


























Chapter 1	Comment by D R: Start of sample edit.

Let’s Define Our Words


The Logos


In the Beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. It is very interesting that the God we worship is described as the Word, yet we often use words rather flippantly. I think we would do well to carefully examine the words we speak. The Greek word used in the New Testament is Logos, where we get our English word, logic. As the source of all ideas, rationale, and meaning, it is foolish to treat words as if the definitions were fluid, as if they can be changed to fit our narratives. The idea or meaning behind a word is not something that could have originated with humans. No counsel may convene to decide on what a particular word means. These might all sound like obvious statements, but I don’t think we always treat them as such.
Genuine and honest debate and discourse have become a rarity in the twenty-first century. There are those who choose to do nothing more than engage in ad hominins and those who try to ignore the issues. And many abandon any conversation that requires them to challenge their preconceived beliefs. However, for those who don’t mind engaging in a battle of ideas, I have noticed that oftentimes we begin stating our case and outlining our arguments with either misdefined or ill-defined words. There are I’m sure many reasons we do this, whether knowingly or unknowingly. All the ways of why, I do not know. But allow me to make a case for at least two reasons for this. 
The first and possibly the more obvious is that we may simply agree with what we have been directly or indirectly taught. The second is that we become defensive of our own beliefs and fight to affirm our bias. 
Due to the society that seeks to flood our minds and also the flawed, human-centered thinking we are born into, our way of thinking is more often than not the thinking of the world. I believe this may be a little more obvious because many people begin to realize after thinking on such matters that their upbringing is indeed a result of their environment. In just a bit, I will try to explain how we cannot blame all our faulty thinking on our environment; however, this does first play a vital role in shaping our worldviews. 
For a stretch of about seven years, I was a salesman in some capacity. On a the less aggressive I was a sales associate for the General Nutrition Center (GNC) with commissioned sales, up to and including a car salesman. By the end of my sales career, I went into internet marketing and advertising. What I learned from those fields is that the human mind is pliable. The subconscious is far more powerful than we would like to give it credit. A simple idea planted into the mind is a seed with the potential to sprout into a tree with dozens of wild branches. The problem, of course, lies within the seed planted. It creates and affirms ideas that may not be consistent with the Word of God. This almost seems like a sentencing, as we fall into a way of thinking that is hard to break. But the more we think about these issues in our fleshly thinking and understanding, the further into mental oblivion we fall. In this, we see the folly of leaning on our own understanding (Proverb 3:5–6). In conjunction with our inherent pride, even if we are shown the truth, we will fight tooth and nail to hold on to those faulty presuppositions. 
In the spirit, if indeed, we are sons and daughters of the most High God, this may not be something we often or even willingly engage. So why is it that why we fight to protect our faulty way of thinking. If I may venture as to why, let’s take our first trip back to the Garden of Eden, where the serpent told Eve she could become her own god. 
What does it mean to become our own god? What exactly does this entail? Among so many other attributes, one of the main attributes would be becoming the arbitrator of truth. Being the ones to choose to partake of the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil is why we cannot blame our environment. Faulty thinking or not, in our own minds, these convictions remain true simply because we voiced them. And as fallen creatures who think of themselves as gods of their own lives, whatever we deem as truth must be true. No Word of God is needed to verify our opinions or even to objectify anything. I believe thoughts like these were evoked in the mind of the apostle Paul when he stated that by professing themselves to be wise, they became fools (Romans 1:22). 
We see repeatedly in King Solomon's proverbs how many times a fool is mentioned. Speaking directly to the folly of becoming our own standard of truth, the King told us the way of a fool is right in his own eyes (Proverbs 12:15). The sentencing is when God hands us over to our own unrighteousness (Romans 1:24). Once handed over to our own folly, again, we will fight tooth and nail to affirm our own bias. 

Know your enemy

Immediately, we run into a colossal problem before we can even define our words. We are met with three enemies: the flesh, the world, and, of course, the prince of the power of the air, the devil himself. Sure enough, however, Satan already knows there is not much he has to do to see the demise of humans. The most evident and persistent enemy we first encounter is our flesh. With the flesh as our enemy, does Satan even need to do any convincing to cause us to sin? In case you think he does, think back on a time when you knew what was right but you opted for the opposite. Just using the Ten Commandments of God, I am sure none of us can get very far on the list before we fail the test (Exodus 20:1–17). 
The second enemy we run into is the world. All of us have done “good works” at some point. I use quotation marks because our motives behind these works make those works null and void in the eyes of God. But let’s say we have. Because we have this fallen flesh, falling into the world's temptations is far too easy. A fish does not bite the bait on the hook until the desire for the food makes itself evident. Moreover, can the fish blame the fisherman? After all, the fish simply feeds on what he deems worthy to eat. 
Our third enemy is no other than Satan himself and, of course, his children, the ones who walk according to the prince of the power of the air (Ephesians 2:2). We can’t blame the one who knows what bait to use. Is the restaurant to blame for making the glutton full? Is the jewelry store to blame for making the thief steal? I understand the analogies may not be direct as a restaurant and a jewelry store stand to make money and of themselves are not evil; however, we still cannot blame who or what was there before us for our actions.
I would argue that the biggest challenge for the body of Christ is we who make up the body. Far too often, we are oblivious to the attacks coming against it. There will always be outside forces coming up against us; they are inevitable, but it is incumbent on us to discern those attacks. Paul tells us that our confidence in being able to defend against them is that we are not ignorant of his devices (2 Corinthians 2:11). How could Paul say this with such confidence? God’s Word has outlined everything we need. There is nothing that was left out. God’s Word is sufficient. With that said, there is no way we can rightly say, “Satan fooled me.” It would be disingenuous of me to say that Satan is not clever. We know that he is. And more than that, in our flesh, he is far more powerful than we could ever be. Because of such power, I will not say that his influence is not significant, but the saint knows how to defeat Satan. Putting that into practice is another story. 
The first need is to overcome the flesh. Once that inherent pride is finally broken, at least to the point of initial submission, the battle for the soul begins. Therefore, submit to God and resist the devil, and the devil will flee from you (James 4:7). Here, we see that it is possible to resist the devil, but the battle begins with the flesh. The first imperative to submit to God is one we often skip over. James says to first submit to God, not just because the devil is powerful but because the flesh naturally bends to his will first. How can the flesh resist whom he is already submitted to? Moreover, if God is the only one powerful enough to cause the devil to flee, how foolish would it be to expect God to cause Satan to flee if we refuse to submit to God's will first? If we were to heed James’s words in this verse, the devil would have zero influence in any situation in our lives. Stay vigilant, however, because the persistence of our rebellious flesh remains. We do well to submit to God to avoid the devil in the beginning, but without continual submission, our fleshly desires will again rear their ugly heads. For this reason, we bear our cross daily (Luke 9:23), or we fall back into temptation, giving Satan yet another foothold on us. Peter tells us the devil walks about like a roaring lion seeking whom he may devour (1 Peter 5:8). Therefore this continual submission is imperative, and then and only then must Satan vanish from our presence. I do not want to be mistaken, however, as if I am giving the impression that this formula will make all things easy. 	Comment by D R: End of sample edit

As stated earlier, we face three enemies: the flesh, the world, and Satan. Initially, we submit to God, and the devil flees. We then remain in our submission that we don’t fulfill the lusts of the flesh. However, we still must live in this fallen world. This enemy is one we have no control over, nor can we overcome, at least in and of our own strength. In speaking to His disciples, Jesus gives us strong encouragement as we live in this life on earth. “These things I have spoken to you that you May have peace, in this world you will have tribulation, but be of good cheer, I have overcome the world.” (John 16:33). If we indeed can say that we have the gift of the Holy Spirit, we can be fully encouraged when facing the world. Not only in the sense that Jesus overcame the world but since we abide in Jesus and He in us, we have to do nothing because our Lord has done it for us! Now, here is where it gets a little sticky … we always get in the way. This is where we must go back and address the harshest enemy of all, which is our flesh once again. 
How can we defeat an enemy who is present at every turn? He is present as we slumber and rise; when we speak, he tries to take over; and even in our thought life, he persists. I am sure there are many in the faith who can agree with me that, at times, this gets tiring. 
“I say then: Walk in the Spirit, and you shall not fulfill the lust of the flesh. For the flesh lusts against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh; and these are contrary to one another so that you do not do the things that you wish.” (Galatian 5:16-17) Paul says a mouthful in this admonition, and in a later chapter, I will expound on this further; however, I challenge the reader to keep this point in mind. What I want to do is drive home the depraved nature of our flesh, even after our salvation has been accomplished. There are many warnings and imperatives in scripture that will show us how to walk in the Spirit that we do not fulfill the lust of the flesh, and we will deal with some of these scriptures; however, the solution to overcoming the flesh is to walk contrary to it.

If you know better, you have to do better.

Over the last few pages, my concern was to point your attention to what may be the first few intellectual stumbling blocks that can lead to faulty interpretations for us. Without belaboring the case too much, when defining our words, the three enemies are at work even in this. After all, Satan hates The Word. Satan has his children; those who possess the spirit of disobedience relay false information. They may not do this intentionally, but the intention of the flesh alone doesn’t need to be present since they do their father's will. (John 8:44) The way of the world is always contrary to the spirit, even the Spirit of truth. With that said, the biggest mediums in this world we consult, movies, television, and even secular books, often negatively affect our thinking and, little by little, try to draw us away from the truths of scripture. I say this with sadness, but yes, even at times, our education system does not begin with God's word. I say this with sadness because I aim not to persuade anyone from higher learning. Still, there are times in even these institutions when Satan’s children unknowingly (sometimes knowingly) lead many astray by either reinforcing what we have heard or sometimes leading the pack by instructing and teaching contrary to the word of God. (Daniel 1:4) The most dangerous of these three enemies is that our flesh is never willing to let go of the things it learns, and it is too proud to allow the arbitrator of truth to impose His will on ours. To those who claim the name of Jesus Christ, we should always be willing to reassess what the world teaches us. No matter how convincing it seems, and even if it agrees with our experiences, we still need to stop and weigh it against the word of God. With the knowledge of our three enemies and their devices, if we see a problem and can change it, we must. In my wife's words, “If you know better, you have to do better.” 

Let's get down to business

So, now that we have our groundwork laid, we can begin building on our theology. Upon the foundation, the first thing we lay is not our bricks just yet. Otherwise, we may compromise the integrity of our theological structure. To prevent any future cracks from getting into our bricks, we first have to lay our mortar, something to bind the bricks to, in this case, defining our words. There are three terms we must define in the term' free will. ' The first word we have to define is the word free; in this, we will define it the way scripture does. Once again, I think the temptation here is to say to ourselves that it is rather silly to define such a simple word; however, I think, at times, we take definitions for granted. We automatically think we know the implications because we have heard the word used so often. Remember that Jesus refers to us as sheep; we can take nothing for granted, but in everything, we must begin with our shepherd and see what He has to say. Along with defining the word in the way God’s word defines it, I will also contrast it to what the world has to say about it. The second word we have to define is, of course, the word will. Like in defining the word free, the temptation again is to tell ourselves there is no need to define such a simple word. It is the same temptation and possibly more significant because this word's implications seem so obvious again. In defining a will, I will also show what I see as the difference in choosing within a will and, ultimately, what we desire. Upon thoroughly defining the two words independently of each other, the final step, I believe, is to define the term itself and what exactly free will is. I do understand this may seem like an elementary task, and in no way am I implying the lack of education of the reader; however, if I may, please note that the most elementary of questions have come from the greatest of thinkers. To name only a few, Socrates pondering the nature of justice and its role in the world in Plato’s Republic. [endnoteRef:1] St Augustine on pondering the passage of time in his autobiography Confessions. [endnoteRef:2]  [1: ]  [2: ] 

In today’s politically correct world, when someone makes a wrong or false claim, instead of responding by saying their claims are wrong, we yield to relativity, stand on the side of caution, and leave them to their folly.  That may sound noble, but if we engage in such folly immediately, we have devalued truth. Scripture speaks against even that (Proverbs 26:5). So instead of letting them stay in their folly, let's speak truth to light; after all, Jesus said I am the way, the truth, and the light. (John 14:6) Now, of course, I'm not recommending just going around correcting every little claim you hear; wisdom is needed on a case-by-case basis.
The first word we are going to examine is the word free. On the surface, we all know what free means, or perhaps hold on to what we think the word free means. When we think of the word free, it sometimes conjures images of someone coming out of captivity; for others, it invokes thoughts of attaining goods or services at no cost to us, and yet still, for others, it raises joyous reflections of times of carefree bliss. All of these images have a bit of truth and objectivity, I don’t think anyone would object to either of these descriptions being a wrong image of freedom on some level. I am sure we can find other depictions of freedom, but I would like to try and show where these few examples can and do fall short, and hopefully, if you have images of freedom that you would imagine, please try and apply what I propose. 
To those who conjure up the image of being free from captivity, there is here an underlying assumption. When someone is in captivity, is their subsequent freedom only comparative? Once they leave captivity, have they moved into a state of freedom or less restriction on their captivity?
Let’s take, for example, a thief who was arrested and put into jail while living in a communist country under a tyrannical government. No one will argue that the thief is genuinely in captivity when he enters jail. Following his sentence, however, he returns to his everyday life and is placed back in society as a functioning citizen. From an onlooker's perspective, we might say that is free, or so it may seem. If we were to evaluate the limited scope of freedom any non-governmental citizen under a communistic regime would have, freedom would not be the freedom we would probably imagine. Of course, this one example may be slightly extreme, given that not all countries hold to a communistic style of rule; however, when we see a government with closer leanings to a constitutional republic, even here, we are bound to the rule of law. You may be asking yourself if this means that being under the law is not being free. We will come to that in a bit.
Similarly, we can examine the notion of free, in which we receive goods and services at no cost. We do not need to go very far to see the folly in this definition of free. The temptation is that we do not have immediate pay or see an immediate loss of anything when being handed anything as a gift; we label this object as being free. If we were to set aside our feelings of instant gratification for just a moment and think of the ramifications, the truth is that none of these things we call free actually are. 
For many years, we have heard the campaign promises of many politicians for free governmental services. All these services we know very well by name, including free health care, free education, and even in some instances, free money and the like. Regarding basic economics, we inherently deal with scarce goods and services, which means there is insufficient demand. With that in mind, when one person receives anything freely, another pays for what they have. Selfishly, we pay that no mind because, in the case of taxes, we may see no or very little adverse consequences. Keep in mind, however, that it will make its rounds, and we will soon incur that cost. In the case of scarcity, the object we are dealing with is currency,  and we have a lot of it, just enough to take it for granted but not enough to satisfy us fully. Because we do have a vast amount and a vast amount of people with currency, we take for granted the fact that if we are receiving anything that still has a price on it, even though we are not paying that price, it has to come out of someone’s pocket, also known as taxes. With this in mind, receiving things freely almost looks like our first example; it is only free by comparison until we step back and look at the larger picture. So far, free isn’t as free as we thought. 
In philosophy, the starting point must always be set. Anytime we adhere to a certain doctrine, we must ensure it is found on a solid foundation; otherwise, our house of theological truths will have been built on sinking sand. (Matthew 7:24-27) In this parable, Jesus tells us that the one who builds his house on sinking sand will experience a great fall. Before we decide on our conclusion, all possible outcomes should be weighed; if the argument fails, it is not up to us to go and see where the cracks and leaks are but rather return to the foundation to see whether or not we have been grounded in truth. So now that we see the folly of our definition of free, let us consult scripture to see what the Logos says about the matter. 

True Freedom

For those who bow the knee to the Lord Jesus, we are free in the spirit, for who the Son sets free is free indeed. (John 8:36) This verse and a few others we will look at informs us that before Christ, we have never actually known freedom. If this is the case, how can we rightfully say we were ever free if Jesus comes along and says I have set you free? We can only infer two logical conclusions from here, one being that we were never totally and completely free, or two, we were free but with limitations. If we choose the second option simply because we don’t want to give up our ill-conceived notion of being free, the only way to do this is to adjust our definition: limited liberty. According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary, the word's definition has 15 entries, all of which starkly contrast to limited liberty. Entry one says that the definition of free is not costing or charging anything. However, we have already seen that if we continue with our societal notion of freedom, it will always cost somebody something somewhere and possibly us at some time in the future. With the example of taxes, inflation is a reality we observe every year, and in the example of free social programs, if we don’t pay for it now, then there will be a time we pay a penalty for not having held it. As a side note, I am neither advocating nor challenging social programs; I am just stating a fact, in the words of a notable economist, “In life, there are no solutions, only trade-offs.” I challenge you to read the definitions MW dictionary outlines; however, two entries can speak to what scripture says about being free. To be free is to enjoy civil and political liberty; the other definition is to enjoy political independence or freedom from outside domination. For the sake of comparison and contrast, we will use these two particular definitions to see what scripture has to say in their regard.
When we define words, if someone finds a flaw in our definition, we tend to retract with statements like “Well, what I really mean is” or “yeah, that’s true, but” putting limitations or adjustments to our definition. Since we do this so often, we can’t assume that we can include any exceptions to the rule when a statement is given to us. For example, I may say to you that if you see my car outside of my house, you can assume I’m home. To make an objectively true statement, I would have to give some qualifiers, though; that way, I can rightly say that without the possibility of misleading you, if I don’t give those qualifiers, I cannot make this objective statement. The reason I can’t is that what if there were an emergency and an ambulance had to pick me up, and I am now at the hospital? If that were to happen, clearly, my car would still be in the front of my house, which would be an exception to the rule. How often, though, would we say something like this, and then, if challenged, we respond with statements such as “Well yeah, obviously but …” or “unless …”. In stark contrast, as a general rule of scripture, unless a qualifier is stated, you cannot add an exception to that verse when scripture says anything. 
The apostle Paul tells us that the Lord is Spirit, and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty (2 Corinthian 3:17). He begins by saying what the Lord is, which is spirit. Following the description of the Lord, he tells us liberty is only found where He is. Breaking down those two sections of this verse, there is a particular reason why Paul has to tell us what the Lord is. In contrast to being Spirit, there is either man, woman, beast or creature. The second part of the verse says, “Where the spirit of the Lord is.” Recall what I said when I stated that we can’t assume that when a statement is given to us, we can include an exception to the rule; with that said, when Paul says, “Where the Spirit of the Lord is,” we can and should safely assume that the place where the Spirit is not, there is no liberty. Now, before moving on, allow me to add a caveat. In context, Paul was speaking to a group of Christians about the freedom that they obtained when they received the Holy Spirit. Therefore, the freedom the apostle writes about is of the indwelling Holy Spirit. We who have the spirit of the Lord enjoy liberty but only in Him. 
The second definition says that being free is enjoying political independence or [liberty] from outside domination. Now, this liberty indeed was and is our calling. That same apostle says for you, brethren, have been called to liberty; only do not use liberty as an opportunity for the flesh, but through love serve one another. (Galatians 5:13) In the first three words of the verse, Paul singles out a certain group of people, including the followers of Jesus Christ in Galatia. By default, once a group is singled out, it is to the exception of everyone else outside of this group. With that said, we can once again safely assume, with the support of 2 Corinthians 3:17, when he says that we, as followers of Jesus Christ, have been called to liberty; by contrast, those who do not follow the Lord Jesus Christ do not have this liberty. 
Until now, of course, I have yet to speak to the will. However, the first groundwork is that those outside of Christ we see are not free. I refrain from saying this, and I challenge you to refrain from imposing the word “totally” or “truly” concerning freedom. We are either free, or we are not; adding levels to freedom, or any word for that matter, is justifying our definitions to fit our personal narrative. This is known as the No True Scotsman fallacy.[endnoteRef:3] By general rule, if Jesus or the apostles did not add a word, neither should we. I shortly dealt with where we have been called to; however, I want to break that down a little further to solidify our contrast to where we once were.  [3: 
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When it comes to Calvinistic soteriology, a popular phrase we hear is effectual calling. For the sake of this writing, I am not necessarily outlining the case for Calvinism; however, if I could assume, I don’t think anyone would object to the fact that the calling we now have to liberty indeed holds a powerful effect in that we now are free in Christ. If one is called to something, it stands to reason that he must have by necessity been called from something. If it seems like I am belaboring a point, it is because I am. The late Ravi Zacharias said it is better to repeat a thing in different ways so that we don’t miss anything that needs to be said or we run the risk of missing the point altogether. What also stands to reason is the contrast of what we have been called to. We have been called to liberty, or synonymously, we have been called to freedom; the opposite of freedom being captivity or more of blunt imagery, imprisonment, or bondage. Staying consistent with our terms, we can’t relabel captivity or imprisonment as limited liberty. That is if we believe freedom to be in a boundless state or, in distinction, unlimited liberty. Just as in my analysis of 2 Corinthians 3:17, it may seem like I have seemingly put myself in an area speaking against my conclusion of us not being free; however, the breakdown so far has only dealt with calling those outside of Christ free. 
By contrast, those outside of Christ have been addressed, so let us move to the called. Paul’s imperative in Galatians 5:13 is to “not use our liberty as an opportunity for the flesh.” This warning is, in a way, a bit peculiar and speaks to a lot of the prosperity gospel preaching we hear as well, but we can save that for another time (but I think you can read between the lines). This may seem counterintuitive to us, but in this statement, essentially, God is saying that although I freed you, I’m still limiting you in the flesh. In thinking about this statement, my question to the Lord is, which is not advisable, but what if we were not to obey and instead decide to use our freedom as an opportunity for the flesh? In doing so, since it has been established that we are now free, can we use it for our selfish gain? Let's find out.
Before Jesus’s public ministry, Satan confronted Jesus during His 40 days in the wilderness and urged him to turn stones into bread to feed Himself. Knowing Satan was only saying this to tempt Him, Jesus' response to Satan was that man does not live by bread alone but by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God. (Matthew 4:4) The truth that Jesus was using was that though nutritional sustenance is required to sustain the body, it takes a back seat to the word of God. The Greek term here used for the word is rhema. Often, we hear the term logos when we talk about the word. However, logos refers to the source of all things, ideas, logic, etc. The term rhema refers to a specific word from the Father, and according to Jesus, every one of those words sustains us. With that being the case, what happens if we walk contrary to His word? Can we then use our liberty as an opportunity for the flesh? 
Going back to Paul's statement in Galatians three verses later, Paul tells us that if we walk in the Spirit, we will not fulfill the lust of the flesh. (Galatians 5:16) By contrast, if we do not walk in the spirit, we will fulfill the lust of the flesh. For if you live according to the flesh, you will die; but if by the Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live. (Romans 8:13) So, going back to a man living on every word of God, it would seem to me only two options: obey and experience life or disobey and experience death. If the flesh leads to death, and there is no liberty outside of God, not only should we not, but it would be impossible for us to use our liberty as an opportunity for the flesh, that is, if we are to experience life (which is Gods will for us). Therefore, Paul’s statement to the believers in verse 13 is an imperative and part of the formula for experiencing true freedom and life. Once we have received the gift of the Holy Spirit and live only to serve the King, we can no longer serve the flesh; at least, to our advantage, we cannot. So, the question was whether or not we could use our liberty for selfish gain. Although we can use our liberty selfishly, it will be for loss. We may not experience that loss immediately, but it will be felt. So now, with all of this said, if we say God has freed us in this flesh, that freedom is severely limited, which in my estimation is no freedom at all; no matter how hard we go against this truth, we are bound to live by it. Does this make our God a tyrant? God forbid, I did say we can use our liberty as an opportunity, but because we are in the flesh, we cannot escape the death it will bring. Before going any further, I am not impugning God for not freeing us in this flesh, for we fell into bondage in Adam, and our Spirit is what God has set free, but more on this later also.
Trying to refrain from images of presidential campaigns and senate meetings, the word politics, being true to its etymological meaning, is simply the science of good sense applied to public affairs.[endnoteRef:4]  If we recall the last definition, we said freedom is enjoying political independence or freedom from outside domination. I have two objections to this definition when applying it to our lack of freedom. Although it is indeed joyous, we can see we don’t have independence, for the only one genuinely possessing independence is God. My second objection is that our loving father is not dominating us from the outside, as MW puts it, but instead changing us from the inside. Aside from those two objections, I think the definition MW outlines for us is actually what we do not have.  [4: ] 

The final part of verse 13 says, “But through love serve one another.” If we are to contrast this with the statement, “Do not use liberty as an opportunity for the flesh,” what we can infer from these two statements is that we should be bound by love. 
Allow me to elaborate. Paul says as Christians, we are called to be free. However, we are not to use that freedom for the opportunity of the flesh. Instead, we are to serve one another in love. What exactly does Paul mean by using the word instead? If what God is telling us is correct, could it be that God is saying there is no freedom in love? I would have to say that is precisely what God is saying to us, but the caveat is that this is in the flesh only. Is love not sacrificing the very thing we think we have, our freedom? The greatest act of love in human history is the Father sending His only begotten son to die on the cross for us. (John 3:16). We are bound by limitations in this life. So, if God served in love, does this mean He is not free because He did not use freedom as an opportunity for the flesh? We know this can’t be the case because God is not flesh. However, we do know he came in the flesh. Now the question is, if God was and is free, was the Son free? If we use our MW definition of freedom in the flesh, just as one instance of many, we can see that Jesus did not particularly enjoy the suffrage He went through in his ministry. We can see this clearly in the physical crucifixion. However, it does seem rather obvious when Jesus was in the garden of Gethsemane contemplating His crucifixion and sweating great drops of blood. (Luke 22:44) Now, the hard pill to swallow is if we affirm Jesus Christ to be God, how can we say that Jesus Christ was not free? Allow me to point out my word of choice that can explain this question: the word ‘was.’ 
In the Trinity doctrine, Jesus Christ was not always flesh, “and the word became flesh and dwelt among us” (John 1:14). Therefore, we can infer that to put on flesh, there was an age in which flesh was not worn, however, Jesus always was, but in a different state of being. If this is the case, we have established that if the Spirit is the embodiment of freedom in 2 Corinthians 3:17, before Jesus Christ put on flesh in, He was and is indeed free. (as eternity has no timeline) 
Before dealing with the 33 years Jesus walked among us, let us deal with where He is now and whether Jesus is indeed free even in His glorified body. According to the apostle John, what we will be has not yet been made known (1 John 3:2), but what we do know is that Jesus is now free because our only bondage when we have been given the Holy Spirit is this corruptible flesh. Regardless of how the glorified body looks, according to the apostle Paul, we know that corruption cannot inherit incorruption, and mortality must put on immortality to inherit the kingdom of God. (1 Corinthians 15:50-55) If the mortal is in bondage and the immortal is no longer in bondage, which is to be in the flesh, and we know now that our Savior and Master has defeated death, we know He is, of course, free. 
Going back to the 33 years on earth, it can be seen in many cases that our Lord was not free in the flesh; in fact, it was not only the case that he was not free, but he subjected himself to this bondage for the sake of His elect. For there is one God and one mediator between God and men, the Man Christ Jesus, who gave himself a ransom for all to be testified in due time. (1 Timothy 2:5-6) Paul makes it a point to let Timothy know that he was referring to not just Jesus Christ but the Man Jesus Christ, and it was the Man who gave Himself a ransom. Now, this word ransom tells us that He gave Himself into bondage. If anyone were to struggle that the only begotten Son voided His freedom on our behalf, the root word in the Greek for ransom is the word lytron, literally translating to “paid for slaves.” I think it's safe to say that no one would go so far in defending their case by saying a slave is a freeman. This all being said, I hope I have been able to outline my point sufficiently; Jesus Christ, the man, was not free between his birth and death. If in the flesh our very Lord was not free, and a slave is not greater than His Master, nor can a messenger be greater than the one who sent him (John 13:16), how can we be free? Our freedom will be when we shed this flesh and join him in the Holy of Holies in eternal paradise. We know that when He is revealed, we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He is. (1 John 3:2)

What’s a will?

So many other verses deal with this truth, but I pray that I dealt with freedom sufficiently to get my point across; however, now, I want to deal with the will of man. What exactly do we mean when we speak of the will of man? Is the will of man the same as a choice? If indeed it is the same as choice, when Joshua said, “ …choose for yourselves this day whom you will serve …” (Joshua 24:15), does that mean that we are capable of willing ourselves to serve the Lord? Are we even capable of controlling our own will? The will, once again, is something that we perceive to be a straightforward term; after all, you willed to open this book, and then you did it…or was it His will that you did? Let’s continue.
I would surmise that our natural inclination is to claim that whatever we want to do, we can do. However, consider the words of Paul when he says I have been crucified with Christ; it is no longer I who live, but Christ lives in me; and the life which I now live in the flesh I live by faith in the Son of God …” (Galatians 2:20) Granted these are not the easiest of questions to answer. However, I often wonder whether questions are more challenging to find the answers to because we honestly cannot find the answers or if we refuse to abandon our presuppositions. 
Human will can be a tricky subject to address. However, I think God has given us everything we need; our problem is we tend to pervert all of these gifts, sometimes through outright defiance and other times by passive ignorance. I will deal with this further in Chapter 2; however, in dealing specifically with the will, though we do not do the things we ought, we indeed are capable, that is, in the spirit. Paul spoke to the will in great detail in his letter to the Romans. “For what I am doing, I do not understand. “For what I will to do, that I do not practice; but what I hate, that I do. If, then, I do what I will not to do, I agree with the law that it is good. But now it is no longer I who do it, but sin that dwells in me. For I know in me (that is in my flesh) nothing good dwells; for to will is present with me, but how to perform what is good I do not find. For the good that I will to do, I do not do; but the evil I will not to do, that I practice. Now if I do what I will not to do, it is no longer I who do it, but sin that dwells in me” (Romans 7:15-20). 
There is a whole lot said in these five verses, but right now, I want to examine one very interesting piece, and that is in verse 18. Paul said to will is present within him. Regardless of the camp one is in, whether they believe they have free will, can control their will, or are incapable of managing their will, with this statement, what we can affirm is that there is indeed a will; the question is acting upon it. If the will is present with us, the question is whether we are willing to act upon that; do we even have that desire? I think the foundation of the will itself has to be laid to answer that question. Where does the will originate?
The scriptures, of course, were written in Greek, so we know that the words may have meant something slightly different, but even more than that, some words did not exist in the same capacity. In English, we would affirm that the mind is where the will originates; we would say that what we think is what we will do. In the Hebrew Scriptures, however, the will center was the heart of a man. The first mention we see of the heart was in the book of Genesis when the Lord saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth and that every intent of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually. (Genesis 6:5) Without the whole of scripture, we can fall into the thinking that maybe this was only a one-time event, perhaps the Lord was speaking in hyperbolic terms and that it was a particularly evil time, and that indeed there can be no one who harbors evil intent all the time. This may sound like a naïve statement, but I think that far too many of us genuinely believe that, even outside of Christ, people can still have a “good heart.” The problem is our perverse definition of good, but more on that later. 
Throughout the Old Testament scriptures, God’s word repeatedly mentions the heart. A theme we see with the heart is our active hardening of it. The first example is that of Pharaoh when he enslaved the children of Israel, and Moses opposed him with the ten plagues. We see that it is our natural inclination to do evil, so God did not have to move Pharaoh to continue oppressing the Israelites. Someone may ask, “Wasn’t God who hardened Pharaoh’s heart?” The Lord did this, but only after Pharaoh repeatedly hardened his heart. To perform evil is not a problem we succumbed to at some point in our lives; instead, it is our default setting, if you will. The psalmist said we were brought forth in iniquity, and in sin, our mothers conceived us. (Psalm 51:5) Now, if we indeed had this sinful nature from the womb, can we rightfully say our hearts’ intentions were never evil? Can we say there are “good people” in this world? If, in Hebrew, the heart is where the will emanates, and our hearts are continually evil, thus leading to an evil will, who is it now that wills to do evil in the heart and who wills to do good? I think this is where Paul shows his struggle in the book of Romans. 
Before salvation, we can see that our will was continually evil. However, the issue for those who follow the King of Kings is no longer where we were but where we are now. With the reality of being born again, where do we stand with our will? 
Let me first preface that in no wise am I affirming the license to sin, as Paull says, “God forbid!” I will deal with this in more detail; however, in continuing to address the will, let us see who indeed wills evil and who wills good in our lives. Paul already tells us in verse 18 that the will is present within us, but when we back it up to verse 15, what he wills to do, he does not practice, but what he hates, he does. None of us would say that we are better than the apostles, so let us see Paul’s struggle as our struggle as well. 
In verse 15, we see a glimmer of light despite our struggle. He starts by saying “what I will to do.” Before the action is done, the struggle is evidence of our salvation. If we were to examine our days before our regeneration, what we willed to do, we did; there was no struggle against our evil intent because we loved our intent; as a pig is not aware of his filth, we were ignorant to the reality of ours. Paul restates what he said by showing the logical consequence of not practicing what he desires and hating what he practices. As I said, I will deal with this in a later chapter, so I ask the reader to give me grace here as I deal with just the will. If we jump down to verse 17, we see why we still want to do that which we hate and why sin still dwells in us. Furthermore, notice where our will dwells. Verse 18 says that in us (that is, in my flesh) nothing good dwells; for to will is present with me. The part of us that Jesus Christ did not come to save (at least in terms of entering the kingdom) is our flesh. However, the part of us that has become new is where our will originates. 
Through the prophet Ezekiel, the Lord said I will give you a new heart and put a new spirit within you; I will take the heart of stone out of your flesh and give you a heart of flesh. (Ezekiel 36:26) First, let us deal with the issue of the heart and what this divine heart transplant brought us. The text tells us of two things that the Lord has done for us to make us a new creation, but only in one of these did he remove something we previously had. He says that He will take the heart of stone out of us. When a surgeon performs a heart transplant, the defective heart must be removed; otherwise, tainted blood will pump throughout the body, rendering the whole body useless. Once that heart has been removed, the Lord says He will give us a heart of flesh. Looking back to what the surgeon does when placing a new heart into a new patient, the patient is now committed to a lifetime of daily drug treatment and medical supervision. The reason is simply because it is not the patient's natural heart; the one who gave us the heart must supervise and give us our daily treatment. Regarding God, the heart will pump new blood because of His divine surgery under His supervision and inspired word. Someone may ask if our wills come from the heart, and we now have a new heart of flesh, how can we still will to do evil? When the daily treatment is found wanting, when we refuse to seek our supervision, the remnants of the old heart make our propensity to evil evident. Just as the tainted blood that flowed from the old heart caused permanent damage to various organs in the body, so too did our heart of stone cause permanent damage to our flesh. 
Recall that the Hebrew Scriptures describe the heart as being the center in which our will dwells; however, although the heart is the control center of the will, the Greek language can also speak to the mind as well, for it is the mind that animates the will that flows from the heart. Our previous lives were immersed in sin, so much so that it took over our thought life. We were born in sin, rendering our minds defenseless, not knowing any other life aside from a sinful one. Because the mind is such a powerful organ, our remembrance of sin, coupled with our flesh’s insatiable yearning for it, tends to animate what our flesh desires. This is why Paul tells us not to set our minds on things of the flesh, but if we are to live according to the spirit, we must set our minds on the things of the spirit. (Roman 8:5) 
According to the promise of God in Ezekiel 36:26, the Lord has given us not just a new heart but also a new spirit so that we may set our mind on the spirit. After God created Adam from the dust of the earth, He said that He had breathed His spirit into man. (Genesis 2:7) We draw life by His spirit even amid the most vile sins. This is evident when He spoke on the continual evil in man's heart; He said His spirit would not strive with man forever, implying that even during their sins that grieved the Lord, His spirit kept them alive on the earth. (Genesis 6:3) In His promise, a new heart without a spirit of truth to bear witness to will quickly be led astray in its obedience. However, a new spirit without a heart of flesh may produce obedience but not obedience in love. The desire of our Lord, however, is the presence of both. And this is love: that we walk in obedience to his commands. As you have heard from the beginning, he commands you to walk in love. (2 John 1:6) 
As noted earlier, the previous heart had to be removed to replace it with the new heart; however, the spirit was given to us, but along with our spirit, not in place of it. Paul tells us that the Spirit himself bears witness with our Spirit that we are the children of God (Romans 8:16). Because the Father sent His Spirit to bear witness with our Spirit, we can grow in obedience to Him despite sin working in us. 
So, who causes us to do the will of the Father in Heaven? Because the Spirit of God now dwells in us, given to us by the Father through the sons' sacrifice, He now bears witness with our spirit to do those works God prepared in advance for us to do. (Ephesians 2:10) The animation of our very being is due to the spirit we were given at conception; however, as it is now alongside the Spirit of God, the animation of the spirit towards the heart, or the will center, can now perform that which the Father desires. But what of that will Paul speaks against, the one that does what is not expedient? Recall this is the flesh. 
	Let me finish this section with one more group of verses to explain this. Romans 7:21-25. “I find then a law, that evil is present with me, the one who wills to do good. For I delight in the law of God according to the inward man. But I see another law in my members, warring against the law of my mind, and brining me into captivity to the law of sin which is in my members. O wretched man that I am! Who will deliver me from this body of death? I thank God through Jesus Christ our Lord! So then, with the mind, I myself serve the law of God, but with the flesh the law of sin.”
	Paul lays out this struggle and its implications. He does will to do good, affirming the truth of what I said earlier, which is that we have a will. But although he wills to do good, the law that is warring against his mind, bringing him into captivity to the law of sin in his members, compels him (in his flesh) to obey the law of sin. Therefore, that will that desires the good is thwarted by the flesh in bondage to sin. In the final analysis of this truth in Romans 7, it is Paul, and by implication, all of the saints, that in the flesh is in bondage to sin, but whose will may now comport to that of Christ, but cannot be performed by us without the will of He who now lives in us.

Free will or will to freedom

Thus far, we have dealt with the definition of free. If the Lord will, I have also made a sufficient case to reveal the folly of our societal definitions of freedom and liberty. We have also discussed what it means to will, who does it, and in what vein it is done. There may have been a few questions the reader has been pondering, but I purposely wanted to deal with those two terms separately. In the last remaining words of Chapter 1, I want to deal with the phrase as a whole, “free will.” We can mean a few things when we speak of free will, and before we decide if we have it, we need to examine whether our definition of the term as a whole is valid. For the sake of this book and trying to answer as many questions from every angle as possible, I will address the two ways I see that we can lay claim to free will. 
I see two options in what it means to have free will: either we are free to will, or we can will to be free. On the surface, these two seem like similar sentiments, but they are, in fact, different. Before breaking the separate terms down, allow me to elaborate on what I mean. 
In the first option, we are free to will, but as stated in the definition of freedom, we have limited liberty. We may be free to will within the freedom given to us. If we are free within the limited boundary of liberty, are we content with that freedom within our or God’s knowledge of it? Put another way, with the example of our thief in the communist country, would he be content with being freed from prison and now able to function in his country freely, or would he rather have freedom that may be outside of his economic governance? He may not know of the freedoms other economies may experience when not under strict communist governance, but he may recognize that there must be more. So, too, we may not know of freedom outside of this life, but we can understand that there must be something more significant. 
In the second option, the question is whether we can will to be free. The implications of being willing to be free necessitate our boundary of liberty to be unlimited. The apparent conundrum here, though, is if our liberty was unlimited, then why do we currently choose to remain in bondage in the flesh? But I am getting ahead of myself. However, if we can be free, we can liberate ourselves from the bonds of sin. A change in word order really can affect the term, provided no other terms are added. I believe Scripture nullifies both definitions of free will. So, let’s examine that first option in detail.
Option one says that we are free to will. Now, with this option, we run into some logical barriers if this were indeed the case, and we will examine those barriers; however, before those are addressed, what does it mean that we are free to will, and why do we believe this to be the case? I do not want to give the impression that I know the minds of the reader, let alone anyone, but I do think I can make a valid judgment as to why it is that we believe we have free will. Before we inject scripture, there is a logical approach to this assessment. 
There was a poem written about King Richard III of England describing why his Kingdom fell in battle to Henry the Duke of Richmond. This poem was entitled “The Horseshoe Nails.”[endnoteRef:5]   [5: ] 


“For the want of a nail, the shoe was lost;
For the want of a shoe, the horse was lost;
For the want of a horse, the battle was lost;
For the want of battle, the kingdom was lost—
And all for the want of a horseshoe nail."

I believe we often question if every will that is performed is significant. If there is significance in all we do, and God is sovereign over all creation, then everything, no matter how small, if God's purposes and plan must come to pass, must be willed with the intention of achieving the result. When we are given a decision, we have our ideas of the intended result we would want to see in the end. Rightfully so, we believe we will make the decision, but is it our will if the result is His plan? Seeing God's hand in every little thing is an impossible task. Instead of seeing God's hand, faith tells us this is the case. The redemption of God’s people is and most likely was hard to see before Jesus Christ, but in hindsight, every point of contention throughout history was to bring about God’s purpose and plan. 
When the name Joseph is brought up, many Christians and even unbelievers alike will conjure images of the Prince of Egypt, a young man second in command to the most powerful man in the world’s superpower at the time. In the end, we know the result, and we praise God for the result; however, was it man’s will that brought about this result or the will of God? “But as for you, you meant evil against me; but God meant it for good, to bring it about as it is this day, to save many people alive.” (Genesis 50:20). Man’s will, as stated previously, flows from a heart that is continually evil, a stark contrast to the cliché statement we often hear “man is good.” If anything, free will, besides negating the will of the Father over His creation, results in complete and utter destruction. With the example of Joseph, a crucial turning point changed the course of events, one in which God's will had to have been imposed. 
When Joseph’s brothers conspired against Joseph, the intent of their heart was to kill Joseph and cast him into a pit, and when asked, to say that a wild beast devoured him. (Genesis 37:20) However, his brother Reuben interjected and told his brothers that they should not kill him but instead just simply cast him into the pit, and Reuben would come back to remove him from the pit. Before Reuben returned to retrieve his brother Joseph, a company of Ishmaelites passed by with the intent of carrying spices, balm, and myrrh down to Egypt. Judah came up with the idea that, as opposed to killing Joseph, they would make a profit and sell him to the Ishmaelites. The profit incentive did not make itself evident until the Ishmaelites passed by. As it pertains to the Ishmaelites, the purchase of a slave was not the original intent of their journey. Now, with an intent to save a nation of people alive, could the will of man have been the dominant will in any scenario in the course of Joseph’s life? Moreover, did the brothers of Joseph even intend to save a nation? I think it is safe to say probably not. In a secular sense, Joseph’s brothers exercised their free will, but ultimately, they were not free to will outside God’s will. Otherwise, Joseph would have been dead. To affirm our being free to will, we must be content with that liberty, which is freedom within our knowledge of it. What I mean by this is that as far as we know, we are free to will. However, we are not omniscient, so from the Father's perspective, we are only free to will within the boundaries of our sinful limitations that constrain us. 
This, I believe to be the crux of the whole matter. The status of our will is, in the words of Martin Luther, an enslaved will.[endnoteRef:6] Paul tells us that the god of this age has blinded the minds of the unbelievers. (2 Corinthians 4:4) When we think of the word blind, the image first seen is one whose eyesight has been shut off. In this verse, however, Paul contrasts being blind to a limitation of our mental capacity and not the faculties of eyesight. The words of scripture are all very intentional; with that said, why did Paul use the word mind instead of eyes? Remember that our perceived free will is the liberty we have within the realm of our knowledge, but if our knowledge is limited, that does not mean that what we cannot perceive with our minds is not reality. In the words of Dr. Tony Evans, “If all you see is what you see, then you do not see all there is to be seen,” and that includes the mind.[endnoteRef:7] [6: ]  [7: ] 

The atheist will affirm that the material is all there is to be seen, and in the sense of mental capacities, he will also affirm this. With that pronouncement, there is nothing outside of our knowledge until, of course, man has affirmed it to be so. This is not to say that the man who denies the reality of God denies that there is something He cannot know, but it is to say that anything outside of the material laws we know of is not a reality. I can hear the atheists now categorizing themselves, claiming what I just said not to be the definition of an atheist; however, in remaining consistent with the etymology of the word itself, atheism is an ideology that lacks the affirmation of the reality of God. 
To be clear, three terms are used in the etymology of atheism. The first term is a, which denotes ‘the negation of’ or ‘the lack of.’ The second term is ‘Theos,’ which means god. Finally, the term ‘ism’ means denoting action or practice.[endnoteRef:8] When strung together, they actively affirm the lack of God. Ironically, from a secular perspective, there has been and still is a debate as to whether or not free will is a reality or an illusion, but for the scope of this book, I will remain in the theological realm; however, I do challenge the reader to seek understanding of what the unbelieving world perceives to be the truth.  [8: “For a slave is only as free as his master allows. Though He sets us free, His work is not done” 
The issue of Free Will has been a highly debated issue since the first century, almost immediately following the close of the New Testament Cannon, debates began to be penned. Even still, prior to Jesus incarnation, stoic philosophers spoke on these things, though not in light of the Savior. In NOT MY WILL, Sean Bailey attempts to bring into light the what the reformers so vigorously argued for.

NOT MY WILL tries to keep God exactly where He is, which is on His throne. It is no wonder we try to kick Him off of His throne, for though we walk in the spirit, we still dwell in our flesh. In keeping with being a ‘good Christian,’ we will affirm that yes God is sovereign, and even with a bit of consternation, we might even affirm that yes God does predestine, but when it comes down to the nuts and bolts of the issue, which is the human will, what do we say? Undoubtedly is the doctrine of Gods sovereignty uncomfortable, but though something may be uncomfortable we can’t always just walk away from it. With the aid of God’s word, Sean tries continue the work of Martin Luther and make a case for what we see as one of the biggest, if not the biggest doctrinal issue in the church today. A debate thousands of years old may not end here, but neither will the reformation.] 

Secularism aside, if one believes there is no supernatural knowledge outside of our awareness, we can have free will. In short, our epistemology is limited, and we are free within our bondage of that. The benefit of the believer, though, is that we know there is a realm outside of that which we are acquainted with, and in that realm is true freedom. I don’t think we should ever condemn one for being inquisitive, but I will admit, at times, I would do this until I realized the value of inquiry. I recall a rather peculiar question coming from an atheist. The question was, if God has free will and God can’t sin, is He free? Initially, I found this nonsensical; however, it poses an interesting dilemma and shows the importance of defining our words. From the perspective of man, this does make sense. 
From how we see things, we can choose option A or B. For practical purposes, we can use the example of justice. I can choose to exhibit justice in a given situation, or I can choose to turn a blind eye and not have a care of what transpires. Of course, this is in our realm of knowledge of the immaterial law of justice; we can observe it or not. In the mind of God, however, He is the standard of justice, and if God were to turn His back and allow something to happen without justice, He would be an unjust God. God forbid this should ever be, but if He cannot do so, is He in bondage to that standard? Recall what Paul said in 2 Corinthians 3:17: “Where the spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.” We cannot define freedom on our own terms. In our minds, if one is bound to a specific action, the one is not free; however, if the one who is bound to that action is the very standard of freedom, how can anyone rightly say He is not free? 
God is the standard of all that is good, all that is just, and all that is love. There, of course, are others, but we will stick with these three attributes. The opposite of these is only the negation of who God is; the opposite of justice being injustice, the opposite of love being unloving, and of good being evil. We will expound on this thought in Chapter 2, but these antithetical conducts, though not created behaviors, negate the standard. If these are the negations of who He is, how could God, who does not nor has ever changed, be free if He were to negate his very own nature? God is not a man that He should lie (Numbers 23:19). Therefore, his obligation to His standard is not bondage; instead, it is who He is. 
Now, if the Lord can only be free if He remains consistent with His standard, how can we be free if we negate His standard? If the Lord cannot be in bondage because He has never fallen to sin, we can’t be free because we have. Therein lies the problem of being free to will outside our knowledge realm. If our will was free to escape our realm and enter into the realm of the supernatural, we can then say our will be done, but as the title of the book implies, it is not our will. You and I are not omnipotent, rendering us incapable of influencing the physical realm like the Father. Some may say they will not do so, but the Father has a different perspective. We have always yearned for control, maybe not globally, for we who are a little less ambitious than the Alexanders and Caesars of the world; however, on some level, we desire control. In a later chapter, I will discuss this in more detail, but if the influence of God’s will was not over our will, His purpose and plan would never have come about. 
The man Jesus Christ displayed what could have happened if it were not the Father’s will that was done. Just as Paul said in Galatians 5:13, we don’t use liberty as an opportunity for the flesh. If the Father did not limit our access to the flesh, our superimposing of our will over the Father would result in a different outcome, for we don’t see things as He does. This is a logically impossible scenario but stick with me while I try to make a case. In the Garden of Gethsemane, Jesus was about to be taken away until Peter struck the ear of a servant of the High Priest. After cutting his ear, Jesus told Peter to put away his sword, stating that He could pray to the Father to send twelve legions of angels; I think we can imagine the outcome in a battle of angels and man. (Matthew 26:53) 
In saying this, Jesus stated what He could use his liberty to do, for though He is God, as the Son of God in the flesh, subordinate to the Father, His will was to do the will of His Father. However, in this part of Jesus’ life, in the case of the will, if the flesh’s will was no longer subject to the will of the Father, the flesh’s natural inclination would be towards self-preservation. It is no secret that the angels would have, of course, thwarted the plans of the High Priest to arrest Christ, resulting in our Lord not going to the cross to die for our sins. If that be the case, where would we be? 
This brings us to our second option: will our will be free if we are not free to will outside our knowledge realm? In dealing with the first option, we see that we are free to will, but only in our realm of knowledge. Our realm of knowledge does not know what it is to have no sin, thus meaning we can’t know freedom as God has it. The problem is that if we can’t know freedom as God knows it, and God is the standard of freedom, it would suffice to say we can’t know freedom (in the flesh). The conclusion of the matter, with all that said, must mean that we cannot be free to will. So, if we cannot be free to will, the question is whether we can will to be free. 
Let’s go back to Genesis again; what happened in the Garden? What did we fall from, and what did we fall into? We discussed earlier that to be free is to have freedom as God has it. It is an obvious inference that the Father is of a different substance than the creature, for He is the creator. However, when it comes to freedom, we know that man had freedom in the Garden because, according to Paul, where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty, and the Lord himself was also in the garden with man. (Genesis 2:8) 
We also know that Adam was free to take complete dominion over creation, beginning with naming, an act reserved for the Father, but in the beginning, given to man. God tells Adam to name all the animals and his wife. (Genesis 2:19, 23). After Adam names all of the animals, the bible says that whatever Adam called, each living creature was its name. This phrase “that was its name” is the Hebrew word sham, meaning the designation of God. Throughout both Old and New Testament scripture, we often see God changing the names of individuals who belonged to Him, a designation only a free agent can engage in; after all, who can come along and change the name of our children but the Lord of Glory? This act of naming, both by God and man, was present in the garden, but following the fall, what happened that this authority of naming was taken from man? 

Adam engaged in an act that was expressly forbidden by God, even though the consequences of this action were told to Adam prior, just as a citizen of a nation is told that if he or she commits a crime, a penalty will incur. When eating the fruit, Adam was told he would surely die. Just as any common criminal, if he were to engage in a crime before he receives his punishment, his sentencing is first given, and in the case of Adam, as our federal head, sentencing was given to all of mankind. To the woman, God said, “I will greatly multiply your sorrow and your conception; in pain, you shall bring forth children; your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you. (Genesis 3:16) After the woman's sentencing to the man, he said, “Cursed is the ground for your sake; in toil, you shall eat of it all the days of your life. Both thorns and thistles it shall bring forth for you, and you shall eat the herb of the field. In the sweat of your face, you shall eat bread till you return to the ground, for out of it you were taken; for dust you are and dust you shall return.” (Genesis 3:18-19) 
Once the judge gives a sentencing, the criminal is taken from the judge's sight and taken to prison. “So He drove out the man, and He placed cherubim at the east of the Garden of Eden, and a flaming sword which turned every way, to guard the way to the tree of life.” (Genesis 3:24). In this life a murderer is less likely ever to be released, however, if this be the case, until that day, and only if seen fit, will the criminal be released on some type of parole. In the legal justice system, the decision of parole is made by a parole board; however, the Judge of the universe does not need to appoint officials to carry out His judgment over His creation. Taking the example of parole in this life, the criminal would have limited liberty in that he is integrated into society once more, albeit with the obligation to fulfill specific works. If these obligations are met, the criminal can enter back into society without having to fulfill his duties to the state any longer to have his freedom; however, a criminal record may still follow him. With this record still on the tail of the criminal, bondage reins have been loosened. However, his freedom remains limited to an extent. Of course, the rule has few exceptions; for instance, governors can pardon a conviction from a record. Following the parole or any other agreed-upon obligation between the criminal and the state, unfortunately, recidivism rates are fairly high, in some instances, even during the parole period. 
The justice system we have in place is, of course, similar to the justice God administers on some level. However, this is where we can observe where the will is in bondage even after we have been regenerated. Paul tells us that we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared beforehand that we should walk in them. (Ephesians 2:10). We know that our works do not save us, but we are saved to do good works, which cannot be done on our own. With the example of a paroled criminal, he now enjoys limited freedom, contingent upon the criminal activity. Similarly, we may think that we do well the works we perform, but as we have examined earlier in Romans 7:15, that which we will to do, we do not do, for in us (that is in our flesh) nothing good dwells. If this is true, it is never our will that brings about His workmanship; it is the will of the Father alone. 
The question remains, though: can we be free? The point of what I have just tried to outline is to show that, for one, in our flesh, our liberty is limited, but as it pertains to the will being free to do as it desires, we do not do. To be a disciple of the Lord Jesus Christ is not only the highest calling man can achieve, but frankly, one that none of us genuinely ever desire to have. Paul said we were once alienated and enemies in our minds by our wicked works. (Colossians 1:21) From the perspective of man, our affinity towards God is, at best, a type of cosmic bellboy we call on when we are in trouble and, in moments of loneliness, an acquaintance we can vent to, at worst, utter and complete hatred wanting nothing to do with Him. To take it a little further, we are at enmity with God. (Romans 8:7) In Greek, the word enmity is akin to the relationship of Satan towards God.
Jesus was engaged in a bitter match of words when speaking to the Pharisees. Claiming themselves to be sons of Abraham, the Pharisees thought themselves to be those God chose. Agreeing with the Pharisees, Jesus acknowledged the truth of their kinship to Abraham. However, the Sons of the Most High they were not. If they were sons of God, they would have loved Jesus; however, this was not the case. Instead, our Lord gave a strong rebuke in that they were sons of the devil; not only his sons, but they do his will. (John 8:44) 
This one statement comes with a few implications to it. Right away, the most obvious is the contrast of kinship. Moreover, as it pertains to the will, not only does Jesus’s statement to the Pharisees show that they do not do the will of God, it shows they do the will of the devil. In this, it seems we are not just in bondage to the will of the flesh but also in bondage to the will of Satan. As creatures who only care ultimately about their own lives, the selfishness of man seems to pale in comparison to the will and aspiration of Satan. If the desire of our then father were to ascend above the clouds and be like God, and we live to do the will of Satan, our wills came in line with the Father of lies, desiring to be like God. Had it not been for the restraining power of God, how can we say we would be any different than those men in history whose similar aspirations manifested? As the children of the devil, albeit different and on various levels, we would carry that will out, whether it be trying to become the God of our own lives or rulers of nations. Paul says in his letters to the Ephesians and his letter to the Colossians that outside of being sons of God, we were once the sons of disobedience. (Ephesians 2:2, Colossians 3:6) With this evidence, the two options in this life seem only to be the children of God or children of Satan. Our will in this life, secularly speaking, can be ours, but when it comes to seeing the whole picture, our wills are either that of Satan or that of God. 
Once again, going back to the fall of man, Adam’s will was the will of God in the garden, that of freedom, but the will of Satan was for man to rebel against his creator. In this rebellion, by saying that we could become like God (Genesis 3:5), we were sold the idea that our will could be carried out. Little did Adam know, however, that Satan planned to impose his will and influence over man, and as God's representatives on this earth, the authority given to us was given away. This is why Paul can refer to Satan as the Prince of the power of the air. (Ephesians 2:2) The term Prince, though lesser, still denotes a level of sovereignty. Complete sovereignty goes to no other than the Lord of hosts. Nevertheless, Satan’s sovereignty is still a reality. (Akin to each state having its sovereignty in the sovereign nation of America) As the anointed cherub who beheld the Glory of God continually, Lucifer was indeed the creation and an angel. (Ezekiel 28:14, Job 1:6) Man was given dominion over the earth, but through the fall, handed that authority to Satan that he may have dominion, fulfilling Satan’s name as the god of this age. (2 Corinthians 4:4) In giving over our authority, our wills also fell in subjugation to Satan, nullifying the will God intended for us to possess as his representatives on the earth. 
As Chapter 1 comes to a close, the second option is our willingness to be free. The point of such a detailed answer hopefully reveals that not only can we not will our freedom, but it also starts to open up why we can not. Time has been spent arguing that our wills were in bondage before our rebirth and in our flesh still are; however, Jesus's scathing statement takes the bondage of our will to an even more critical level. 
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