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PART TWO
ADAM IN THE STATE OF SIN

Although Cyril did not write any systematic work on the subject
of sin, nevertheless, whenever he refers to this problem, he considers
it very seriously and connects it with the whole of Theology. The serious-
ness of this problem lies, (i) in the gravity of sin itself and its results
for Adam and the whole of mankind, (ii) in the fact that it was a simple
creature who sinned against God the Creator, (iii) in the fact that God
was not only Adam’s Creator but also his great benefactor and(iv) in
the fact that the Incarnation of the Logos would not have been
necessary if man had not sinned. :

In the section that follows, we shall deal with Cyril’s teaching about
the possibility of sinning in Adam, the formal and essential character
of Adam’s sin and its essence.

CHAPTER ONE
POSSIBILITY OF SINNING IN ADAM

Here we are faced with a difficult question. How is it that Adam
in the statc of his holiness, his happiness, his spiritual and intellectual
clearsightedness, his intimacy with God, could possibly sin? The possi-
bility of sinning in Adam can be understood in two ways: either
(1) this possibility was in Adam’s nature in the sense that he was
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bound to sin, and thus he could not do otherwise, or (ii) in Adam there
was this possibility of sinning in the sense that (a) it was not compulsory
for him to sin and (b) it was, also, not impossible for him to sin.

Cyril finds three reasons for such a possibility of sinning:

I. In the existence of the external temptation by the Devil. It was
not Adam who first invented sin, nor did sin belong to Adam’s nature,
for in that case sin could not be punished?, nor even did Adam’s sin con-
sist of any act of rebellion or sinful desire because such a desire had no
place in Adam before his sin. That is why Cyril calls sin énetcaxtov? and
v600v3. Satan?, the inventor and father of sin® existed before man
sinned and fell. There existed the origin of sin®, i.e. the founder of
transgression’, who first brought sin into the world®. He was the exter-
nal tempter of Adam and had power to leaded man to evil®.

There is no doubt that Satan was also created by God as one of His
good angels!®. He and all the other powers which later became evil,
together with the holy rational creatures, filled the heavenly mansions,
being distinguished in glory and far higher than man!’. But he,
although created as a good spirit, became Satan because of overween-
ing pride'?, and being the inventor® of envy for man’s beatitude, did
not stop tempting him.

It was Satan who used guile and deceit, of which he was again
the originator!s, in order to lead Adam astray from God6. «This Satan,
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having become tyrant over us by means of a deceit, feared that human
nature, being free, would revert to its former condition. For he knew
that man was always being urged by the reproofs of conscience to return
to the better way, and that he hated sin as something adventitious and
he was unhappy in wrong-doing, even though little pleasure could de-
duce him to it. But in order that man might not use his powers of self-
control and be led by his tendency towards freedom to making an end of
the pleasure which had become his tyrant... he (Satan) devised another
means of deceit which he used as an instrument of his villainy: he suppres-
sed the greater part of man’s sorrows for sin, always using deceit in his
fight against the pricks of conscience. He told them (Adam and Eve):
«You are not yourselves responsible for not being able to follow the bet-
ter way nor has God placed temperance within your power; He has laid
upon you a yoke of necessity; fate and nature are your masters, and you
cannot but do their will. By such deceits the Devil enslaved man and,
leading him astray {rom the truth, made him more ready for sin»?.
Because of this guile, man was led to what he ought not to have done.
Man was led to disobedience!®, to iransgression®°, and sin® against God.
Satan presented the forbidden tree as eatable and Adam fell?2. There-
fore, before man sinned and fell, the inventor of sin, the tempter of Adam,
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external temptation had existed. Certainly this external temptation
and Adam’s sin must be neither confused nor identified. Adam’s
temptation by the Devil was not Adam’s personal sin. We understand
the possibility of sinning in Adam in the sense that for Adam there
was this external danger. Sin was adventitious, accidental, and did
not belong to man’s nature.

II. Cyril sees the possibility of sinning within Adam. This could be
considered as an intrinsic reason. «Man was created according to the Image
of God and after His Likeness»®. His mind was superior to sin and pas-
sions™, since the power of sin was not natural?. Cyril, however, points
out that Adam was not unchangeable and therefore on the one hand
there was the possibility of remaining in the state of his ancient nature
if he had neither sinned nor disobeyed®®, and on the other hand the
possibility of changing was not ruled out for him, since Adam was able
to do what he would choose?’. Since Adam was not incapable of changing
and since this change cannot be understood except in terms of sin, the
possibility of sinning existed for Adam. Adam was not unchangeable
because he, being a creature, was not infinite®. Only God is infinite
and therefore unchangeable.

In his work against Julian®, Cyril expresses this idea more clearly.
God created man, and his nature was not unchangeable. Man should not
have been unchangeable because this would have destroyed the idea of
any freedom in choosing that for which he had to be either rewarded or
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punished. Man had to be personally responsible. Innate virtue is not
real virtue and it cannot be rewarded.

Speaking of man as being changeable, Cyril says that even man’s
soul is changeable®®, since, as we have seen, it was created by God, but
not out of His own substance. Only God is unchangeable as only the
Divine nature and substance is not «yevwnt#»®t. If Adam were unchange-
able, then either he would not have simply been a creature, since only
God is unchangeable by nature, or God would have been simply One
similar to His creatures. Then He could not have been called Creator,
since He would have had the same nature as His creatures, and would
have been one of His creatures. Creatures cannot be but creatures.
Their creation is their first real change from not being into being.

This subject should be further examined. Cyril presents another
important point. Adam was created holy with aptitude towards good.
At the beginning, this holiness was given to the nature of man and as nat-
ural, it could neither be punished not rewarded®. Adam had this apti-
tude towards good by nature because God Himself had put it in Adam’s
nature®. This holiness was given to Adam as an aptitude and power
but not as a complete activity. He was not given a complete holiness.
«ITgoa pév Emrndebrng... od mvtwe 8¢ xal &vépyeiandt. The perfection
of Adam in holiness had to be considered as his activity. Adam had
to realise this activity by improving and making perfect his power,
his aptitude and his holiness through his personal efforts; undoubtebly
not without Divine Grace.

Cyril does not speak of Adam in terms of absolute moral perfection
and complete holiness. However, it must be repeated here that this imper-
fection in itself was neither Adam’s guilt nor his sin. Imperfection and
sin must neither be confused nor identified. Finally, since Adam was
not perfect, as we have seen, the possibility of sinning existed for him.
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Only for God is there no possibility of sinning because He alone is
by His Nature beyond any imperfection Nor can we speak of any guilt
in God because of Adam’s sin. God did not wish Adam to sin and fall®.
Adam himself decided and sinned®®. Had man been created perfect,
his holiness could not have been of any moral value.

The imperfection of Adam was not guilt for him. God wanted to
create men with the possibility of making themselves perfect and
worthy of reward, undoubtedly not without God’s Grace. Innate holi-
ness and awarded virtue should not be confused.

ITI. In examining the great problem of Adam’s freedom Cyril also
speaks of the possibility of sinning in Adam. God is free®’, and since
man was created according to the Image of God, then man is a free
being as well. Cyril expresses this idea in saying that God is free and man
has been modelled after Him?®. There is a great difference between God’s
freedom, which is absolute, and man’s freedom, which can only be
relative, since it is the freedom of a finite creature. Freedom cannot be
understood apart from the idea of self-control. God is the absolutely
free Being, controlling His own Will¥®. As the image of God, man re-
latively controlled himself and his own will*®. If Adam had not been
a free being, he might have been holy, even perfect, but he could not
have been called an Image of the free God. Cyril does not separate
the two ideas: freedom and self-control#. Here Cyril considers Adam’s
freedom internally and externally as well. In other words, Adam could
freely express and do whatever he had freely thought and wished.
He had the power and possibility of controlling himself, his thoughts,
his desires, his actions. He had this possibility because he was free to do
0. Only free beings can control themselves. If Adam were not free, then
he could not control himself. But Cyril speaks of Adam as being able to
control himself. Again, if Adam could not control himself, then he could
be neither free nor the image of God. But in Cyril’s teaching Adam
is considered as having been created free as an Image of the free God.
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Yet while Cyril connects freedom and self-control so closely, he
distinguishes the latter from necessity. Possessing self-control, man is
not kept by necessity?®. Depending on man’s freedom, self-control
belongs to man’s nature. Necessity, the doing of something opposed
to man’s will, comes from outside as an external factor. Adam could
control himself not by an external necessity but by his will. If he could
control himself and his actions, he could either harmonise them or not to
the free Will of God. Adam had in his power the possibility of choosing
either good or evil because he was the master of both*. Here Cyril
distinguishes clearly between sin and the possibility of sinning in Adam.
He had this possibility of choosing and doing either good or evil, and
he was moreover master of his inclination in either.

It was God who gave to Adam the power to act as he would choose®*
because God wished that virtue should be free and not of necessity%.
Virtue and necessity are two irreconcilable things. Virtue by necessity
is not real virtue. We cannot speak of virtue unless it comes from a free
will. The tree of virtue grows only in the fertile field of freedom, and
this freedom was for Adam the real area within which he was called to
struggle in order to show that he wanted, and was worthy of participating
in God’s beatitude. If Adam were freely able to act virtuously, it would
have also been possible for him not to do so, not to do good, and there-
fore to do evil, to sin; otherwise he would not have been free. According
to Cyril, for Adam the possibility of preferring and doing evil was not
ruled out, but still existed.

Therefore, either Adam was given freedom and was capable of
doing what he wanted, or he could not do so and thus was not free.
But if Adam were not free, then he could not have been punished for
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his sin since he would not have sinned willingly*é. Punishment is al-
ways related to a free act because only then can we speak of personal
responsibility. There is no punishment without personal responsibility
and guilt, and there is no guilt without personal free will. Without
freedom, even Adam’s moral actions could have no moral value.
There existed for Adam the possibility of sinning. Hence sin was
a reality; that is why Adam went to the opposite!” willingly, and
therefore he himself chose punishment and its consequences®, although
he could have remained in the good state of his ancient nature if he
had not sinned, disobeyed and transgressed the divine Command?®.

We close this chapter with a general remark. Cyril sees the
possibility of sinning in Adam in the sense that Adam was not bound
to sin, since God did not force him to do so, nor did sin belong to his
nature. Adam, who was created relatively sinless, had to become pos-
itively perfect. But in order to achieve this perfection, he had to be
extremely careful because the danger, the possibility of sinning, existed.
God wanted to test Adam in his use of freedom. Being in a state of pro-
bation, man succumbed to temptation. Although Cyril teaches that
real freedom is obedience to God, he does however say, as we have
seen, that Adam was free to disobey God’s will and did so.
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CHAPTER TWO

CHARACTER AND RELATIONS OF ADAM'S SIN

The reconciliation between God and man inevitably presupposes
the existence of a separation «wwing to sin». Atonement is a real re-
conciliation, a real work. Therefore, we have to see sin as a reality. If
sin is the obstacle for the extension of the Kingdom of God on earth,
then to depreciate sin is to depreciate the greatness of the redemptive
work of Christ. Christian dogmaties have to deal with both the nature
and the origin of sin. The knowledge of the nature of sin is the norm
for the knowledge of its origin'. In order to understand the seriousness
of Adam’s sin, we have to examine it by itself, in its double character,
and then in its relations: first to the Devil, who, by the means he
used, led man away from God; secondly, to God against Whom man
sinned; and thirdly to Adam himself who committed this sin.

I. Adam’s Sin by itself: Its Formal and Material Character.

a) The Formal Character of Adam’s Sin.

By the formal character of Adam’s sin, we mean the external form
of the realisation of his decision to sin. Cyril sees this external form
in the fact that Adam made «the forbidden fruit eatable»®. But A-
dam’s action cannot be separated from its inward cause, in other
words, from Adam’s decision to do so. That is why, speaking of Adam’s
sin, we cannot speak of this external act of «eating of the forbidden
fruit» only. This action was the external result of an inward cause. It
was a real act of Adam.

b) The Material Character of Adam’s Sin.

In order to characterize Adam’s sin, Cyril uses different words and
terms for his sin which can be seen from different aspects. It may
be regarded either as «a missing of man’s true end» and then it is dpaptia
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or as an «nattentive hearing of God» and then it is mwapaxon, or as a
¢transgressing of the Lord’s Law» and then it is mapdfBacts, or as an
«action contrary to the Law of God» and then it is dvopix or, finally, as
a «egative omission of good» and then it is mapdmrwue. Cyril uses all
these terms. We shall try to examine each one separately. However,
as we shall see, the Cyrillian meaning of sin is to be found in all of
these different notions put together.

(a) ‘Apaptie (=Sin). Cyril uses this term very often?. The etymology
of this word is not certain. Suidas derives it from the verb pdpmrer and
apaptia means failing to grasp. According to Buttman, the word is de-
rived from the verb pelpopor which comes from the root pépoc. From
that a negative intransitive verb a&poaprdve was formed. Therefore
Guoptavely means to be without a share in, to miss, to fail. Thus duaxp-
wie 1s regarded as failing in and missing the true goal of man’s being
and life?, and in Adam’s case it implies his failure in trying to reach and
obtain what he sought. In the case of Adam’s sin, the term auoptio is
used to indicate both the act of sinning and sin itself, while qudp-
e (because of the ending-p«) shows only the outcome and action
of sin. Here Cyril presents a negative aspect of Adam’s sin, the aspect
of failing and missing.

(b) Hapexon® (=disobedience). In its very strict sense, this term means
not only failing to hear, but also an inattentive hearing. Apparently
the word contains the notion of an active disobedience. In Adam’s case,
the word is used to indicate the idea of failing to listen to God, and it
is inseparably connected with the idea of refusing to hear and to obey
God®. The idea of disobedience presupposes the person who disobeys,
the law which is transgressed and the Person whom man disobeys.
In Adam’s case it was God Who gave the command; it was Adam
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who disobeyed God, and it was in relation to the Divine Law that
man disobeyed Him. Here we can speak of a real refusal of Adam to
obey God and to conform his will to God’s. Hence the seriousness of
man’s disobedience was great. Finally, we can say that this disobedience
subjectively shows Adam’s own will and decision to sin; objectively,
it shows the event which took place in the relations between God and
man, the event of disobedience. Here Cyril presents the positive aspect
of Adam’s sin, a conscious action of disobedience to God.

(¢) MupdPxoig? (= Transgression). The word means trangressing
or overpassing an aim or line, and indicates the transgressor, the
law-giver, and the existence of a law. We cannot speak of transgres-
sion unless there is something to transgress. Even before Adam’s fall
took place, Divine Law existed. Thus we can speak of the transgres-
sion of that Divine Law by Adam. This transgression is more se-
rious than sin (Rom. II. 23) because the transgression is a real 88puc
against God and His Holy Will. Adam’s sin was a real 0(f8pic against
God, a real, despicable mepuppdvnois and a great ingratitude against
the great benefactor, God.

(d) Hapdnrwue? (=Fault). There is a distinction between apaxptio
and mopdntopa. Ilepdntwpe is the negative omission of good, while
&paptio is the positive doing of evil.

(e) *Avople® or *Avéumpe. This word means iniquity, transgression of
a law. Although the adjective &vopog is used negatively for a person
without law, the word dvopi« is not the condition of one living without
law, but the condition of one who acts contrary to, or against the
law. It is in this sense that Cyril uses this term. If there is no law,
there can be no dvopla. In Adam’s case, avople is his lack of confor- -
mity to the Divine Law.

Now, we can perceive Cyril’s understanding of the character of sin
by uniting all the characteristics of the five terms through which
sin can be expressed. Sin is a free and willful disobedience and trans-
gression of the Divine Law and an egoistic 88pig against God. Through

7. «Tadryv (63dv cwrnplag) drdress, Thy Beloy évrorny mapafBeBnxden. (Thesa.
IE'. PG 75, 280).
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this 0Bptg, Adam acted against both God’s glory and his own nature!®,
Furthermore sin is a moral evil. As such, it is opposite to all holy 6eoni-
cpatall. Evil can also be regarded as privation and deficiency in perfec-
tion. Adam’s sin can be neither a simple physical evil as privation from
physical good, since this was the result of his sin, nor merely metaphys-
ical; rather it is a moral evil. This evil is to be found in rational human
beings only. It deprives them of moral good. Adam’s sin, his moral
evil, is regarded as lack of conformity of his will to God’s, since
the morality of a human action consists in 1ts agreement or not with
God’s eternal moral Law.

One could say that Cyril considers Adam’s sin both negatively, as a
sin of omission, i.e. failure and refusal to do his duty or that which he
ought to do, and positively, as a sin of commission, i.e. as a positive act
of evil, contrary to the Divine Command. That is why in Cyril’s theo-
logy sin means taking man away from God!2.

Since Adam’s duty was to love God, his sin, as a sin both of com-
mission and of omission, cannot be understood except in terms, and in the
sense of, man’s selfishness. The word selfishness frequently means the:
lack of love. Quite generally, it also denotes the essence of sin in point
of form, thinking of oneself, self-love, self-seeking, self-will, without
which we really could not think of an opposition to the will of God
at all’3. Cyril finds even the cause and essence of Satan’s sin and fall
in his egoism, his selfishness'®. Adam’s sin was that he preferred to put
himself over and beyond God as the supreme end and goal of his being. If
love for God is the essence of man’s virtue and holiness, the opposite
love, love for himself, selfishness, is the essence of his sinl®.

Adam’s sin therefore is neither a weakness of will nor an absence
of love for God, that is to say, something negative, but a positive choice
and substitution of himself in God’s place asthe supreme end of man’s
being. Sin was selfwill instead of submission to God’s will; it was an op-
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15. Strong A., System. Theology, vol. II. 567.



Man in his Original State and in the State of Sin 531

position of Adam’s will to God’s will. And whenever, speaking of sin
as an opposition of Adam’s will to God’s will, we place the emphasis
upon the will of God, the content of the sinful volition comes mani-
festly before us; when we place it upon the opposition of the will we
learn the form of the sinful volitions in the most manifold relations!s.

II. Adam’s sin in its relation to the Devil, to God, and to
Adam.

a) Sin and the Devil

In order to lead Adam away from God, the Devil used satanic means'?,
most wicked and felon'; first: guile to deceive man and second: slander
against God?°.

1) The Devil used satanic guile to seduce and deceive the simple
and good mind?® of our first parents in order that it might become
inclined to sin®. We cannot be sure whether the Devil would have suc-
ceeded or not in testing and leading Adam away from God if he had tried
to tell him the truth. What the Devil said to Adam was a lie. Because of
this way in which the Devil acts, he is called wovnpé¢?. The Devil was able
to hide his real purpose; he tested Adam, undoubtedly not without the
permission of God.Man did not possess omniscience and therefore could not
know all the secrets of the spirits. 2) These satanic means can also be
regarded as a slander and defamation of God®. He said to the «first pa-
rents» that God had told them lies and had prevented them from eating
because of envy, since He knew that, after eating, they would be able
to become gods?. That is why he has been called AviBoroc®®. As a spi-
rit, the Devil had great, but not absolute, power. In characterising
the Devil’s means as «rimes»?®, Cyril shows that his purpose in de-
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ceiving Adam was to make man a transgressor of the Divine Command*7.
Satan did this by leading him to evil?®® and by leading him awayfrom God?®.
Thus he became man’s tyrrant by deceit®®. And while to love and obey
God was for Adam «aving»!, on the contrary, to disobey God was really
worst3¢ and horrible®®. This disobedience to God led man away from
God’s Love3t which was the source of all his beatitude and blessedness
while the Devil was pleased with man’s death, misery and sufferings®.
Because of egoism, the Devil’s purpose was slanderous against God and
therefore bad, wicked and sinful.

b) Sin and God.

God had imposed His command upon Adam, and their rela-
tions were, or rather, ought to have been and remained, relations
between Creator and creature, Lord and servant, Father and son.
It was, however, this God against whom Adam sinned; it was
the Lord’s command which man broke and trangressed® and the
Supreme Authority that Adam insulted. Here we can see Adam’s sin
in two aspects: Being committed by a man, by a finite creature, sin is
something finite. The same sin, however, as being committed -against
the perfect God and-Lord, is-of infinite seriousness.

¢) Sin and Adam.

Wesee the seriousness of Adam’s sin, when we take into consideration
his responsibility and guilt in committing this sin. Adam’s guilt was great
because he as arational, living being®? knowingly®, and consciously trans-
gressed the Divine Law. Only irrational beings are neither responsible,
nor guilty. Without free, personal will, there can be neither guilt nor
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reward®’. There is a great difference between sinning by ignorance and sin-
ning while man knows what he is doing?®. Adam and Eve were conscious
of their action as a trangression, especially as a transgression of the Divine
Law. That is why they tried to justify themselves before God right
after their disobedience. The Divine Law was not unknown to them®.,
They accepted the temptation after a long discussion with the Serpent;
therefore they were conscious of what was happening. They sinned not
only knowingly, but also willingly, since they had the possibility either of
sinning or not, and this was dependent upon the use of their freedom and
free will, which God had given them. Cyril clearly speaks of Adam’s sin
as being committed freely, even when he uses verbs in the passive
voice to describe the fall of Adam: Adam was led to sin by the Devil42. In
these cases, Cyril speaks only of the fact of Adam’s fall and of its causes.
The Divine Law was not difficult*®, though Adam ought to have obeyed
even if it had been such, since God was his Creator and the source of
his happiness*%. God was Adam’s benefactor®. That is why, accord-
ing to Cyril, Adam proved himself to be ungrateful and a scorner of his
benefactor and his Creator?s.
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CHAPTER THREE
ESSENCE OF ADAM’S SIN

In trying to present Cyril’s doctrine of sin, we have to examine care-
fully the essence of Adam’s sin. It has to be said that Cyril expresses
the biblical teaching in saying that «in Paradise Adam enjoyed all
beatitude and all glory with God»'. Moreover, Adam could have lived
forever in his beatitude and unity with God if he had not transgressed
the Divine Law? But as soon as Adam transgressed God’s command-
ment and offended Him, he had to face Divine wrath®. It is terrible
for men to strike against God because of selfishness and pride and
egoism?. Adam’s immediate punishment was to be thrown out of Para-
dise®. Living out of Paradise, Adam remembered what he had lost and
this memory of the «ost Paradise» was the cause of his unhappiness®.
Human nature changed and became corrupted”’. We shall examine this
problem in detail. Cyril points out that it was through and because
of sin that corruption came to Adam and to the whole of mankind®.
Corruption, therefore, did not exist before sin, nor would Adam have
been corrupted, had he not sinned. Since, as we have seen, Adam was
guilty and responsible for his sin, he was also responsible for his corrup-
tion. In its essence, Adam’s sin is to be considered and examined under
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two aspects:(a) as having created a permanent sinful state, and (b) as
being a guilt. Sin is both a sinful state of corruption and also guilt.
That is why Christian salvation is not only salvation from corruption
and death, because in that case salvation could not come before death,
but also salvation from guilt.

I. Adam’s Sin as a Sinful State of Corruption.

By thesinful state of Adam we mean the permanent state of sin and
corruption in Adam after he had sinned; the state of deprivation of the
first Divine Grace which sanctified him; the state in which the sinful
desire, the concupiscentia, rushed into him; the state in which man
was under the power, the control and the law of sin®.

(a) According to Cyril, there is no doubt that Adam’s freedom after
his sin did not remain the same as it had been before. Adam’s nature
became corrupted through sin!®. His freedom was affected by the in-
fluence of sin. There is a deep inner relation between all the elements
in man. If freedom is the power to bend in either direction i.e. towards
good or evil, then Adam’s freedom, though weakened and impaired
through his sin, was not completely lost, for even now we have the
power and freedom to turn towards or choose either good or evilll.

If Adam’s freedom had been lost, then the power of choosing would
have not existed in man. However, since man can choose either good
or evil, as Cyril says, his freedom still remains as one of the spiritual
elements of his nature, though most impaired and most weakened.
Cyril insists that we all —not only Adam — still have the power of wil-
ling and of choosing!®. It should be noted that in all these and many other
instances, when speaking of man’s freedom Cyril uses the present tense
of the verbs «to be»'® and «to gon'4. Also, in many cases, Cyril uses the plu-
ral to indicate the universal application of his teaching and stresses the
fact that freedom is a characteristic of man today and applies not only
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to the case of Adam?®. At this point, Cyril clearly states that man is per-
sonally responsible for his choice of evil because he is not bound to do
s0, but it is voluntary for men to go here or there, to virtue or to evil'®.
Thus all men are self-governing and free todo what theylike'”. Even people
who have received a wrong education can turn their minds and will towards
good'®. Certainly, this could not have been possible if man had not been
free to do so. It is God who has given freedom and self-control to
every one, to all people, because it is God who desires that every good
action should be free in order to be rewarded!®. Otherwise we would
neither be rewarded for good nor punished for evil. That is why Cyril
insists that every man should be free to choose between good or evil®?.

In all these instances, Cyril speaks not only of Adam, but of all
people after Adam’s sin. Freedom still exists in all men though, as we
have seen, most weakened and most impaired and not as it had been before
Adam sinned. However, Cyril sometimes considers the power of man’s
freedom as great. No doubt, however, this power of man’s freedom
is only relatively great. Man is in an extremely difficult position®2. This
is 80 because man’s nature is no longer as it was before sin; it is now
corrupted. This power of general corruption has inevitably a strong
and apparent influence upon man’s freedom. However, man still
wishes to do good®.

(b) Cyril has no doubt that Adam’s rationality was seriously and
strongly affected by sin and corruption. It lost its first power and clear-
ness and became weakened, darkened and distorted, and very easily
inclined to evil, to sin® and to lies?5. The rational man was led to the su-
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preme irrationality: the ignoring of the Creator®s. Man forgets very easily
and very readily creates idols and false gods, when he acts only accord-
ing to his simple, human mind??. Undoubtedly, the human mind, affected
by sin, lost its power to see God, as the human eye loses its power to see
clearly if dust affects it or an injury damages it*. That is why, as Cyril
says, the human mind produces fruits for Satan®. However, if Cyril is
right in pointing out that even after sin man has the power of free choice,
then man is still relatively a rational being who is capable of understand-
ing and knowing what he is choosing, and mainly of hearing, understand-
ing and knowing God. Thus, although man has undoubtedly lost his
first perfect vision of God and his reason is now weak, darkened and
impaired®?, nevertheless his rationality has not been entirely lost; it has
not disappeared completely. Burghard says that sin did not make man
either inhuman or entirely® irrational. Man still remains a human
being, though wounded, and still keeps a small light burning, so that
even after the fall he may be able to hear and accept a Divine message
when God speaks.

(c) Cyril reminds us that Adam was created according to the Image
of the Creator and was appointed to rule over all things on earth®.
But by sin «he was stripped of the kingship and the glory which he had
in the beginning»®. Therefore, Adam lost his dominion over the whole
of nature which no longer obeys him as it did before he sinned.
The earth became cursed for him* and gave him pains, because its
inhabitants had insulted God, the Creator of the whole of nature?.

(d) Cyril teaches that in his pre-fallen state Adam was in a deep and
real relationship and kinship with God, the Divine Father, because of the
indwelling of Divine Grace in him3¢. But after Adam had sinned, he
lost his true and special relationship with God®”. Although even after
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his sin Adam could still be called the son of God by the fact of his crea-
tion3, nevertheless having lost his participation in the Holy Spirit in
the full sense, he also lost his first perfect Divine sonship and, as Burg-
hardt says, Adam «ost his supernatural relationship, his unmerited
kinship, which had been given to him through the indwelling Spirit»?®.

(e) As we have seen, Adam was created to be immortal4®. But as
Cyril teaches, because of his transgression he became corrupted’ and
mortal*”. Adam himself was responsible for this. God did not create
death since He never desired the loss of His creatures, the loss of living
beings®. No doubt, therefore, death came about as the fruit of sin%4. Adam
neglected and offended the Divine commandment?®. Cyril shows the
gravity of Adam’s sin in saying that his death came about because of
Divine wrath and the Divine curse after man had trangressed His
commandment*®. Although we have to speak of man only in terms of
his creatureness, it is, however, certain that «man died not because he
was a creature but because he was a sinner»?. Speaking of Adam’s sin
in relation to the guile used by the Devil, Cyril sees the Devil as the
cause of death, since he desires only the destruction and loss of man%,
That is why Cyril calls the Devil «Death itself»?®. Thus as sin is some-
thing against God, so also is deaih as the result of sin «das gegenteil
Gottesy, Who is 11f65°

By death Cyril means both physical death, i.e. the separation of
the body from the soul®® and spirrtual death, i. e. the separation of the
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soul from GodbBte. If God is the true life and if real life means a life in
God only, then the separation from it, from God, is a real, spiritual
death. This separation can be either here on earth or in the world of eter-
nity. Speaking of death as a result of Adam’s sin, Cyril insists that
Adam became the archetype of being under corruption and death as
Christ is the prototype «of not being under death»2. Adam became subject
to corruption, i.e. to sufferings, pain and every bad thing; he did not
remain in his painless and sorrowless life; so he fell to the state of sor-
row®. Pain, sorrow, sweat, distress, sufferings, and chiefly death as
the fruits of Adam’s sin began when he neglected his painless life in
Paradise. As Schlink says, «der Tod wirst also den Menschen in die
Nichtigkeit, aber nicht in ein absolutes Nichts»54.

(f) In Paradise, Adam was holy both ontologically, by patricipation
in God through the Holy Spirit, and dynamically, by his conscious imi-
tation of God through his virtuous living.?® Thus Cyril says: «The primi-
tive period of human life in Adam... was holy»%6. The Creator implanted
the Holy Spirit into Adam as a seal of His own nature, through Whom
he was fashioned to the archetyped beauty. And Adam had to become
perfect after the Image of the Creator5”. Again Adam was created in the
Image of the Creator and he was in communion with God through his
life of holiness. But when he was tricked by the guile of Satan, he was
removed from his original state; he slipped from the hand which
held him in holiness and fell down to earth from the state of virtues.

Cyril insists that Adam was sanctified because he was a partaker of
the Holy Spirit, but he cast Him away through sin® and when the Holy
Spirit left the first man, he then fell down from the heights of virtue®®.
In this case Burghadt is right in saying that, according to Cyril,
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Adam lost both his ontological and dynamical holiness®, if by Adam’s
ontological holiness he means man’s participation in the nature of God
by the Holy Spirit and through communication with God, and if by
dynamical holiness he means man’s conscious imitation of God through
virtuous living®2. After the Holy Spirit had left Adam, his paticipation
in God became impossible and Adam’s first holy life changed, and a
sinful state began for him. Having lost his holiness, Adam was enslaved
by «inful desire»®® which became innate in him and in all men who
naturally come from Adam. This desire became the law of sin®, and
therefore had the character of sin, since it was unkown to Adam and
Eve before their fall and appeared through sin only.

This desire created a sinful state because it was rooted and innate
in man® and is called natural law®® by Cyril. It became not only
natural but also universal and is an unclean and earthly @pévnu 87,
or @pévnue oupxéc®. Nobody is free from this sinful desire®®. This
@pbvnue and infection of soul?®, this bad root «brings forth all passions,
all sins, and is always opposed to every good, even to God, to His will
and commandments™ because this Jaw enslaves man’s mind to sin?.
And this is opposed to man’s true and spiritual good™. Man is infec-
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ted?. This sinful desire has the character of sin, not only for Adam but
also for all of his decendants.

It is only through the Holy Sacrament of Baptism that man
receives remission of all his sins, original and actual?. In other
words, it loses the character of guilt in each person and this stain
of sin disappears and is burnt out”%. This shows the gravity of that sinful
desire which stops being regarded as sin in itself, and stops having in
it a sinful character after Christian Baptism. What remains after
Baptism is a power which causes and pushes man to sin. This con-
cupiscence has such power that it is now the fertile field of all sin.
In man’s fallen state there is no sin of which concupiscence is not the
forerunner. That is why man turns to sin and evil so easily. However,
through Baptism, Christ offers to man the power of the Holy Spirit and
makes him stronger than the Devil?? so that if the Christian fights with
Christ against sin and evil, he wins.

Now, commenting on all that we have already said about Cyril’s
understanding of the influence of sin on Adam and on the whole of
mankind, we can come to a conclusion.Cyril points out that, on the one
hand, through sin, Adam lost his dominion over nature, his perfect Di-
vine sonship, his immortality and his holiness and, on the other hand,
his freedom and his rationality became darkened, weakened, obscured
and impaired but neither were entirely lost.

Freedom and rationality belonged to Adam’s nature, and because
both were not entirely lost, Cyril says that even after sin, death and cor-
ruption because of sin did not destroy the human being entirely”. Man was
not destroyed entirely, the human being did not become inhuman?.
Like a vessel, man was broken through sin, and the pieces had to be
united and man had to be restored and later sanctified through Christ.

This, we believe, is the mind of Cyril even when speaking of a complete
disappearance of the Image of God®°. In these instances, Cyril does not
use the word Image in the narrow theological sense of freedom, rationali-
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ty ete., but in the sense of Adam’s general, spiritual and original state,
as we have seen. As the Image of God in Adam was not entirely lost,
Cyril says that man, even after Adam’s sin, has the power to turn to-
wards good or evil and to choose according to his free will®%. If man had
lost his free will entirely, he could not have chosen what he wished. And
if he can choose what he wants, his freedom is not completely lost. Fur-
thermore, Cyril not only says that man has a strong ability to choose freely
what he prefers, but also that the power of his mind is strong, as well®2. Thus
Cyril speaks not of an entirely and completely lost divine Image in Adam,
but of an Image which through sin was scarred falsely®, and the beauty of
which was destroyed®® but not entirely lost. In other cases Cyril uses
the word «character» instead of Image and then he says that man’s char-
acter did not remain so bright as it had been before Adam sinned®;
it became dimmer and darker®s. The comparative adjective «dimmer»
used by Cyril shows three things: The character-Image of God in Adam
did not remain as it had been before his sin; it became dimmer. But
this shows that Cyril does not speak of an entire loss of Adam’s Image.
It did not disappear entirely. Through sin, man was falsely stamped,
became «ugly»®?, and lost his first beauty. However the meaning of «gly»
presupposes something which exists, even though ugly, and very ill®. This
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is what St. Cyril means even in saying that sin destroyed the beauty
of the Divine Image in Adam®.The Image of God still exists in man
but not as beautiful as it had been before sin.

The problem of the influence of sin on the Divine Image in man is
a difficult and an old one. We can see a dual tradition in the early Church
Fathers and writers. Irenaeus presented the tradition according to which

. the Image of God in man was lost through sin®®. The other tradition
was represented by Origen, according to whom the Image was very much
obscured but not lost®, while some other Fathers, like Athanasius, seem
to speak of both together, namely of an Image which was simply tar-
nished®® and an Image which was destroyed®. Gregory of Nyssa speaks
of both, i.e. on the one hand of the loss of the Image®, while, on the
other hand, he speaks of the Image as being blurred and obscured but
not lost%.

Cyril probably knew this double tradition. Its existence means that
this problem was not finally solved by the Church in his time. And
although Cyril says that sin marred the beauty of the Divine Image
and Satan filled the radiant life of man with sordidness®?, he still, however,
insists that despite sin «we have lost none of our essential components»®”.
Man has not lost anything which is necessary for him to remain phys-
ically human and a rational, moral being, capable of understanding and
knowing. That is why Cyril says that we have suffered no injury to our
nature, for we have not, by any means, come into «not being»; we do
exist, physically even without virtue®.
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Speaking of the loss of the Image®, Cyril often uses the word
«Image» for the general spiritual state of Adam before sin. This general
state of Adam did not remain the same after sin although that real
Image of Adam in the special sense was obscured and impaired, but not
entirely lost. In this sense we agree with Burghardt'®® who says that those
aspects of the Image which are part of man’s essential structure—Dbasic
rationality and psychological freedom—were not lost. Those facets of the
Image which owe their existence to the Indwelling of the Spirit—holiness,
incorruptibility, kinship with God—were lost.

II. Adam’s Sin as Guilt.

As we have said, sin is considered not only as a sinful state but also
as guilt. Christian salvation, moreover, is a real salvation both from this
sinful state of corruption and from guilt. The latter is the special charac-
teristic of sin. Without guilt, sin is not real sin but only an imperfection
or lacking, or a natural evil. Sin, however, is something more. We speak
of guilt in relation to God and His righteousness. The transgressor and
sinner should justify the Divine Law and re-establish the disturbed order.
Sin can be considered both as one concrete, actual sinful deed or a sin-
ful state which is the sinful cause for all actual sins. Therefore generally
speaking, guilt exists in every actual sin as well as in the sinful state.
The original sin had both characteristics; it was an actual sin of Adam
and a sinful state which was opposite to the Divine Law and Will and
was communicated to all men'® so that all men might be guiltyo2.
Human nature became soiled before God!%.

The problem now is: How does Cyril understand the relation be-
tween Adam’s sinful state and guilt, on the one hand, and our sinful state
and guilt, on the other? How did it come about that all men are guilty
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for the sin of Adam™% This is Cyril’s question. The question, how
it happened that sin came to be at all, is now connected with the ques-
tion, how it happened that sin came through one, Adam, to be in all men.

In order to understand Cyril and weigh his understanding of
this problem, we should point out that the following answers have
been given to this great question:

(a) The theory of Pelagius, who said that Adam sinned and cied
and that all other people sin in imitation of Adam «by example and pat-
tern»% without inheriting any guilt from him, and that they die only
for their own sins.

(b) The theory of Augustine who understood St. Paul’s famous
phrase «E¢’ ¢ mdvrec fjuaprov» (Rom. 5,2) in the sense of a «relative»
pronoun (=in whom (Adam) all men sinned). All men sinned because
all men existed in that one Adam, and his free action was at the
same time the free action of all men and had the free consent of
them?6.

(c) The theory of Albert Pighius (1 1542) and Ambrosy Catharin
(T 1553) who said that the original sin was an actual sin of Adam
only, but God reckoned this sin externally as all men’s sin07,

(d) The theory according to which Adam sinned not as a person
but as the representative of the whole of mankind, as Christ acted
as the representative of all men!%.

As we have seen, sin is both the sinful action and the sinful state
which is the cause for sinful action and which is opposed to God’s law.
We can say the same for the original sin. Adam’s sin consisted both of a
sinful action and a sinful and guilty state. That sin, however, was not com-
mitted by all men and, therefore, it does not contain any personal guilt
of theirs in it, but it has beeninherited by them as asinful and guilty state.
While for Adam the transgression was free and personal, for all others it is
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inherited and inevitable. While for Adam it was both a sinful action and
a sinful state, for mon it is only the sinful state in which they are born.
Cyril expresses his teaching concerning our question in passages like this:
«We have become sinners through the disobedience of Adam in this way:
He was created in order to be incorruptable and living. His life in Para-
side was holy and his mind was occupied by the vision of God; his body
was calm and quiet, for no sin had disturbed him. But since he fell into
sin and corruption, sin and iniquities entered into his nature and the
wild Law, which is within ourselves, appeared. Thus (human) na-
ture sinned by the disobedience of one, i.e. of Adam, and thus the many
became sinners, not because they transgressed the command together
with Adam, for they did not exist then, but becausc they are descen-
dents of his nature which fell and came under the Law of Sin»',

Here we can see Cyril’s answer which is:

(a) opposed to the theory of Pelagius because Cyril says that all
men inherit the guilt of the original sin as a sinful state.

(b) opposed to the theory of St. Augustine because Cyril says that
all men have become sinful not in the sense that all men have sinned
personally in Adam. If Cyril had accepted this theory of Augustine, he
would have had to accept the idea that, in Adam, all men existed as per-
sons knowing, thinking and willing the same things with him and that
Adam’s will was not personal but the will of the whole of mankind, so that
every action of his was at the same time the action of all men. But both
these ideas are rejected by Cyril in the above-mentioned passage. The
will of a person is a personal one and as such the will of each man
was not the personal will of Adam. This personal will of each person
existed in Adam only generally, not as areal and personal one, but as
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being in the first root of mankind™°. If Cyril had accepted this theory,
he should have had to accept the idea that moral relations can be inher-
ited, which seems to be impossible. Therefore Cyril understands the
phrase of St. Paul «’Eq@’ & mdvreg fipaprovn not as St. Augustine did, name-
ly not «in whom (Adam) all men sinned» but «because all men sinned».

(c) opposed to the theory of Pighius and Catharin because Cyril
does see an inner relation between Adam and mankind, and therefore
their guilt is not considered only externally. How could God punish
all men for an actual sin of Adam?

(d) Cyril tried to approach our question and to give an answer by
stating that the original sin is inherited by all men not as a personal,
actual sin of theirs, but as a sinful state in which they are born, because
physically all men come from the same corrupted nature of Adam!
This is the only way in which Cyril understands the inheritance of the
original sin by all men. The two things, guilt and the sinful state are
organically related to each other. However, we must admit that here
we face a great mystery.
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