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Introduction

The literary meaning of the term éAevOepia ¢ MEoapéoewg is freedom of choice.
In the Greek Orthodox tradition this concept is a crucial theme and refers to the God-
given ability of the person to choose between alternatives and to voluntarily perform
God’s will. Beside ¢éAevOepla tnc mpoaipéoews the Greek Fathers use the terms
avtefovolov (power of self-disposal)!, avtompoaipetov (by own choice), 0 &’
Nutv (what is in our power) or éAevOepia (freedom). These terms may not have an
identical literary meaning but they form a common semantic field concerning the
will of the human being. However, human npoaipeoic should not be understood in
a modern sense, as a third power of the soul, which is in the middle between reason
and emotion but rather as the will of the human being as a whole, i.e. as attitude and
its relationship to divine agency.? The notion of freedom of choice or, more generally,
of free will, its philosophical background and its development in the Greek patristic
works have already been discussed in several studies.® These studies approach the
issue from a philosophical, systematic or historical point of view. Only rarely is it
being analyzed how the Church Fathers as exegetes approach the concept of free will
and use it in their interpretations of the New Testament.

The Non-biblical Background

The debate concerning mpoaipeois derives from ancient Greek philosophy. Aristotle
was the first who systematically wrote about the issue of accountability of the human
actions and their relation to the human character. In his third book of the
Nicomachean Ethics he tried to criticize Socrates” notion that nobody is voluntarily
bad.* Aristotle believed the opposite, namely that the character of the humans
derives from decisions and actions, which are ascribed to them as individuals and
not to external or natural powers. Aristotle considers mpoaipeoig to be BovAevTucn

1 Especially avteovolov can be understood as the prerequisite for the freedom of choice, while
2Perkams, 2010, 250.

3 The works of Miiller (2010) and Frede (2011) are, according to my opinion, the most interesting
and detailed studies among the most recent ones. Furthermore, Susanne Hausamman (2011)
presents a comprehensive investigation of the concept of the freedom of decision in the eastern
orthodox theological tradition.

¢ HOwka Nwxoudyewa, 111, 7, (ed. Bywater), OCT, 49'+17: To 0& Aéyewv ¢ ovdelS EKWV TOVIQOS 0V’
AKWV HAKAQLOG EOLKE TO HEV PeVOEL TO O' AANOEL LAKAQLOG LEV YAQ OVOEIS dKkwv, 1) ¢ poxOnola
£KOVOLOV.



00l TV &v NUv° i.e. a deliberate pursuit of what is in our power, which does not
primarily refer to human freedom but to accountability of human action.

Furthermore, Epictetus accentuated more intensively the concept mpoaipeoic at the
end of the first or beginning of the second century.® While Aristotle perceives
nipoalpeots as a human faculty for choosing in a rational way, Epictetus understands
nipoalpeois as the moral attitude of the human being as a whole” and relates it to the
Stoic conception of freedom.® This freedom is characterized by an idealism.” It
characterizes only the Stoic sage,' who remains uninfluenced by false ideas and
knows exactly what is good. The Stoics represent the next stage in this philosophic
debate. In the Stoic doctrine the notion of freedom of choice, free will appears for the
tirst time. The term avteEovolov probably has stoic origin and refers to freedom of
the person to act as it sees fit in pursuit of the good!. Thus, according to the Stoics,
only the wise man is really free because only he knows exactly what is good and has
not enslaved himself to wrong beliefs. However, this notion of freedom should be
understood in the context of the stoic theory of fate (eipaguévn), which presupposes
that fate’s causal nexus (divine agency) determines all processes in the world.!?
Therefore, only the wise stoic has the capacity to obey to his fate’s will
dispassionately and willingly.”* This combination of the notions of freedom and fate

5 HOwda Nixopdyewa, 111, 3, (ed. Bywater), OCT, 48'%12: ‘H mpoaigeoic &v ein BovAevtucr) 60e&ig TV
£€P' NULV- €k TOD BovAevoaoBat yaQ kQlvavtes 0peyopeda kot v fovAgvOLY.

¢ 'Entixtntog, Awrtpifai, 111,40, (ed. Schenkl), BT, 2381314 ‘Ot ovk el kQéag ovdE Toixes, aAAa
TEOAQEDIC TAVTNV &V OXNC KaANV, TOT' €0TL KAAOG.

7Miller, 2010, 14. cf. Hofmeister-Pich, 2010, 105.

8 'Emiktnrog, Awatpifai, 1,12,10, (ed. Schenkl), BT, 51112 'EAev0epog yao €0TLv, @ YiveTal mavTa
Kata mooaigeotv kal Ov ovdelg dvvatat kwAvoal. Epictetus, however, cannot be equated with the
representatives of the Old and Middle Stoa, because he does not treat mooatipeoic before the strict
deterministic background of his predecessors; cf. Dobbin, 1989, 33.

9’ Emiktnrog, Atatpifai, 11157, (ed. Schenkl), 24935: 'Epot pév yoo kataAndOnvat yévorto pundevog
aAdov émpeAovpéve 1) TG MEOoALRETEWS TG EUNG, (v anabng, v akwAvtog, v dvavaykaotog,
v’ éAevBepoc.

10 Qpryévng, Eic 10 Kata Twavvny, 1,112, (ed. Blanc), Sc 120bis, 28219 "Eott tiva doypata maQ'
"‘EAANOL kaAoVpeva mapadola, t@ kat avtolg codp@ TAEIoTa G0A TMQOOATTOVIA HETA TLVOG
amodeifews 1) pavouévng amodeifews, kab®' & paoL povov Kal mavia Tov coPov eivat legéa, T
HOVOV Kal TAVTa TOV 00OV ETUOTHHUNV EXELV TG TOoL B0 Bepamelag, kal HOVOV Kal TTavTa TOV
oodov elval éAevBegov, éEovaiav avtomEayiag &mo tov Oelov vouov eiAndota- kat v é£ovoiav
0¢ OpllovToL VOLLLHOV ETUTQOTIN V.

11 Frede, 2011, 75.

2 Xpvoinmnog, Fragmenta, (ed. Arnim) Fragm 975: Kai avtoi d¢ ( scil. Chrysippus et Zeno ) 10 ka0’
ELLAQUEVTIV Elval TAVTA DLEBEPALWOTAVTO TTAQADELYLATL XQTNOAEVOL TOLOVTQW, OTL OTIEQ OXT|HATOG
gav 1) €Enotnuévos KVwvV, €av pEV PovAntal €mecBal kal €Aketal kal €metal MOWOV Kal TO
avte€oVolov et TG avaykng [olov TG elpaguévnc]: éav d¢ un PovAntat émeobat, mavTws
avaykaoOnoetar 10 avto dMmov kal €nml TV avOewmwv: Kal W] PovAduevol yao dkoAovOety
avaykaofnoovIat TavTws €ig TO MEMQWHEVOV eloEADELV.

3 Dobbin, 1989, 16. Similarly, Emiktntog, Eyxeipidtov, 8,1, (ed. Schenkl), BT, 4321314 : M) {1jtet T
ywopeva yiveoOat wg 0éAelg, aAAa BéAe ta yvopeva wg yivetat kal evgonjoelc. The voluntary
acceptance of fate’s will makes human beings truly free, even if they like Epictetus lead a life as slaves



inspired the criticism addressed by the Peripatetics, who analyzed the concept of
mipoalpeoic on a more pragmatic basis. According to Alexander of Aphrodisias, one
of the most well known of the Peripatetics, human beings are not determined by
fate’s casual nexus!* but instead have the capability to do something or its opposite
through their mpoaipeoic. The crucial point of human freedom is not the voluntary
acceptance of a role assigned by fate'® but the careful deliberation and decision what
to do.!® Alexander provides an understanding of mpoaipeoig that is similar to that of
the Greek Fathers and proves that the debate regarding human freedom and divine
will was very popular in second century. The question is whether and how the New
Testament authors refer to this debate.

The Biblical Background

The only case in the New Testament, where the concept mpoaipeoic is used, and is
contrasted with the notion of a forcible action is 2 Cor 9:7: ékaotogc kabwg
TiponeNTatL T kKaEdla, pr &k Avmng 1 €€ avaykng. Iooawpéopat t) kaedia in this
context means choose freely and is opposed to the expression €& avayxng (by
constraint). Paul addresses a similar word to Philemon (14): tva u1 wg xato
avayknv 1o ayaBov ocov 1 aAAa kata ékovowov. Indeed, these are some
unsystematic statements, which do not refer to conceptions of human will and
freedom but rather share the idea that one only voluntarily can do good and echo the
language of the Septuagint.'”

It is striking that neither a definition of the human will nor a fixed vocabulary
concerning the human will and its relation to human actions occur in the Bible.
Although both Testaments speak about divine agency and human will, their authors
neither develop a theory nor use a constant term concerning human will. The reason
for this is that, according to the Bible, God’s will and commandments are not only
performed or denied by the human intellect or an inner power of the soul but by the
human being as a whole. The person as a whole is able to obey God or to turn away

or in other fateful circumstances. Though circumstances come from fate, they do not determine the
human mpoaigeoic, namely human attitude towards fate. Cf. Jedan, 2010, 43.

14 [lepi Eipappévne, XX, (ed. Bruns), 19348: To yoOV mE@TOV €IQNHEVOV WG MAVIWV TWV OVIWYV
ATV TWVOV YIWVOUEVWV TV HETA TaDTA Kol TODTOV TOV TEOTOV €XOpéVwV AAANAWV T@V
TMEAYHATWV T OikNV AAV Oewg Toig mMEWTOS ouvvnETodaL Ta devTega, O WOTEQ OVOlAV TG
elpaguévng vTotiBevTal WS 0L PAVEQWS ATIADEL TWV TIOAYHATWYV;

15 Zierl, 1995, 13.

16 [Tepi eipapuévne, VI, (ed. Bruns), 1701219 Opwpev yoUv OTL kAl 1O OWHA TQ TOLOV T) TOIOV €LVl TV
dvow Kkal €v voools kat év $pOooais akoAoVOwG T GLOLKT) CLOTACEL YIVETAL OV UV €€ AVAYKNG:
kaval yag €kkgovoatl TNV Towavde talv €mpéAetal te Kal déowv vMaAAdayal kal MQOOTALELS
latoVv kat ovppovAal Bewv. Kata 8¢ tov avtov todmov kat €mi g Puxng eDEOoL TIS &V Topa TV
DLOKTV KATAOKELTV DxPOQOUG YIVOUEVAS EKAOTW TAG TE MQEOAIQETELS KAl TAG TTOALELS KAl TOVG
plovs. 10og Yoo avBpwmwv daipwv kata tov ‘HedkAeitov, tovtéott voic.

17 Ecc 2:22; Jer 14:14; Lev 7:16.



from God’s will, not just its cognitive, affective or other faculties'. Thus, the Hebrew
term 197 (rafon) has many connotations, which refer not only to a cognitive or mental
aspect of the human being. Furthermore, the terms OéAewv, OéAnua and OéAnoic in
the Septuagint and the New Testament describe a morally ambivalent form of
volition.” They are not only for God’s will, but also for human will. The quality of
the human will depends on the manner in which it responds not to human reason,
but to the Divine will.%

Jesus prayer at Gethsemane (according to the Synoptics, Mk 14:36): ’AA" oU Tl éyw
0éAw aAAa ti ov provides an echo of this idea. Jesus expresses through this sentence
his volitional obedience to His Father’s will.?! Similarly, the fourth Gospel adopts the
idea that humans can fulfill the divine will by their own will! Jn 7:17: 'Eav tic 0¢An
T0 OEANUA AVTOL TOLELY, YVWOETAL TEQL TNG dWOAXNG TTOTEQOV €K TOV €0V €0TLV T)
&yw art’ epavtov AaAw. The value of the human person as a whole, namely as a
thinking and acting subject, is being measured according to his willingness to
perform the divine will. Therefore, the other relevant concept, that is, freedom, seen
generally in the New Testament, does not refer to autonomy or independence of the
human being from God but to a form of relationship to God.

The Main Theological Arguments of the Patristic Notion of Human Freedom of Choice

Even though no theory concerning the human will and human action can be found in
New Testament, Justin the philosopher and martyr uses the terms &AevOéoa
nipoalpeotg and avteEovolov as fundamental theological concepts?. He is the first
among the Greek Fathers who follows the aforementioned philosophical debate
concerning mpoa(peots and introduces it in a new system, differentiated from that of
the philosophical worldview. The Greek Fathers mentioned hereafter are primarily
inspired by the biblical word and their own experiences in the Christian community.
However, they use five arguments that have a remarkable philosophical background.

The first argument derives from Origen. In the third book of his work meot apxwv
Origen presents systematic study regarding the term avteEovolov. His argument
derives from the Aristotelian perspective of the accountability of human actions®.

18Dihle, 1982, 75: “Both complying with and opposing the intention of God result from the whole of
human personality. It is therefore of little importance which faculty of the soul is chiefly responsible
for the will of man, alone subject to moral judgment (Gen 2:21, 6:5).”

YLimbeck, 1981, 338ff.

20 Cf. Miiller, 2010, 217.

21Dihle, 1982, 79.

2 AntoAoyia, (ed. Munier) 43, 3-4, Sc 507, 24010-14: Kol a0 €l pr) mooagéoet EAev0£pa moog to devyeLy
Ta aloxoa kat ailgeloBat ta kaAd dvvapwy €xel to avOodmeov yévog, aAA’ OtL éAevBépa
nieoatlpéoel Kol katopbotl kat opaAAetal, oVtws amodeikvupev». Aiddoyoc Ilpoc Tpvpwva, (ed.
Marcovich) 88, 5, PTS 47, 223212%: BouvAdpevoc yaQ Tovtovs &v €AevBépa mooatgéoet Kal
avteEoVTlovg YeVoUEVOUG, TOVG T AYYEAOLS Kai Tovg avOpwmoug, 6 Beog ...

B HOwka Niwcoudaxew, 11, 5, (ed. Bywater), OCT, 493-50%: 'Ovtog 01) BovAnTov pév tov TéAoug,
PovAgvTV OE Kol TIQOALQETWV TWV TROG TO TEAOG, al TTeQL TADTA TTEALELS KATA TQOAIQETLY AV €lev



According to Origen, the accountability of human actions refers to the biblical idea of
final judgment.? The fact that they are held accountable for their actions at the final
judgment presupposes that human beings have avteEovolov.

A second argument is closely connected with this idea. It is about God’s
commandments in the Bible. The Epistle of Barnabas attests that the realization of
God’s commandments is ¢’ 1juiv, meaning it is in our power. According to Irenaeus
of Lyon® and other Greek Fathers this proves that human beings are not determined
by fate.?® God is omnipotent, God can act in history and God has foreknowledge of
world events,?” but this foreknowledge does not determine human life. In contrast,
human beings are able to follow God’s Law of their own volition.?

A third argument is that neither God nor nature but human transgressions have
caused evil in the world. Methodios of Olymp pleads for the avte£ovolov and
devotes an entire work to the issue, that evil does not come from God, but only from

Kal ékovolot. AL dE TV AQETWV EVEQYELaL TLEQL TADTA ... TOUTOLS O' €ouce papTueioBat kal Wi VP’
EKAOTWV Kal U a0T@OV TV VOHoOeT@V: KOAALOLOL YAQ Kal TIHWwEODVTAL TOUG dpwvtag HoxOnod,
oot ur Pla 1) dL' dyvolav Ng U] avTol alTiol, Tovg 0& T KAAX TEATTOVIAS TIHWOLY, WG TOUG HEV
MEOTEEPOVTEG TOVG D€ KWAVOOVTEC.

2 Vovyévng, Iept Apxwv, 11L1,6, (ed. Gorgemanns), 476%-4777: ... kal eDAOYWGS ,EVOXwWV' MUV ,T0)
koloel éoopévwyv, el magaPaivoipev avta. ‘O0ev kal ,mag” ¢now ,0 akovwV HOL TOvG AGyoug
TOUTOVG Kal MOV avToLG OpoLwOnoeTatL avdol Gpovipw, 60TIS QKODOUNOEV avTOL TNV olkiav €l
v Tétoay’ kal ta €ENG, ,0 O& AKOVWV Kal L] oLV OHOLOG €0TLV AVOQL HWEQ, O0TIS WKODOUNTEV
avToL TV oikiav €ml v appov’ kal ta €Eng. Kat Aéywv ,0¢ tolg ék deflwv: debte MEOG g, ol
eVAOYMLEVOL TOD ATEOG MOV Kal T €ENG, émelvaca yoQ kal édwkaté pot payetv, Ediynoa katl
énotioaté pe’ odpodoa cadwc we altiolg ovoL Tov Enatvelobal ddwoL Tag énmayyeAlag, kat ék ToD
évavtiov Toic £T€00LG WG PEKTOIC MAQ' avTOUG Aéyel TO ,moEeVecOe ol KATNEAREVOL €lG TO TDQE TO
aldviov'.

5 EAeyyog, IV,37,3-4, (ed. Rousseau), Sc 100, 9281725 Tadtar yaQ mAVTA TO avTeEOVOLOV ETUDEKVLOL
OV avOQWTOL Kal TO CUUBOVAEVTIKOV TOD Oe0D ATOTEETOVTOS UEV TOV ATelfelv avT@, AAAX L)
Palopévov. Kal yao avtd 1o edayyéAlov el pr BovAowto tig émecOal, €E0v pev avtq Eotwy,
aovpdegov dé- 1) yao maakor] 100 Oeol kal AmoBoAn to0 dyabob éotv HEV €V T avOwmw,
PAGPTV 0¢ kail Cnpiay oV v Tvxovoav Pépet. Kat dux tovto 6 ITavAdg pnowv- Iavta pot E€eotwy,
AAA" 0V avTo oUHPEQEL.

26 Qowyévng, Iept Apxawv, 11L1,6, (ed. Gorgemanns), 476*%: Kat 6 owtr)o 0¢& Aéywv 10 ,éyw d¢ Aéyw
VULV un avTiotnval @ movnew’ kal 0Tt 6¢ av 0QYLoT) 1@ adeAdq avtov, évoxog éotatl TN koloel
Kat,0¢ Eav EUPBAEYT) yuvalka TEOC TO EmBuunoal 101 époixevoev €v ) kadia avtol’, Katl el Tiva
AAANV ddwoy €VToAn, ¢notv wg &d' Muiv 6vtog to0 PuAdfatr Tt mEooTeTayéva». cf.
AAéEavdooc Adoodiotetg, XXXVI, Tlepi eipappévne, (ed. Bruns) 209810,

7 of. Twavvng Aapaocknvog, ExOeoic dxpifne tnc 0pBodolov mictewe, 40, (ed. Kotter), PTS 12,
9817-18: Xo1) O¢ YLVWOOKELV, WG 1] HEV AlQETIS TV MEAKTOV del EP' MUV €0TLv: 1) ¢ MEAELS TTOAAAKILG
KWAVETAL KATA TLVA TQOTIOV TG TIOVOLaG.

28 The argument that the providence of God does not determine human action, and therefore human
freedom is not canceled by divine agency, is mentioned by the platonic philosopher Carneades. See
Bugar, 2009, 625.



our choices.” Evil results from the abuse of freedom, a freedom which rational
beings, angels, and humans have obtained from God.*

One can point to two further patristic arguments, which differ from the current
philosophical positions. The fourth argument is, as Clement and Origen have pointed
out, that the divine freedom is neither compatible with constraint nor with any form
of violence.’! One can note a change of the image of God. God is viewed not only as
the master of creation, but also as absolute freedom. God is uncreated freedom.3?
According to John of Damascus human beings have the gift of freedom because they
are a true image of God: Ilav yao Aoywov avteEovolov, kal ToLTO €0TL TO KAT'
etkova 0eov.” The freedom of choice is God's gift, which distinguishes humans from
the rest of God’s will-less creatures.

The fifth and last argument is even more exciting. It is a position particularly
emphasized by John Chrysostom, who stresses it more than any other Greek exegete.
According to this, human moaipeoic has a position of primacy over the entire
human nature. “I am not determined by my nature,” observes Chrysostom, “but I am
honored by God with the gift of the freedom of choice. It depends not on my nature
but my choices if I will be a good or an evil person” (OV yap ¢pvoeL dédepar, AAA'
EAev0Oepia mooapéoewc tetipnuat).®* While the human nature has a fixed form and
potential, one can develop his character through his own volitional choices and
actions.®

According to my point of view, these are the five most noteworthy arguments with
which the Greek Fathers justify the notion of freedom of choice or free will on biblical
and philosophical grounds. One wonders now why human agency has been a
significant issue for them. Justin, the first who referred to avte€ovolov and

29 Kobusch, 2010, 284.

0 Aapaocknvog, ExOeoic axpifrc tnc 0pBodolov miotewe, 21, (ed. Kotter), PTS 12, 59123132,

31 Kobusch, 2010, 293.

32 Ibid.

3 Eioaywyn doyuatwv, 10, (ed. Kotter), PTS 7, 26'>16. The Cappadocian Fathers also hold the opinion
that human beings can reach through their mpoaigeois the likeness of God (10 ka® opolwowv). cf.
I'onyootog Nvoong, Iept kataokevnc avBpwmov, I, (ed. Horner), Gregorii Nysseni Opera Suppl.,
29a 516: TTomowpev avOowmov kat' eikova Npetépav kai 1o Kab' opoiwotv mpooéOnke, detkvog 0Tt
Kal mooaipeov Nuiv avtefovoiav EuPadel v duvapévny momoat Has opolwdnvat Oe: kat ovv
Kal ToovTtol dmeteAéoOnpev kata v mEogenov tob Oeov. TToAAol yap ol dpowbévtes avt®,
TIAVTWG D¢ Kol Ol OHOLWONTOUEVOL, KAV LT KAl TAVTEG LG TOUTO ETUOTIEVIOLLLEV AAAQ TV EvavTiov
HaAAov amo é0edokakiag Padilouev. Ev d¢ 1) kataokevt) Dotegov povov eine 1o Kat' elkova wg
Kal HOVoV TouTo EvieAEs kal avaAloiwtov 1) avBowrivy Guvoel éykataokevaoag: T0 0é ye Kab'
opoiwaoty, ¢meldn dUVANEL TEwg HOVOV EYKATEOTIELQE T AVOQWTW, oVTIW d¢ Kai eic amotéAsopua
EUTEPAVIOTO AAA' €DelTo €Tl TEOG AMOTéAeopa TG TOU AaPovtog TV mooaigeov TEAafews,
EIKOTWE ATIECUOTINTEV.

34 Eic to pntov tov0 Artootodov: Iepi & twv kexounuévwv ov OéAw duac dyvoeiv, ddeAdol, iva un
AvminoOe- kai eic Tov Twp kal Tov Appadu, MPG 48, 104217,

3% Miiller, 2010, 18.



EAev0épa mooatlgeots, as well as his pupil Tatian, who transformed this term into
éAevOepia e mEoapéoews, applied these concepts against the vulgar belief in
fate’® and pagan superstitions such as astrology.’” Nevertheless, Irenaeus of Lyon,
along with Clement and Origen of Alexandria, have applied the concept of freedom
of choice in their struggle against the strong dualism and determinism of the
Gnostics. Among other things, the dispute of the Alexandrian theologians with the
Gnostics focused on the concept miotic (faith). While Clement and Origen
understood faith as a voluntary and conscious acceptance of faith in God, Gnostics
taught that faith derives from God or nature.?

For the Greek Fathers, the encounter with Gnosticism carried with it the challenge of
defending human freedom of decision not only in systematic treatises but also in
biblical commentaries. This was necessary as the Gnostics misused the canonical
texts in order to prove their deterministic and dualistic ideas.* In the following
section, I will focus on three representative texts that played a crucial part in the
debate between the Greek Fathers and the Gnostics.

John 6:44-45

A classical text, which is still regarded as one of the allegedly most important
evidences for the claim that a predestinarian, or pre-gnostic pattern is present in the
Fourth Gospel, is Jn 6:44-45. It is the passage of the dialogue between Jesus and the
people of Galilea (6:28, 30f, 34) on the “bread of life.” Jesus responds to the
“murmur” of the Jews who do not want to believe that He came down from Heaven
that nobody can come to Him unless the Father draws him. The Isaiah quote from the
Septuagint, which the evangelist cites in a modified form, refers to an eschatological
event, namely the Jewish eschatological expectation of a time when Yahweh himself
would teach his people the Torah.* That expectation is fulfilled in Christ on a
universal level concerning all human beings:

3 Cf. Klauck, 2003, 331ff.

¥lovotivog, Amoldoyia, 43,1-2, (ed. Murnier), Sc 507, 240%%: ‘Omwg 0& U1} Tweg €K TV
neoAeAeypévawy 0P Muwv dofaowol kab' elHaQpéve AVAYKNV GAOKEW TUAS T YWOHEVA
YiveoBar €Kk TOD TQOELTIELV MEOEYVWOUEVR, Kal Tovto dxAv<o>opev. Tac tpweiag kat tag
KOAAOES Kal tag dyabac apopac kat' daliav t@wv mealewv ékdotov Aamoddoobal dux T@V
MEOPN TV HaBOVTES kal AANOES amoPatvopeda- émel el pr) To0UTO €0Ty, AAAx kO’ elpaguévnyv
TiavTa yivetal, ovte O €P' ULV €0TV OAWG.

3 Clemens of Alexandria summarizes in the fifth book of Stromata the understanding of faith
according to the Gnostics Basilides, Valentin and Marcion (Xtpwuateic, V,1, 3.2.1-4.4.5, GCS 11 [=15]
3271-328%),

3 Cf. Qovyévng, In Epistulam ad Romanos, (ed. Bammel), Sc 532, 138410: ... alia quod quaestiones in ea
plurimas mouet et eas praecipue quibus innitentes haeretici astruere solent quod uniuscuiusque
gestorum causa non ad propositum debeat sed naturae diuersitatem referri, et ex paucis huius
epistulae sermonibus totius scripturae sensum, qui arbitrii libertatem concessam a Deo homini docet,
conantur evertere.

40 S0 Bultmann, Johannesevangelium, KEKNT, 198621, 172.



A Ovdelc dUvatat EABelv TEOG He

B Eav ur 6 matno 0 mépdag pe EAkdorn avtov,

KAY®W avaotow alToV €V T1) E0XATT) 1|HEQQ.

"Eotwv yeyoappévov év tolg moodrtaic: [Isa 54: 13] kat éoovrar mavtec didaxtol Oeov:
B’ mag 6 axovoag mada Tob mateog Kal pabwv

A’ Egxetat mEOg .

Verses 44-45 have a chiastic structure which demonstrates, on the one hand, that the
metaphor*! “to be drawn by the father” refers to “listening to the father,” and the
“learning” of human beings. On the other hand, “coming” to Christ, i.e. believing in
Christ,* results from the combination of an action of the Father “drawing” human
beings to Christ and a human action, i.e. the turning®* towards Him (come, listen,
learn) (cf. Jn 3:21). However, many scholars hold the view that this text is proof for
the predestinarian intention of the Fourth Gospel,* or more intensively, that man is
so strictly determined in the Fourth Gospel that there is no interest in his will.** The
most famous commentator of the Fourth Gospel in the Greek East, Cyril of
Alexandria, pleads for the freedom of decision and observes that the Evangelist
emphasizes God’s initiative, but he does not negate the human avtonpoaipetov:

[Eic to Kata Twavvny, (ed. Pusey), I, 50716-5084]: «Avwtéow d¢ Aéywv Ovdeic
ovvatar EAOetv mpoc ué, éav un o Iatnp o méupac ue EAxvon avTov, ovk
avaykaoTikiy, o0dE Blxlotatnyv ovoayv EmWekvoeL v EAEW mpootBels: Tac
o0 daxovoac napa tov Iatpoc pov kai pabwv Epyetar mpoc pé. ‘Omov yap akon
Kal Hadnois kat 10 €k mawevoews ayadov, dux melBovg dnAovoTL kai ovk €€
avayxng 1 miotic: avtAnmtikn 8¢ paAdov, wg €€ dyamng toic afiowg 1) émi
Xowt@ ovveols xopnyeltat maga TtoL Ilateog TmEQ  AVAYKAOTIKY)
nepuoleoBat yao O doypatikdg avaykalet Adyog 1O avteéovoov Kai
avtomoaigetov T TOL AvBpdmov Ppuxy, va dikaiovg peév én’ ayaboig
amoutr) touvg pobovs, odpaAlopévn d& ToL MEEMOVTOG, KAl TO TQ VOopoOétn
dokovv éxk Qabupiag éxBatvovoa, TV €ml t@ KoAaleoOal diknv kal
evAoYwTATNV &mokouiloLto.

[Transl. Pusey, (1885): But having said above, No man can come to Me, except the Father
Which sent Me draw him, He shews that it is not a compulsory nor forcible drawing,
adding, Every man that hath heard of My Father and hath learned, cometh unto Me. For
where there is hearing and learning and the benefit of instruction, there is faith, to wit by
persuasion and not of necessity: and the knowledge of Christ is given by the Father to
them that are worthy, helpful as of love, rather than constraining. For the word of doctrine
requires that free will and free choice be preserved to the soul of man, in order that it may
ask the just rewards of its good deeds, and if it have fallen from right, and from
heedlessness have transgressed the Will of the Lawgiver, it may receive the doom of its
transgression and that most reasonable.]

4 The metaphor “to be drawn by” has a rich Jewish (Hos 11:1.4; Jer 38,3"X a.0.), as well as Greek
background (ITAatwv, Twv, 536a a.o.). See in detail Theobald, 1996, 315-341.

2 Cf. Jn 7,37-38.

3 Rohser, 1994, 220.

4 Hofius, 1996, 28f. cf. Brown, John, ABC, 1996, 277: , Gott acts in their hearts ... this internal
moving of the heart by the father will enable them to believe in the Son ...” (cf. Jer 31:33)

45 Achtner, 2011, 38ff.



On the basis of this commentary we can see that Cyril compares the relevant parts of
the chiastic structure with each other and draws the conclusion that faith in Christ is
not only a gift from God but also a consequence of human hearing and learning.
Cyril goes back to the teaching of Clement and Origen and stresses that faith cannot
be forcibly imposed. He expresses openly that this reading derives from the doctrine
of the church (0 doypatucoc avaykalet Adyoc). Cyril explains avteEovolov and
avtonpoaipetov as a theological axiom and ascribes validity to it on the grounds of
human accountability for action at the final judgment. From this point of view,
nipoalpeoig is a kind of intention, which results from the entire moral attitude of the
human person* and makes it worthy of the faith in Christ. According to Cyril, divine
agency does not abolish human mooaigeois. God the Father gives insight to those
counted worthy, an insight that is not forcibly imputed but rather helps to move
humans towards faith (dvtiAnmtikr) ... cOveolg mL XQLOTQ ... T)TTEQ AVAYKAOTIK).

Finally, I would like to point out texts that demonstrate clearly* that, in the Fourth
Gospel, human volition is a decisive factor regarding faith in Christ.

5:40: kat oV OéAete €ABelv mEOG pe tva Comv Eéxnre (cf. Jn 5:35; Mt 23:37).
7:17: 'Eav tic 0€An 10 BéAnUa avto [i.e. 1o mateodg] motely,
YV@oeTaL meQL TG daXNS TOTEQOV €k TOL Be0l E0TLv 1] éyw ATt €HavToD AAAQ.

I will now refer to another important text of the New Testament.

Romans 7

Rom 7:14-25 (cf. Gal 5:13ff.*%) is considered another locus classicus in the debate
concerning human will in the New Testament. Paul seems to radically challenge
human freedom in this text.*” The interpretation of Romans 7 and especially the first
person singular “I” is itself a broad topic and cannot be discussed extensively in this
paper. However, one can accept the majority’s opinion that in Romans 7 Paul
explains the situation of the unredeemed human being® on the basis of the of the
“Fall of Man” narrative in Genesis 2 and 3.5! Neither his own personal story nor any
anthropological problems>? are the subject of discussion here. Paul rather refers to the
capture of pre-Christian human beings in a wrong system of values.>® He does that in
order to put the blame on sin and prove that salvation is possible only in Christ. Paul

46 Miiller, 2010, 10.

47 S0 Brown (John, AnBib, 1966, 225) on Jn 5:40: “The refusal is deliberate”.

# Lohr (2007, 174ff.) undertakes an interesting investigation of the concept of human will in Romans
7 and Galatians 5.

9 Miiller, 2010, 244.

50 Wolter, 2011, 371.

51 See Bendemann, 2004, 36.

52 Against Bendemann, 2004, 52. Paul’s intention here is not to focus upon an inner conflict of human
beings, but rather to give reasons for his argument that, although the Mosaic Law is given by God,
human beings cannot overcome the situation, which results from their doing the sin.

5SMiiller, 2009 II, 239.



does not claim that human nature is inherently sinful but he describes the situation of
the unredeemed human being in contrast to Christ’s saving action.>

Paul raises the question why the pre-Christian human acted badly despite his
knowledge of good and his hate of evil.® Paul recognizes retrospectively that the pre-
Christian human being remains under the slavery of sin and lives according to the
tlesh kxata odoka. In this context, c&o€ is a symbol for everything that is contrary to
the divine will.* By accusing sin, which has crept into the world as a kind of system,
Paul defends the Mosaic Law and points out that the Torah is holy.*”

(In the following text, the statements regarding Law and sin are centered, the famous sentence
concerning the will of good and the hate of evil (in its dual form 15.19) is written in bold fonts, and the
verbs who are parallel or antithetically associated to é0éAetv are underlined.)

gUUPN L TO VOHQ OTL KAADG.
Nvuvi d¢ ovkétt ¢yw kategyalopat adTo
AAAa 1) olkovoa €v épol apaQTior.
Oba yap 6t ovk oikel év épol, ToDT EoTwv €v 1) oagkl pov, ayabov:

PAETw D& ETeQOV VOHOV €V TOIG HEAETTV HOU AVTIOTQATEVOLEVOV TG VOUQW TOD VOOG OV
Katl alypaAwtiCovta pe v TQ VO TG ARaQTIOG
T OVTL €V Tolc pHéAeaiv pov.
TaAainweog éyw avOpwToc: Tic e dYoetat €k TOL COHPATOS TOL BavATov TovTov; XAQLS O¢ T Oe®
ot Tnood XeLotov to Kkvlov NU@V.
Apa o0V avTog Eyw T HEV Vol dovAeDw VO BeoD
T 0& oKL VO apaotiag.

54 Mtller, 2009 II, 240.

55 So Lohr, 2007, 176: “Das in den Texten [Galatians 5; Romans 7] aufgezeigte Dilemma des Menschen
bezieht sich auf den Bereich des Handelns, sowohl positiv als auch negativ. Anders formuliert: Beide
Textzusammenhinge ringen mit der Frage: Was soll bzw. kann ich tun?”

56 Mtiller, 2009 II, 223.

5Cf. Stendahl, 2001, 60. However, faith in Christ and Spirit now can release all human beings from
this tragic situation. Cf. Romans 8. So Bendemann, 2004, 45: “Die heillose Situation des ,Ich’ in
seinem Wissen und Wollen wird allererst begreiflich und {iberschaubar im Riickblick von dem
kontingenten Eingriff her, der dann im folgenden Kapitel Rom mit der Rede vom ‘Geist’” anvisiert
wird (vgl Rom 7:6).”



Paul interprets an ancient common topos concerning the contradiction between
wanting and doing® from a Christian perspective. New Testament Scholars mostly
compare the parallelism in vv. 15 and 19 with the final monologue of Euripides’
Medea, as well as the question of the weakness of the human will in ancient Greek
literature and philosophy (akoaota). Thus Paul observes that sin, not the Law, must
be blamed for the tragic situation of human beings in the pre-Christian era, an
approach that has no parallels in Greek or Latin literature. According to Paul, man
came into this situation through an action attributed to him, as can be clearly seen in
Rom 5:12-21. Sin came into the world through one man: du'évog avOpwmov 1
apootia el tov koopov elonABev (5:15). In Romans 5, Paul addresses the
transgression and disobedience of Adam, which caused humanity’s enslavement to
sin. Therefore, in Romans 7 it is sin that lives and acts in the “I” but the cause of this
remains human action, as mentioned in Romans 5. Inevitably, the “I” has to
experience the results of that action.”” Paul applies this truth to himself by saying
that death came to him just as it had come to Adam, namely, through sin. However,
Paul does not speak about original sin in the Augustinian sense, i.e. that sin is being
transmitted by concupiscence and enfeebles freedom of the will. Paul rather refers to
the sin of every human being as can also be proved by evidence we find in parallel
Jewish sources.®® Not only disobedience (mapakor)), but also its opposite, obedience
from the heart (Urtaxovewv ek kaEdlac®) is considered to be an action of the free
human being (cf. Rom 6:17:

Xagic d¢ 1@ Oe@ OtLNTE doLAOL TG apapTiag VTNKovoaTe O¢ €k KaEdiag eig OV
moEedOONTE TUTOV dIdAXTC.

The heart is the center of human mpoaipeoic (2 Cor 9:7), fovAn) (1 Cor 4:5) and
OéAnua (1 Cor 7:37). As a result, the obedience from the heart refers to a voluntary
acceptance of the Gospel.®? Indeed, the acceptance of the Gospel and baptism must be
followed by a faith corresponding life. The baptized is a debtor (0peiAétnc), namely
he has to lead a life according to the Spirit (kata mvevpa). Paul refers to this duty of
the Christian believers and, like warning, reminds them the possibility of returning
back to the pre-Christian situation.®® This notion proves that the eschatological
salvation results not only from a divine call but from human life as well. So Paul in
Rom 8:12-13, where he considers salvation to be a consequence of a life according to
Spirité:

8 Lichtenberger, 2004, 185.

¥ Lichtenberger, ibid. Cf. Jn 8:34b: «mtac 6 MoV TV ApAQTIOrY DODAGS €0TLV TG AUAQTIOG.

60 Strack-Billerbeck, III, 228-229; 239.

61Cf. 2 Cor 9:7.

62 Cf. Xovoootopog, Eic v IIpoc Pwuaiovs, MPG 60, 4893032 «H pév yap vmakorn) 1) €k kapdlog
0 avteEoVOLOV dNAOL, TO d& TtarpadoBNvat, TNV oL Oeov Por|Oetav atvitteTo.

63 Lohr, 2007, 186.

64 So Lohr, 2007, 185, on Rom 8:13: “In diesem Vers wie zuvor schon in V.6 wird den Angeredeten
und ihrem Tun die Verantwortung iiber das eigene Leben bzw. den eigenen Tod mahnend vor Augen



Agat ovv, adeAdol, oPerétat Eopev oL M) oaQKL ToL kata odoka LNV, el yoQ
Kkata oaoka CNte, péAAete AmoOvi)oKkeLy: €L O& MVELUATL TAG TTOAEELS TOD
owpatog Bavatovte, (oeoOe.

All above cited texts support the argument that Paul’s intention in Romans 7 is not to
question human freedom. Therefore, the Greek exegetes tried to defend human
freedom of choice through the interpretation of Romans 7. This attempt is clear in the
commentary of Chrysostom.

[Eic tnv Ilpoc Pwuaiovg, MPG 60, 5101"%]: «To yap OéAewv mapdxeital uot,
dnot, 10 6¢ katepydleobat to kaAov ovy evpiokw. EviavOa maAw eimwv, Ovy
evpiokw, OVK Ayvolav OPnotwv, ovdé amogiav, AAA' €mnoelav Tva Kol
ETUPOVANV ThC apagtiag: OmeQ oLV kal oapéotegov deucvig Emryoyev: OD
yap 6 0éAw, moww ayalbov, &AL 6 00 OéAw kaxov, TovTo ipdoow. Ei & 6 éyw ov
0éAw, 10070 TOLW, 0VKETL éyw kKatepyalouar avtd, &AL 1) oikovoa év &uoi
auaptia. Eidec mag xal v ovolav g Puxng, kal v ovoiav TS oaokog
anaAdaloag EykAnuatog, To mav Emi v movnoav mealv puetéotnoev; EL yoo
oL BéAeL 10 kakdv, amAAaktal 1) Puxn, Kat el avTog avTO Ur) kKatepyaletal,
NAgvBépwTal kai T0 COUA, Kal HOVNG TNG TTOVNEAS TQOALQETEWS E0TL TO TAV.
OV yao tavtov Puxne ovoia Kal CWHATOS KAl MEOARETEWS, AAAX T EV
gotv égya @eoD, TO 0& €€ MUV AVTOV YLIVOUEVT] KIVNOLS, TEOG OTteQ &V alTh)V
povAnOapev ayayetv. H pev yag PovAnoig, éudutov kat magx Oeov- 1) O¢
ToLde POVANCLS, TJHETEQOV KAl TG YVWUNG HWV».

[Transl. Moris-Simcox (1851): “For to will,” he says, “is present with me; but how to
perform that which is good, I find not.” Here again in the words, “I find not,” he does not
speak of any ignorance or perplexity, but a kind of thwarting and crafty assault made by
sin, which he therefore points more clearly out in the next words. Ver. 19, 20. “For the
good that I would I do not: but the evil which I would not that I do. Now if I do that I
would not, it is no more I that do it but sin that dwelleth in me.”Do you see, how he
acquits the essence of the soul, as well as the essence of the flesh, from accusation, and
removes it entirely to sinful actions? For if the soul willeth not the evil, it is cleared: and if
he does not work it himself, the body too is set free, and the whole may be charged upon
the evil moral choice. Now the essence of the soul and body and of that choice are not the
same, for the two first are God’s works, and the other is a motion from ourselves towards
whatever we please to direct it. For willing is indeed natural (éudpuvtov), and is from God:
but willing on this wise is our own, and from our own mind.]

Chrysostom interprets Romans 7 in review of the upcoming chapters of the epistle
and recognizes that Paul describes the situation of the pre-Christian man under sin.
As the commentary of Chrysostom shows, the Antiochian exegete transfers the text’s
focus from the guilt of sin to the guilt of the human mpoaipeoic. Chrysostom is based
on the previously mentioned distinction between the nature ¢voic and volition
nipoalpeots. According to this view, it is not human nature but human volition that
has to be understood as the origin of evil.®® The unredeemed man is in a state he

gestellt, wobei Leben wie Tod als eschatologisch-endgiiltige Zustdnde des Menschen gemeint sind.
Uber die eigene Zukunft entscheidet insoweit die eigene titige Existenz.”

5 Twavvng Xovodortopog, Eic v Ilpoc Pwuaiove, MPG 60, 51147 -5121: I1dg ovv apddtepa To0
dwafoAov daoiv eival, évavtio dAANAowg elodyovtes; Opag 6on peta e acelelac kol 1) avola;



hates, but he gets in it through his evil volition.®® ITpoaipeoic is equated in this text
with BovAnoic (volition).”” It is a goal-oriented endeavor, which is also related to
reason and deliberation. The individual human being forms its character according
to the side to which it turns its mooalpeoig as fovAnois. Here, Chrysostom sharpens
the voluntaristic conception of evil in order to keep the Christian conceptions of God
and human nature free from dualism and fatalism.

Matthew 13

One could certainly consider many additional biblical texts and patristic
commentaries on this topic. However, that is an impossible task for a single essay. I
can only briefly comment on a third crucial text before drawing my conclusions.
Since the first centuries,®® the debate regarding human agency revolved round Jesus’
answer to the question why he spoke in parables. I focus on the Matthean version
because the Greek Fathers refer to the Gospel of Matthew most frequently.

O d¢ amoxpLOeig eimev avTOlC:
OTL VULV dEdOTAL YVOVAL T HUOTH L THS PacIAelnG TV ovQavY,
exeivolg d¢ ov dédotal.

Isolated from its proper context this phrase can surely give the impression® that
human faith or unbelief derives from divine agency.”” Its immediate context is the

AAA" o0 g ExkAnoiag ta ddypata toxvta, AAAX TV AUOQTIAV KATAKQLVEL HOVOV, Kol TOV
vopov ékategov moapa ®eob dedopévov, Kal Tov THe PUOEwS, kal TOV 100 Mwioéws, tavt)
TMoA€éov elval Pnotv, oV T oagki 0VOE yaQ TNV odoka apagtiov etvat, dAA" égyov Oeob ododoa,
Kal mEOg detnv MUy émutdelov, éav viidwuev. TaAainweog éyw avOpwmog: Tig pe QLoETAL €k
TOU OWHATOS ToL Bavatov tovtov; Eidec moon thc kakiag 1) Tueavvig, 6Tt Kal TUVNOOUEVOV TQ
VoUW TOV voUv vikg; Ovde yap €xet tig eimelv, ¢noilv, OTL HIOODVIA HE TOV VOOV Kal
ATOOTQEPOLLEVOV 1] AT XEQOVTAL OLVIOOUAL YAQ AVTQ KAl CUUPNHL Kol KatapeUyw TEOG
avtov, AAA' Spwe Ekelvog pEV oLdE Pevyovia mMEOS avTOV loxvoe owoal, O d& XQLoTog Kol
devyovia an' avToL E0woeV.

% Towavvng Xouvodotouog, Eic v [lpoc Pwuaiove, MPG 60, 50860-50920: Ov yap 6 0éAw, tovTo
MEACOW, AAA’ 6 Ho®, ToUTo Toww. I1wg ovv 0¥ yvwokels, 6 kategyaln; Ei yoo BéAes 10 kaAdy,
Kal LULOES TO TovnEoV, YVWOEWS ToDTo ATNOTIoHéVNG otiv. ‘O0ev dnAov, Ottt kai 16, 'O oV BéAw,
elpnkev, ovXL TO avte£ovOOV AvAR@Y, 0VdE AVAYKNV Twva eloaywv PePlaopévnv. EL yao ovx
Exovteg, AaAA' avaykalopevol AUAQ-TAVOUEV, TAALV T TWV KOAGCEwv TV EUTEooBev
YEYEVNUEVWY OVUK av €xot Adyov. AAA" @omep, OV yivdokw, Aéywv, ovk dyvolav EvEPNVeV, AAA'
ameQ elprrapev: ovtw Kol 19, ‘O o BéAw, TEoobelg, ovk avayknVv édMNAwoeV, AAAX TO 1) ETaLvely
T ywoueva: Emel el P tovto v dMNAwoac 1@ eimety, ‘O o0 OéAw, TOUTO MEACOW, QWS OVK
emyayev, AAA" 6 avaykalopat kal Pudlopat, tovto moww; Tovto yo t@ BéAewy kail T éfovoia
avtikertal. Nuvi 8¢ ov tovto elgnkev, AAA" vl tovTov 10, 'O po®, Té0etkev, va LAdNc we kat &v
@ eimelv, 'O o0 BéAw, ov v éfovoiav aveide. Ti ovv €ott 16, O ov BéAw; O un €nawve, 0 N
amodéxopat O ur GLA@: 00 TEOG AVTIAOTOANV Kkal T £ENC émmyayev elmwv: AAA' 0 HO@, TOUTO
TOLQ.

67 Kobusch, 2010, 287.

68 Cf. Qovyévng, Ilept Apxawv, 111,1,16, (ed. Gérgemanns), 518ff.

6 So Turner, Matthew, BACNT, 2008, 339: “These solemn words confront Jesus’ disciples with God’s
sovereign activity in graciously revealing himself to some and in justly withholding that revelation
from others.”



parable of the Sower. In this parable the sower sows seeds everywhere, whether now
the seeds root and bear fruits is not pre-ordained by him, but it depends on the place
where the seeds land.”” Namely God’s saving action has two sides: one refers to
God’s initiative and the other presupposes the human cooperation.”? This also
becomes evident through Matthew’s following remark in Mt 13:12 (cf. Mt 21:43;
25:29; Mk 4:25; Lk 8:18):7

00TIS yap €xeL dobroetal avt@ Kal meguooevOnoetat
00TLG O¢ ovK €XeL, kKal O ExeL dpONoeTAL AT AVTOV.

It is striking in this logion that the initiative for salvation derives from God (cf. the
forms in Passivum divinum: doOrjoetal, meguooevOnoetal, apbroetatr). However,
one must firstly have something™ (£€xet), in order to recognize the mysteries of the
Kingdom of God. The verbs £xet/ ovk £xel refer to the acceptance or denial of Jesus
preaching, i.e. the Matthean community’s teaching. Especially the second half of this
logion prepares the reader for Jesus” word in Mt 21:43 that the kingdom of God will
be taken from the Jews and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits.”” Matthew
considers the acceptance of the proclamation of the Gospel and living in the
Christian community to be prerequisite for the knowledge of the mysteries of the
kingdom of God.

This interpretation is also present in Chrysostom’s commentary on the First Gospel:

[Eic to Kata Mat0Oaiov, MPG 58, 4712°-4728]: Ot duiv 6édotat, ¢pnoi, yvaovar ta
pvotipia tnc Pacideiac Twv ovpavwv- éxeivoic & ov 6édotatl. Tovto d¢ eimev,
OUK AVAYKNV Eeloaywv, oLdE AMOKANQWOLV Tva ATMA®S kal g ETuye
YWOHEVIV: AAAX DEKVUE aVTOVUG ATIAVIWV alTiovg OvIag TV KAkWV, kol
niagaotnoot 0€Awv, 6Tl dwEEd TO TEAYUA €0TL KAl XAQLS AvwOev dedopévr).
OV pnv émeldn dwed, dix TOLTO TO AVTEEOVTLOV AVI)ONTAL KAL TOUTO €K TV
éfng onAov. ‘Opa yobv mwg, tva unite Ekelvol AMOYV@OL W1jte oLTOL
oabvunowoy, akoLoAVTEG OTL dEdoTAL, delkvuoL aQ' ULV TIV AQXT)V ovoav.
Ootic yap €xel, 6o0noetal avtw, kal nepiooevOnoetar 6oTic 6¢ o0k Exel, kal 0
ookel Exew [cf. Lk 8:18] dpOnjoetar an’ avtov. Kai moAANG pév aoadeiag yéuet
0 eipnuévov, adatov d¢ dukaoovvny évdelkvutal. ‘O yoo Aéyel, TOOVTOV

7 Luz, Matthius, EKK, 20074, 311. Cf. Hagner, Matthew, WBC, 1993, 372: “The answer of Jesus
indicates that understanding the truth he teaches depends on the determining grace of God.”
1Cowburn, 2008, 81.

72 5o Grundmann, 19866, 341: “Im Unterschied zu Markus fiigt Matthdus nun einen Spruch ein,
durch den das Mitwirken des Menschen an diesem Geschehen deutlich wird. Wer sich Erkenntnis
erworben bzw. wer sie festgehalten hat, dem wird weiter gegeben ...”

73 Some exegetes interpret the meaning of this verse inversely, as if &xewv means ddocOat! So Luz,
Matthius, EKK, 20074, 313: ,Was ,haben’ die Jiinger? Offenbar das, was ihnen nach V 11 ,gegeben’ ist”.
This reading leads the author to the conclusion: “Selbstsicher und selbstzufrieden ist Matthdus nicht
und sollen auch seine Leser/innen nicht sein.”

74 See similar texts from Jewish authors, who consider human attitude prerequisite for God’s gifts in:
Strack-Billerbeck, I, 661.

75 Luz, EKK, 313.



gotv: ‘Otav tic mooBupiav €xn kal omovdnyv, dobnoetal avte kal Ta TToQa
00 Oeob Amavia: 6tav d& TOVTWV KEVOG 1), KAl T o' €xvtol W) eloPéQn),
0Ld¢E tax mapa ToL Oeo didotat. Kat yap "O doxel éxewv, dnotv, agbnoetat an’
avToD: 0V ToL ®e0l aipovTog, AAAX N Kata&lodvTog aLTOV TWV AVTOL.

Transl. Prevost (1888): “Because it is given unto you,” so He speaks, “to know the
mysteries of the Kingdom of Heaven, but to them it is not given.” But this He said, not
bringing in necessity, or any allotment made causelessly and at random, but implying
them to be the authors of all their own evils, and wishing to represent that the thing is a
gift, and a grace bestowed from above. It by no means follows, however, because it is a
gift, that therefore free will is taken away; and this is evident from what comes after. To
this purpose, in order that neither the one sort may despair, nor the other grow careless,
upon being told that “it is given,” He signifies the beginning to be with ourselves. “For
whosoever hath, to him shall be given, and he shall have more abundance; but whosoever
hath not, from him shall be taken away, even that which he seemeth to have.” And
although the saying be full of much obscurity, yet it indicates unspeakable justice. For
what He saith is like this: When any one hath forwardness and zeal, there shall be given
unto him all things on God’s part also: but if he be void of these, and contribute not his
own share, neither are God’s gifts bestowed. For even “what he seemeth to have,” so He
saith, “shall be taken away from him;” God not so much taking it away, as counting him
unworthy of His gifts. This we also do; when we see any one listening carelessly, and
when with much entreaty we cannot persuade him to attend, it remains for us to be silent.
For if we are still to go on, his carelessness is aggravated. But him that is striving to learn,
we lead on, and pour in much.]

The Antiochian interpreter explains that although the Matthean texts point towards
divine grace, this does not mean that human beings are randomly selected or forced
by God. Such an approach would have fatal consequences for the addressees of the
Gospel. They would despair or become lazy at the thought of God’s predestination of
all human beings. This is a logical consequence, which Chrysostom draws from his
pastoral as well as ascetic experience. I should also mention that Chrysostom
develops a conception of the human will, which is related to the human desire and
zeal mpoOvuia kat orrovdn. Therefore, it refers to all psychic and mental powers. It is
not only the freedom of choice, but the entire development of the inner world and
moral attitude” of the human being which makes a man worthy of the revelation of
the mysteries of the heaven. Again, one can notice a development of the text’s
meaning from the context of Matthew to the context of Chrysostom.

Conclusion

To summarize, it can be said that the Greek Fathers have a conception of the human
will that differs from the modern one. In their view, it is not a third power that
stands between reason and emotions. Human mpoaigeoig refers to all three moments
of the inner human attitude: deliberation, decision and pursuit. On the one hand, the
EAev0epia ¢ mpoapéoewg is a crucial theme in the theology of the Greek East even
though the writers of the New Testament do not know it as a doctrine. This is to be
expected since the canonical texts are not systematic treatises. However, on the other
hand, one cannot detect the intention to challenge human freedom of decision in the
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previously discussed texts either. Divine agency and the human will can also be
opposed to one other.”

In my opinion, this is the paradox. We have the idea of two freedoms, that of God
and that of human beings which do not abolish each other nor be explained from the
perspective of each other. The Greek Fathers have justified this paradox with the
argument that human freedom, which is not abolished by the freedom and the power
of God, proves that human beings are a true image of a God, who is Himself the
freedom.

Lastly, the Greek Fathers introduced this concept into New Testament exegesis in
order to protect their addressees from the Gnostic dualistic and predestinarian
misunderstandings. This kind of exegesis may be anachronistic for modern
historical-critical exegesis. However, through it the Fathers managed to keep the
biblical image of God free from deterministic and dualistic ideas, which can have
fatal consequences for Christian theology and ethics. In my opinion, this is precisely
that which makes the interpretation of the Greek Fathers interesting: They present us
with hermeneutics that leave no gap between exegesis, theology, and ethics, that is,
between the literary sense of the texts and its theological and ethical perspectives.

77 Cf. L6hr, 2007, 170.



