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ORIGINAL SIN
ACCORDING TO THE ORTHODOX TRADITION

by GEORGE MARTZELOS
Professor of Theology (University of Thessaloniki - Greece)

Introduction

Teaching on the subject of original sin, as
it was developed mostly by the Greek Fathers in
the Orthodox tradition, noticeably differs to the
equivalent teaching of the Latin Fathers and
especially to that of St. Augustine. This 1is
understandable, because the principles existing
in the two traditions for theological
deliberation on this subject, as well as the
challenges which led to the development and the
formation of this teaching, were different 1in
FEast and West. Apart from the fact that the Latin
Fathers had judicial and not ontological
principles for the development of their teaching,
there was never such a challenge in the East as
the one posed by the heresy of Pelagianism, which
the Latin Fathers, and mainly St. Augustine, had
to deal with. Although this heresy was condemned
in the East, 1indeed ecumenically, during the
council of Ephesus (431), 1t did not occupy on a
wide scale the theological thought of the Greek
Fathers, which had been mainly absorbed for many
centuries by the Christological problem.

Nevertheless, the Greek Fathers were not
indifferent to the essence and the consequences
of original sin. Only, they were occupied with
these subjects not independently and
systematically, but in the context of their
effort to deal with numerous heresies such as
Gnosticism, Manichaeism, Arianism,
Apollinarianism, Nestorianism, Monophysitism and
Monothelitism, which basically forged the
Church’s soteriological teaching and experience.
Their main concern was to raise against those
heresies, on the one hand Christ’s salvific work,
and on the other the reality of human salvation



and deification. From this point of view, the
teaching of the Fathers on original sin does not
constitute, in orthodox tradition, an autonomous
and systematic dogmatic teaching which deals with
an isolated and independent soteriological
challenge. It 1is a teaching inherently and
functionally connected to the bulk of orthodox
dogmatic teaching, especially to Cosmology,
Anthropology, Christology and Soteriology.

Certainly, due to the diversity of the
heretical challenges and the different
chronological periods of their occurrence, and
because of the lack of any systematic development
of this teaching, 1in many cases there are
diversities among the Greek Fathers on certain
aspects of it. We have to draw attention, though,
to the fact that there is a ‘consensus patrum’ 1in
orthodox tradition on the basic points of this
teaching and this 1s fundamentally due to the
common theological principles of Greek patristic
Theology.

Thus, before we go into the actual examining
of our subject, firstly let us briefly 1look at
what these common theological principles are,
which determined the development and the
formation of the teaching on the side aspects of
original sin in orthodox tradition.

1. Theological principles

The first fundamental ©principle 1is the
concept in which the Greek Fathers comprehend the
relationship between God and the world!. For them
only God 1is uncreated, unchangeable and immortal
by nature, whereas the world 1is created and
changeable, having come into being "out of not
being” (€& oUk &viwv) by God’s energies?. Already

1 See J. S. Romanides, To mnpomnatoplkov audptnua, ed. Aduog, Athens
21992, pp. 39 ff.; N. A. Matsoukas, Adoyuartixn xal SuuBoAixl) BGcoloyla
B~ (Ex6eon 1fi¢ 06pbHdédoéng miotng), ed. P. Pournaras, Thessaloniki
1985, pp. 202 f.

2 See characteristically John Damascene, ExdoolLg  GxkpLPBng  1iig
Opboddéou IHiocrewg 2-3, PG 94, 792 C - 797 A. See also G. D.
Martzelos, OUclia kal évépyeital ToU OcoU KATX TOV Méyav BaoliAciov.
JuuBoAn e€lg¢ 1nv [(OoTtOopLKOSOYUAT LKV OlepeivnoLlv TH¢ mepl ovolag Kol



the world’s origin, from not being into being,
suggests change and alteration?®, which makes it
be drawn continuously towards nothing, from which
it originated. This is the «reason why, the
dependence of the created world on the cohesive
energy of God is necessary, 1in order to remain in
the state of being. Otherwise it will once again
return to nothing and nonexistence. In other
words, the created world cannot live on 1its own
independently from its operational relationship
with God. Discontinuation of any relationship and
communion with God will necessarily lead to
nothing and death. From this point of view man,
being created, 1is also inherently changeable and
mortal. In order to achieve immortality, which 1is
a natural attribute only of uncreated God, man
has to be in continuous communion with Him. Death
and immortality constitute the only two
possibilities open to him, which are exclusively
dependent upon his relationship with God. It 1is
this relationship with God or 1ts interruption
that determines whether he will be driven to
immortality or fall to death®.

In this context we should make it clear that
when the Greek Fathers speak of death and
immortality, they comprehend these situations not
only 1in their Dbiological but also 1in their
spiritual meaning. Death for them does not only
mean the separation of the soul from the body,
but also the separation of the soul from God, who
constitutes the source of life. The same applies
to immortality. It is not comprehended only as
man’s survival as a unity of body and soul, but
also as the enlivening of the soul by the life-
giving energy of the Holy Spirit°.

gvepyetldv 10U OegoU dSidaokaAiac t1h¢ 0Vpboddéou ExkkAnoiag, ed. P.
Pournaras, Thessaloniki 21993, pp. 15 f., 91 ff.

3 See Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepl kataokeuli¢ &vBpwmou 16, PG 44, 184 CD;
Adyoc Katnxntikog¢ o Méyac 6, PG 45, 28 D; John Damascene, loc. cit.,
3, PG 94, 796 A.

4 Concerning this matter see N. A. Matsoukas, TO mpoBAnua 10U KQKOU.
Aokiuto matepikij¢ Oeoroyiag, ed. P. Pournaras, Thessaloniki 21986,
pp. 36 ff., 113 ff.

5 See characteristically Irenaeus of Lyon,EAeyxog¢ kol dQvatpomnn Th¢
Yyeuvdwviuouv yvooewg 4, 38, 1, pG 7, 1106 AB- 5, 2, 3, PG 7, 1127 BC;
Gregory of Nyssa, Adyoc Katnxntiko¢ o Méyac 8, PG 45, 36 B; Koatd



The second fundamental principle, connected
to the previous one, 1is that sin, according to
orthodox tradition, is not understood only as a
violation of one of God’s commandments or, even
more, as an offence to divine Jjustice, but as an
unhealthy psychosomatic situation which
originated from the discontinuation of communion
and relationship with God, who is the source of
life. Thus unavoidably man is driven to death®.
For this reason sin and death are unbreakably
connected and sometimes are considered as
identical to one another’. St. Gregory of Nyssa,
expressing the unanimous opinion of the other two
Cappadocians on this point, characteristically
remarks “Sin 1is the alienation from God, who 1s
the real and the only 1life”®. Therefore sin 1is
not simply a legal incident which disturbs the
divine Jjudicial order with the consequence of
God’s punishment to wviolator man, but it 1is an
existential fact which disturbs the ontological
relationship between God and man. It has the
consequence of discontinuation of this

Evyvouliou 8, PG 45, 797 C - 800 A; Mark the Hermit, Anmdkpioig mpog
TOoUC dmopoUvtag mepl toU Belou Bamntiouxtog, PG 65, 1017 CD; Isidore
of Pelusium, EmiotoAn 252, Awpobéw Aaumpotrdtw, PG 78, 932 B; John
Damascene, loc. cit., 4, 27, PG 94, 1220 A; Eic¢ tx lepd mapdAAinia 1,
12, PG 95, 1160 A; 2, 4, PG 95, 1269 D; Gregory Palamas, OutAia 16,
IIepl TA¢ KATX OGpka ToU Kuplou nudv IncoU XptotoU olkovouioag xal 1oV
SL7 aUTHC KeXAPLOUEVOVY TOI¢ W¢ &An6BG¢ el¢ aUTtdV mioteUouol - Kol OTlL
TOAUTEONWG O @go¢ duvdauevog Tth¢ 10U StaBdrou TUupavvidog AUTPpOOXCOHA L
10V &vBpwmov, e€lkdTtwg TaUTn ubdAAiov éxpnoato tfj olxovoulig, PG 151, 196
ABC.

6 See also J. Karawidopoulos «Das paulinische Siindenverstandnis bei
den griechischen Kirchenvédtern», in: KAnpovouia 2, 1 (1970), pp. 45,
49.

7 See Clement of Alexandria, IHpotpentixo¢ mnpo¢ EAAnvac 11, PG 8, 233
B; Hoidaywyog 1, 2, PG 8, 253 B; Basil the Great, Eig¢ 1nv updptuvpa
TouAittav 9, PG 31, 260 A; Gregory the Theologian, Adyoc¢ 18,
EniLTapLog¢ €l¢ 1OV natrépoa, mnapovio¢ BoaoiAieiou, 42, PG 35, 1041 A;
John Chrysostom (disputed), Ei¢ tnv mapaBoAnv toU umecdéviog €(¢ T1OUC
Anotag¢, PG 62, 755; Mark the Hermit, loc. cit., PG 65, 1017 C. See
also J. Karawidopoulos, loc. cit., p.48: «Sinde und Tod bilden eine
Einheit 1im theologischen Denken der KV, nicht nur im Sinne von
Ursache und Folge, sondern in dem Sinne, daB die Dbeiden Begriffe
dieselbe Situation der Entfernung der Menschen von der Quelle des
Lebens ausdriiken. Diese Situation wird als ©goU &AAoTplwoLC
bezeichnet».

8 See Gregory of Nyssa, Kot Evuvouiou 2, PG 45, 545 B. Cf. Basil the
Great, Ottt oUk éotriv altioc 1OV Kak®dvV O Ogo¢ 7, PG 31, 345 A; 8, PG
31, 348 A; Hepl t0oU Ayiou Ilvevuatoc¢ 16, 40, PG 32, 141 BC; Gregory
the Theologian, Emnn néixe 8, 184, PG 37, 662 A.



relationship with God, which leads man
unavoidably to 1illness, decline and death. 1In
this sense death 1s not understood as a
punishment inflicted by God himself, but as a
natural consequence of sin which is, as we have
said, the discontinuation of communion with God.
God being the source of all that is good cannot
be regarded as responsible for death’. As St.
Irenaeus characteristically emphasises, "“To those
who keep friendship with God, He grants His own
communion. And God’s communion is life and 1ight
and pleasure of His goods. Those who withdraw
from communion with God according to their own
will, He brings upon them separation from
Himself. But separation from God 1is death, as
separation from 1light 1is darkness; separation
from God 1s therefore rejection of all His
goods”t®., This is exactly the reason why salvation
in orthodox tradition 1s understood not as
restoration of a Jjudicial relationship between
God and man, but as healing and deliverance from
the dominion of decline and death.

2. Man’s original state and fall

Although the Greek Fathers sometimes describe
man’s original state in different ways, there are
very many common points among them which
constitute the starting point and the basis for
an orthodox understanding and interpretation of
the event of the fall.

Man before his fall, created in the image and
likeness of God, was - as they emphasise - 1in
communion with the persons of the Holy Trinity.
Adorned with the grace of the Holy Spirit he was
participant of the divine glory and had knowledge
of the divine truths. His 1life was free from
anxiety, calm and impassible, and he was 1in
complete harmony with the whole creation, without
running the risk of disturbing his relation to it

9 See Basil the Great, ©Oti oUk éoriv «altio¢ TAV KAKOV O Ogdg 7, PG
31, 345 A. See also J. S. Romanides, loc. cit., pp 19 f., 160; J.
Karawidopoulos, loc. cit., p. 49.

10 Loc. cit., 5, 27, 2, PG 7, 1196 AB.



or much more of being endangered by it. Fear of
death and carnal desire did not exist in him.
However, Dbeing created and changeable in his
nature, 1t was not ©possible for him to Dbe
immortal and utterly perfect by nature!!l. Besides,
if he had Dbeen created perfect from the
beginning, he would have been deprived of the
most essential feature of his existence, i.e. the
freedom of his will. Something like that though,
would be extremely inconsistent to the notion of
creation of man, because, according to the Greek
Fathers, freedom of will, or in other words the
free and sovereign will (avteéoUolov), which is
inseparably connected to the rational (AoyLkoOv),
is what constitutes the essence of man'?.
Therefore according to them, the purpose of man’s
creation was to enable man, who 1s a reasonable
creature possessing free will, 1in communion with
triune God, to achieve immortality and
deification through his moral and spiritual
perfection!®. Besides, according to ©patristic
tradition, this 1s the deeper meaning of man’s

11 See characteristically John Damascene, Exdooi¢ &xkplBng T1i¢
Opboddéou Iiotewg 2, 12, PG 94, 921 A - 924 A; 2, 30, PG 94, 976 A -
977 C, where the previous patristic tradition on this matter is
summarized, and Gregory Palamas, loc.cit., PG 151, 204 A, 220 A. See
also the studies cited below, where there 1is abundance of related
patristic references: A. Gaudel, «Péché originel», in: Dictionnaire
de Théologie Catholique 12, 1, col. 318 ff., 322 ff., 340, 343 f.,
347 ff., 350 f., 429 f.; M. Jugie, « Péché originel dans 1’ Eglise
Grecque apreés Saint Jean Damasceéne», in: Dictionnaire de Théologie
Catholique 12, 1, line 610; J. S. Romanides, loc. cit., pp. 121 ff.,
156; J. Gross, Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbsiinderdogmas (Von der
Bibel bis Augustinus), Ernst Reinhardt Verlag, Minchen - Basel 1960,
pp. 76 ff., 86 ff., 109 f., 125 ff., 140, 143 f£., 148 ff., 168, 170
f., 182, 209 ff.; A. V. Vletsis, TO mpomatop!kKO Qudpotnua otn 6Begoloyla
Maéiuou 10U OuoAoyntoU. ‘Epeuva OTlC Qmapxeg uUL&C Ovioloylioag T&HV
KTiotwv, ed. Tertios, Katerini 1998, pp. 227 ff.; Ch. Filiotis -
Vlachavas, La creation et 1la chute de 1’homme dans la pensée de
Cyrille d’ Alexandrie selon ses oevres d’ avant la querelle
nestorienne (Thése de Doctorat), Strasburg 2003, pp. 122 ff., 163
ff.; Y. Spiteris, «Il peccato originale nella traditione orientalley»,
in: PATH (=Pontificia Academia Theologica) 3 (2004), pp. 338 ff.

12 See N. A. Matsoukas, Kdéouog, &vOpwroc, kKolvovia katx 10V M&éiuo
OuoAoyntn, ed. Grigoris, Athens 1980, pp. 123 ff.; A. V. Vletsis,
loc. cit., pp. 191 ff.; G. D. Martzelos, 0Dpb6ddoéo d&dyua Kol
BeoAoy i kOg mpoBAnuatioudg. MeAsthuata Soyuatikig Bgoroyiag B, ed. P.
Pournaras, Thessaloniki 2000, pp. 107 ff.

13 See characteristically Theophilus of Antiochia, Hpoog¢ AutdAukov 2,
24, PG 6, 1089 C - 1092 A; Irenaeus of Lyon, loc. cit. 4, 38, 3, PG
7, 1108 ABC; Athanasius the Great, Kotd EAAAvVoV 2, PG 25, 5 C - 8 A.



creation “in the image” (xoat’ eixdéva) and “in the
likeness” (xkoaB’ opolwolv) of God. According to
the majority of the Greek Fathers, the creation
of man “in the image” of God is related to the
rational and to the free and sovereign will,
which man was endowed with!4, whereas man’s
creation “in the likeness” of God is related to
the possibility of him becoming like God, that is
his deification, after a free course of spiritual
maturity and moral progress, with the
contribution of the Holy Spirit!®. According to
orthodox tradition, man’s fall occurred during
this moral and spiritual progress from the “in
the image” to the “in the 1likeness” situation.
Although it overturned God’s 1initial plan and
definitely constitutes a tragic event for man, it
1s seen as nothing more than an episode 1in the
whole history of Divine Economy!'®.

Let us look at how orthodox tradition
understands original sin as an incidental
occurrence and mostly what its tragic
consequences are to fallen man. Besides, as it
has aptly been remarked also by Roman Catholic
theologians, the Greek Fathers insist on these
ontological consequences and are mostly

14 See characteristically Athanasius the Great, Adyog mepl Tti¢
gvavbBpwnnoewge ToU Adyou Kal TAC OLX OOUATOC IHPOC NUAC EmLPave(ag
avtov 3, PG 25, 101 B; 6, PG 25, 105 C; Basil the Great, Ei¢ 10V 48
yaiuov 8, PG 29, 449 BC; Elig¢ 10 ‘llpboexe oceaviyp’ 6, PG 31, 212 BC;
IIepl evxaptotiag 2, PG 31, 221 C; OutAia év Atud xal avxué 5, PG 31,
317 A; Ott1 oUK é0TLVv alTlOo¢ TOV KAK®V O BOgo¢ 6, PG 31, 344 BC; Opol
xat& mAatog 2, 3, PG 31, 913 B; EmtotoAn 233, Aupiioxiew Eépwthoavtd,
1, PG 32, 864 C; Gregory of Nyssa, Ilepl koataokeuli¢ &avbpomou 11, PG
44, 156 B; 12, PG 44, 161 C; 164 A; 16, PG 44, 184 B; 185 C; Adyoc
KATNXNTLKOC O uéyag 5, PG 45, 24 C; 21, PG 45, 57 CD; Iepl napbeviac
12, PG 46, 369 C; Kovotaviivou diLaxkdvou, EykOuiov egi¢ navitag T1ouUg
ayloug évddééoug kal HOAVEUPNUOUC UAOTUPAC TOoUC Umep XplotoU T1oU BOgoU
Nnuodv xotd 1nv olkouuévnv dabAnoavtag 14, PG 88, 496 C; Maximus the
Confessor, ZAatnoitg¢ uetd Ioppou, PG 91, 304 C; John Damascene, loc.
cit., 2, 12, PG 94, 920 B. See also G. D. Martzelos, loc. cit., pp.
109, 121 f.

15 See characteristically Clement of Alexandria, Ytpwuatelc 2, 22, PG
8, 1080 C; Methodius of Olympus, ZSuundéciov 1OV Séka mnapbévwv 1 Ilepl
ayvelac 1, 4, PG 18, 44 C - 45 A; Gregory of Nyssa, Ei¢ ta ti¢ Ipapic
onuatas ‘Motnowuev &vbpwrnov kat’ elixkdva nuetépav kal oupolwoitv’ 1, PG
44, 273 ABCD; John Chrysostom, Ei¢ tnv I'éveoctv 9, 3, PG 53, 78; John
Damascene, loc. cit., PG 94, 920 B.

16 See also N. A. Matsoukas, Aoyuatikn) kol JSUuuBoAikn Begoloylia
B’ (ExOeon 1fj¢ 6p66doéng miotng), ed. P. Pournaras, Thessaloniki 1985,
pp. 203 f.



interested 1in them 1in order to develop their
teaching on Christ’s salvific work?!’.

As we have mentioned, God, already from the
beginning of man’s creation, set as purpose for
man’ s existence his moral and spiritual
perfection and deification, which could Dbe
achieved only through his communion with God and
obedience to His commandments. Man, though,
instigated by the devil, desired equality with
God (ilcoBela) and deification by his own means,
bypassing the divine plan and violating the
commandment of his creator!®. This is how orthodox
tradition basically interprets the biblical
passage relating to the violation by Adam and Eve
of God’s commandment not to eat from the fruit of
the tree of knowledge of good and evil!®’. The only
exception to this seems to be the view of St.
Clement of Alexandria who, using the allegorical
method of interpretation of Holy Scripture,
identifies original sin 1in the premature and
therefore unlawful connection between Adam and
Eve by carnal relations?’. However, the Greek
Fathers and ecclesiastical writers, obviously
facing abstinential views of Platonic, Gnostic
and Manichaean origin?!, based exclusively on the

17 See M. Jugie, «Le dogme du péché originel dans 1’Eglise Grecque»,
in: Recherches Augustiniennes 16 (1910), p. 166 ; A. Gaudel, loc.
cit., col. 360 f., 381.

18 See Athanasius the Great, Ilepl 71i¢ ocwtnplddoug Emipaveliag TOU
XpiLotoU, kol kot AmoAAivapiou 2, 9, PG 26, 1148 B; Basil the Great,
Ot1 oUxk éotiv altiog¢ 1OV KAKOV O BOgo¢ 8, PG 31, 348 B; Gregory the
Theologian, Adyog¢ 38, El¢ ta Ogopavia, eltouv I'evéOAiLa toU Zwiipog,
12, PG 36, 324 BC; Adyoc¢ 39, Ei¢c t& é&yla ddte, 13, PG 36, 348 D; John
Chrysostom, Ipo¢ Toudaioug kxal EAAnvag alpetikoUg: kKal €l¢ 10 YEKANRON
TnooU¢ e€l¢ yduov’, PG 48, 1078; Ei(¢ rtoug¢ &vdéptavrtag 11, 2, PG 49,
121, 269; Hepl mpovoloag xal €luapuévnge 2, PG 50, 754; El¢ tov tiuLov
kal {womotov otaupdv, Kal mepl THC TOV HpdTtwv dvlpwnwv mnapaBdcewg, PG
50, 820; Ei¢ tnv I'éveotv 16, 3 - 4, PG 53, 129 - 130; 18, 2, PG 53,
150 - 151; Yoouvnpua e€li¢ 71OV aytov Tw&vvnv 10V  AndoToAov KAl
EvayyeAiitotnv 9, 2, PG 59, 72; OuptAia AexBeloa év 1fi €xxAnolg 1] éml
HavAou, I'détbwv &vayvoviwv, kKol npeofutépou I'6t6ou mpoooulAnocaviog 3,
PG 63, 505; John Damascene, loc. <cit., 2, 25, B. Kotter, Die
Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin - New
York 1973, pp. 74 f.

19 See Gen. 2, 16-17- 3, 1-7.

20 See Clement of Alexandria, JXrpwuatelc¢ 3, 14, PG 8, 1193 C - 1196
A; 17, PG 8, 1208 AB. See also G. J. Mantzarides, Xptiottavikn HOLkD,
ed. P. Pournaras, Thessaloniki 31991, p. 300.

21 See for example Clement of Alexandria, loc. cit., 3, 13, PG 8,
1192C - 1193 B; 17, PG 8, 1205 A - 1208 A.



biblical narrative of Genesis, clearly and
categorically reject the identification of
original sin with Adam and Eve’s connection by
carnal relations??. Tracing the cause of the fall
not only in man’s voluptuousness but also in his
vainglory?3, they particularly stress the
spiritual dimension of original sin essentially
regarding it as an act of disobedience and
rebellion of man against God’s will.

As it i1s stressed by the Fathers, by means of
this disobedience Adam and Eve tore apart their
relation and communion with God. This had the
consequence of them being deprived of the life-
giving energy of the Holy Spirit and falling into
the dominion of the devil, sin, decay and death.
They lost their holiness and their childlike
innocence, their mind was darkened, their
rational and their free and sovereign will, which
constitute their situation “in the image” of God,
were blackened, and their previous knowledge of
God was driven away??!. Creation from now on has
become hostile towards man with the effect of him
feeling intensely the threat of death posed by
it. Man and creation have now found themselves in
a hostile and competive relation to one another,
man’s goal being the neutralization and the
exceeding of the threat of death which originated

22 See Athanasius the Great, Ei¢ toU¢ ¥aAuouvg, 50, 7, PG 27, 240 CD;
John Chrysostom, El¢ thHv Iéveotv 15, 4, PG 53, 123: «Metd. TInv
noapdfactyv T& TR¢ ouvouoliag yéyovev»- 18, 4, PG 53, 153: «Metd TV
MOPOKOAV, HETIX TNV EKNTIWOLY TNV €k 100 mnopadeiocou, 1d1e 1A THC
ouvouclac &pxnv AouBdver»; Theodoret of Cyrus, Epavioing Hrol
HoAUuoppog 3, PG 83, 245 D - 248 A; John Damascene, loc. cit., 4, 24,
PG 94, 1208 A.

23 See characteristically Mark the Hermit, loc. cit., PG 65, 1017 C;
1020 D; JXuuBouAia voo¢ mpo¢ 1nv €autoU Yyuxnv 5, PG 65, 1108 D - 1109
A.

24 See characteristically Athanasius the Great, Kot EAAGvVov 3-4, PG
25, 8 B - 9 D; John Damascene, loc. cit., 2, 12, PG 94, 977 C - 980
A; 3, 1, PG 94, 981 A. See also the following cited bibliography
where there 1is abundance of more related patristic references: A.
Gaudel, «Péché originel», loc. cit., col. 318 ff., 322 ff., 340 ff.,
343 f£., 348 f£., 351, 429 f£.; J. S. Romanides, loc. cit., pp. 156 ff.;
J. Gross, loc. cit, pp. 79 £., 82 f£f., 89 £., 110 £., 127 £., 140 f.,
144 ff., 151 ff., 168 f£., 171 f£., 182 ff., 212 f.; A. V. Vletsis,
loc. cit.., pp. 256 ff.; M. Filiotis - Vlachavas, loc. cit., pp. 262
ff.; Y. Spiteris, loc. cit., pp. 339 ff.



from nature?>. This 1s how orthodox tradition
understands the fact that after the fall, not
only man but also the whole of creation “laments
and suffers pain together” with him (Rom. 8, 22)
and “creation was subjected to vanity, not
willingly, but because of the one who subjected

it” (Rom. 8, 20)?2°, In this context, the
disturbance of the ecological Dbalance and the
appearance of the ecological problem, which we

particularly face nowadays, undoubtedly have
their roots 1in man’s fall to sin, decay and
death.

At this point we should stress that for the
Greek Fathers who are based on the Holy Scripture
on this matter?’, man’s fall to decay and death
does not constitute a punishment imposed by God,
but a natural consequence of original sin by
which his existential communion and relation with
the source of 1life was cut?®. Besides, the
biblical passage Y“Yon the day you eat of 1t you
shall most surely die” (Gen. 2, 17) 1is understood
in orthodox tradition not as God’s threat
concerning the punishment He would impose on Adam
and Eve if they wviolated His will, but as a
loving warning towards them, aiming to protect
them from the danger Dbrought about by the

25 See characteristically Theophilus of Antioch, loc. cit., 2, 17, PG
6, 1080 BC; Symeon the New Theologian, HOikO¢ Adyoc¢ 1, 2, Sources
Chrétiennes 122, p. 190. See also A. Kesselopoulos, AvOpwrno¢ Kol
QUOLKO meplBaAAov. Zmoudl OT1oOV &ylo Suuewv 10 Néo OgoAdyo, ed. Domos,
Athens 1992, pp. 93 ff.; S. J. Balatsoukas, O( &yiol xal TO QUOLKO
nepLfarrov, ed. «Mygdonia», Thessaloniki 1996, pp. 50 ff.

26 See John Chrysostom, Ei¢ toUug¢ &vdpiavtag 10, 5, PG 49, 117; Elic¢
NV yevéBAiLov nuépav 100 Swtfpo¢ nudv ITnocoU XpitotoUu 6, PG 49, 360;
Eounveia ei¢ tnv mpo¢ Pouaioug EmiotoAnv 14, 4-5, PG 60, 529 - 530.
See also J. Galanis, H oxéon &avOpomnou xoal Ktliogwg Katd 1nv Koivi
Atabnkn, Thessaloniki 1984, pp. 89 ff.; Idem, «TO xaLvodLAONKLKO
UndéRabpo TV oxéoewv &vOPOmOU Kol KTlong KATX TN AATPeUT LKD) mpdén tic
ExxAnoclogc», in: EILOTNUOV LKI) Enetnolda OcoAoy L Kijg JXOALj¢
ApitototeAe{ou Haveniotnuiou Ocooaiovikng (Tiuntiko &eLépwua OTOV
Oudtiuo Kabnyntn Kovotaviivo KaAokuUpn), Thessaloniki 1985, pp. 385
ff.

27 See Wisdom of Solomon 1, 13: «.0 ©g0¢ 6&vatov oUk émoinoev, oude
tépnetal €n’ dmoAelg (OVTov»: 2, 23-24: «.O0 Oed0C éKTLOeV 1OV &VOPWIOV
¢’ aoBopola kol eixdOva THig (dlag &tdidétntoc ¢molinoev autdv: @BOVY d¢&
dlLafdrou B&vatog eiofAbev €lg TOV KOTUOV».

28 See Theophilus of Antioch, loc. cit., 27, PG 6, 1093 B - 1096 A;
Basil the Great, loc. cit., PG 31, 345 A; Nemesius of Emessa, Iepl
puocewec &vbpormou 1, PG 40, 513 B - 516 A; John Damascene, loc. cit.,
2, 28, PG 94, 961 BC; Eic¢ 1& lepd mapdAiinia 4,2, PG 95, 1352 A.
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violation of the divine commandment?’. Certainly,
even death itself was allowed by God for reasons
of love towards man, “so that evil does not
become immortal”3°. So the rational and possessing
free will creature of God, which was created for
immortality and deification, was suddenly found
under the dominion of the devil, decay and death
because of its disobedience and bad use of its
freedom.

Although original sin, according to the Greek
Fathers, was not an act of necessity on the part
of Adam’s changeable nature but an act of his
free choice3 it did not remain limited to the
level of will. It also extended to the
ontological Dbearer of will which is nature.
Because of original sin, human nature in the face
of Adam became 111, was ontologically eroded and,
having been cut from the source of 1life,
unavoidably ended in decay and death3?. The Greek

29 See Athanasius the Great, Adyoc¢ mepl ti¢ évavlpownnoewg 100 Adyou
kol ThHg Ol oouatog mpog¢ nuac emipaveiag autot 3, PG 25, 101 ABCD;
John Chrysostom, Koata Toudaiwv 8, 2, PG 48, 929; Ei(¢ tnv I'éveoitv 14,
2, PG 53, 114- 18, 1, PG 53, 147; Gregory Palamas, KepdAoia @QUOLKX
51, PG 150, 1157 D - 1160 A.

30 See Maximus the Confessor, Ilpog¢  BaA&ooiov OV  O0LATATOV
npeoBuUtepov kKol nNyouvuevov mepl SiLapdpwv Aamépwv ThH¢ Ociag Ipaphc 44,
PG 90, 417 A. See also Gregory the Theologian, Adéyo¢ 38, Ei¢ 1t&
Bgopavia, eltouv I'evébAiLa 100 Swtfjpog, 12, PG 36, 324 D: «Kepdaivel
(i.e. o AddP) pév 1L r&OVTIATOHa- 1OV B&vatov kKol 1O dLaxomfjval Tnv
auaptilav, I[va un &B&voatov ﬁ 10 xaxdv- kol yivetal olAavlpwnia 1
Tlpepla. OUTw yop éye mei{dopoal roA&lelv ©gdv». Cf. Basil the Great,
loc. cit., PG 31, 345 A. See also J. S. Romanides, loc. cit., p. 157.
31 See Athanasius the Great, Koatx EAARveov 4, PG 25, 9 BC- 7, PG 25,
16 AB; Basil the Great, Ei¢ tnv Eéanuepov 2, 5, PG 29, 40 AB; O1i( OUK
éoTiv alTio¢ TV Kak®v O @go¢ 3, PG 31, 332 C - 333A; 5, PG 31, 337 D
- 340 A; 6, PG 31, 344 BC; Gregory the Theologian, Adyoc¢ 14, Ilepl
ptrontwxeiag, PG 35, 892 AB- Adyog¢ 38, Ei¢ 1t Ogopdvia, eltouv
I'evéBALa T1OU ZSwifipog, 12, PG 36, 324 BC- Adyog 45, Ei¢ 710 d&ytLov
Iéoxa, 28, PG 36, 661 BC; Epiphanius of Cyprus, Koatx olpéocwv
(Havéotov) 1, 3, 42, PG 41, 776 D - 777 A; Gregory of Nyssa, Adyoc
npog¢ 1oU¢ mevlolUviag éml tolg &mo 100 mapdviog Biou mpog 10V aldiov
uebiorauévorg, PG 46, 521 D - 524 B; Eénynoic AaxkplLBng eic¢ 1OV
ExxAnotaotnv toU XaAoudvtog 2, PG 44, 637 D - 640 A; John Chrysostom,
Ei¢ tnv I'éveotv 16, 5, PG 53, 132; John Damascene, Exdo0L¢ &KPLBNC
tfj¢ Opboddéou Iicrewe 2, 12, PG 94, 924 AB; 30, PG 94, 977 ABCD; 4,
13, PG 94, 1137 A. Generally sin, according to the Fathers, has its
cause not in nature but in man’s free will, namely his intention.
(See for example Nemesius of Emessa, loc. cit., 40, PG 40, 769 B;
Theodoret of Cyrus, loc. cit. I, PG 83, 40 D).

32 See characteristically Cyril of Alexandria, Epunvelia e€i¢ 10Hv mooO¢
Powucxioug EmiotoAnv, PG 74, 789 B: «.. nppdotnoev 1 &vBpdnou @UOLC €V
AdAp LA THC Tmapokofg TNV @BopA&vV».
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Fathers regard exactly this unhealthy situation
of decay and death, 1in which Adam fell, as a
sinful situation, not only because decay and
death are the fruit of sin, but mainly because
they constitute the source and the cause for the
birth of sin in Adam’s life after the fall. They
maintain that by his fall to decay and death,
passions, carnal pleasures and sin 1in general,
dynamically invaded his 1ife33. This is exactly
why sin, decay and death are for them, as we have
seen, unbreakably related to one another.
Although we will later refer to the causative
relation between sin and the unhealthy and mortal
human nature, we have to stress at this point the
fact that Greek patristic tradition regards the
mortality of human nature not only as the result
but also as the cause and the root of sin. And 1t
is exactly this patristic perception which is the
key for understanding not only the significance
of original sin 1n orthodox tradition, and
especially 1its tragic and incidental character,
but also orthodox anthropology and soteriology in
general.

3. The passing on of the consequences of
original sin

On the basis of these data concerning the
consequences of original sin, the answer given by
the Greek Fathers to the question of how sin was
passed on to the whole of humanity by Adam’s
fall, so that all men Dbecame sinners and are
regarded as such, according to what St. Paul
writes in his Epistle to the Romans, is
noticeably different to the Western and
especially the Augustinian view.

In contrast to St. Augustine, Greek patristic
tradition unanimously underlines that what Adam’s
descendants inherit is not his own personal sin
and guilt for it, but his diseased and mortal

33 See John Chrysostom, Eounvelia e€i¢ 1nv npo¢ Pwualiouc¢ EmitotoAnv 13,
1, PG 60, 507; Cyril of Alexandria, loc. cit., PG 74, 789 AB;
Theodoret of Cyrus, Epunveia 100 N~ ¥YoaAuou 7, PG 80 1245 A.
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nature3*. Adam’s personal sin and guilt burdens

only himself, not his descendants. St. John
Chrysostom notes that the fact that Adam was made
mortal because of his personal sin, and
consequently all his descendants were made
mortal, is something understandable and
justifiable. But for someone else to Dbecome

sinful because of Adam’s disobedience, that would
be unjust and unreasonable3>. This is why the Holy
Father, expressing Greek patristic tradition
unanimously, considers that subjection of Adam’s
descendants to sin, and their designation as
sinners, 1s comprehended exclusively as their
submission to death3®. And this, as we have
already seen, 1s because death, in orthodox
tradition, generally constitutes not only the
consequence but also the source and cause of sin.

Therefore, according to Greek patristic
tradition, Adam’s descendants are designated by
St. Paul as sinners, not because they are

regarded as taking part in Adam’s personal sin
and guilt, Dbut Dbecause they 1inherit from him
their ailing and mortal nature from which
inevitably, sin is born?’.

As J. Meyendorff has already pointed out, it
is very characteristic that two Greek Fathers of
the fifth century, contemporaries of St.
Augustine, Cyril of Alexandria and Theodoret of
Cyrus, despite the fact that they belonged to
different hermeneutical schools and opposite
sides during the Christological disputes of that

34 See characteristically John Chrysostom, loc. cit. 10, 1, PG 60,
474; 2-3, PG 60, 477; Mark the Hermit, Amdkptioi¢ moo¢ TOUC QIOLOUVIAC
nepl 100 OBeglou Bamtiouatog, PG 65, 1017 CD: «OuxoUv tnv napdfacLv
PO LPET LKAV OUooV, KoBOC &modédelkTal, oUdelc €& &vaykne dLedéfato-
TOV d¢& €k 1aUTNg B&VATOV AVAYKAOTLKOV Ovta dlLedefdueda- 6¢ €01l BgoU
AANOTP (WO LC....0UKOTVY oU TNV mopdPfaclyv dlLedefdueba, £meldn KakKeIvov €&
&véyxrng éxp&tnoev, Og¢ ¢éBooclAeue xal €ml TOoUG GQUaPTACAVIAGC €Il 18
opolduat L ThHc moapofdoewg Ad&u»; Cyril of Alexandria, loc. cit., PG
74, 789 AB: «Nevdéonkev oUv 1 oUoLC TRV duoptiav d1d& THC TUPAkoic 10U
Evog, TouTéoTLv Ad&U- oUTWC AuopPTwAol kKateotdBnooav ol moAAol, oUxX &g
19 Addu oupnapafepnxkdreg, oU yap noav mdmote, GAAN'  OC TAC éxelvou
oUoewg O6vieg THg Und voéupov mecolong TOV THC Guaptiag». See also N. A.
Matsoukas, loc. cit., p. 206.

35 See ibid., 2, PG 60, 477.

36 See ibid., 3, PG 60, 477.

37 See also J. S. Romanides, loc. cit., pp. 162 ff.; J.
Karawidopoulos, loc. cit., pp. 46 ff.
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time, show a remarkable consensus on this matter
concerning Adam’s sin and 1its consequences for
humanity3®.

Indeed, independently of their different
interpretations of the much talked about phrase
of St. Paul “for that all have sinned” (Rom. 5,
12), they both absolutely agree that sin is born
in Adam’s descendants by their corruptible and
mortal nature which they inherited from their
forefather3’. This is the theological principle on
which mainly Cyril of Alexandria explains
analytically and thoroughly how it happened that
“by one man’s disobedience many were made
sinners” according to St. Paul (Rom. 5, 19). That
is to say, they were made sinners not as Adam’s
co-transgressors and as heirs of his guilt, but
as heirs of his ailing and mortal nature from
which their personal sins are necessarily being
produced. What he writes on this matter in his
Explanation of the Epistle to the Romans 1s very
interesting and representative of orthodox
tradition: “But one would say, yes Adam slid away
and by disregarding the divine commandment he was
condemned to decay and death,; and then how were
the many made sinners because of him? What do his
faults have to do with us? And how have the ones
not yet born been wholly condemned together with
him..? So what would be the way for us to be
excused? ...But we have become sinners through
Adam’s disobedience in such a way: he was created
for incorruption and life, and his 1life was holy
in the paradise of delight, the whole mind was

38 See J. Meyendorff, «Ee’ ¢ (Rom. 5,12) chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie et
Théodoret», in: Studia Patristica 4 (1961), p. 158 : «Leur unité dans
1"exégése de Rom. 5, 12 indique que nous nous trouvons devant un
consensus de la pensée du Ve siecle sur le péché d’Adam et de ses
conséquences. En gros, on peut dire que ces Peres considérent que ce
qui est hérité d’Adam, ce n’est pas le péché lui-méme, mais la mort ;
le péché d’Ancétre a eu pour conséquence de rendre mortelle la race
adamique tout entieére». See also idem, Byzantine Theology. Historical
trends and doctrinal themes, New York 1974, p. 145: «There is indeed
a consensus 1in Greek patristic and Byzantine traditions in
identifying the inheritance of the Fall as an inheritance essentially
of mortality rather than of sinfulness, sinfulness being merely a
consequence of mortality».

39 See J. Meyendorff, «Eo’ @ (Rom. 5,12) chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie et
Théodoret», loc. cit., pp. 158 f.
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always 1in vision of God, the body was 1in a state
of calmness and tranquillity, and all disgraceful
pleasure was at rest; for 1in him there did not
exist any disturbance of inordinate movement. But
because he fell under sin and slid away 1into
decay, henceforth pleasures and Impurities ran
into the nature of flesh, and the angry law 1in
our members sprang up. So nature became 1ill with
sin through the disobedience of one person, that
is Adam,; in this way the many were made sinners,
not as having transgressed together with Adam,
because they had not yet come into being, but as
having his nature which 1is fallen under the law
of sin”4°,

Following these, although original sin was,
according to orthodox tradition, the fruit of
Adam’s free will, i1t had painful and irreversible
consequences for human nature. Since Adam’s
disobedience, sin has passed from will, which 1is
regarded in orthodox tradition as a syndrome of
man’s nature?!, to human nature 1itself; not as
guilt but as an wunhealthy situation which has
infected as an epidemic the whole of humanity.

The connection of sin to nature and not only
to the will of man after the fall, not only
underlines the ontological bases with which the
Greek Fathers comprehend the concept and the
significance of original sin, but also reveals
the philosophical and psychoanalytical depth of
their thought and their whole reflection
concerning the origin of sin. St. John
Chrysostom, specifically connecting the origin of
sin to the mortality of human nature, notes
suitably that together with death, which followed
Adam’s fall, human nature was 1invaded by Yalso
..the crowd of passions. Because when the body was
made mortal it also necessarily received desire,
and wrath and grief and all the other
(passions)”. As the Holy Father points out, these
things certainly do not in themselves constitute

40 Tpbid., PG 74, 788 D - 789 B.

41 See Gregory of Nyssa, Karx Euvouioul, PG 45, 388 A; AvriponTLKOC
npo¢ Tt AmoAAtvapiou 31, PG 45, 1192 B; Cyril of Alexandria, IHepl
aylac te kal ouoouvcociou Tpiadog 2, PG 75, 780 B.
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the essence of sin, but they are transformed into
sin due to man’s excessive and unbridled
behaviour?*?, which 1s apparently due to the fact
that man, as he stresses, “consents to everything
so as not to die”*. Theodoret, moving a step
further from St. John Chrysostom’s thought,
underlines that human nature after the fall 1is
ruled by the instinct of self-preservation and

therefore has various needs, the selfish
satisfaction of which gives birth to sin on a
personal level®t, This is indeed how he

understands how “sin reigned in death” according
to St. Paul’s words (Rom. 5, 21)%. J. Meyendorff
notes that Theodoret’s thought on this matter 1is
impressively related to several modern views, as
those of M. Heidegger concerning the relation
between death and the instinct of self-
preservation?®.

Besides, 1t 1s not at all by chance that in
orthodox tradition the three sinful inclinations
of the soul, love of pleasure, love of glory and
love of money, which constitute the foundations
of human sinfulness?’, are regarded as the self-
centred and egoistic reaction of fallen man
against the threat of death?®. Egoism and self-

42 See John Chrysostom, loc. cit. 13, 1, PG 60, 507 - 508.

43 See John Chrysostom, Epounvelia ei¢ t1nv npog¢ EBpaioug EmiotoAnv 4,
4, PG 63, 41.

44 See Theodoret of Cyrus, Epunveia ti¢ npo¢ Pwuaiouc¢ EmLOTOAR¢ 5,
12, PG 82, 100 AB.

45 See ibid, 21, PG 82, 104 C: «.n auoptia, teroUoa 1OV B&VATOV, £V
101¢ Bvntolc éPaciievuce ohduacLy, elg Gquetplov éxrrkoAoupévn T TdOn».

46 See ibid., p. 160.

47 See Athanasius the Great (Actually it is probably a work of Basil
of Seleucea. See B. Marx «Der homiletische Nachlass des Basileios von
Seleukeia», in: Orientalia Christiana Periodica 7 [1941], p. 365),
Ei¢ 10 dytov Idoxa kal €l¢ TOUGQ Vveopwiiotoug 1§ JaBfdtew Ttijg
AmoAuvociuou 7, PG 28, 1089 BC; John Chrysostom (disputed), Ei¢ 10
In&oxa 5, 2, PG 59, 736; Mark the Hermit, Hepl voéuou mnveuvuatixou 107,
PG 65, 917 D; ZXuuBouAia voog¢ mpog¢ tnv eautoU yuxnv 2, PG 65, 1104 D -
1105 A; John Climacus, KATuaé 8, PG 88, 836 A; 26, PG 88, 1024 A;
Dorotheus of Gaza, AtdaokaAia 13, Hepl 10U ATQPAXWC KAl E€UXAP(OTWC
vrmopépe v TOUCQ melpacuouc, 8, PG 88, 1769 C: «.. oLAndovia, ¢@LAodoflia
kal  o@lLiapyuplo, €& @v ouviotatoal ndoa &uoaptio». See also J.
Kornarakis, Mabnuata Hoiuavt LkA¢g ueTo ototlxelwv IO LUaVT LK
YuxoAloyiag, Thessaloniki 1969, pp. 51, 54 ff.

48 See characteristically John Chrysostom, Eounvelia ei¢ tnv moog
Pouaioug¢ EmioroAnv 13, 1, PG 60, 507 - 508- Epunvela ei¢ 10NV m0poc¢
EBpaiougc EmiotoAnv 4, 4, PG 63, 41; Theodoret of Cyrus, Epunvelia toU
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centredness which are displayed 1in these three
sinful inclinations constitute, in the framework
of the fall, man’ s only possibility for
psychological balance opposite the threat of
death. This orthodox patristic perception has, as
we can understand, great psychoanalytical
significance, because it throws abundant light
to, and fully interprets, the psychological
operations of fallen man -that 1is the empirical
man-, based not only on one, but on all three
basic sinful inclinations which essentially
converge towards his selfish satisfaction and
self-justification?®®. From this point of view, we
believe it gives a more complete picture of the
basic psychological inclinations and processes
and 1s greatly superior to the psychoanalytical
theories of S. Freud, A. Adler and C. G. Jung
which are based only on one of these
psychological 1inclinations and constitute only
one-sided attempts to explain the behaviour of
the human soul->°.

However, we should stress that, in orthodox
tradition, viewing fallen human nature as the
cause of sin does not mean irresponsibility by
Adam’s descendants for the sins they commit. And
this 1s because, although sin derives from
corruptible and mortal human nature, it is
displayed with the free consent of human will.
Without that, according to the Greek Fathers,
there 1s neither sin nor responsibility for
committing 1t at a personal level. This is the
reason why both Cyril of Alexandria and Theodoret
of Cyrus, each 1in their own way, unanimously
underline the fact that personal death of the
descendants of Adam is not directly due to their
forefather’s sin but it 1s due to their own
personal sin which is born through their
corruptible and mortal nature°!.

N~ WYaAuoo 7, PG 80, 1245 A- Epunvelia th¢ npo¢ Pwualiou¢ EmiLoTtoAf¢ 5,
12, PG 82, 100 AB.

4% See also I. Kornarakis, loc. cit., pp. 59 f.

50 See also ibid., pp. 52 f.

51 See Cyril of Alexandria, Epunveia €ic¢ tnv mpog¢ Pouaioug EOLOTOANV,
PG 74, 784 BC; Theodoret of Cyrus, Epunveia ti¢ mnpo¢ Powuaioug
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4. Removing the consequences of original
sin

According to the Greek Fathers, Adam’s fall
to sin, decay and death led the whole of mankind
in a wvicious circle from which it could not be
released: Original sin brought about as an
immediate consequence to humanity the unhealthy
situation of decay and death, this situation in
its turn gave birth to sin again, which had as a
consequence decay and death, etc. etc.. This
vicious circle constitutes the essence of the
tragedy of fallen man according to the Greek
Fathers.

Man after the fall could not by his own means
succeed 1n being released from sin, nor in being
morally and spiritually perfected, nor in
restoring his relationship with God, as long as
he remained under the rule of decay and death.
Death had to be abolished so that man could be
released from the cause of sin and that a
treatment could be found for his diseased nature.
As the Greek Fathers unanimously stress, this 1is
exactly what the incarnate Word of God took upon
Himself with His salvific work. With His death on
the cross and His resurrection He defeated and
abolished death which is the source and cause of
sin and of the devil’s power over mankind. Fear
of death, which kept men enslaved to sin and the
devil, loses now 1ts power with Christ’s
resurrection®?. In this way, man is released and
saved truly, because, as St. John Chrysostom
aptly remarks “He who 1s not afraid of death 1is
outside the devil’s sovereignty”3.

EnitotoAfi¢c 5, 12, PG 82, 100 B: «OU vyap dL1& 1nv 100 mHPondTopod
apaptlav, &AAX O TNV olkelov &xoaoctog déxetal 1ToU BavaTou TOV OPOV».
52 See characteristically John Chrysostom, Katnxntixog e€l¢ 10 d&ylLov
aoxa, PG 59, 723 - 724- Epunvela el¢ tnv mpog¢ EBpalouc EmiotoAnv 4,
4, PG 63, 41 - 42; Gregory Palamas, OutAia 16, IMepl THC KATH OQOKA

to0 Kuplou nuedv TnooG XpitotoU olxkovouliag kKol ov o1’ aurtic
KEXQPLOUEVOVY TOIC w¢ AANBGg €l¢ aUTOV HILOTEUOUOL: KAl OTL HOAUTPOOWC
0 Bego¢ oSuvauevog Th¢ 10U dilafdAou  tuUpavvidog AuTpwoacOHal  TOV

&vOpwmov, elxkétwg tavty plAiov €xprnoatro tf olxovoulg, PG 151, 209 AB,
212 A - 213 A.
53 See Epunvelia eic¢c tnv npog¢ EBRpaiouc EmiotoAnv 4, 4, PG 63, 42.
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From this point of view, Christ’s
resurrection is regarded in orthodox tradition as
the chief salvific event in the history of divine
Economy. Besides, this is why it is celebrated in
the Orthodox Church with particular splendour, as
an event with which man’s release from the
monocracy of death and the benefit of a new life
released from the sovereignty of sin and the
devil, are achieved. “Christ has risen from the
dead, trampling upon death by death, and giving
life to those who were 1in the graves”>*, “we
celebrate the death of death, the destroying of
Hades, the beginning of another 1ife, the eternal
one”> chant the faithful during the Easter
period. It is therefore an event with which the
passing over (Jewish: Pasha) in Christ from death
to life is completed. And this passing over from
death to 1life 1s what according to orthodox
tradition constitutes the meaning and the essence
of man’s salvation.

At this point we have to stress that the
salvific significance of Christ’s resurrection 1s
not limited to man only. It is extended through
man to the whole of creation, having as a result
the restoration of the disturbed relationship
between the two. Man and creation from now on are
related to one another and operate harmoniously,
free from death’s destructive force, in the light
of Crist’s resurrection. This event 1s underlined
in a very elegant way by St. John Damascene in a
troparion of his Easter Canon: "“Now everything 1s
full of 1light, both the heavens and the earth and
also the underground. Therefore, let all creation
celebrate Christ’s resurrection, 1in which it has
been established”>®.

On the basis of these facts 1s now easily
understood why, 1in spite of the tragedy of the
event of the fall, already from the beginning we

54 See Apolytikion of Easter.

55 See troparion of the 7th ode of the Easter Canon.

56 See troparion of the 3¥@ ode of the Easter Canon. Cf. the troparion
of the 1st ode of the Easter Canon: «OUpavol pév énafinc
eUopaLVECBWONV, VI d& AyaAAL&oOw, fopTtaléTtw d& kb6opog, Opatdg Te Amag
Kol &bpatog, Xplotdg yap éyhyeptal, €UepooUvn aldvLIog».
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have mentioned the 1incidental character of
original sin in orthodox tradition. Christ as new
Adam with His resurrection opens new ontological
perspectives not only for humanity, but for the
whole creation. Free from the dominion of decay
and death man can now achieve the purpose for
which he was created, namely he can gain
incorruption, immortality and deification. The
only thing man needs, as opposed to old Adam, 1is
to show faith and obedience to Christ, keeping
His commandments and existentially participating
in His death and resurrection. Here exactly the
particular significance of the sacrament of
Baptism in orthodox tradition is made eminent.

With Baptism the faithful is being buried
with Christ, stripping off the old man of sin,
decay and death, and 1s being resurrected with
Him, putting on the new man “who 1s being
constantly renewed 1in knowledge 1in the 1image of
his creator ”°’. In this way, existentially and
mystically taking part 1in Christ’s death and
resurrection, he 1is spiritually reborn into a new
life, released from the fear of death and the
power of sin. Baptism is for the Christian the
very beginning of the new 1life in Christ, which
grows and 1is preserved with the other two
important sacraments of the Church, Chrism and
Holy Eucharist®®.

Based on these facts, it is made clear that
Baptism in orthodox tradition does not simply aim
for the remission of sins, which of course is one
of the Dbasic gifts of Baptism but does not
exhaust the richness of 1its saving gifts. The
Greek Fathers unanimously stress that through
Baptism, apart from the granting of forgiveness
of sins, the nature of man, which is worn out by
sin, 1is ontologically renewed, and the Christian,
being rendered a participant of Christ’s death
and resurrection, receives his new substance,
becomes a participant of the gifts of the Holy

57 See Col. 3, 10.
56 See Nicholas Cavasilas, IHepl tfi¢ év Xpio1é {wi¢c 1, PG 150, 504 A.
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Spirit, and God’s son and heir by grace®’. This is
the only way in which the consequences of
original sin are removed. In other words, the
issue o0f removing the consequences of original
sin, according to orthodox tradition, 1s not
simply remission of sins but man’s deliverance
from the rule of the devil and death, healing and
renewal of his fallen nature. Moreover, Christ’s
salvific work, generally in orthodox tradition,
is comprehended as Dbased not on the Jjudicial
shape “sin- remission” but on the ontological
shape “death- 1life” or Y“illness-healing”. And
exactly this passing from death to life or from
illness to healing 1s what takes ©place in
Baptism. And this is the reason why, as Theodoret
points out, the Church accepts infant-Baptism,
although infants have not committed any personal
sins®®. Again, as St. Nicholas Cavasilas (14¢th
century) stresses on this matter, Baptism as
birth into the new life in Christ, constitutes a
gift of God and as such does not presuppose man’s
willing participation. In the same way that God
creates us without our own will, he also
recreates us 1in Christ without our own willing
collaboration® . There might not be a more concise
and clear patristic stance in orthodox tradition
than this one, which is the theological basis for
infant-Baptism.

Conclusion

After all that we have said, i1t has been made
clear that orthodox tradition, regarding original
sin on the basis of ontological and not
judicial principles - like western tradition and
especially St. Augustine -, considers it as a
tragic episode 1in the whole history of Divine
Economy and 1s not troubled at all about the

59 See characteristically Theodoret of Cyrus, Alpetikij¢ Kakouubiag
émttoun 5, 18, PG 83, 512 AB. See also N. A. Matsoukas, loc. cit.,
pp. 475 ff.

60 See i1bid., PG 83, 512 AB.

61 See ibid., 2, PG 150, 541 C. See also N. A. Matsoukas, loc.cit.,
pp. 477, 479.
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guilt caused by original sin nor about the
obliteration of this guilt. It 1is mainly and
especially interested 1in 1ts consequences on
human nature, as well as in the removing of these
consequences by Christ’s salvific work. Apart
from that, according to orthodox tradition, what
is inherited by Adam’s descendants is not their
forefather’s sin and guilt, but the ontological
consequences of original sin, namely the human
nature’s decay and death, from which sin is born
on a personal level.

From this point of wview, abolition of death
for removing the consequences of original sin and
for the deliverance of mankind from the dominion
of sin and the devil is, according to orthodox
tradition, a one-way road. And it 1is exactly this
road, which Christ came to open with His death
and resurrection, abolishing death and its
dominion and 1naugurating the new 1life of
incorruptibility and immortality for the whole of
humanity. Man, 1in order to be able to walk on
this road, has to be buried and resurrected with
Christ. This takes place existentially and
mystically in Baptism which constitutes the gate
of entrance to this new 1life, away from death,
sin and the devil. This is the only way in which,
according to orthodox tradition, man is not only
restored to his former beauty but he can also
succeed 1in fulfilling the primal aim of his
existence, namely his deification.
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