified, Rom. 6:6, Gal. 5:24”%° The last sentence, by
equating the old man and human reture, manifests the lac of predsion and confusion that we
mentioned ealier in this paper.

Finally, ancther pasitionis suppated by Douglas Moo, who says, “the 'moment’ of our

being ‘crucified with Christ' canna be fixed, either at the aossor at conversion-baptism. The

24 Everett F. Harrison, Colossians: Christ All-Sufficient, in Everyman's Bible Commentary (Chicago:
Moody Presg, 1971, p. 84.

% F. F. Bruce, The Epistles to the Colossians, to Philemon, and to the Ephesians, in The New I nternational
Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids. Eerdmans, 1984), p. 358

%6 |_ouis Berkhof, Manual of Christian Doctrine (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1933, p. 268 See &so his Sys-
tematic Theology (Banner of Truth Trust: 1958 1998reprint from the 1949edition), p. 533
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'redemptive-historicd' participation d the believer in the aucifixion d Christ is guch that tempo-
ral categories canna helpfully be aplied toit...”?’ In other words, Moois saying the time of the
old man's crucifixionisindefinite or not susceptible to prease definition. This ensto be dueto
his desire to na fix the believer’ stime of entranceinto salvation's benefits: isit in eternity past
when the believer’s eledion aceurred, o at the @oss or at the moment in time of his slvation?

Obviously this position daes not add much to clarify the issues at hand.

What is the Relationship Between the Individual and the Old Man/New Man?

Some interpreters, as Harrison, unerstand that the old man/new man contrast is one
where both individual and corporate aspeds are seen. He states, “ Similarly, the new manin
Christ isnot only the individual believer but in the corporate sense includes all who make up the
body of Christ, to which Paul immediately direds attention (v. 11).”% Harrison's corporate posi-
tion says that the new man simultaneous refers to the individual and to the body of Christ.?

Moo takes the referencemore exclusively as a crporate one, though heisreferring to a
different kind d “corporate” when he refers to the old man/new man contrast: “ Rather, they des-
ignate the person as awhale, considered in relation to the crporate structure to which he or she
belongs. 'Old man' and 'new man' are nat, then, ortologicd, bu relational or positional in orien-
tation. They do nd, at least in the first place spe&k of a changein nature, bu of a cdhangein rela

tionship...Rather, the 'old man' is what we were in Adam' — the 'man’ of the old age.”*° This cor-

" Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romansin The New International Commentary on the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996 p. 372

28 Everett F. Harrison, Colossians, p. 85.

% For asimilar statement, see &so Robert L. Saucy, “'Sinners Who are Forgiven or 'Saints Who Sin?”
BSac 152 (Oct-Dec1995: 402-403 F. Duane Lindsey, review of Colossians, Philemon of the Word Biblicd Com-
mentary, vol 44, in BSac 142 (Apr-Jun 1985: 188

%0 Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, p. 373
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porate structure has do with the old man's relationship to Adam or the new man's relationship to
Christ.

Moo's positional versus ontologicad > argument is helpful in our understanding of the old
man/new man contrast becaise it gives us abasis on which to clealy distinguish between the
“man” (the whole person) and his positiona relationships. However, his argument does nat in-
validate the ontologicd asped entirely, because the old and new natures involved in the debate
do describe ontologicd aspeds of the person.

Walvoord describes the old man/new man as an individual concept, where the old man is

the former manner of the person's life, and the new man is the new manner of life.>?

Sunmary

Smith gives a helpful summary of the some of the positi ons we have outli ned above. *3
We have alapted it to ou presentationin an outline form. We do nd include the time of the
transformation sincewe asumethat it is effeded at theindividual's slvation. The letters (sec-
ondindent level) represent the threepasitions that are mmmonly taken.
1. Old nature distinct from old man.
A. Old nature replacel by new nature and dd man replaced by new man.
B. Old nature @ntinues and dd man replaced by new man and rew nature added.
2. Old nature synonymous with dd man.
A. Old nature/man continues after salvation and rew nature/man added.

Note that position 1A represents those who hdd to a one-nature view of the believer; 1B

represents those who hdd atwo-nature view of the believer and who seethe old man as discon-

31 Ontology is “the branch of metaphysics deding with the nature of being, redity, or ulti mate sub-
stance...aparticular theory about being or redity.” SeeDavid B. Guralnik, ed., Webster’s New World Dictionary,
Seoond Coll ege Edition, Prentice Hall Press 1986 s.v. “ontology,” p. 995

32 Walvoord, Five Views on Satification, p. 208

33 Charles Smith, Two Natures—Or One? p. 20.
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tinued at salvation; 2A represents thase who equate the old nature and dd man and also seetwo

natures in the believer after salvation, i.e. the new man/nature and the @ntinuing old man/nature.

Exegesis of the Three Primary Passages

We will now examine the threepassages that use the old man/new man terminology.

Romans 6:6

®K nowing this that our old self [man] was crucified with Him, in order that our body of sin
might be dore avay with, so that we would nolonger be savesto sin. — Romans 6:6, NASB

Paul has dedt with the guilt and judgment of man in 1:18 through 3:20. From 3:21
through chapter 5, he writes abou justificaion andits results. In the last portion d chapter 5, the
text spedks of the entrance of sin into the world through Adam, and then that deah foll owed on
the heds of the entrance of sin. In chapters 6 through 8 Paul changes sibjedsto talk abou sanc-
tificaion. In chapter 6 in particular, ancther kind d deahisin view, namely a deah which re-
sultsin the removal of the believer from the dominion d sin. Thisformsthe basis for the &bility
of the Christian to live asanctified life.

In ather words, chapter 5 deds with the arival of deah through sin (5:12), whereas chap-
ter 6 speaks abou the Christian redity of deah tosin (6:2, 67, 11). Paul istalking abou two
different kinds of deah here: the former isphysicd, the latter is positional. Sin brought physicd
deéh in thefirst case, and in the seacond, the order is reversed so that the forensic deah of the old
man brings freedom from sin's dominion.

Onethingiscetanin this passage, namely that the old man has been eliminated in some
sense. Theterm for crucifixion, obvoudly related to the means of our Savior's deah, istoo
strong to indicate anything other than a cmmplete deah of the old man. In addition, the verb for

“crucified” (cuveoTavpwbn) isan aorist passive, indicating a past and completed event, where
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the old man was operated upon ly God (thus the passve). We believe that this crucifixion a
elimination d the old man was acaomplished at the aossof our Lord and applied to us individu-
aly at the time of our salvation.
The predse sense of this elimination, havever, causes interpreters to debate dou this
passage. Moo writes in an enli ghtening fashion regarding this difficulty:
Many popuar discussons of Paul's doctrine of the Christian life ague, or assume, that Paul
distinguishes with these phrases between two parts or “natures’ of a person. With thisinter-
pretation as the premise, it is then debated whether the “old neture” is replaced with the “new
nature” a conversion, a whether the “new nature” is added to the “old nature.” But the &
sumptionthat “old man” and “new man” refer to perts, or natures, of apersonisincorred.
Rather, they designate the person as awhale, considered in relation to the crporate structure
to which he or she belongs. “Old man” and “new man” are nat, then, ortologicd, bu rela
tional or positional in arientation. They do nd, at least in the first place spe&k of a dhangein

nature, bu of a dhangein relationship...The 'old man' iswhat we were “in Adam” —the
“man” of the old age, who lives under the tyranny of sin and ceah.>*

Asauming then that the old man is completely crucified (a point which Berkhaof, for ex-
ample, seansto deny, as we saw abowve), we ae next faced with aiva purpose dause. This
clause states that the purpose of this deah o the old man was 9 that the “body of sin might be
dore avay with...” The word might in the Engli sh trandation (see &so KJV, NIV) shoud na be
taken to suggest some kind d potentiality whereby the Christian’s co-crucifixion with Christ has
nat fully secured the breging of sin’s power over him. Paul harbors no doulh as to the result of
the -crucifixion: sin’s defea is a sure thing. In Engli sh the words may or might are used to
translate apurpose dause in amore formal way than to simply say “to doaway with.” We could
corredly trandate this portion d the verse by “in order to doaway with the body of sin” or “in

order that the body of sin shall be dore avay.” What God pupaosesto do, e can doand dces

34 Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, pp. 373-374
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without fail *°

BDAG saysthat the verb here translated “ dore avay”, xaTapyéw, means “to come to an
end o to be nolonger in existence”*® Moo argues otherwise, that the verb shoud be translated
as “rendered powerless”®’

It isobviously problematic that the dictionary definition d this word seansto have the
sense of “eliminated” but the commentators take it differently. Strong’s concordance has a defi-
niti on that includes both passibiliti es;*® other dictionaries also recognize the wide semantic do-
main o the word. We understand the word in light of a seaningly similar use in Heb 214, where
Satan is said to be “destroyed” (KJV). We know from other Scriptures that Satan is presently ac-
tive and will be, excepting for the 1000yea millennial period, unil the end d history (1 Peter
5:8; Rev 129; 20:2, 7, 1Q. Therefore, “destroyed” or “done avay” is nat the proper tranglation;
neither is“inadive.” Rather, it is better to render this verb as “defeaed and deposed” or “set
aside” in whatever way isin view. In Heb 214, Satan is defeaed and thus deposed from the
standpant of hisrule over deah; in Rom 6:6, the body of sin is defeaed and thus depased from
its dominating rule over the believer. We could also legitimately say that the body of sinis“set

aside” asfar asthe believer is concerned. It isnot in hisway of serving God any more, it is per-

manently out of the way. The believer may still stub histoe onit, but it does not dominate him

% A similar purpose dauseis e in John 3:16, where the KJV has “that whosoever believethin im
should not perish.” Most would agreethat the phrase “should not perish” does not denote any kind of uncertainty as
to the final salvation of the believer.

¥ BDAG, sv. “xatapyéw,” p. 525

3" Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, p. 375. See &so Leon Morris, The Epistle to the Romans, p.
252 footnote 38; Everett F. Harrison, Romans, in vol. 10 d The Expositor's Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gae-
belein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978, p. 70; Chafer, He That Is Sgritual, p. 123

38 James Strong, Strong's Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Lynchburg, Virginia: The Old-Time Gos-
pel Hour Edition.
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any more or block the pathway to servicefor God.

Ancther consideration in the understanding of this passage is the term “body of sin.”
Does it mean “sinful body”? Obviously nat, as this would mean the physicd body itself is snful.
This canna be the cae, for the body of the Christian is not termed sinful—instead, the body is
joined to Chrigt, it isthe temple of the Holy Spirit, andit isto be used to glorify God (1 Cor 6:15,
19, ). To say the body is snful amountsto a Gnastic flesh-is-evil, spirit-is-good dwlism which
wereged out of hand. After all, Christ had abody which was nat sinful, afad which indicaes
that flesh is not inherently evil in itself.>® Instead, interpreters suggest that the “body of sin” re-
fersto the sin mature®® or to the body as the means of expressng sin.** We opt for the former
sincethe sin nature is the sed of sin and source of its expresson through the body.

Ancther interesting asped of thistext isthat Paul distinguishes between the old man and
the body of sin. On the one hand, the old man is crucified. On the other, it is crucified so that the
body of sin might be rendered poverless Sincethefirst is crucified and the seoond hes adiffer-
ent destiny, i.e. it isrendered inoperative, they are evidently distinguished. It isthus biblicd to
make a ¢ea distinction between the old man and the old nature.

The result of al thisisthat we aenolonger slavesto sin, as Paul emphasizes throughou
this chapter (see6:6, 7, 18, 20, 2R Sinisobviously present (not “dore avay”) though it is not

reigning in the life of one whaose old man has been crucified. Thereis no doulh that at salvation,

% Thisindicates how to properly interpret Paul’s satement in Rom 7:18: “I know that in me (that is, in my
flesh) dwell s no goodthing. Heis not spe&king of his «in and banes but of his whole person. This sould not be a
surprising interpretation, for Paul often mixes the figures he uses to refer to the whole person or self. SeeRom 6:12
and 13 where he saysthat sinis not to reignin the “mortal body,” nor are the “members’ to be yielded to unrighte-
ousness but insteal “yourselves’ are to be yielded unto God. Obviously, mortal body, members, and yourselves are
synonymous and spe&k of the whole person, not just skin and banes.

“0 Pentecost, Pattern for Maturity, p. 99.

“1 Chafer, He That Is Spiritual, p. 123 see &so Harrison, Romans, p. 70.
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anew relationship to sin is established. The believer was under its binding power before salva-
tion, bu not afterwards. Noticethe text in Rom 6:1-2, 4where Paul inveighs against continuing
in sin and exhorts awalk “in newnessof life.” Thisgrand accurrenceof sin’s defed isfor the
beli ever the groundfor the mommandsin 6:11-13 against sinful behavior.

In Romans 6 thereis a second rew relationship established for the believer at his slva
tion, and that is the believer’s new relationship to Jesus Christ. Rom 5:10 says that the unbeli ever
isan enemy of God before salvation. At salvation, the believer isidentified with Christ through
the baptism of the Holy Spirit and dacel into the body of Christ. This baptism identifies us with
His deah and resurrection. We ae united with Him instead of being enemies against Him (6:3-
5). We ae united to him instead of being united to Adam (5:12; cf. 1 Cor 15:22).

The believer is also established in athird new relationship acwrding to Rom 6, and that
ishis new relationship to life. Before salvation he was subjed to deah (Rom 5:12-21). After sal-
vation, havever, heisin the redm of life, with ou Lord Jesus Christ (Rom 5:8, 1Cor 15:22).

What we ae suggesting is that the old man na only relates to the “body of sin” but also
to the person’ s relationship to Adam and to deah. Theserelations are dl changed at salvation.
These threerelationships help usto understand more exadly the definition d the “old man.” Af-
ter examining the other passages we will draw all of thisinto a concise definition d the “old

man” and the related terms.

Ephesians 4:22, 24

lif indeed you have head Him and have been taught in Him, just as truth isin Jesus, *’that,
in referenceto your former manner of life, you lay aside the old self [man], which is being
corrupted in ac@rdancewith the lusts of decét, “*and that you be renewed in the spirit of
your mind,?*and put onthe new self [man], which in the likenessof God hes been creaed in
righteousnessand hdinessof the truth. — Ephesians 4:21-24, NASB

In the context of Ephesians, Paul has gated the grea doctrinal truths regarding salvation
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by gracethrough faith. In chapter 4, he begins arguing that the Ephesians sroud “wak ina
manner worthy of the cdli ng with which” they have been cdled (4:1), and that they “walk no
longer just as the Gentil es also walk, in the futility of their mind’ (4:17).This“walk” isthe be-
havior that shoud be exhibited by the Ephesians as Christians, and is the subjed of many exhor-
tations in the verses ending chapter 4, and foll owing into chapters 5 and 6.

The verses after 4:21-24 indicate that Paul isfocused onthe behaviora asped of the
Christian's life. Some interpreters and many Bible trans ations therefore take the infiniti ves (“lay
aside...berenewed...pu on’) as commands related to the Christian's behavior and h's necessary
strugge ajainst sin.*?

However, many other interpreterstake it that these ae not commands but are instead the
content of the past teating that the Ephesians receved and are therefore statements which indi-
cae that the putting off of the old man and puting on d the new happened in the past, at the
time of salvation*? Instead of enphasizing the foll owing context, this view links the “put off/put
on” with theimmediately previous context, as indicating amgor change from the unsaved lifeto
the saved life. The foll owing verses, starting at 4:25, have a ‘therefore” with specific behavioral
modificaions necessary for the believer. Brucegives a brief summary of the interpretive prob-
lem in afootnote in his commentary on Ephesians:

Theinfinitives dmobéabat, dvaveobabat, and évéboacBat invv. 22, 23, and 24 areto be

treated as complementary to £6184xOnoav and as virtualy indired commands. what they
were taught was “Put off ... berenewed ... pu on ...” They have occasionally been treded,

2 seefor example, KJV, NKJV, NASB, NIV; F. F. Bruce Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians, p. 358 Doug-
las Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, pp. 374375

“3 SeeWilli am W. Combs, “One Nature or Two?", pp. 89-90; John MacArthur, The MacArthur Study Bible
(Nashvill e Word Publishing, 1997, p. 1810 Lewis Sperry Chafer, Systematic Theology, 2:348
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however, asindired statements...'ye have ... been instructionin him ...; [namely] your hav-

ing put off ..; and being renewed ...; and [your] having put on...'**

Chafer seans to suppat this latter view when he says, “In the seand @mssage in which
theterm ‘old man’ is used, that fad that the old man is already crucified with Christ isthe basis
for an apped: “That ye [did] put off concerning the former conversation the old man, which is
corrupt...and that ye [did] put onthe new man, which after God is creaed in righteousnessand
true holiness’ (Ephesians 4:22-24).*°

Wallace #so says that these infinitives are not commands, bu are infinitives of indired
discourse. As such, they represent an indicative statement in the direa discourse that happened
when Paul was present in Ephesus.*® In ather words, Paul taught the Ephesians when he was with
them that becoming a Christian included the dimination d the old man and its former conduct
and principles as abasic forcein the life of the believer (instead of the “Gentile walk in 4:17).
Beooming a Christian also included arenewal of the mind, which was not only immediate but
aso had a @wntinual asped (instead of the ignorance and futility of the Gentile mindin 4:17-18).
Andfinaly, becoming a Christian also included the aldition d the new man with anew life

principle of righteousnessand hdiness(insteal o thelife of “uncleanness’ in 4:19).

“F. F. Bruce, Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians, p. 358 footnote 127.

> Lewis Sperry Chafer, He That Is Spiritual, p. 113 Thisisinteresting, becaise Chafer also takes the other
two passages (Rom 6:6 and Col 3:9-10) asreferring to the past event of the old man's demise. So all threepassages,
to Chafer, are taken to represent the past putting off of the old man. We might exped otherwise, i.e. that Chafer,
because he supparts the two-nature view of the believer and equates the old man with the old nature & an explana-
tion of the @ntinuing experientia strugde of the believer with sin, would take the Ephesians passage asindicating a
present command to the Ephesian believersto put off the old man. Instead, he finds that the “old man” ideain Ephe-
siansin Colossans “suggests...the @rresponding experience...Positionally, the ‘old man’ has been put off for ever.
Experimentally, the ‘old man’ remains as an adive forcein the life which can be @ntrolled only by the power of
God.” (p. 113). Our main paint isthat it seems confusing to say the old man is put off but still remains. Instead, we
suggest it is better to understand that the old man is put off and the old nature remains.

S Wallace Greek Grammar, pp. 457, 555 (footnote 3).
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Wall acesuggests that the debate is not yet closed with regard to this question®’ but he
gives ®verd itemsthat may contribute to hisand ou understanding, including 1) Paul's view of
the “old man”; 2) the use of “therefore” in verse 25, indicaing an applicationis made from the
edlier verses; 3) the repetition d the verb “put off” in verses 22 and 5, ore gparently indica-
ing apast event, the other a present exhortation; and 4) the shift in tenses used with the infini-
tivesin vv. 2224, ramely, the “putting off” and “putting on” are aorist whil e the “being re-
newed” is present tense.*®

Thislast item is smewhat of a problem for our interpretation which we will now ad-
dress Sulli van suggests this present, ongoing processof “being renewed,” sinceit is sandwiched
between the two aorist infinitives “put off” and “put on” “ overrides’ those aorists and dictates
that the “put off ...put on” are dso present, ongoing proceses.*’

Whileit is clea that the Scriptures tead thisidea as part and parcd of sanctification, this
passage is not so exclusively addressng sanctificaion. Instead in context it refers to the Ephe-
sians slvation, spe&ing in 4:17-19 d the dharaderistics of unbelievers. Vv. 17-18 mention the
unbeliever’ swalk, futile mind, darkened understanding, alienation from the life of God, igno-
rance, hardnessof heat, being past feding, and giving over of himself to al kinds of unclean-
ness Paul then goes onto say that he taught how the unsaved situation would be “inverted” at

the paint of salvation (4:20-24), followed by present commands to exhort that behavior must

“"Wallace Greek Grammar, p. 605,

“8 Daniel B. Wallace Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996, p. 605 | have extrapolated from Wall acés preferred interpretation what heis
suggesting for the “other items that may contribute.” He does not explicitly go so far with these statements, but what
| have written seems to be the understanding he has of these “items.”

9 Mike Sulli van, Five Views on Sanctification: An In-Depth Analysis, http://www.xenos.org/minis-
tries/crosg0ads/OnlineJournal/i ssuel/fiveview.rtf, p. 6.
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match the new creaion God has made in the beli ever (4:25ff).

The new man “has been creaed in righteousnessand true hainess” Holinessis devout-
ness piety, the state of a proper attitude toward God >° Instead of being excluded or alienated
from thelife of God, Christians are anew credion (2 Cor 5:17), a aedionthat is arighteous and
haly charader made dter the image of God. Sincethisrighteousnessand hdinessis the immedi-
ate aontext of the behavior commandsin 4:25ff, we know that thisis not the legal dedaration d
imputed righteousnessthat happens at the moment of salvation. Insteal, thiskind d hdliness
speds of the haly lifestyle that the new man has been creaed to carry out in day to day living.
We will | ater seethat thisis (must be) an ever increasing portion of the believer'slife, so that we
canna say “I'm creaed hdy and so Godis finished with me!” That thisideais foreign to the
Scriptures can be seen in Paul’ s dedarationin Php 38, “Not that | have dready obtained it, or
have dready beaome perfed...”

In hiscomments on 422, MacDonald gives avery clea statement of what we understand
the text to tead:

In the schod of Christ we lean that at the time of conversionwe put away our old man
which grows corrupt through decetful lusts. The old man means all that a person was before
his conversion, al that hewas asa child of Adam...Asfar ashispasitionin Christ is con-
cened, the believer's old man was crucified and buied with Christ. In pradice, the believer

shoud redkonit to be deal...Here Paul is emphasizing the positional side of the truth —we
have put off the old man orcefor al.>*

Colossians 3:9-10

°Do nat lieto ore ancther, sinceyou laid aside the old self [man] with its evil pradices, *%and
have put onthe new self [man] whois being renewed to atrue knowledge acording to the
image of the One who creaed him. — Colossans 3:9-10, NASB

BDAG, sv. “6c18tnc,” p. 728

L Willi am MadDonald, Believe's Bible Comnentary, ed. Arthur Farstad (Nashvill e Thomas Nelson Pub-
lishers, 1995, p. 1938
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A similar context is seen aroundthis passage & that which surrounds the Ephesians pas-
sage. Paul has moved into the redm of Christian behavior in chapter 3 of the Colossan letter and
here is mentioning sinful behaviors that are to be cat away and Christian behaviors that are to be
embrace.

The aorist passve participles here, “you laid aside...and have put on...” are much less
debated among interpreters than the infinitives of Ephesians 4:22-24. The trandations and inter-
preters we quated as disagreang on the Ephesians passage dl agreehere, that these statementsin
Colosdans e of apast event that is dore for the Colosdans.>? Harris badks up this conclusion
with six reasons why these participles sroud be taken “as causal adverbial participles, spedfying
the two fold groundfor the injunction” not to lieto ore ancther.>® In other words, because the
Colossans had “put off” the old man and“put on” the new, they were to mortify or put off all
kinds of bad deeds which were part of the old man (3:5-9a) andinstead, pu onall kinds of Chris-
tian virtues (3:12ff). The “put off/put on” in vv. 39-10form the basis and reason for the other
“put off/put on” in 3.8, 12regarding Christian behavior. Withou the first, the latter could na be
dore. In asense then, salvation hasto dowith “putting off and puting on” (3:9-10); likewise,
sanctification hesto dowith “putting off and puting on” (3:8, 12.

Verse 3:10 ndes that the new man “is being renewed to atrue knowledge...” Thereisa
sense, then, in which the new man is not a static entity. It is growing, improving, etc. The new
man isto beincreasingly manifested in the life of the believer as he or she grows in sanctifica-

tion. Thisimprovement processleads the Christian to beaome like “the image of the One who

2. F. Bruce Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians, p. 146, Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, p. 374
Willi am W. Combs, “One Nature or Two?’, pp. 89-90; John MacArthur, The MacArthur Study Bible (Nashvill e
Word Publishing, 1997), p. 181Q Lewis Sperry Chafer, Systematic Theology, 11:348

3 Murray J. Harris, Colossians & Philemon, p. 150-151
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creded [the new man].” Thistext seemsto say that the new man is not exadly the image of
Christ, bu that it is being changed into that image. That isto say, God, the new man’s credor, is

fashioning the beli ever into the image of Christ (Rom 8:29).

Harmonizing the ThreePrimary Passages

Two approadies have generall y been taken to harmonize these passages: the first isto
take them al asreferring to the past putting off of the old man, including an explanation d the
infinitives in Ephesians 4:22-24 in that light. Combs, among many other interpreters, takes this
approach.>® The other approad is to take the infinitives in Ephesians 4:22-24 as imperatives to
presently put off the old man and admit there is a sense in which the old man has been crucified
(Romans, Colossans) but is nat yet “finished off” (Ephesians). Moo takes this latter approach.>

We foll ow the former approach, that for the believer, the old man is gone and that Paul is
not commanding us to “put him off” as a surfacereading of Ephesians 4:22-24 in Engli sh would
suggest.®® Perhaps better said, the Christian is not an dd man any more. Heis anew man. A de-
cisive breg between dd and rew has occurred (2 Cor 5:17). This drives the exhortationsin the
Scriptures to stop sinning and to begin and continue living ahdly life. In the sedion onEphe-

sians we have agued for this position and will not rehash it here.”’

4 Willi am W. Combs, “ One Nature or Two?" p. 90. Seeour discusson above of the Ephesians passage for
others who suppart this conclusion.

% Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, p. 374
*5KJV, NASB, NIV all render the text this way.

°" Oneisaie which is not frequently addressed in the discusson of the harmonization of these passagesis
this: does Paul necessarily refer to the old man and new man in the same way in ead of the three ontexts? In other
words, most interpreters have simply assumed that these dl have exadly the sameideain Paul' s mind. But sopose,
for the sake of argument, that the ideain Ephesiansis actually the “characeristics’ of the old man, named simply
under the dl-inclusive heading “old man.” The “old man” in Ephesians would serve then as a metonymy for the old
nature or charaderistics. [A metonymy is the “use of the name of one thing for that of another associated with or
suggested by it (Ex.: ‘the White House' for ‘the President’)”. SeeGuralnik, Webster’s New World Dictionary, s.v.
“metonymy,” p. 895] Thisisnot impassbleinthe mntext. In addition, Paul explicitly uses the phrase “in reference
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Theideain Ephesiansisthat the readers were taught, when they head the gospdl, that in
being saved, the old man is put away, and the new man is put on. This new man dces nat gradu-
aly come onthe scene (thowgh it is subjed to growth and improvement), but is an immediate
creation by God, “creaed [by God] in righteousnessand true haliness’ (Eph 424). This new life
in the believer has amajor impad upon hm. The overall tone of the passageis that the believer
isto be obedient to the Lord by living righteously instead of sinfully. He is to stop former habits
and sinful desires. He is to replacethese with hdy adivitiesinstead.

Our interpretation leaves at least one open question, havever, and that has to dowith the
old nature. If the old man is gone, what abou the old nature? Where does the believer's sn come

from?

“Man’ versus*® Nature” : Same Clarifying Definitions

We believe that the confusion cited at the beginning of this paper can be solved by under-
standing first what happens to the old and rew man at the paint of salvation, and second by un-
derstanding the Scriptural distinction between the old man and the old nature. We have drealy
shown in the exegesis of Rom 6:6 that this latter distinctionis madein the biblicd text. In this
sedion,we will concern ouselves primarily with the theologicd definitions of the terms “man”
and “nature” to suppart this position.

In dscussng the natures and person d Christ, Berkhof attempts a definition d the term
“nature”; “ The term 'nature’ dencotes the sum-total of all the essential qualities of athing, that

which makes it what it is. A nature is a substance passessed in common, with al the essential

to your former manner of life.” This“manner of life” could be interpreted as gedfying the “outworking of the rem-
nant (old nature) of the old man” rather than to the whole of the old man. This outworking of the old nature is the
subjed of Paul's command to “put off.” An interpreter might safely take this position if heis careful not to creae a
believer with multi ple personaliti es or with asin nature that can be e@adicaed. See Smith, “Two Natures—Or One?”’
p. 20-21.
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qualiti es of such a substance”*® It is unfortunate that he mnfuses the “qualiti es” and the “sub-
stance” of athing. A nature is not something that can be surgicdly removed from a person!

We prefer the definitions used by Smith: “The most helpful of the systematic theology
texts, in thisregard, is Buswell's. In threesuccinct sentences Buswell eliminates the semantic
confusion: 'A personisanonmaterial substantive aitity, andis not to be mnfused with a nature.
A natureisnot a part of apersonin the substantive sense. A natureis a mmplex of attributes,
andisnot to be mnfused with a substantive entity.">°

Foll owing Buswell's distinction ketween a person and a nature in this definition krings
some darity to the old man/new man debate. We take it that the term “man” is synonymous with
“person’ in ou context. Therefore, the old man/personis not the same & the old neture, that set
of attributes which charaderize the old man. Similarly, the new man/personis not the same &
the new nature, which is the set of attributes that charaderize the new man.

Such adistinction between the old man and the old nature which foll ows on the heds of
this understanding is not novel. For example, Walvoord distinguishes between the ideas of
“man” and “ nature” in this way:

There ae some groundto guestionthisidentificaion d the old man with the sin neture and
the new man with the new nature...It isobviously impassble to pu off the old man o the
old sdlf, just asit isimpassble by human effort to pu on the new man or the new self, if
these refer to the old and new natures. The old self mentioned in Romans 6:6 and Colosgans
3:9-10 seansto be related to the former life rather than to the former nature. Likewise, the

new self asindicated in Ephesians 4.24 seemsto refer to the new manner of life stemming
from the new nature and manifested in a Christian’s experience®

Regarding the new nature more spedficdly, Smith pantsout that it is acceptable to

%8 Berkhof, Systematic Theology, p. 321
%9 gmith, “Two Natures—Or One?” p. 20.

%0 Walvoord, Five Views on Sanctification, p. 208
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spedk of the believer's as having one cdrondogicdly “new” nature, if that natureis senasin-
cluding the dharacteristics of the new man aswell as sme of the daraderistics of the old man.
Thisis chronologically a new nature becaise it comes into existence & a package at the time of
salvation. Alternatively, it is acceptable to spek of the believer as having two qualitative natures,
oneold nature which is a set of charaderistics that haunt us from our former unregenerate state,
and ore new nature which is a set of qualitatively new charaderistics given to us at regenera-

tion®*

Conclusion

Such definitions of “man” and “nature” bibli caly addressthe problem faced by many in-
terpreters who reaognize that the old man is gone but charaderistics of the old man remain in the
set of al the dharaderistics that define the believer (some new attributes and some old). These
old charader traits are the basis for the believer's druggle with sin (Gal 5:16-17, Rom 7:13-25).
Therefore, nae the foll owing important definitions which form the wnclusion d this gudy.

The old man is the whole of the unregenerate personin his old relationship to Adam and
his old subjugation unaer sin and death. The aucifixion d that old man in Romans 6 shows the
shift that the person undergoes at the moment of salvation: out of the redm of the unregenerate
into the redm of the regenerate; out of his old relationship to Adam and into a new relationship
with Christ; and ou of his old subjugation unay sin into anew freedom from the power of sin.

Thisisapasitional change but isnat only alegal or judicial fad inthe mind & Godwith no

%1 1bid., p. 21. We alded the chronological vs. qualitative distinction to make it clea that the one new na-
ture view spedks of a new nature in time, whereas the two nature view spegks of a new nature in quality which is
distinct from the old nature in its qualiti es. The former includes the old man charaderistics that are the basis of sinin
thelife of the believer. Because it is cdled a“one nature” view, it can be eaily confused with the view of the same
name which teadies that the believer has a singe new nature with no dd nature remaining. Thisis obviously an
incorred view in light of the extensive Biblicd revelation regarding the believer’s continual strugde with sin.
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other implicaions. In fad, it hasamajor impad on the Christian’s experience The believer does
experience his new regenerate redm, his new relationship with Christ, and his new freedom from
the power of sin. This change isthe basis for sanctificaionin the life of the believer, bah asto
why it is necessary and how it ispassble.

The new man is the whole of the regenerate personin his new relationship to Christ, sin,
andlife. Heisregenerated, related to Christ, freefrom the dominating power of sin, and heslife
instead of deah. While the old man has been fully crucified with Christ and is therefore gone,
the dharaderistics of the old man (its nature) have caried over to some extent into the new man,
though in broken form. A Christian is thus a new man with a new nature.®> The old man, that is,
the pre-Christian personin al hisrelationships, isnolonger in existence, but charaderistics from
the old nature remain, including primarily the tendency toward sin.

The old natureisto be equated with the “flesh” inits sn-related metapharicd usesin the
New Testament. It isalso equivalent to the “sin nature.” It isthat set of attributes or charaderis-
tics or properties which mark a person (either before or after salvation) as having atendency to
sin, to desire sinful things, think sinful thoughts, etc. That nature is defeaed at salvation asto its
ultimate binding power over the believer, bu still remainsin avery vexing way in the life of the
believer (Gal 5:16-17).

The new natureisthat set of attributes or charaderistics that are given to us by God at
our salvation, which enable usto live godly lives. It is gynonymous with the “divine nature” (2

Peter 1:4). The subsequent verses in that passage indicate that we can grow in such charaderis-

%2 Thisis not to say that the “person” who is saved is a diff erent person than he was before he was saved, as
if there were two persons. Thereis only one person whose “old man” relationships have been severed (“crucified” in
Rom 6:6 terms) and whose “new man” relationships have been establi shed. In other words, Matt Postiff before sal-
vation is gill Matt Postiff after salvation.
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tics, e.g. faith, virtue, knowledge, self-control, perseverance, godiness brotherly kindness and
love (cf. 2 Peter 3:18). Thisis smilar to Col 3:10, where the new man is being renewed. Obvi-
oudly these ae related to the fruit of the Holy Spirit’s ministry in ou lives (Gal. 5:22-25).

In thisway, we understandthat a Christianis a new manwith a rew nature and an &d
nature. Heisnot an dd man ary more. With that in mind, we may answer the key questions we
posed ealier in the paper for which there were so many varying opinions in the literature. The
old man is not the same thing as the old nature. The transformation d old man to new man takes
place @aconversion. The transformation relates to bah the person’ s being (as far as his charader
traits) and to hisrelationships.

Wewill | et MadDonald state it ancther way: “Our old man refersto all that we were &
children of Adam — our old, evil, urregenerate selves, with al our old habits and appetites. At
conversionwe put off the old man and pu onthe new man, asif exchanging filt hy rags for spot-
lessclothing (Col. 3:9, 10...Just asthe old man refers to all that we were & ns of Adam, with
an urregenerate nature, so the new man refersto our new position as children of God "

Thereforein Colossans 3:9-10, Paul is basicdly saying that beli ever was removed from
the old relationships and daceal under the new ones. This gred transadion hes occurred, andis
the cause for proper Christian behavior. Ephesians 4:22-24 hes a similar emphasis, namely that
belief in the basic Christian dactrine of such a gred change would foster proper behavior. The
Romans passage says that the transformation that occurs at salvationis adedsive one where the
old man is eliminated (crucified). Though that passage does not speaficaly mention the “new

man,” it does clealy say the sin nature is defeaed, bu never indicaes that it is removed.

%3 MadDonald, Believa's Bible Commentary, pp. 17012, 2009
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