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ABSTRACT 

This thesis explores the development of the Doctrine of Sin as 

personal and social in the thinking of three representative 

theologians, Irenaeus, Martin Luther and Juan Luis Segundo. We 

shall show that both their understanding of sin, and their un

derstanding of redemption is at once personal and social. 

This thesis rejects any individualistic or private conception 

of sin as unbiblical and contrary to the mainstream of Chris

tian tradition. 

We shall show how the thr•e theologians we have chosen expose 

the corporate nature of sin, and therefore show an awareness 

of a deeper, communal involvement of human persons in sin, 

thus demonstrating that sin is both personal and social. At 

the same time each of the theologians approaches the problem 

in a different way, highlighting that dimension of sin which 

is most appropriate in his particular context. 

In CHAPTER 1 the theology of Irenaeus of Lyons, a 2nd century 

Antignostic Father, comes under the spotlight. Mindful of his 

historical context - he worked out his theology chiefly as a 

response against the heresy of Gnosticism - we shall contend 

that in essence he lays emphasis on the personal nature of 

sin. We shall, however, also show that this does not imply 

that his theology does not have socio-political implications. 



We shall show that he looks at sin as bondage, an unnatural 

occupation, through which not only human persons, but the 

entire created order is brought under the tyrranny of sin. 

Following Irenaeus, we shall establish that the birth of 

Christ marks for him, the return of creation to its original 

purity. It is the whole of creation that is in need of libera

tion from sin, hence, in Christ, the whole of creation is 

liberated from its bondage to sin. We shall therefore argue 

that Irenaeus doct~ine of sin provides a sound basis for sin 

to be understood as a corporate phenomenon, and not as indi

vidualistic and private. 

CHAPTER 2 gives consideration to the doctrine of sin as devel

oped by the 16th century Reformer, Martin Luther. We shall 

argue that the tradition of sin as corporate, as identified in 

Irenaeus, is corttinued in the theology of Luther. We shall on 

the one hand show that religion, for Luther and his followers, 

because of his particular historical context, was primarily 

personal, accentuating salvation as a free gift of Christ and 

the freedom from the bondage of sin of the believer in Christ. 

On the other hand we shall also point out that Luther's 

anthropology provided the foundation for his doctrine of the 

"Two Kingdoms", where the state represents the rule of Christ 

over non-Christians through the justitia civilis, and the· 

church the rule of Christ through the Gospel of Justification 

by faith through grace. We shall conclude that Luther's doc

trine of sin, while intensely personal, is also social in 

origin and implication. 



In CHAPTER 3 we direct attention to the theology of Juan Luis 

Segundo, a contemporary, Latin American Liberation Theologian. 

In Segundo the tradition of the corporate nature of sin is 

continued and driven to its ultimate conclusion in a much more 

explicit and fundamental way, because of his historical con-

text. It will be established that, for Segundo 

Theology in general, the Gospel message is not 

and Liberat~on ( 

on 1 y a summons ;> 

to individual persons but also to the social structures and 

• 
institutions in society. For Segundo the social aspect of sin,' 

framed within an evolutionary perspective, is fundamental. 

"Sin is regarded as a soc ia 1, his tor ica 1 fact, the absence of 

brotherhood and love in relationships among men, and, there-

fore, an interior, personal fracture" <!3uterriez, 1974:175). 

We shall argue that Segundo is eminently correct in pointing 

out the social or structural aspect of sin, but shall also 

argue, in line with our main position, that there is in 

Segundo, a personal aspect to sin which we dare not ignore or 

neglect. 

At the beginning of each chapter, the historical context of 

the theologian under discussion is briefly explained. This is 

followed by an outline of the methodology which will be 

employed in each chapter. Each chapter is concluded with a 

summary and critique. In the conclusion of the thesis a criti-

cal comparison of the three theologians is made, and our pas~-

tion that sin is both personal and social, as opposed to pri-

vate and individualistic, is reaffirmed. 



PREFACE 

"Sin is present 1.n the denial that a human 
being is sister or brother to me It is 
present in structures of oppression ••.. 
in the spoliation of peoples, cultures, 
and social classes. Sin is the basic 
alienation sin cannot be touched 1.n 
itself> in the abstract, It can be 
attacked only in concrete historical 
situations - in particular instances of 
alienation. Apart from particular, 
concrete alienation, sin is meaningless 
and incomprehensible, 

Sin calls for a radical liberation, and 
this necessarily includes a political kind 
of libaration. Only in aggressive, 
efficacious participation in the concrete 
historical process of liberation shall we 
be able to put our finger on the basic 
alienation present in all partial 
alienation. This radical liberation is the 
gift Christ brings to us. By his death and 
resurrection he redeems the human being 
from sin and all its consequences" 
(Gutierrezt 1983:62-63). 

This thesis is a humble attempt to understand sin as a 

theological problem which has implications for the total arena 

of human existence. 

I should like to express my thanks to Professor John W, de 

Gruchy, my research supervisor, for his guidance, support and 

understanding.- Thank you also to Eddie Smith who assisted me 

in preparing the final manuscript through making available his 

word processing and printing facilities. My father-in-law, 

Cyril Jansen is thanked for his willingness to read the 

manuscript and to suggest certain linguistic improvements. My 

warmest thanks must go to my wife Glenda, and daughter Tarryn, 

whose help in this work goes beyond their own awareness and 
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beyond my powers of expression. 

I dedicate this thesis to the following people: 

- My ·parents, who taught me from an early age that God hates 

sin but loves the sinner. 

- Glenda and Tarryn, for their affection, encouragement and 

understanding. 

- My friends, Adonis, Andrew, Anthony, Benjamin, Daniel, 

~dward and Lionel, together with their wives - people who took 

a keen interest in my progress. 

- To my brothers and sisters at Metropolitan African Methodist 

Episcopal Church, in Westridge, Mitchell's Plain. I thank you 

for your prayers, love and unperstanding. 

Lastly, the financial assistance of the Institute for Research 

Development towards this research is hereby acknowledged. 

Opinions expressed in this work, or conclusions arrived at, 

are those of the author and are not to be attributed to the 

Institute for Research Development. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In the Christian Tradition the doctrine of sin is a 

fundamental tenet of belief. This thesis will explore the 

deielopment of the doctrine of sin as personal and social in 

the thinking of three representative theologians, Irenaeus, 

from the Patristic period, Martin Luther, from the 

Reformation, and a contemporary Catholic Liberation 

theologian, Juan Luis Segundo. We shall show that both their 

understanding of sin, and their understanding of redemption 

(Recapitulation, Justification and Liberation) is at once 

personal. and social. 
' 

This thesis rejects any individualistic or private conception 

of sin as unbiblical and contrary to the mainstream 6f 

Christian tradition. Christian moral failure and 

responsibility extends much further than simply our "private" 

or our."individual" lives (Hill, 1984:71 ).' We therefore hold 

the view that sin should be understood as personal and 

corporate, and that these two dimensions are inextricably 

bound together. By "personal" we therefore mean the human 

person as a being-in-relationship to God and others, By 

"social" we mean the socio-political matrix or structures of 

human existence. 

We shall show how the three theologians we have chosen expose . "• :,,. ' ... 
' ' 

the corporate nature of sin, and therefore show an awareness 

of a deeper, communal involvement of human persons. in sin, 
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thus demonstrating that sin is both personal and social. At 

the same time each of the theologians approaches the problem 

in a different way, highlighting that dimension of sin which 

is most appropriate in his particular context. We shall n~t 

attempt to explain what dimension of sin is most important in 

itself, but will rather argue that we must discover what 

dimension of sin was most important in each particular context 

and therefore in ours today (Boff, 1984:105). 

In CHAPTER 1 the theology of IRENAEUS OF LYONS, a 2nd century 

Antignostic Father, comes under the spotlight. Mindful of his 

historical ~ontext - he worked out his theology chiefly as;a 

response against the heresy of Gnosticism - we shall contend 

that in essence he lays emphasis on the personal nature of 

sin. We shall, however, also show that this does not imply 

that his theology does not have socio-political implications. 

We shall show that Irenaeus looks at sin as bondage, an 

unnatural occupation, through which not only human persons, 

but the entire creation is brought under the tyranny of sin. 

We shall also show that 10 spite of the tyranny of sin, 

Irenaeus maintains the belief that the final aim of creation 

is for human persons to attain to the i_mag~ and similitude of 

God together with the whole of creation. This process of 

liberating creation from the tyranny of sin reaches its 

culmination in Irenaeus' Doctrine of Recapitulation. Following 

Irenaeus, we shall establish that the birth- of. (;;hrist marks 
• .. .:- .... • I 

for him, the return of creation to its· original purity. It is 

the whole of creation that is in need of liberation from sin, 
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hence, in Christ, the whole of ci·cati.on :i.s liberated ·from its 

bondage to sin. We shill therefore argue that Irenaeus' 

doctrine of sin provides a basis for sin to be understood as a 

corporate phenomenon, and not as individualistic and priv~t~. 

CHAPTER 2 gives consideration to the doctrine of sin as 

developed by the 16th century Reformer, MARTIN LUTHER. We 

shall argue that the tradition of sin as corporate, as 

identified in Irenaeus, is continued in the theology of 

Luther. We shall on the one hand show that religion, for 

Luther and his followers, because of his particular historical 

context, __ wap primarily personal, accentuating salvation as;~ 

free gift of Christ and the freedom from the bondage of sin of 

the believer in Christ. On the other hand we shall also point 

out that Luther's anthropology provided the foundation for his 

do c t r i n e o f th e " Tw o K i n g d om s " ( th a t i s , h i s p o 1 i t i c a 1 

ethics), where the state represents the rule of Christ over 

non-Chr-istians through the jus_Eiti:._~~.!i_~, and the church 

the rule of Christ through the Gospel of Justification by 

faith through grace. We shall conclude that his doctrine of 

sin, while intensely personal, is also social in origin and 

implication. We shall concede that the personal nature of sin 

is predominant in Luther, but shall also show that thro~gh his 

"Two Kingdom Doctrine" he gives serious recognition to sin's 

social garment. We shall then attempt to expose the flaws 
·,. 

withi:n Luther's "Two Kingdom Doctrine" and then re-state ·: . :,\. our . . :-.. 
position that sin 1s both personal and social, 
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In the. FINAL CHAPTER we direct altenti.on lo the theolog·y of 

JUAN LUIS SK~UNDO, a contemporary, Latin American Liberation 

Theologian. In Segundo the tradition of the corporate nature 

of sin is continued and driven to its ultimate conclusion in a 

mu~h ~ore explicit and fundamental way, because of his 

historical context. It will be established that, for Segundo 

and Liberation Theology in general, the Gospel mess~ge is not 

only a summons to individual persons but also to the social 

structures and institutions in society. This· is a view 

treasured by us and which we shall defend. Segundo's doctrine 

of sin is worked out within an evolutionary framework where 

the soc\al _.context plays a very important part. His 

fundamental contention is expressed thus: 

" ... only an evolutionary outlook on sin 
and grace, entropy and love, violence and 
gratuitous giving, can hope to be in line 
with the message of the gospel" 
(1974:113); 

For Segundo the social aspect of sin, framed within an 

evolutionary perspective, is fundamental. Or as another 

Liberation Theologian puts it: "Sin is regarded as a social, 

historical fact, the absence of brotherhood and love in 

relationships among men, and, therefore, an interior, personal 

fracture. When it is considered in this way, the collective 

di mens ions of sin are red is co 11 ere d" · (Gutierrez , I 9 7 4 : I 7 5 ) • We 

shall argue that Segundo is eminently correct in pointing out 

the s0cial or structural aspect of sin, 
'I,:..,. • .. 

also argue, but shall 
. :"'.' 

in line with.our main position, that there is in Segundo, a 

pe~so~al aspect to sin which we dare not ignore or neglect, 
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At the beginning of each chapter, the historical context of 

the theologian·under discussion 1s briefly explained. This is 

followed by an outline of the methodology which will be 
t 

employed in each chapter. Each chapter is concluded wi.th 'a 

summary and critique. In the conclusion of the thesis a 

critical comparison of the three theologians is made, and our 

position that sin is both personal and social, as opposed to 

private and individualistic, is reaffirmed. 

*** *** *** 

·~ 

-s-

.... , 



CHAPTER 

IRKNAEUS OF LYONS 

I. HIS CONTEXT 

Irenaeus was born in Asia Minor, and brought up in Smyrna, 

where he saw and heard the renowned martyr-bishop Polycarp. 

From Asia Minor he moved to Lyons (France), where he became a 

presbyter.He succeeded the martyred Pothinus as bishop of 

Lyons and remained in that office until his death in about 

A,D. 200 (Walker, 1970: 62-63). Surin (1986: 15) notes that 

Irenaeus' . .thought ·was shaped by the dominant concern of t~e 

post Apostolic church to transmit the primitive Apostolic 

faith in all its purity and wholeness to pagans wh~ had 

desided to become Christians. Hence. the primacy of catechesis 

in that context. "This context" Surin writes, "was one in 

which Gnosticism was seen as the major threat to the integrity 

of the primitive Apostolic tradition, and the refutation of 

Gnostic heresies therefore became an integral part of the 

catechetical work undertaken by the post- Apostolic church" 

(1986: 15). Irenaeus' theology, in general, is therefore 

worked out as a response to the heresy of Gnosticism, It is 

for this reason that a brief overview of Gnostic beliefs will 

be given as the starting point for understanding his 

theology. 

'! ':~ .... 
• •,F".· 

By the middle of the second century AD, a Christian form of 

the already widespread Gnostic religious movement had emerged 
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(Walker, 1970: 51). J.Patout Burns contends that "although it 

was ultimately judged deviant and heterodox, the Gnostic 

interpretation of Christ's work gained long-lasting support 

and influenced the other Christian anthropologies"(l981: 2). 
I 

Gnostics like Valentinus and Basilides identified the source 

of humanity 1 s difficulties as the material world and the 

flesh. Consequently, the human person was looked upon as a 

spirit whose presence 1.n this "alien" world came about when 

God himself purified the celestial world of the ultimate 

consequences of sin among angelic beings. Gnosticism argued 

that the human spirit has a longing to be liberated from 

matter and to attain a spiritual existence characterized by 

the knowledge of God (1981: 3). Walker points out that this 

knowledge was always a supernatural wisdom whereby its 

followers were saved fro~ this evil woild of matter (1970: 51-

52) .. The spirit's natural kinship with the divine grounds this 

desire and provides the principal resource for its fulfilment. 

tad aids this liberation through Jesus Christ, who reminds 

human beings of their true destiny, and shows them the way of 

life which will liberate the spirit from a dissipating and 

enslaving concern with material pursuits so as to develop its 

spiritual potential (Burns, 1981:2). Death, meaning the 

separation of the spirit from the flesh, enables the mature 

spirit to enter into the celestial realm (heaven). As such 

Gnostic anthropology looks 

as a yery tragic accident 

primary r~sposibility. 

up6n humanity's material conditiori 

for which human beings cannot bear 

-7 -
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It is against this background that we shall investigate. 

Irenaeus' doctrine of sin to determine whether it has 

implications for both the personal and social levels. We shall 

constan~ly keep in mind that what gave Irenaeus his great 

impor~ance for the history of Christian thought was, in the 

words of Justo L.Gonzalez " •.•... his struggle against heresy 

and his concern to strengthen the faith of Christians, for 

these were the reasons that led him to write his two s_urviving 

works ..•.... ", namely, 

Denunciation and Refutation of the so-called Gnosis 

and Demonstration of Apostolic Preaching (1970:161 ) . 

.'. 

We shall also keep in mind Gonzalez' contention that any 

attempt to expound the theology of Irenaeus must take into 

account that Irenaeus was. not a systema~ic theologian who 

derived all his conclusions from only a few speculative 

principles. Therefore, rather than attempting to discover the 

ruling· principle of his theology, we are advised by Gonzalez 

to follow the same order that Irenaeus suggests in his 

Epideixis: to start with the Creator and then to pursue the 

history of salva·tion to its final consummation (1970 I 6 4 ) • 

Since it is difficult to investigate Irenaeus' doctrine of sin 

without giving due consideration to other related doctrines, 

we shall employ the following methodology: 

-8 -



·,. 

I, I. F~rstly,· Irenaeus' doctrine of Goel will be examined and 

consideration will be giv~n as to how his doctrine of·God is 

related to his &octrine of Creation. 

1.2: Sec~ndly, his Anthropology will be examined, and special 

reference will be made to the following aspects: 

1,2.1. Human persons as the Image and Likeness of God. 

1.2.2. Irenaeus' position on Infant Humanity. 

1.2.3, The Relationship between the Devil and the Fall of 
.. 

Humanity. 

1.3. The Restoration of c~eation: lrenaeus' doctrine on 

Recapitulation and the Person of the Word as God's Corrective 

to Sin and Death. 

1.4. Summary and Critique. 

I. J. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GOD AND CREATION. 

It has already been noted that the Gnosticism of Valenti.nus 

attempted to show that God should be-absolved from the 

negative responsibility of having created the present world 

with its sinful matter and its imperfections. In this reg~rd 

Gonzalez states: 

- 9 -



" In order to do this, Gnosticism 
developed a long series of aeons that 
stood between the supreme deity and the 
error from which the world originated. 
This was also the reason why Marcion 
distinguished between the God and Father 
of Jesus Christ and the Creator of the 
world. Over against th is, Irenaeus flatly 
affirms and repeats that the God of our 
salvation is the same as the God of our 
creation." (1970; 164) 

Gustaf Wingren (1959: 3) suggests that 1n order to.understand 

lrenaeus' concept of God it 1s best to start with the 

sovereignty of God, that is, the Creator's absolute power. 

Wingren, like Gonzalez, emphasizes the fact that Irenaeus' 

doctrine of God and doctrine of Creation are worked out as a 

response to the Gnostic Movement: 

"The Gnostic's pessimism in regard to the 
w6rld forced them into assuming a God who 
had nothing to .do with this ~orld, and 
they kept large parts of reality separate 
from God's sphere of influence. Against 
this, Ireuaeus maintained that if God is 
held to be powerless in any respect, then 
that before which He is powerless is in 
point of fact God But it is precisely 
this which characterizes God, and which 
cannot be expressed about anything else 
except God, namely, that He cannot be 
deduced from anything" ( Wingren, 
1959:3). 

lrenaeus thus stands firmly by the affirmation of the 

Christian faith in God as Creator. Lampe is of the opinion 

that this (the affirmation of God as Creator) lies at the 

very heart of Irenaeus' teaching since he actually develops 

his doctrine in reply to both the Gnostics and Marcion who 

wished to deny that the natural order is Gad~~-~ork, and to 

assert that, 10 some sense, salvation is to be understood as a 
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rescue-operation from the natural, and evil, order (19?8: 43). 

Irenaeus denies this for, states Lampe: 

"His starting point as he expressly 
states, is God the Creator (demiurge) who 
made heaven and earth and all things in 
them, and his object is to show that there 
is no th in g a b.o v e h i m ( I 9 7 8 : 4 4) • 

Irenaeus' fundamental contention is that all things and all 

forms of life have originated from God~ God created the entire 

universe from nothing and out of his own unlimited Power. Paul 

Tillich (1968: 42) establishes that the phrase, "Out of 

nothing", sh o u 1 d not be regarded as a des c rip t ion of the· way 

God created. Rather it should b~ viewed as a protective 

concept that is only negatively meaningful. 
; . 

Its meaning lies 

in the fact that there is no prior resisting matter whatever 

out of which God created the universe, ·as in paganism. In 

creating the world, God is not dependent in any way on matter 

which resisted the form which the demiurge, the world-builder, 

wan t ed. t o imp o s e on i t • Fu n d am e n t a 11 y the n , th e Ch r i s t i an 

idea, proposed by Irenaeus, is that everything is created 

directly by God without any resisting ~atter. God ~tands in 

Christian_ thought as the Cause of Everything. "His purpose, 

the immanent telos of everything, is the salvation of mankind. 

The result is that the creation is good, and the Creator God 

is the same as the Saviour God" (Tillich, 1968: 42) • 

The alternative to the acceptance of belief in one Creator is . 
~ 

:: .. :,,,: . .. 
the chaos of polytheism, that ·is , that .the're"'·'is' a maintenance 

of belief in a supreme Father, but creation is ascribed to 
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some other artifice.r or to angels, im~lying t ha t an g e_ l s a r e 

more efficient than God, that God is essentially indifferent, 

negligent, or inferior (Lampe, 1978: 44). In this regard 

Gnosticism was especially guilty, for they have contra_sted God 

tlie _Saviour and God the Father. Paul Tillich notes that ··1:he 

Gnostic theory was referred to as being blasphemia 

creatoris, that is, a blasphemy of the Creator God (1978:41). 

As such, Gnosticism became a dualistic blasphemy of God the 

Creator - putting God the Saviour in such opposition to God 

the Creator, that they actually blasphemed God's divine 

creatiop through identifying it with the sinful state of 

reality. In opposition to this tendency, Irenaeus made the 
.. 

declaration that God is one, and, therefore, without duai'ity 

salvation and creation are derived from one and the same God 

(Wing1;en, 1959: 5). He identifies God as the artificer of all 

things, as the wise architect and supreme king. It is only 

from God that creation can ·originate, because there ,is nothing 

greater than God and nothing equal to ~im: 

"It 1.s only God who has a scheme for creation and the will to 

create and there is none to assist ~im in His creation other 

than his own "hands", 1.11 other words G o d h i m s e 1 f " ( W i n g r·e n , 

1959: 4). Irenaeus identifies God's "hands" as his Spirit and 

his Son, who are thus uncreated. Furthermore, God creates 

thr-ough the Logos (for Irenaeus the concepts _Logos and Son are 

synonymous) - hence God and His Son existed before the 
:· .. =~ ..... 

Creation of anything "and before any matter·'""·6r' any world they 

are" (Wingren: 1959: 5). 
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Irenaeus proclaimed the unity of the Godhead and, therefore,· 

the monotheistic character of the Christian religion - hence 

his emp~asis on the incarnation of Christ and the redemption 

thGlt Christ wrought (Meyer, 1969: 30). 

Another important point 1n the theology of Irenaeus is the 

fact that he is anxious to make it clear that the Logos did 

not become Son of God by virtue of the Incarnation. Rather, 

the Son of God existed before humanity. As a matter of fact, 

humanity i~ created through the Son and for the Son. It 

reaches its destination in the Son, its Saviour: 

"Man's coming into being is s.omething 
which occurs after the Son, and since the 
Savioui existed before man ca~e into 
being, it was proper that something to be 
saved should come into being, lest the 
Saviour should exist by Himself alone 
"(Wingren, 1959: 5 - 6). 

Wingren further states that, 111 the thought of Irenaeus, 

everything 1s created 1n the Son, or the Verbum, the very same 

verbum which becomes flesh in Christ (1959:6), Hence, 1n 

Irenaeus' opinion, the entire history of salvaiion must be 

viewed as a series of "works" done by God with the Son and the 

Spirit as his "hands". This 1s done in order for human persons 

to partake 1n the life offered by God. It is for this very 

reason that God's power could never be impeded either by the 

Devil, Sin, or Death - on the contrary, God's victory over 

these· enemies has been ordained by God froin''.t..he, very 

beginning, and exists in God as Creator (Wingren, 1959: 6). 
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Since it is an outstanding characteristic of God to create, it 

is therefore also characteristic of human persons to be 

create1, that is, that they are made " .•.• not that he is,.but 

he becomes or increases. And these two facts, God's creition 

and man's continual becoming, are identical- the same reality 

seen from two different aspects "(Wingren, 1959: 7 ). 

Concerning the work of the Devil, it is Irenaeus' opinion that 

he continues to disturb God's government of the world, yet he 

is unable.to get the entire created order under his control, 

for God rules. Concerning men and women, .Irenaeus argues that 

their ' sins caused them to destroy one another· and God had' to 

put a "fear of man" into the human race, because humanity no 

longer knew how to fear God. Now hum~n. persons·are bound by 

human laws. He identifies the laws of authority as "a garmeni: 

of righteousness". He states that: "Severity checks sins, and 

new r~lers continually gain power as new generations of men 

are born. In both of the.se the continuing work of Creation is 

discer~ed. The One by whose command men are born, commands 

also rulers to be appointed who are fit to govern those over 

whom they rule at the time" (\.ilingren, 1959: 12). However, 

rulers are the servants of God and they will be judged hy the 

God who appointed them in the Last Judgement 

"God imposed upon mankind the fear of man 
·as they did not acknowledge the fear of 

Go d , i n or d e r th a t , . be i n g s u b j e ~ t ~d · t o the 
authority of men, and kept under restraint 
by their laws, they might.attain to some 

.. 
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degree of justice, and exercise ~utual 
forbearance through dread of the sword 
suspended full in their view 
whatsoever they do to the subversion of 
justice, iniquitously, and impiously, and 
illegally, and tyrannically, in these 
things shall they also perish; for the 
just judgment of God comes equally upon 
all, and in no case is defective. " 
(Adv. Haer. v,34,2:119-121). 

This is a theme to which we will return when we examine Martin 

Luther's "Two Kingdom Doctrine". 

This concludes our investigation of Irenaeus' doctrine of God 

and how it is generally related to his doctrine of Creation. 

We will now give consideration to: 

1.2. IRENAEUS' ANTHROPOLOGY 

Gnosticism not only distinguished between the Demiurge and the 

·good Father, but also contrasted the natural hylic human 

person, who is the work of the Demiurge, and the spiritual 

(pneumitic) person, who is the work of the invisible Father 

(Danielou,1973: 398). Irenaeus, contrary to the Gnostics, 

argues that these two persons are one. He therefore denies the· 

existence of a natural humanity and a spiritual humanity 

(Danielou, 1973: 398). Rather, a human person should be viewed 

as the being who is at one and the same time both carnal and. 

spiritual. Daniel.au asserts that for· Irenaeus "it is this 

single man, and not some other, whom the hands of God 

fashio~ed in the beginning, and to whom in these last days the .... :" . ... 
I \,.;'~., 

Spirit has been given" (1973:398). This brings us to Irenaeus' 
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understanding of the concepts: 

1.2.1. IMAGO (IMAGE) AND SIMILITUDO (LIKENESS) 

Gnpsticism distinguished between flesh, soul and spirit~~-

three separate types of human being (Danielou, 1973: 398). 

Irenaeus replies that each of these is a part of each single 

individual. In Book 5 of Against Heresies, he states that that 

which came into being by the Father's hands was riot one part 

of humanity, but humanity itself, in the likeness of God. 

"Soul" or "Spirit" might be looked upon as one part of 

humanity, but humanity as such it cannot be. The complete 

human persbn (perfectus), is the mixture and union of the; 

soul, receiving the Spirit from the Father, and mingled with 

the flesh which was formed in the image of God .. It is 

therefore obvious that Irenaeus does draw a distinction 

between the "image" and "likeness" (inHig.9_ and similitude). For 

Wingren this is reminiscent of the scholastic scheme of nature 

and supernature (1959: 16). Irenaeus identifies the "image" as 

the body, fashioned by the Father's hands and into which the. 

soul was breathed; the "likeness" is therefore the gift of the 

Spirit. Or as Hick puts it " The "imago", which resides in 

man's bodily form, apparently represents his nature as an 

intelligent creature capable of fellowship with his Maker, 

whilst the "likeness" represents man's final perfecting by the· 

Ho 1 y Spirit" ( I 9 6 6 : 2 I 7 , 

\. :~ .... 
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Irenaeus argues that if the reality of the flesh (caro), that 

is, the material form (plas~~_), is taken away and the Spirit 

i s c on s i d e r e d in : i~ \> ,o :1 a t i o n , w h a t· w o u 1 d b e 1 e f t i s n o t a 

spiritual huma~ perso~, but the spirit of a human person, or 

the Spirit of God. However, when the Spirit mingled with the 

soul~ is fully united to the plasma (material form), then the 

human person becomes spiritual and perfect; and it is this 

hum~n person who is made in the image and likeness of God 

(Danielou, 1973 :399) 

"But if the Spirit be wanting to the soul, 
he who is such is indeed of an animal 
nature, and being left carnal, shall be an 
imperfect being, possessing indeed the 
image of God in his formation (in 
plasmate), but not receiving the 
similitude through the Spirit; and thus 
is this being imperfect. Thus also, if any 
one take away· the image and set aside the 
handiwork, he cannot then understand this 
as being a man, but as either some part 
of a man, as I have already said, or as 
something else than a man (Adv. haer 
V,6,1: cf also Ill, 22,1:68). 

Danielou draws two important conclusions from this pericope. 

Firstly, Irenaeus makes a formal distinction between the image 

and the likeness, probably borrowing it from Platonism, where 

likeness to God denotes perfection in humanity. However, 

Danielou also draws ~ttention to the fact that Irenae~s does 

not consistently draw this distinction because very often, 

especially in strongly scriptural passages, he uses im~ge.tq 

. ' 
denote the complete human person. Secondly, Irenaeus attaches 

great importance to the body. lt is humanity's material- form 

(plasma) which is brought to life by the.Spirit at the 
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resurrection (Adv. ha~r.V,7,1 70-71). The plasma, states 

Irenaeus, 6elongs to the Word who formed it and the Word comes 

to seek his own (1973:300). 

Li'.nk(;'.d to the above is the fact that humankind has a 

prototype , that. is , the Son, the Logos , the Verb um who "existed 

1n God. Human beings are created 1n God's image, and the image 

of God is the Logos, in whose image human beings were created. 

The Son was before Creation, hence human beings, like all 

other things, are created in the Son and the Spirit, that is, 

by the hands of God. Human beings are however different from 

the rest of creation- they were created 1n order to become 

like God- to become the image of God. This, according to 

Wingren ( 1959: 20), is for lrenaeus the destiny of humanity. 

However, Irenaeus does not say that humanity 1s the image of 

God, " .... nor was this destiny wholly realised in Creation 

before. sin entered into the world, because man was a child. 

This means, in part, that man has not arrived at his ·appointed 

destiny in Creation, because he is not the Son of God in that 

sense, but it al-so means that, if he grew up to maturity 

without being confused by his adversary, he would reach the 

end which has been ordained ·for him by God" (1959:20), 

However, there is already in creation one who is the image of 

God, ~hat is, the Logos, the only-begotten Son. The Son lacks 
;• ... t'\, ... 

nothing, is more than any huma~ person, an~ ·fhe human person, 

by being created in God's image, is created and established in 
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in the Son (1959:20). 

There exists, however, at the same time, Wingren states 

(1959:21), an absolute distance between humankind and God. The 

So ,n i s God t he Cr e a t o r ; h urn an p e r s on s , o n th e o th e r h an a·; ' · a r e 

created.in God's image, and, therefore, are and remain 

created. Irenaeus maintains that this distinction between the 

Logos and humankind cannot be abolished, the reason being, 

that by having succumbed to its adversary, humankind has 

become captives of the Devil. Only a being different from 

humanity, who "suffered defeat", could overcome this enemy, 

"The Son, therefore, was made man in the Incarnation in order 

• to defeat man's adversary and to reveal the similitude 11 

(Wingren, 1959:21). There is thus, according to Irenaeus, both 

an affinity and a clear distance between the Son and humanity 

the affinity is expressed by affirming that humanity is 
I 

created in the Son's image and ~imilitudo_, that is, the Son is 

both the imago and similitude of God, and humanity 1s created 

in God's ima_g~ and similitude (1959:21). 

To conclude this section, it is important to remember that, 

for Irenaeus, the aim of creation was for humanity, who is 

created by God's hands, to become God's very image. It is thus 

expected of humanity to grow in conformity with the Son. 

However, God has two "hands", that is, the Son and the Spirit, 

Therefore, the Spirit also represents God's likeness. Hence; 

when humanity is formed after God's likeni~i\~~d imago, the 

Spirit, too, is active 1n that formation. We therefore· concur 



with Lampe when he states that: 

" I r e n a e .u,s i s a 1 w a y s a n x i o u s t o a s s e r t t h a t 
it is 'th't~'whole man, including his 
physical body, and not a part of hi~ such 
as the rational soul alone, which was 
fashioned by God's hands and will be 
perfected hereafter •... It is. God who acts 
: his hands are not independent agents, 
simply carrying out his orders, but means 
through which he acts himself" (1978:45). 

1.2.2. INFANT HUMANITY 

We have already noted Irenaeus' contention that God create~ 

humanity according to his image. Yet, humanity itself is·not 

the image of God; that image 1.s the Logos, in whom and by whom 

humanity has been created. Hence, the image of God is not 

something to be found in humanity, but is, rather the direction 

in which we are to grow until we attain, in Paul's words, 'to 

mature manhood, to the measure of the stature of the fullness 

of cnrist' (Eph.4: 13 RSV)" (Wingren, 1959:28). 
) .. 

Wingren further 

notes that both in Adversus Haereses and the Epideixis, it 

is Irenaeus' contention that humanity, as God created it, is 

an infant (infans) (1959:28). In ADVERSUS HAERESES, Iv. 

38.J, Irenaeus says this: 

"Could not God have exhibited man as 
perfect from the beginning? Let him know 
that, in as much as God is indeed always 
the same and unbegotten as respects 
Himself, all things are possible to Him. 
But created things must be inferior to Him 
who created them, from the very fact of 
their later origin; for it was not 
possible for things recently created to 
have been uncreated. But inasmuch as they 
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are not uncreated, for this \J'ery reason do 
they come short of the perfect. Because, 
as these things are of later date, so are 
they infantile; so are they unaccustomed 
to, and unexercised in, perfect 
discipline. For as it certainly is in the 
power of a mother to give strong food to 
her infant .••. as the child is not yet able 
to r~ceive more substantial nourishment; 
so also it was possible for God Himself to 
have made man p~rfect from the first, but 
man could not receive this (perfection), 
being as _yet an infant:" (Adv. Haer. iv, 
38, l:42). 

For Surin the principle of a slow and progressive perfecting 

of humanity by God 10 Christ 1s the lynchpin of Irenaeus' 

apologia against Gnostic dualism (1986:17). Human persons are 

thought of as being originally immature beings upon whom God 

could not yet "profitably" bestow his highest gifts. Irenaeus 
.. l . 

therefore pictures the first human persons as children. Hick, 

therefore, points out that their sin is accoidingly not 

presented as a damti.able -revolt, but rather as calling forth 

God's compassion on account of their ~eakness and 

vulnerability (1966:218). 

Both Wingren and Gonzalez empl1asize the fact that the concept 

which is fundamental 111 Irenacus is the idea of humanity 

" g row i n g " . H um a 'ti p e r s o n s a r e c on s t a n t l y d e v _e 1 o p i n g , o r o ugh t 

to be doing so. Gonzalez states: 

"According to him (Irenaeus), Adam was not 
created as a perfect man in the sense that 
he was all that God called him to be, but 
was rather created so that he ·could 
de\J'elop and grow in that image of God 
which is the Son. Irenaeus has n'd;._place 
for an original state of man in which 
Adam, gifted with powers far above our 
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own, wandered 1n Paridise. For him, Adam 
was only the hesinning of God':c; purpose in 
creation. Adam was 'like a child', whose 
purpose was to grow unto a closer 
relationship with God. Furthermore, that 
growth was not somethibg to be achieved by 
Adam on his own power, but was rather part 
of the continuing creation of God" 
(1970: 165-166). 

Wingren (1959:28) confirms this point by indicating that a 

theology of humanity's "Original State" does not emerge before 

the controversy between Augustine and Pelagianism. Hence, when 

Irenaeus refrains from saying that the humanity whom God 

created was perfect, he has no intention of repudiating any 

elaborate .theory of perfection, and consequently no suggestion 

that there was any weakness, want or mortality in Adam. 

Rather, a s 
I 

w i l l b e -s ho w n 10 Segundo, "man and universe are 

evolving toward a new humanism and a new creation-the kingdom 

of Christ, toward the coliective personality of the cosmic 

Christ. This evolutionary process will come about not by pure 

natural means but engineered by man aware of the value of 

creation and his resposibility for its completion" (Fichtner, 

1978:127). Irenaeus docs not regard death as being a part of 

God's creation. By saying that humanity lacks perfection, he 

implies that humanity is created, and therefore it grows and 

becomes, but it 1s unable to create like God. Another point 

which should be taken into account 1s that when lrenaeus 

speaks about Adam, he is sometimes referring to fallen Adam, 

Adam who was defeated by the Devil; since there was not much 

that could be said about what Adam had done before the Fall, 

Adam's first important act was- sin. Or as ·:Ni\~;buhr formulates 

it: "Adam was sinless before he acted and sinful in his first 
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recorded action. His sinlessness, in other words, preceded his 

first significant action and his sinfulness came to light in 

that action. This is the symbol for the whole of human 

history" (1949:296). The reason why death entered God's 

c~eation was through sin. Hence, every hurt in the life'·ot 

humanity is caused by evil and disobedience. "But", Wingren 

writes, " .... the yielding to temptation and defeat is so 

intimately associated with Adam that the only remaining , 

contribution of the first man to the human race is his Fall, 

and his introduction of death into the world of men. Mortality 

this is characteristic of original man, without itself having 

been created by God .... but is a work of sin and the serpent 

. ( 

against the Commandment of God" (1959:29). 

W i n g re n ( I 9 5 9 : 2 9 - 3 O ) a r g u e s l: h al: t h i s .po in t i s e spec i a 11 y made 

clear. in the Epideixis, where Irenaeus maintains that Adam and 

Eve were sinless and childlike because they had been created 

by God. Yet, there exists a gulf between humanity and God - a 

gulf created by the Creator himself, implying that the Creator 

has dominion over His created child .. In this regard the 

exp r e s s i on " Com~ an d men t s " or " Law " o f Go d i s em p 1 o ye d • 0 n 1 y b y 

living in accordance with the Commandments or the Law of God, 

would humanity continue in the state in which it once was, 

that is, it would be immortal, for obedience and life belohg 

together. Violation of God's Commandments, on the other hand, 

makes humanity subject to death, for sin and death belong 

together. 
":'\ ..... 

.., ... J 
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Wingreri (1959:31-32) also draws attention to the following: In 

describing the Fall of Adam, Irenaeus co-ordinates two 

separate expressions: firstly, that the first human person 

lost, ~hrough sin, its natural character and childlike mind, 

and secondly, that it lost the garment of holiness which'.··i't 

possessed by the Spirit. Yet, the same thing 1s expressed by 

both expressions, for the gift of the Spitit is childlikeness. 

Irenaeus thus links the Spirit with Sonship. The Spirit, 

bestowed by the Logos, makes human persons anew the children 

of God. Wingren also argues, against Brunner, that humanity 1s 

not sealed., 10 the thought of Irenaeus, by its condition as a 

"chi 1. d '' , so that i ts d is ti 11 c ti v e mark 1 s i 11 no c enc e , no t 

. . . 
righteousness. Wingren formulates his position thus 

"If we set innocence and righteousness 
over against one another, then we must 
necessarily think of righteousness as 
being the sum of a series of righteous 
works. But righteousness is rather the 
unbroken receiving of life from the 
"hands" of the Creator; it is man's 
acquiescence in his own creation and not 
his self-willed resistance to God" 
(1959:31-32). 

Rather, for Irenaeus, explains Wingren, humanity's growth 

should be looked upon as an immediate consequence of God's act 

of creation. Humanity's growth is intertwined with God's 

creativity._ If humanity's growth 1.s suspended it will also 

imply a cessation of the creativity·of God. It is a 

distinctive characteristic of a child to grow and to become, 

and this correlate& with Irenaeus' view that humanity is 
:; ... :·· ... 

.• :r"'. ~ 

created in God's imago and similitude, yet, it is not the 



imago and similitudo of God- only the Son (Logos) is that,· and 

only the Logos possesses the whole of God's fullness 10 

Himself. Humanity is created for the Son, and can only attain 

to its perfection 1n the Son.· With the Incarnation, the image 

of God took human life and the destiny of humanity was 

properly realised. Yet, the Incarnation a~d all its benefits 

had absolutely no reality when humanity was first created; 

hence, the human person is a child, who must grow to full 

adulthood (1959:32). Wingren warns, however, that "in this. 

idea of growth ... we are not to discern any trace of the 

suggestion that man's initial condition, his life as a child, 

was 111 any way inherently sinful; it was characterised simply 

b y t he f a~ t th a t man 1 s c r e a t e c.'I , a n d , be i n g c r e a t e d , · h e t'a ·c k s 

the divinity and perfection of the Son" (1959:32). 

It 1s pointed out by Hick that there is also to be found in 

Irenaeus the thought correlative to that of humanity's 

finitude and weakness, of its cognitive freedom in relation to 

God, " .which is safeguarded by the ambiguities of God's 

self-revealing activity in history and by the corresponding 

need for an unc_ompelled response of faith on man's own part" 

(1966: 219). Hence, for Irenaeus, prior to humanity's yielding 

to the Devil's temptation to disobey God, there existed no sin 

in the w or 1 d , a n d h e n c e no d e a th . Hu m'a n i t y s t and s he r e a t th e 

beginnirig of creation as an innocent and sinless child. It 

stands at the beginning of creation as a free being because it 

has been created by the power. of God to b.k''l-ree. Humanity can 

will what it does, says Irenaeus, from inside itself, and.in 
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this way it resembles God, its Creator, whose nature is 

freedom 

'' because God n1ade man a free agent 
from the beginning, possessing his own , 
power, even as he does his own soul, to 
obey the behests ..... of God voluntarily, 
and not by compulsion of God. For there is 
no coercion with God, but a good will 
is present with Him continually. And 
therefore does He give good counsel to 
all. And in man, as well as in angels, He 
has placed the power of choice so 
that those who had yielded obedience might 
justly po~sess what is good, given indeed 
by God, but preserved by themselves" 
(Adver. Haer. iv, 37.1:36). 

Human freedom, as understood by Irenaeus, corresponds to God's 

dealing-s w•ith human beings both through the Commandmen.t given 

at the beginning of creation, and through the Gospel given at 

the Incarnation (Wingren,1959:36). "The intent _of the Law," 

for Irenaeus, "is free obedience, while the intent of the 

Gospel ..... is free faith, and also obedience to God's will. 

But man's freedom is also expressed in the possibility that he 

may reject both the Commandment and the promise in his 

disbelief or disobedience" (Wingren, 1959:36). This is how God 

created not only humanity, but the entire universe - open and 

unconditional. Hence, God's revelation is a revelation to all 

creation and 1n the Last Judgement the entire creation wi\l be 

judged according to how it has received God's revelatioi (in 

acceptance= blessing; in rejection= curse). God's judgement 

is just, because human beings are free to choose (Wingren, 

I 9 5 9 :·3 6). It should be noted that the ide~ ·o,f. ·"humanity's 
,.:""'.• . I 

growth" is an important theme in Irenaeus, and hence in this 
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thesis. In chapter 3 this theme will be continued, and an 

attempt will be made to show how this idea of "human growth" 

is developed in the evolutionary theology of Segundo. 

rd c.oncluding this section, it is important to emphasize that 

humanity, which falls and is delivered, is God's creation and 

is free. Humankind was not mechanically forced in~o sin; 

rather, it allowed itself to be dragged into sin and can now 

accept the freedom offered by Christ, or remain in bondage to 

the Devil. Yet, whatever the measure of growth humanity 

attains, from creation to the Last Judgement, it remains 

human, and has sole responsibility for its every act. But 

whatever humanity does, for good or evil, it does not 

influence God's power. "As a creature of God with the purpose 

of growth, man is free. This freedom i~ not understood in 

idealistic terms, but is simply the possibility of fulfilling 

God's purpose. Adam's freedom was 10 no way incompatible with 

the divine omnipotence, but was rather its result and 

expression" (Gonzalez, 1970: 166 ). 

1.2.3. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DEVIL AND THE FALL OF 

HUMANITY. 

Creation was followed by the Fall of both the Devil and 

humanity. Bonzalez states lrenaeus' position thus: like 

humanity, the angels were also created by God, although they 
... :,i;.' ... 

We r e n O t m ad e W i th t he p Ur p O S e O f I 1 g r O Wt h ,·, b~ t ' W er e C r ea t e d i n 

their full maturity (1970:166). Wingren explains that humanity 
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was created for a h i g her 1 if e l h an the an g e 1 s them s el 11.e s , and , 

though humanity was only a child, it was superior to the 

angels in spite of the fact that'the latter were full-grown 

and not ordained by God to "increase" further (1959:43). This 

pio119ked the De11il's en11y of humanity; Gonzalez also 

establishes that, in Irenaeus' opinion, the De11il tempted 

humanity not so much to oppose God's purpose of creation, but 

rather to speed up the purpose that God had ordained and in 

this ·way to disrupt the order established by God (1970:166). 

Or as Wingren puts it: 

"With the intention of depriving man of 
,the life which he lived in accordance with 
the imago and similitude of God, of 
wresting f:rom him his .superiority and his 
destiny, the Devil tried to tntice man 
into disobedience to God's Commandment. 
Temptation is a templ3tion tb anticipate 
the end which ~od has set as an objective, 
by holding out the promise that the child 
will not have to wait to grow and 
increase, in order to become like God. The 
child 11iolates the will of God at the 
forbidden tree, and by that act is 
ensnared in disobedience" (1959 :43). 

When humanity, therefore, succumbed to t.emptation, it 11iolated 

God's di11ine plan, interrupted its own growth and thus became 

a sla11e of both sin and death. In this way, humahity becomes 

an associate of the De11il and is made .capti11e to the De11il. 

Gonzalez warns: "One should note here that this understanding 

of the Fall as an interruption in man'i de11elopment is 11ery 

different .from what later became common ih Western theology. 

Accoiding to Irenaeus, the Fall is not so ·m1;1,c.h· the loss of 
• ,:•. ~ t 

certain perfections that man had, as the interruption of what 



o ugh t to ha v e bee n h is grow th 11 
( I 9 7 0 : I 6 7 ) . Irena e us 1 o.o ks at 

sin as bondage, an unnatural occupation, through which the 

entire human life, and the entire creation is brought under 

the tyranny of the oppressor, that is, the Devil. God stands 
.. 

in s.trong opposition to the Devil, and destroys him justly. 

Ir en a e u s c on t e n d s th at the p o s i t i o n w h i ch th e. De v i 1 ha s 1 n 

relation to human persons is one which he acquired unjustly. 

The activity of the Devil stands in opposition to creation and 

its purpose and also against God 1 s Commandment. The Devil's 

essential nature is, therefore, rebellion and disobedience, 

and it is· into this rebellion and disobedience that humanity 

is drawn (Wingren, 1959:46). 

Irenaeus, therefore, contends that the essential nature of the 

Devil should be identified as defectioh, revolt and aposticy, 

and not primarily death. Sin is the source from which death 

arises, and stands first. Both sin and death are unnat.ural 

phenomena, abnormalities which have forced their way into 

Go d ' s Cr e a t i o n ( W i n g re n , I 9 5 9 :_4 7 ) . 

As has been itated, it is humanity's growth that was marred 

through attachment to the Devil. Adolf Harnack rightly states 

that a consequence of the Fall is the fact that human persons 

lost their fellowship with God to which they were destined, 

implying that human persons are forfeit to death 

(1976:269-270). Although humanity was created to live in 
:~ .. ~ '",. . ... 

conformity to the imago and sfmilitudo of 0Gd~, it fails t~ 

achieve its original destiny. On the contrary, human persons 
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achieve disobedience and enmity with the Creator and spoil 

their humanity (Wingren, 1959:51). Yet, this is not on account 

of the fact that humanity was created as a "child", that is, 

as an imperfect being, for there 1s no sinful defect in God's 

creation - rather, humanity 1s totally responsible for its own 

situation (1959: 51). 

If sin had not ent_ercd humanity's life, it would have 

increased and progressed from its status as a child to the age 

of full humanhood, since God cre~tes and gives. Therefore 

those who are 1n communion w it:h Him increase and receive His 

gifts (Wingren, 1959:51). 

Wingren (1959:54) rightly warns, however, that it is fatal to 

isolate the Fall from the other theolog_ical points of 

Irenaeus. He urgues that, throughout his writings, Irenaeus 

tries to convey the idea of a struggle, a contest between God 

and the Devil, with humanity caught up in the midst of this 

contest. The effect of this contest on humanity is that, in 

6pting for disobedience, it becomes corrupted in character, 

both "ethically" and "physically" - boLh of which involve sin 

and death. Yet, humanity's corruption 1s primarily sin, that 

is, its disobedience, its impatience to wait for God's gift, 

and, therefore, essentially, its defiance of God. In this way 

humanity becomes a slave of the Devil. Room for neutrality in 

this conflict between God and the Devil does not exist: "If 

man do e s not b e 1 on g to God , h e . 1 s no t f r e e :, "b-.u t , i s bound t o 

submit to the power of the Serpent" (Wingren, 1959:54), In .the 



process, humanity loses the Spirit and the similitude of God. 

And by losing the Spirit (the principle of life against death) 

humanity becomes subject ·to death (1959:54). 

trenaeus identifies death as a sign, a sign of the domi~·ion of 

sin (Wingren, 1959:57). In this regard, Wingren argues against 

Adolf Harnack that, 111 the thought of Irenaeus, the 

consequence of the Fall was not "physical" death alone, but, 

rather, that the Fall also had an "ethical" aspect. Wingren 

states that all Irenaeus' statements concerning death should 

be understood 10 relation to his firm belief in the Creator: 

Sin is primarily responsible for the gulf between the Creator 
! 

and His creation. The result 1s that death has the mastery. 

over the human person who is disobedient to God. Hence sin and 

death are interrelated ( 1959: 57). 

Death gained supremacy by reason of sin, hence sin is primary. 

Death, therefore, is the major effect of sin, which has as a 

consequence a break in the communion between God and human 

persons (Wingren, 1959:57). Trenaeus connects another concept 

to death, that.is, judgement. Judgement here means division or 

separation. To fall under judgement is to be separated from 

God, on account of a free decision by humanity made against 

God, and therefore for sin and the Devil. Irenaeus states 

that: 

" No r . . . d o e s 1 i g h t fa i 1 b e c a u s e ': ~ r-· \ ti o s e 
who have blinded themselve~; but while it 
remains the same as ever,· those who 

,· 

.. 



are ... blinded are involved in darkness 
th r o u g h t h e i r ow u f d u l t • Tl I c J. i g h t d o c s 
never enslave any one by necessity; nor, 
again, does God exercise compulsion upon 
any one unwilling to accept the exercise 
of His skill. Those persons, Ll1erefore, 
who have apostalized from the light given 
by the Father, and transgressed the law 
of liberty, have done so through their 
own fault, since they have been created 
free agents, and possessed of power over 
themselves" (Adver. Haer. Iv, 39.3:47). 

Therefore, to be separated from God equals death, J.n the same• 

way as light is separated from darkness. Thus, to be separated 

from God J.S identical with death. In this regard, death 

literally means condemnation, separation and rejection. Yet, 

Irenaeus believes that death Ltself can be used to serve God 

as a barrier to SJ.n in the midst of humanity's bondage 

(Wingren, 1959:61). Satan wi.lls that human persons should live 

in disobedience to God's Commandment. However, through death 

God brings an end to thi transgression of humankind, with the 

ultimate aim of bringing death itself to a final end J.n the 

Resurrection. When death is finally defeated, Creation is 

restored and victory is gained. Thus, even the sin of humanity 

has a part to play in the development of humanity and J.n 

confirming it in its relation Lu God. The factor which 

initially impedes humanity's development may ultimately direct 

its development along Lhe proper course (Wingren, 1959:61). 

lrenaeus denies, however, the possibility that humanity's 

disobedience and captivity to sin and death results 1n it 

becoming an animate being lacking any power,9t action 
' ~~ .. 

(Wingren, 1959:63). Rather, humanity is captive but can still 
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take independent action. Wingren notes that it is 

characteristic of Irenacus' doctrine of bondage and free will 

to connect the idea of captivity with the idea of the 

possibility of independent action whicli is still preserved in 

h u,m a n k in d , t ho u g h i t 1 s b o u n d ( I 9 5 9 : 6 3 ) . Human b e i n g s m i' g h t 

for the moment be prisoners of the Devil., but there is the 

living hope of the coming Deliver. Human persons have access 

through hope to new life. Despite the fact that by their own 

fault they have fallen from the state of grace ordained by the 

Creator, and allowed the power of sin and death to set to work 

within themselves, there 1s the hope of the coming Liberator 

(Wingren, 1959:62). 

God does not abandon humankind after the Fall. Rather, God 

loves humankind continually. This is an indication that God is 

simply carrying forward His plan, which He had conceived from 

the beginning. Gonzalez states that Irenaeus identifies this 

plan or dispensation as a single one, but that it is made 

manifest 10 a series of particular Covenants that culminate in 

Christ (1970:168). There are four covenants, succeeding one 

another in chro~ological order, that is, the covenant with 

Adam, the covenant with Noah, the covenant with Moses and 

Israel, and the covenant ~f Christ. Of these four covenants, 

Irenaeus only develops his thought regarding that of the Law 

and that of Christ (Wingren, 1959 :64). For Irenaeus, the Law 

corresponds to sin 10 humankind and has a bearing on human 

bondage: 



II It appeared in history after man was 
defeated as a means of attacking the 
Devil, and has as its task the bringing of 
man into compulsory obedience as far as 
the external and purely physical is 
concerned, in such a way that man is 
dragged as though by chains into obedience 
to God's Commandments" (Wingren, 
1959:64). 

Or as Gonzalez puts it 

"The Law was given by God as part of his 
loving plan, in order to restrain the 
s inf u l n es s of man" ( I 9 7 0 : 1 6 8 ) • 

However, lrenaeus dues noL conceive of obedience to the Law as 

being the .final end of humankind. Wingren (1959:64) confirms 

this point in observing that, for Irenaeus, the Law has a 

pedagogic task which will come to an end when Christ come's to 

liberate human persons. The L~w, nevertheless, creates a form 

of servitude, states Gonzalez (1970: 168), different from and 

oppossed to that of sin. It rema1.ns far below the freedom that 

human persons require in order to fulfill the purpose of 

creation. The Law stands there as the counterpart of sin-

"when sin gains control, the Law is interposed against sin, 

and when the power of sin is broken in Christ, the Law is 

removed" (Wingr~n, 1959:64). The Law is, in fact, the promise 

of a new Covenant that will surpass it; hence the time of its 

validity will come to an end. All the ancient rites of 

ceremonial Law have been abolished by the advent of Christ, 

for their purpose was to announce the coming of the Saviour 

(1959:64). This is a theme to which we shall return when we 

d e a 1 w i th Lu t h e r ' s u n d e r s t an d i n g o f th e r ~ i ~-t i'o n s h i p b e t we en 

Law and Gospel in the next chapter. 

- 34-



It is, therefore, clear that Irenaeus emphasizes the unity -

of continuity as well as the fulfillment - between the Old 

Testament and the New, and thereby rejects the teachings of 

those Gnostics who attempted to establish a radical opposition 

be'tween both Testaments" (Gonzalez, 1970: 168).· Surin states: 

"The ad IT an c e from the O 1 d to the New Tes ta men t i s no t , as the 

Gnostics argued, a transition from one God to the other; it 

is, rather, a continuous movement in which the out-reach of 

divine grace is extended from its original locus in one nation 

(Israel) to the historical moment when it comes to encompass 

the whole world" (1986:17). 

From the above it should be clear that, in spite of sin, 

Irenaeus maintains the belief that the final aim of creation 

is for human persons to attain to the irna~~ and similitude of 

God. The primary obstacle to this goal, however, remains sin. 

Christ stands in history as the basis for the continuity 

between Creation and Redemption - a continuity which most 

heretics denied, but which lrenaeus strongly affirms. We shall 

now briefly look at: 

1.3. THE RESTORATION OF CREATION: IRENAEUS' DOCTRINE ON 

RECAPITULATION (RECAPITULATIO) AND THE PERSON OF THE WORD 

AS GOD'S CORRECTIVE TO SIN AND DEATH, 

In this section our intention is not to make a detailed 

analysis of the doctrine of Recapitulatioti."b··ot' simply to 

identify the main thrust of Irenaeus' thought, and to show how-·, 
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this doctrine is linked to the doctrine of sin. 

Danielou (1973:172) asserts that, since Irenaeus identifies 

the heart and climax of the history of salvation as the 

Incarnation, expressed in his doctrine of Recapitulation~·lt 

is important to look briefly at the various nuances of the 

concept. 

Danielou ( 1973: 172) notes t.hat Lhe word Recapitulation, as 

used in classical Greek, belongs to the technical terminology 

of rhetoric - denoting the top of the head, or, 1n 

literature, a chapter. "Recapitulation is thus the act of 

making a summary of the chapters of a work, a resume of it's· 

principal ideas, a compendium" (1973:172). He further notes 

t h a t , i f a p p 1 i e d t o Ch r i s t , i t w i 1 1 me a .n t h a t , i n th e 

Incarnation, he takes up and summarises in himself all human 

beings. There is, however, also the sense 10 which St. Paul 

employs the word in Ephesians 1: 10 "to sum up all things 1n 

Christ", and 1n Ephesians 1: 22[£ Paul states that God has made 

Christ the head over all things. In this, way a link is 

established between the doctrine of Christ as "the head of the 

church" and the concept of recapitulation (1973:172). Ir~naeus 

quotes Ephesians I :10 to indicate that Christ 1s the one in 

whom all things find their unity. Danielou also draws 

attention to the fact that recapitulation may also have the 

meaning of a "review" or "repetition" as is understood in the 

Vulgate (1973:173). We shall now attempt tc/'r-ender a view of 

how Irenaeus employed the concept, and how it is related to 
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his doctrine of sin. 

It is imperative to keep in mind that Irenaeus' conception of 

creation and the disobedience of humankind is directly 

i11fluenced by, his belief 1n Christ. The birth of Christ'marks 

for him· the return uf the entire creation to its original 

purity. " .... the original form of creation is revealed in its 

pefectly developed form, and in Him Life enters into the world 

of Death 11 (Wingren, 1959:80). Wirl'gren defines the concept of 

recapitulation thus 

"Recapitulation means the accomplishment 
of God's plan of salvation, and this 
'accomplishment is within history, in a 
time-sequence, and is not an episode at 
one particular point of time. lt is a 
continuous process in which 
the .... dispositio, of God is manifested by 
degrees. First~ and most important of 
all .... is the event oE the birth of Jesus 
when the Son of God became an actual man" 
(1959:81). 

As in the case of the idea of "human growth", Irenaeus speaks 

of recapitulation as a continuous process, an evolutionary 

process. Recapitulation, for lrenae0s, begins when Jesus is 

born. However, this does not imply that the Son of God came 

into being at that point - the world was created in him, and 

he was active in the old covenant - therefore, before his 

human birth, he had not been active as Recapitulator 

(1959:81), As Recapitulator, the Incarnate One possesses the 

purity which the entire creation lost through the Fall, The 

immediate need of God's creati.on is to be':li;l;)e·1:ated from sin, 

and sin has no power over the Man Incarnate. Human persons are 
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1n need to acquire what Jesus .Lncarnc1tc possesses to be 

delivered from their bondage to sin and death and to return to 

the original wholeness of creation. Irenaeus therefore regards 

the Incarnation as a new begiuni.ng in the history of the world 

(Wingren, 1959:81). Gonzalez states: 
' 

" .it (the Incarnation) is not opposed 
to creation, but is rather its 
continuation and fulfillment. Christ is 
the new Adam, and in him the history of 
the old Adam is repeated, although in an 
opposite direction" (1970:169). 

Irenaeus is at pains to make it clear that recapitulation 1s a 

summary and culmination of what has happened before, and it 

can only be understood within the context of those previous 

events. Through the Incarnation creation is able to appear 1n 

its unspoiled state. Christ takes on Adam's flesh, that is, he 

becomes human. In this w~y, he gives h"is own life, uncorrupted 

by sin, to human persons who were from the beginning- destined 

to live a life without sin. The Word, Christ Incarnate, unites 

with the humanity of Ad.1.m. That is why, for, Irenaeus the 

Incarnation can never imply a new creation, but only the 

proper recovery of the old. ln this regard he states: 

"But if the Lord became incarnate for any 
other order of things, and took flesh of 
any other substance, He has not then 
summed up human nature in His own person, 
nor in that case can He be termed 
flesh •.• But now the case stands thus, that 
the Word has saved that which really was 
(created) humanity which had 
perished ... But the thing which had 
perished possessed flesh and blood.~.He 
had Himself, therefore, flesh a~d bl~od, 
recapitulating in Himself not a certain 
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other, but that ori~inal handiwork of the 
Father, seeking ouL Lhat thing which had 
perished" (Adver. Haer. v, 14.2:92-93). 

Christ's freedom from sin perfectly qualifies him for 

achieving that which 1s truly human. Here we must reiterate 

w~at.was said earlier, namely, that for lrenaeus, sin is never 

in itself anything human. Rather, sin 1s the Devil's 

destruction of human persons as God made them. Hen~e, for 

Irenaeus, the redemptive activity has a twofold character, 

namely, to break the power of the Devil over human persons and 

to put human persons back inLo a receptive relationship to God 

(Wingren, 1959:102). 

This twofold purpose Jesus achieved because his humanity was 

the pure humanity which God had created, and over which evil 

had no power. It was the.humanity of: the Adam whom God 

created, not of the Adam who was defeated. Yet, despite his 

righteousness, the Logos shared liumanity 's lot in the form of 

sinful flesh, and suffered even death, the fruit of sin, for 

it was through sin that death had come into the world. Death 

had no place in God's Creation, but gained its mastery first 

through evil and in humanity's yielding to temptation 

(Wingren, 1959:102-103). 

In short, recapitulation, 1n lrenaues' thought, means that it 

is Jesus Incarnate, belonging to the race of Adam, who 

confronts both sin and death, transforms defeat into victory 
~ : ~ ' .. 

and frees human persons, together with th~ e'~tire creation 

from the tyranny of sin and death: 



"Christ, the new Adam, by his 
'recapitulation' (Recapitulatio), recovers 
everything that humanity has lost as a 
consequence of the disobedience of the 
first Adam. The incarnate One, who is 
God's very image, restores humanity to its 
original capacity for Godshapedness; and 
in so doing manifests himself as the 
redeemer of the whole of humanity" 
(Surin,1986:18). 

It is of fundamental importance to understand that, in the 

thought of Irenaeus, Christ recapitulates the whole of 

creation, and thereby liberates the whole of creation from the 

bondage of sin. This fact, 111 our opinion, provides a basis 

for sin to be understood as corporate, as opposed to 

individualistic and private. 

1.4. SUMMARY AND CRITIQUE 

We have established that Irenaeus' fundamental contention is 

that all things and all forms of life have originated from 

God. God stands in history as the primary Cause of Everything. 

In his work of creation, God is assisted by his two "Hands", 

that is, the Son and the Spirit. In fact, Irenaeus insists 

that God creates ·through the Logos who existed before the 

creation of anything. There is no defect in creation and the 

creation is good. Contrary to Gnosticism, Irenaeus argues that 

eveiything is created directly by God without any resisting 

matter. God is, .therefore, without duality, hence salvation 

and creation are derived from one and the same God. 
~ : -~ ' .... , .... 
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Irenaeus denies the existence of a spiritual (pneumatic) human 

person, who is the work of the invisible Father, and the 

natural hylic human person, who 1s the work of the Demiurge. 

Rather, these two human persons are one - a human person 

should, therefore, be viewed as the being who is at one and 

the same time both spiritual and carnal God created this one 

human person in his likeness. Hence, the human person 

perfectus 1s the mixture and uni.on of Ll1e soul, receiving the 

Spirit from the Father, and rniugJ.cd witlt the flesh which. was 

formed in the image of God. We have noted that Irenaeus does 

make a formal distinction between the "image" and the 

"likeness". Danielou, we have c~stablishcd, asserts that 

Irenaeus probably borrowed it from Platonism where likeness to 
. ' 

God denotes perfection 1n humanity and Wingren reminds us that 

this is reminiscent of the scholastic scheme of nature and 

super-nature. We have also established that he does not 

consistently draw this distinction because, very often 

' especially in strongly scriptural passages, he uses "image" to 

denote. the complete human person. For him the image of God is 

the logos 1n whose image human beings- were created. Human 

persons were, therefore, created to become like God - this, 

for Irenaeus, 1s the destiny of humanity. The human person is, 

however, not the image of God - God created human persons to 

become his image. 

This was the direction 1n which human persons were created to 

grow. Adam was like a child (infant) whose purpose it was to . : ~ . ,. 
' t .... ~ I 

develop unto a closer relationship with God and to attain 
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adulthood. It 1s thus an evolutionary process which reaches 

its climax and fulfillment 1n the birth of the Logos. This 

does not, however, imply that there was any weakness or want 

or mortality in Adam. By saying that humanity lacks perfection 

Irenaeus implies that it is created, and therefore, that··{t 

grows and becomes. Human persons were sinless and childlike at 

the beginning. By living 1n obedience to God's Commandment 

they would continue 1n that stale they, namely, immortality. 

Violation of God's Commandment, on the other hand, makes human 

persons subject to death, £01· s1n and death belong together. 

Prior to humanity's yielding to the Devil's temptation to 

disobey God, there existed no sin in creation, and hence no 

' death. Humanity stands at the beginning of creation as an 

innocent and sinless child, and 1s free - God created it to be 

free. 

The Devil, however, lured humanity into disobedience, not so 

much to oppose God's purpose of creation, but rather to speed 

up the purpose that God had ordained and in this way to 

disrupt the order established by God. Humanity succumbed to 

the Devil's tern~tation, violated God's plan, interrupted its 

own growth, and became a slave to sin and death. We have 

established that sin, for Irenaeus, is bondage, an unnatural 

occupation, through which the entire human life is brought 

under the tyranny of the Devil. Sin is the source of. death and 

stands first. However, both sin and death are unnatural 

phenomena, abnormalities, whicb have forc~d·~h~ir way into 

God's creation. Through attachment to the Devil, humanity's 



\ 

"growth" is marred and it fails to achieve its original 

destiny. Yet, for Irenaeus, this is not on account of humanity 

being created a "child", that is, as an imperfect being, for 

there is no ~inful defect in God's creation, Rather, humanity 

i~ totally responsible for its own situation. In the prac~ss 

it lose~ the Spirit and the likeness of God and btcomes 

subject to death. We have noted that Irenaeus views death as a 

sign - a sign of the dominion of sin. 

Sin results in a break 111 the communion between God and human 

persons. The result of sin is death. This in turn leads to 

judgement - to be separated from God. However, this separation 

1s the ies~lt of a free decision on the part of humanity ~ade 

against God, and, therefore, for s1.n and death. Yet, 1n 

Irenaeus' opinion, humanity does not become an inanimate 

being. It can still take independent action in bonda~e. 

However, human persons might for the moment be slaves to sin 

and death, but there is the hope of the coming Liberator, for 

God does not abandon humankind after ·the Fall, but continually 

loves them. 

God, therefore, gives the Law to human persons 111 bondage. It 

appears after the Devil had lured them into disobedience. Its. 

task is to bring human persons into compulsory obedience to 

God and to restrain their sinfulness. However, we have also 

noted Irenaeus' contention that obedience to the Law is not 

the final end of humanity, for the Law has: 'a;.._p~.dagogic · 

function which will ~ome to an end only when the Man Incarnate 
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appears. The Law stands, however, as t~e counterpart of sin 

and is, in Irenaeus' opinion, the promise of a new co11enant 

that will surpass it. Sin, or, rather, the dominion of sin 

011er humanity, cannot deter God from bringing creation to its 

final end, that is, for human persons to attain to the l~ago 

and similitude of God. 

Finally, the birth of the Logos 1.n the lncarnation marks for 

Irenaeus the return of creation to its original purity. As 

Recapitulator, Christ accomplishes God 1
8 plan of sal11ation. 

The Incarnation is, therefore, a new beginning in the history 

of creation but not a new creation. The Man Incarnate, by 

• confronting sin and death, conquers both and sets human 

persons free from the tyranny of sin. 

Our in11estigation shows that Irenaeus was a theologian of his 

age. We therefore believe that it is against that background 

that we should judge his theology. We concede that his 

thinking clearly displays the spirit of Greek rationalism at 

work, but we argue that it also represents an important 

theological achievement (Brunner, 1939:504). 

Both Hick (1966:221) and Brunner (1939:93) point out that 

lrenaeus outlined the path the Church was to follow for nearly 

fifteen hundred years, and his solution is still that of the 

Roman Catholic Church. As was pointed out, he distinguishes a 

do u b 1 e e l em e n t i n hum a n i t y : th e i m a g e o f G ~'d--; · w h i c h c o n s is t s 

in the £reedom and the rationality of its nature, and the 



likeness to God, which consists in its self-determination 

according to the divine destiny, 1n the Justitia Originalis as 

a special divine gift - the gift of supernatural communi9n 

with God. Brunner notes that "while sin has destroyed this 

s,cond element, which was added to nature, man has retained 

th e f i r· s t , the h um a n n a t u re , the h um an um " ( I 9 3 9 : 9 3 ) • 

Brunner (1952: 113) also points out that lrenaeus conceives of 

the. justitia originalis as a goal to be attained rather than a 

lost reality. Hence, Irenaeus says little about the actual 

effects of the Fall, 111 the later historical Augustinian 

sense, but makes a serious al:'ternpt: to interpret sin and its 

o r i g in "i n I th e o l o g i c a 1 t e rm s w h i c li a r e :i. n d e p e n d en t o f 

historical descent. 

Hick (1966:220) corroborates this view by pointing out that 

there is to be found in lrenaeus the outline of an approach 

to the problem of sin and evil which stands in important 

respects in contrast to the Augustinian type of theodicy. In 

contrast to the doctrine that human persons were created 

fin i t e 1 y per f e c t an cl the n inc o rn pre he n's :i. b 1. y des troy e d the i r, own 

perfection and plunged into sin and misery, lrenaeus contends 

that human persons were created as imperfect, immature 

children who were to undergo moral development and growth and 

finally be brought to the perfection intended for them by 

their Creator .• "Instead of the fall of Adam being presented, 

as in the Augustinian traditiqn, as an uttt~J1,malignant and 

catastrophic event, completely disrupting God's plan, Irenaeus 
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pictures it as something that occurred in the childhood of the 

race, an understandable lapse due to weakness and immaturity 

rather than an adult crime full of malice and pregnant with 

perpetual guilt" (Hick, 1966:220-221). And contrary to the 

A~gustinian view of life's trials as a sort of divine 

punishment for Adam's sin, lrenaeus views our world as a 

mixture of good and evil, as a divinely appointed milieu for 

human development towards the perfection that represents the 

fulfilment of God's good purpose for the whole of humanity and 

the entire creation (1966:221). 

We do not necessaraly agree with all of Irenaeus' conclusions 

b u t mu s t p o i n t o u t t h a t h e p o s i t i v e 1 y i d c n t i f i e s s i n a s t·h l:! 

most destructive force in creation, which has a negative 

effect on humanity's relationship with_ God, and as a 

c o n s e q u e n c e o n t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f h urn ;1 n p e r s o n s w i t h o th e r 

human persons, and hence the c-nt ire crca ted order. Sin causes 

the corruption of human nature and delivers humankind to the 

bondage of death. 

We concede that I.renaeus does not explicitly· distinguish 

between personal sin and social sin- we suppose that there was 

no need to do so, for his concern was primarily to expose the 

heresy of Gnosticism. We are ready to admit, however, that the 

personal nature of sin is pre-dominant in Irenaeus, but that 

it is not understood as individualistic or private. The latter 

point was clearly established _when we dealt'.~i-th Iren.aeus' 

doctrine of recapitulation it is the entire creation that· is 
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liberated from the tyranny of sin. Vandervelde is, therefore, 

corr e c t 1 n s ta ti n g t ha t 11 an aw a r. en es s th a t man ' s in v o 1 v e men t 

in sin lies deeper than his individual, voluntary 

participation in the generality of personal sins finds 

a~ticulation 111 the theology of lrenaeus. As a counterpa~.~ of 

his theory of man's recapitulation 111 Ch r is t , Irena e us views 

all men as being seminally present 111 1 Adam, the original head 

of the human race" (1975:5). \.Je therefore corr.oborat2 

Fichtner.'s view, that if Adam is a corporate personality, a 

human person embodying all humanity, then he personifies for 

us a solidarity in sin, that is, a collective guilt 

(1978:51). 

Ir~naeus does, 111 fact, indicate that sin affects fhe total 

human person and the entire creation. Sin is, therefore, 

corporate as well as personal. Moreover., sin can be designated 

by names, hence in particular situations particular sins have 

to be addressed and condemned, and not merely a general 

condemnation of all sins on all occasions. In each situatiori 

there are certain things that are decisive. We must reiterate 

here that it was 10 response to the heresy of Gnosticism that 

Irenaeus worked out his doctrine of sin. The latter insisted 

that the material condition of humanity 1s a tragic accident 

for which human beings do not bear primary responsibility. 

They are, therefore, not to be blamed for their sins - the 

Demuirge is to be blamed. Against this, lrenaeus argued that 

redemptive history is at all times the hist!o.r,y· of the 
' . r~. ~ 1 

repulsion of sin and the recovery of the dominion which the. 



Devil has occupied - a situation for which humanity 1s solely 

responsible, for it allowed the Devil to take it captive. 

We contend, therefore, that Irenaeus addressed a concrete and 

corporate problem which manifested itself driring his ag~ •. It 

is our opinion that every age 1s confronted with new forms of 

sin, 1n some cases not perceived as such by generations 

before. In such situations it will be contrary to the Gospel 

to generalize about sin. As with Irenaeus, it is the task of 
; 

every Christian generation to identify concretely the sins 

within a specific context and to wage war against them at 

whatever cost. This is precisely what is happening in 

co n t ex t u a l , t· he o l o g i e s s u ch a s L i be r a t i o n Th e o l o g y and B 1 a': ~ 

Theology today. 

Earlier we noted that both Harnack and Wingren insist that 

Irenaeus regards the loss of fellowship between God and human 

persons as a primary consequence of sin. Coupled to this is 

Irenaeus• contention that sin caused human persons to destroy 

one another so that God had to put a "fear of man" into the 

human race. Loss of communion between God and humanity, 

therefore, .implies the loss of fellowship between human 

persons. As such, s1.n is, therefore, relational. We know that 

society as a whole is structured on relationships, and sin is 

essentially the disruption of these relationships. We have 

established that Irenaeus pointed out that sin causes human 

beings to refuse to remain in the right r~lijffonship with God, 
• •.t"'.' 1 . 

that is, that of a creature subject to its Creator. This leads 
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to estrangement and isolation, for the primal form of sin is 

broken relationships. The latter fact lays for us a basis for 

sin to be understood as corporate as oppossed to 

individualistic. This is a theme which will be driven to its 

u~timate conclusion when we indicate how Segundo builds'.~~ 

this sound tradition. 

We repeat that, although Irenaeus does not disti~guish between 

social sin and personal sin, it does not imply that these 

elements are not present in l1is theology. F'or ins·tance, since 

human persons stand in the wrong relationship with God and are 

sinful, they cannot but produce sinful structures and 

I 

institutions. Structures are created by people. We can, 

therefore, infer that, if people are sinners, it is only to be 

expected that they will impress sin on. the structures and 

institutions they bring into being. 

Viewed thus, Irenaeus' theology has significance at both the 

social and personal levels. We remain, however, convinced that 

in Irenaeus the primary aspect of sin is that it is personal, 

but not private or individualistic. Yet we cannot conclude 

this chapter on~ negative note, for Irenaues would say that 

sin - as powerful as it might seem to be - does not have the 

last word - neither in Irenaeus' age nor in our age - for 

there is the reality of God's intervention through the 

Incarnation of the Logos. Irenaeus makes it perfectly clear 

that, although, through the Fall, 
·: ':,- .... 

th e e n t i r e,-.' c re a t i o n b e c om e s 

ensnared in and dominated by sin, Christ enters human history, 

.. 
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and, by his "recapitulation", recovers everything that 

creation has lost through the Fall, He restores creation's 

capacity for receptiveness in relation to the Creator; and in 

so doing manifests himself as the Redeemer of the whole of 

creation. Hence, whatever power sin has (personally and 

soci~lly), must be measured against the cornerstone of 

Irenaeus' theology, that is, the Incarnation. The Logos comes 

and frees humanity from the tyranny of sin in all lts forms 

and in all ages. 

;,;,* ;,,·,;, **''' 
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CHAPTER 2 

MARTIN LUTHER 

2. GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

In the previous chapter the point was made that one can only 

understand the theology of Irenaeus against the ba~kground of 

his time. The same principle applies for an understandin1 of 

the theology of Martin Luther. In more than one way Luther was 

still a child of the Middle Ages, but the changes that took 

place during the year 15000, left its mark on him. At the 

birth of Luther the world was busy shaking off the garmenf of 

the Middle Ages to make room for a new era. These changes did 

not take place suddenly, yet they were radical enough to 

change the face of Europe. 

The theology of the Scholastics, after a powerful effort at 

synthesising Aristotelian and Christian categories, exhausted 

itself with abstract speculations. Hence it did not answe~ the 

needs of a church 1n need of radical refom. It was not easy to 

shed its language or its thought patterns. Gradually, however, 

L~ther weaned himself of schola~ticism so that today we can 

confidently say that his doctrine of justification is not a 

mere variation of the medieval doctrine; it ushers in a new. 

epoch. 
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It is against this background of Luther as an agtnt ushering 

in a new epoch ~way from scholasticism, that we 

his doctrine of sin to determine whether it has 

shall examine 

implications 

for both the personal and social levels. Our contention is 

t~at, 1n Luther, we find a continuation of Irenaeus' cor.pdrate 

underst~nding of sin. We shall keep in mind that Luther's 

theology is closely bound up with his entire life so that one 

would find it difficult to discuss one aspect of his theology 

without referring to other aspects of his theological thought. 

We, therefore, propose to deal with our subject in the 

following manner: 

2.1. Consrderation will be given to Luther's position 

concerning the origin of sin, with special refernce to the 

concept Imago Dei. 

2.2. We shall attempt to clarify Luther's position on the 

question of Original Sin. 

2.3. An examination of Luther's belief that sinfulness is the 

present state of being human. 

2.4. Luther's understanding of the relationship between Sin, 

Law and Gospel will be examined. 

2.5. Consideration will be given as to how, 1n Luther's view, 

sinners are justified. :; " :~ . 
> r .... , I· 
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2.6. An examination will be undertaken as to the relationship 

between Luther's doctrine of sin and his "Two Kingdom" 

Doctrine. 

2\7, Summary and Critique. 

2.J. THE ORIGIN OF SIN WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE 

CONCEPT IMAGO DEI. 

The Reformation of the 16th c_enl:ury can in more than one way 

be regarded as a revival of the thought of Augustine within 

the churc~. It is a well known fact that both Luther and 

I 

Calvin leaned heavily on Augustine 1n their reformatory 

thinking. This statement should, however, be qualified. The 

reformers' connection with Augustine was more on the level of 

his theological-Pauline way of thinking than his 

philosophical-Neo-Platonic tendencies. It 1s especially in 

connection with the problem pertaining to original sin that 

this fact has specific implications. Contrary to Augustine, 

Luther had no interest in establishing a gen~ral theory 

concerning the nature of "the bad" - Augustine, on the other 

hand, did so in his concept of privati~. In Luther, therefore, 

there is a total absence of any speculative theodicies 

emanating from the idea that "the bad" negatively occupies any 

meaningful place in the structure of the world. There is, on 

the other hand, a strong•connection betweeri'~u~ustine's 

doctrine of the Fall and that of Luther. Anderson gives 
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support to this position for he contends that both Luther and 

Calvin turned to Augustine for their anthropological 

assumptions, even tho~gh each contributed a special emphasis 

(-1982:218). 

Luther, like lrenaeus, identifies the origin of human 

sinfulness as the fall of Adam (Reardon, 1981 :84), Consistent 

with _the belief of his time, Luther views Adam as an 

historical figure - hence Adam's fall is an historical event. 

Adam stands 1.n history, not as a mere individual at the 

beginning.of history but, rather, as the "head" of corporate 

humanity - what affected Adam, therefore, affects the whole of 

humanity .. 1This belief is consistent with that of Irenaeus: 

_which we considered 111 1:he previous chapter. Reardon is, 

therefore, correct in stating that, ac~ording to Luther: 

"Man today therefore stands in complete. 
contrast with what be was before the fall, 
wl1en the "image of God" (imago dei) in 
which he was created was destr.oyed or at 
least defaced" (1981:84). 

What is significant for our investigation 1s the fact that 

Luther broke through the tradition of thirteen hundred years 

and removed the division between tbe i:_ma~~ and the similitude, 

treasured by Irenaeus, as was shown in the previous chapter. 

In this regard Emil Brunner quotes Luther thus: 

" If the I h m h ah g h oh co n s is t s in th at power of 
th e s o u 1 TI n t 11 ea nT. ma-r a t i o n a 1 i s ) t he n i t 

w O u 1. d f O 11 0 w th a t s a tan t O O w O u 1 a' ';.)) e· ' 
formed according to the imag~ of God, 
since in him these natural qualities are 
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far stronger ... ti (1939:508). 

Rather, Luther argued that the imago is the same as the 

justitia originalis.· The image of God does not only signify 

the human soul, that is, its rational nature, but more 

c Q r r e c t l y th e pr op e r r e 1 a t i o n s h i p i n w h i c h i t s t and s t o '. -G ci d • 

For Bruriner this is a significant step in the direction of 

understanding the human nature theologically as oppos~d to 

.philosophically, because human nature can only, in his 

opinion, be understood in the light of the Word of God 

(1939:508). Anderson (1982:219) explains that the fall causes 

the true knowledge of God to be lost, and there remains no 

"rational soul" by which sinners can continue to have free 

will a~d from which a natural theology can be developed: 

"With an ambivalence charact~ristic of 
Luther at times, he argued for a total loss 
of the justitia originalis, and therefore 
of the in~ago, while at the same time 
positinga--survival of: a "relic" of the 
imago. Yet on this little relic is based 
the-total possibility of the sinner's 
public existence as one who continues to 
bear the humanum" (1982:219). 

Luther argues that, by losing its original state of 

righteousness, in which human persong clearly reflected their 

Maker, through sin, the image became obliterated, since, if 

humanity ceases to reflect its Creator, it is bound to reflect 

the Devil instead. The Fall, therefore, represents for Luther 

the loss of the "private" imago of righteousness, but the 

"public" i:_mago of dominion and knowledge of God survives 

(Anderson, 1982:220). Or as Brunner puts it'~_:tbe aspect of the 

justitia civilis survives the Fall and becomes the bearer of 
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the humanum (1939:508). Anderson notes.that here we see how 

Luther's anthropological thinking provided the basis for his 

"Two Kingdoms" Doctrine, the state representing the rule of 

Christ over non-'-Christians through the justitia civilis, and 

the church the rule of Christ through the gospel of 

justification by faith through grace (1982:220). To this theme 

we shall return later. Suffice it to say that it is clear that 

Luther rejected both the exegetical conclusions drawn by \ . 

Irenaeus as support for a dualistic view of the imago and the 

philosophical speculations of scholastic theology (1982:220). 

Attention is drawn to the fact that a thorough treatment of 

Luther's view concerning the origin of sin will to a larg~ 

extent only be a repitition of Augustine's view. Hence, we 

shall not give consideration to this theme in a_ny detail. 

We noted earlier that Luther had no interest 1.n theological 

speculation - a fact which becomes clear in his doctrine of 

siri. We stated that Luther has no interest in the speculative 

question as to the origin_ of ''the bad'', only 1.n the concrete 

fact of sinful human persons having to face a wrathful God. It 

1.s, therefore, clear that 1n Luther's thinking, there can be 

no theodicies 1.n the sense of human beings making God 

righteous - rather, the contrary is true: the concrete 

situation of human persons requires that God makes them 

righteous by imparting his own righteousness upon them, This, 

for Luther, 1.s the incomprehensible - the ~Lghteousness of God . ·-· ~. ~ ' 

which reveals itself 1.n the acceptance of the sinner. Human 

56 -



reason cannot understand this - only faith. 

2.2. LUTHER'S POSITION ON ORIGINAL SIN AND ACTUAL 

OR INDIVIDUAL SINS 

Contrary to the semi-pelagianism of the Middle Ages, Luther 

returns 1n essence to the view held by Augustine. There is, 

however, also a difference 10 that the idea of concupiscence 

(Concupiscientia) is lifted out of its narrow sexual sphere, 

as advocated by Augustine, and the struggle against the idea 

of liberum arbitrium (free will) is driven to its ultimate 

consequences. The result is the confession of the total 

corr up t i b i, 1 i t y o f h um an n a t u re , an d a s t r on g and d e f in i t i;v e 

move away from the scholastic definition of original s1n in 

the private sense, as a defect or handicap. Whitelaw puts 

Luther's position thus: 

"Original sin 1s alien to man and received 
by birth ... Jt is essential, alien, and 
causes the original righteouness of Adam 
to be null and void ... This sin, moreover, 
cannot be healed by the efforts of men, 
who have no power to correct this ... It 1s 
that sin which we all experience for 
example, in concupiscence and anger. 
Inherited at birth it always remains, 
essential, pa.rt of our nature" (1984:30). 

On the other hand there is also an unb_reakable bond between 

original sin and humanity's actual deeds of sin. All 

hereditary sin receives its sinful quality from original sin. 

Whitelaw identifies actual sin as the fruit of ·original sin, 
:• ":~ ' .. 

that is, our own sins, 10 fact, all the w~rk"; ~hich we do, 
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good or bad, are antecedent Lo £aitl1. l:le explains that here 

Luther's concept of sin as unbelief (rather than as 

transgression) is in evidence (1984:31). Primarily, then, 

original sin, in Lutl1er 's opinion, is not only the loss of 

original righteousness r a t h e r , i t i s c on s t an t an d a c t :i, .v. e 

resiitance to and rebellion against the will of God. In 

essence then, Luther's doctrine of original sin is a 

confession of the total corruption of human nature, and the 

enslavement of the human will to sin. For Whitelaw, it is 

precisely in this last statement that the climax of Luther's 

doctine of sin lies. In it, the radicality of sin is revealed, 

but, more importantly, the outright grace of God through the 

work of Ch,rist Jesus is introduced (1984:31), 

Although we render our critique at the end of the chapter, we 

find it important to utter a word of criticism at· this point. 

W e c o n t e n d w i. t h H n1 n n e r ( I 9 1 9 : I 111:, ) t h a L !'. h e r. e c a n b e n o d o u b t 

that Luther, 1n his desire tn preserve Lhc fact of human 

sinfulness at all costs, had often done so in such a way that 

we cannot totally absolve him from the reproach of having 

fallen into a crude form of determinism, Human persons, 

although sinners, are al.ways and remain "being-in-decision". 

Brunner explains that, by definition, to be a sinner implies 

to be actively engaged in rebellion against God. In this 

sense, sin never bec.omes either a quality or a substance. 

Rather, sin is and remain an act. The problem with Luther's 

idea of inherited sin is that it has slipp.e.c;l, .into the physical 
.·•. ~ 

sphere and that it has overlooked or obscured this permanent 
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quality of the actuality of sin. What should be clear is that 

sin can never be a state, but that it is always an act. Hence, 

being a sinner is not a state but ·an act, because it is being 

person - even though it is negative action against God 

(1939:147). 

We concede with Brunner (1939: 150) that our nature is altered 

and perverted. Yet, it remains an actuality, although a 

negative actuality, in permanent opposition to itself and to 

God's original intention. Luther maintains that the human 

person is sinful, hence that it can do no good works. Brunner 

notes that, for Luther: 

" •.• the doctrine of Original Sin is the 
means provided by tradition to visualize 
this in his mind. The method of expression 
is often questionable, but the truth which 
he is trying to express, namely, that the 
whole person is sinful, is indeed the 
whole point at issue" (Brunner, 
1939:150). . 

What should always be kept in mind is that Luther was not so 

much concerned about the actual cause of original sin as with 

its effects on humanity (Brunner, 1939:150). 

2.3. SINFULNESS AS THE PRESENT STATE OF BEING HUMAN. 

Hartman Grisar expresses the view that the ancient church, 

above all things, upheld the freedom of the human will to do 

good (1971 :73). The church maintained that God wills the 

salvation of all human persons without exception, hence God. 

- 59 -

') 



offers them the necessary grace with which they should freely 

cooperate. Through baptism one becomes a child of God by 

virtue of sanctifying grace; " ••.• but the inclination to evil 

remains through no fault of the person self, provided he does 

not consent to sin. Concupiscence is diminished by the means 

of grace offered by the Church" (Grisar, 1971 :73). If, 

however, the person has been seduced into committing mortai 

sin, ·he may confidently hope to regain the state of grace 

through the merits of Christ's death, on the condition that 

the person submits to penance and resolves to amend his life 

(1971:73). 

Contrary to this view, Luther insists that the most profound 

aspect of human nature is the fact that we are sinners. Using 

the Epistle to the Romans, he contends that human persons are 

not free to do good; that all our efforts are sinful, because 

of the presence of evil concupiscence (Grisar, 1971 :74), 

Gonzalez (1975:48) qualifies this by stating that it is not 

simply a matter of human persons having sinned, or that we are 

still sinning, rather, the reality is that ou~ entire nature 

is informed by sin. In fact, human beings are "sin", and by 

themselves they cannot discover sin because it is too deep. It 

is possible for human persons to compare their deeds with the 

requirements of natural law, and in this way learn that they 

have broken the law - but this will not reveal to them what it 

means to be a sinner: 
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"We will not know the extent of our own 
evil and corruption, for our very nature, 
sinful as it is, will hide our sinfulness, 
from us. Sin is a pervasive human reality" 
(Gonzalez, 1975:48). 

Scripture, states Gonzalez, identifies our sinfulness as 

flesh. Luther, contrary to the belief of his time, argues that 

"flesh" and "spirit", as employed by Paul with reference to 

the human condition, are not the same as the bodily and the 

incorporeal. He accepts_ the biblical division of human nature 

into body, soul and spirit, but does not equate this with the 

fauline warfare between flesh and spirit (1975:49). J.M. Todd 

puts Luther's position thus: 

"Luther's conception of man as always 
sinful (the legacy of "original sin", in 
the traditional formulation), whilst at 
the same time penitent and justified, 
relates to his understanding of the 
Hebraic meaning of flesh (sarx) and spirit 
(pneuma) ..• He is concerned with the 
persistence of sin in the believer, not as 
a mere tinder (fomes peccati), but as that 
ferment of egoism for which man is 
accountable since his whole personal 
existence is involved in it, but which in 
the redeemed is restrained by God, until 
it is finally driven out by grace, a work 
growingly fulfilled but never perfectly 
achieved in this present life" ( 1964 :91). 

It should be noted that Luther does not define flesh as the 

base lusts of the body (although related to it), rather, for 

him, flesh is the whole person craving after 

self-justification (Gonzalez, 1975:48). He, therefore, denies 

the existence of the phenomenon called free-will, because it 

would imply that human persons are capable of opting to do 

good on their own, wh~ch in turn implies a denial of human 
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sinfulness, and proof, as Gonzalez would have it, that one had 

heard the Word of God in neither law nor gospel (1975:49). 

Rather, for Luther, the bondage of the will to evil is 

connected to the dialectic between law and gospel and with the 

pervasiveness of human sin (1975:49). We can only will evil. 

Our best virtues do not bring us any closer to God. This is so 

because our will 1s so imbued with sin that it freely chooses 

.evil. Nothing is left to us of which we can boast. We only 

have the passive capacity to be turned in the right direction. 

Yet, for God this suffices (1975:50). Gonzalez explains that 

in Luther's opinion, it 1s to this passive capacity of the 

wiil that God addresses himself 1n his Word, turning our sin 

toward him, so that once again, even 1n the midst of our 

sinful condition, we may have communion with God, and hence 

with other human persons and with creation as a whole. This is 

the gospel of redemption in Jesus Christ (1975:49-50). 

This 1s the Christian hope, that the· loss of original 

righteousness, and true being, through the destructiveness of 

sin does not in any way cancel God's divine plan for the 

creation of humanity.founded on and unified in Jesus Christ. 

Or, as Brunner puts it, each human person has been created for 

this humanitas even in the midst of the contradiction of sin 

(1939:330). 

) 
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2.4. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SIN, LAW AND GOSPEL. 

It is the Christian belief that the ultimate goal of our faith 

is to dwell in fellowship with God. Luther's doctrine of sin 

shows, however, that the a.ttainment of this goal is nearly 

impossible. The fundamental question is how it is poss{ble for 

a holy God and sinful humanity to have complete fellowship. 

Nurnberger (1985:48) identifies two possibilities: the first 

is that we fulfil the absolute will of God and become holy 

ourselves, that is, that we meet the requirements of the law. 

Luther tried to do this, yet the harder he tried the more 

despondent he became. He was simply unable to overcome the sin 

within him and meet the demand of God. 

For Luther there is thus a direct link between sin and the 

law. Reardon· ( 1981 :83) explains that the fact of our 

sinfulness is revealed to us'by the law. Prior to the law 

coming into being, human persons were living securely and at 

ease, imagining nothing was wrong. However, with the arrival 

of the law, we were shown for what we are - people incapable 

of performing those things which the law commands us to do. In 

his Roman lectures, Luther explains that the sins which we 

actually commit stem from "an inclination to evil, a distaste 

(nausea) for what is good, an aversion from truth and wisdom, 

a delight in error and darkness, a hatred and avoidance of 

good works, and a headlong course towards the bad, in a word, 

from original sin, the effect of which is a dislike of ·all 
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that is sound and a fatal attraction to all that is harmful 11 

(as quoted in Reardon, 1981 :84). 

Reardon also establishes that, in this regard, Luther does not . 

only reiter~te the accepted doctrine, for he goes beyond 

Thomas Aquinas, who regarded original sin as consisting 

primarily in loss of original righteousness (privatio 

justitiae originalis) or even Augustine. Rather, for Luther, 

sin is a condition affecting the entire nature of the human 

person which spreads disharmony and corruption throughout 

puman nature. The law reveals this to us. It (the law) is the 

will of God, and it is known in the natural law, which is 

known by all, in the civil institutions such as family and 

state, through which natural law is ~xpressed, and in the 

positive utterance of God's will in his revelation (1981:84). 

Gonzalez identifies two primary functions which Luther 

attributes to the law, namely that 

" .• as civil law, it restrains the wicked 
and provides the order necessary both for 
social life and for the proclamation of 
the gospel; as "theological" law, it bares 
before us the enormity of our sin" 
(1975 :46-47). 

Gonzalez further contends that it is in its theological 

function that the law is significant for an understanding of 

Luther's theology (1975:47). As was already stated, the law is 

the divine will of God, but this divine will stands in 

contrast to human reality, and as such it manifests itself-as 
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a word of condemnation which awakens the wrath of God. The law 

in itself is good, but because of humanity'.s fall it has 

become incapable of fulfilling God's will, hence the law' 

becomes a word of judgement against humanity. The law, 

therefore, reveals a twofold evil, one inward and the other 

outward. The first, which we inflict on ourselves, is sin and 

the corruption of human nature; the second, which God 

inflicts, is wrath, death, and being accursed (1975:47). Or as 

Nurnberger formulates it: 

"The law shows us what we should be but 
are not and never can be, sinners that we 
are. The law is also incapable of making 
us what we should be. It judges but does 
not redeem" (1985:48). 

There is, however, a second possibility, that is, that God 

allows us into his holy fellowship just as we are, and is 

prepared to suffer under our depravity by forgiving us 

( Nu r n b e r g e r , I 9 8 5 : 4 9 ) • In t h.i s reg a rd Lu the r id e n t i f i e s the 

law as God's means of leading us to Christ, for despite the 

fact that the law is God's divine "no", through it we are 

ready to listen to God's graceful "yes", which is the gospel 

(198~;49). This does, however, not mean that God condones or 

ignores our sin. Rather, the righteousness of God is not a 

phenomenon which we can achieve but whic~ God grants us. For 

Luther this is a justitia aliena (an alien righteousness), t~e 

righte9usness of Christ in which sinners are granted 

participation - Christ takes over our sin ~nd depravity and 

gives us his righteousness and power (Nurnberger, 1985:49). 
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Both Nurnberger (1985:50) and Gonzalez (1975:47) are at pains 

to explain that the gospel, in Luther's view, should not be 

regarded as a new law which clarifies God's demands upon us -

it is not a new way in which we can placate the wrath of God. 

On the contrary, the gospel is God's undeserved "yes" 

pronounced upon sinful human beings in Christ. The gospel is 

God's method of liberating human persons from the wrath of the 

1 aw ; " •••• no t by en ab 1 in g us .t o f u 1 f i 1 the 1 aw , bu t by 

declaring it fulfilled for us ••• The gospel proclaims nothing 

else but salvation by grace, given to man without any works 

and merits whatsoever" (Gonzal~z, 1975:47). 

However, the appearance of the gospel does not imply that the 

law is entirely left behind. We are justified but we remain 

sinners, for the Word of God keeps on showing us our sinful 

condition. The only difference is that there is no need to be 

despondent, for we have the assurance that, in spite of our 

sinful condition, God accepts us unconditionally. In this way 

we can truly co~fess our sins and repent of our sins without 

any attempt to conceal it, either by deriying it or by trusting 

in. our human nature (Nurnberger, 1985 :49). 

To summarize: 

"This then 1.s the difference between Law 
and Gospel for which Luther's theology is 
so famous (or notorious): the Law demands 
the new life of Christ; the Gos_pel bestows 
it. It is a difference not of content but 
of function. The one puts the sinner to 
death with Christ on the cross, the other 
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allows him to rise from the dead with 
Christ to a new life ••• The Law is 
effective as long as man is a sinner. The 
Gospel gives him a new life and he no 
longe'r requires any Law" (Nurnberger, 
1985:49-50). 

Like Irenaeus, Luther, therefore, views the law as an interim 

measure: it has a pedagogic task, that is, to restrain the 

sinfulness of humanity. Its purpose comes to an end when 

Christ enters human history to liberate the whole of creation 

from its bondage to sin. We shall have occasion again to look 

at this theme when we deal with Luther's socio-political 

thought as embodied in his "Two Kingdom Doctrine". 

2.5. LUTHER OH JUSTIFICATION 

Justification is an important concept in the theology of 

Luther. Gerrish notes that Luther protested against" •.• the 

Nominalist doctrine of preparation for grace and raised 

justification by faith alone to the status of 'the chief 

article' of Christian belief" ( 1983: 315). We should however 

not make the mistake of thinking that justification by faith 

was a new doctrine introduced by Luther. Rather, this doctrine 

had a definite place within the framework of medieval 

scholastic theology. The first post-canonical theologian to 

devote attention to the doctrine of justification was 

Augustine, who was provoked by the Pelagian heresy. Thomas 

Aquinas·, explains Gerrish, also developed the theme of 

justification (1983:315). Luther, however, insisted that 

justification by faith alone was paramount and of prim~ry 
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importance. He, therefore, establishes that it is not by 

keeping the law that the human person can be made righteous 

before God, but only by acceptance of Christ and his 

righteousness. 

For him there are two kinds of Christian righteous~ess, just 

as humanity's sins are of two kinds. The first is external, 

that of Christ; the second is internal, ours, flowing from the 

first. We do not achieve justification on merit. Nor is it 

something which God grants us on the basis of our future 

achievements. Rather, justification is seen by Luther as the 

decree of absolution that God proqounces upon human persons, 

declaring them justified in spite of their sinfulness - it is 

thus "imparted righteousness" (justitia aliena), an alien 

righteousness, that is the righteousness of another, instilled 

from without (Whitelaw, 1984:26). Gonzalez puts it thus: 

"Justification is not God's response to 
our righteousness, but the loving, 
forgiving declaration by God that we, in 
spite of our sin, are now absolved, 
declared to be righteous" (1975 :50). 

This is the righteousness of Christ by which he justifies 

through faith.'Whitelaw (1984 :26) suggests that, for Luther, 

this alien righteousness is given to human persons in baptism 

and whenever they are truly repentant. Through believfng in 

Jesus Christ, therefore, Christ's righteousness becomes our 

r i g h t e o u s n es s "and a 11 th a t he h as b e c om e s o u r s ; r at he r he 

himself becomes ours" (1984:26). Humanity deserves wratq and 

condemnation, but through the sheer mercy of God, everything 
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which Christ has becomes ours and is bestowed on the unworthy. 

Hence, this righteousness - justitia aliena - 1s fundamental 

and primary: it stands as the basis and cause, the source of 

all our own righteousness. Yet, it remains justitia aliena -

it is instilled 1n us from outside ourselves, b~ grace alone 

and apart from our works (1984:27): 

"It 1s set over against original sin, 
likewise alien, also acquired without our 
works by birth alone. This alien 
righteousness, that is Christ, expells the 
old Adam more and more. It is not 
instilled all at once, but begins, makes 
progress and is finally perfected at 
d e a th " ( Wh i t e 1 aw , 1 9 8 4 : 2 7 ) • 

The second type of righteousness is the justitia propria - the 

exercise of good works which consummates the first, alien 

righteousness. Whitelaw explains that this is our proper 

righteousness, not because we have initiated it, but because 

we cooperate with Christ's righteousness. Justitia propria is, 

therefore, the product, fruit or consequence of justitia 

aliena. Now human persons are set free fr9m self-seeking 

righteousness since they seek only the welfare of others 

(1984:27). We should, however, not misinterpret Luther on the 

issue of justitia propria. He insists that justification 

cannot be achieved through works 

" .• the Word of God cannot be received and 
cherished by any works whatever but only 
by faith. Therefore it is clear that, as 
the soul needs only the Word of God for 
its life and righteousness, so it is 
justified by faith alone and not any 
works; for if it could be justified by 
anything else, it would not need the Word, 

- 69. -



and consequently it would not need faith." 
(L.w. Vol.31:346). 

Hence, for Luther, faith cannot exist in connection with 

works. This must, however, not give rise to an interpretation 

that Luther rejected good works per se. Rather, in Luther's 

understanding, good works are not capable of saving - faith i~ 

needed. However, good works which are seen as the fruit of 

faith must have a positive value for the believing person. He 

states "although, as I have said, a man is abundantly and 

sufficiently justified by faith inwardly ••.. yet he remains in 

this mortal life on earth. In this life he must control his 

body and have dealings with men. Here the works begin ••. In 

doing these works, however, we must not think that a man is 

justified before God by them, for faith, which alone is 

righteousness before God, cannot endure that erroneous 

opinion" (L.W. Vol.31 :358-359). 

Furthermore, for Luther, good works are not only useless in 

terms of salvation, it is also sinful to trust in them. Since 

the church of Luther's day taught that humanity was 

essentially good and could perform good works, as if good 

works could serve as a substitute for faith in Christ, it was 

essential for Luther to react strongly against that false 

notion. For him it was clear that the justification of·the 

sinner is a work accomplished by God himself through Christ. 

Therefore, to assert that the works of human persons can 

satisfy God is to deny efficacy to Christ's cross and God's 

1nitiative in salvation (Gerrish, 1983 315). 
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For Luther, j~stification is directly connected to faith, for 

he insists that justification comes by faith alone. This is so 

because God imparts to us the righteousness of Christ, and the 

only way in which we can comprehend Christ and his 

righteousness is by faith. Hence, Luther's declaration that 

faith alone justifies without works. His insistence on 

justification by faith alone does, however, not imply that 

faith is something human persons do to ensure salvation 

faith is not a work. Rather, faith is a divine activity on 

God's part which takes place in the hearts of human persons 

and which must necessarily result in a new relationship 

between God and human persons. Faith is the ,work of the Holy 

Spirit within the human heart - it is a work of God. This 

apparent contradiction can be properly understood only in the 

light of Luther's dialectic between Law and Gospel which we 

have discussed earlier. Works, which include all human effort, 

belong under the Law, whereas faith and justification, that 

is, divine activity, belong under the Gospel (Gonzalez, 

1975:51). Gonzalez quotes Luther thus: 

"Faith is not properly referred to as our 
work according to the Scriptures, but now 
and then as a kind of work of God. There i__., 

are two teachings, law and promise; and 
law and work are correlatives, just as 
promise and faith are. Therefore, we ought 
not to call faith works, but. faith the 
faith of promise not a faith of the law. 
Conversely, work is the work of the law 
not a work of faith. Accordingly, faith 
does not look to the law, nor is it a 
work. For that is properly called a work 
which b~longs to the law. Faith, then, is 
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not a work, since it looks toward the 
promise" (1975:51-52). 

' A further important point that should be noted is that Luther 

has little to say about human activity. A human person has no 

faith - it is in fact, impossible for human persons to have 

faith on their own·. Luther has it that there is nothing in 

h~manity that is capable of working faith in it. Their n~tural 

powers cannot produce the supernatural gift, It is precisely 

a·t _this point that Luther parts company with his scholastic 

background which taught that it is virtue which produces 

belief and vice which produces unbe.lief. Rather, faith is 

God's activity alone- only God can give faith. This God-given 

faith is not a mere intellectual or credal exercise, but a 

daring and living confidence in the grace of God. A personal 

commitment to Jesus Christ who is the objict of faith is 

.required. Such faith results in imparted righteouness, so that 

the Christian can be at once justified and a sinner - simul 

justus et peccator (Gonzalez, 1975:.52). Justification, 

therefore, does not imply that we are made perfect, or that we 

cease to sin, rather, justification means that the sinner is 

lib.erated from the curse of the Law (Brunner, 1962 :210-2 I I). 

2.6. LUTHER'S "TWO KINGDOM" DOCTRINE IN RELATION TO HIS 

DOCTRINE.OF SIN 

Thus it should be evident that Luther's doctrine of sin is 

profoundly "personal" but, not in the private sense. 

Nurnberger (1985:51) points out, that what should become 
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this sinful world can be expressed by two concepts, that is, 
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the background of Tradition, 

2.6.l. AUGUSTINE'S INFLUENCE ON LUTHER 

Kar 1 H , He r z ( I 9 7 6 : I 8 ) e s t ab 1 i sh e s t h a t Lu th e r i s Au g u s t in i a n 

·in his political thought and argues that it is, therefore, 

reasonably safe to say that important elements in Luther's 

political ethics were taken from Augustine. This com~s to the 

fore especially in Luther's concept of temporal government 

viewed as a forma et remedium peccati and in his use of 

Augustine's concept of humankind's division into two kingdoms, 

that is, the regnum Dei and the regnum Satani or regnum Mundi 

(1976:18). 

Cargill Thompson (1984:3) denies, however, that Luther was 

content just to reproduce the ideas of Augustine. He explains 

that, although Luther's political thought is primarily imbued 

with the ideas of the CITY OF GOD and particularly with the 

idea of the eschatological conflict between the two ~~gdoms 

-0f God and the Devil, which forms one of the principal motifs 

in his thought, his own doctrine of the Two 
1
Kingdoms, as it 

was worked out after 1522, was a much more subtle and complex 

doctrine than Augustine's, and it went much further than 

Augustine's in providing a concrete foundation for a genuine 

Christian political theory, Hence, Thompson's conviction that 

11
,, .although as a political theorist Luther stands in the 

Augustinian tradition, as a political theorist he is at once 
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much more profound and more practical than Augustine" 

(1984:3). 

2.6.2. LUTHER VS. THE MEDIEVAL WORLD 

In order to g~asp Luther's doctrine of the "Two Kingdoms" it 

is imperative to understand that he emerged out of the 

medieval era where religious and politiial thought were 

closely intertwined, at times in conflict and at times in a 

mutually beneficial alliance for both political and church 

author it y • We contend , with Th om p son ( I 9 8 4 : 4 4 ) , that Luther ' s 

formulation of the "Two Kingdom Theory" should be regarded as 

a genuine attempt to terminate this close alliance between the 

religious and the political spheres. Luther's doctrine stands 

out as a radical attempt to de-politicize religion and it 

definitely resulted in the breaking of the Church's power as a 

social and political force, the reason being that Luther and 

his followers viewed religion primarily as personal., 
! 

Whether Luther actually succeeded in breaking the intimate 

alliance beteen religion and politics is a question to which 

we shall attempt to give an answer later. Suffice it to say 

that Luther, impelled by the evils of his age, made a radical 

distinction the church is responsible for the Word; the 

state for the social structures. It is important to say that 

Luther's idea differed from the medieval one in that he viewed 

the two divine orders as existing in a parallel and not in an 

hierarchical relationship. Luther did not regard the two 
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orders as two tiers as embodied in Thomism (Thompson, 

)984:44). 

2.6.3. JUSTIFICATION AND THE "TWO KINGDOMS" 

By now it should be clear that Luther's "Two Kingdom Theory" 

is the key to his social and political thought. Thompson 

(1984:42) establishes that, for Luther, the distinction 

between the two kingdoms is vitally important for two 

principal reasons Firstly, to the maintenance of order in 

the world, and secondly, to the proper behaviour of Ch_ristians 

in this world. Thompson argues that, "in. essence, the idea 

that God has instituted two orders of existence for mankind -

the spiritual order of salvation and the temporal order of the 

natural world - is a logical development from his Theology of 

Justification ••.• the belief that the Christian has two 

natures, resulting in two roles" (1984:42). The human person 

is , the ref ore , b o th a "t em po r al " person (we 1 t per son ) and a 

"spiritual" person - and the 
) 

"temporal" person has an 

independent spiritual existence (1984:42). 

As has already been determined, Luther's Theology of 

Justification implies a rejection of the belief that humanity 

can do anything in the natural orders to secure a position in 

the ~piritual order. For Luther the two orders can only exist 

separately and distinctly (Thompson, 1984 :44). It is possible 

to regard the spiritual order as superior to the temporal 

order - the former is the order of salvation. As it relates to 
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. humanity's earthly existence, the orders exist in a parallel 

relationship 
/"' 

I 

"They represent distinct and parallel 
modes of man's existence, corresponding to 
his dual ·nature. In one he works out his 
salvation; in the other he lives his 
natural life in the world" (Thompson, 
1984:44) 

Whilst these two orders are distinct and parallel, they are 

not antithetical but complementary. They correspond both to 

humanity's two natures and to God's activity in the world: his 

work of creation and his work of salvation (1984:45). There is 

thus a clear point of connection between Luther's "Two Kingdom 

Doctrine" and the counter-weight of Justification by faith. 

2.6.4. THE VALIDITY OF SECULAR AUTHORITY 

Luther react~d strongly against the belief of his times that 

secular authority should be regarded as a pagan, huma~and 

ungodly thing. For him, secular authority is a divine order 

which should be obeyed and honored by every person. Secular 

authority and all the other orders of creation (marriage, 

labour, etc.) are not only divine gifts but are divine in 

themselves. Hence, for Luther, secular law and the sword are 

in this world in accordance with God's will and ordinance 

(L.W. Vol.45:100). He argues that " ••• it is certain and ·clear 

enough that it ·is God's will that the temporal sword and law 

be used for the punishment of the wicked and the protection of 

_the upright ••• " (L.W. Vol.45:87). Secular authority is, 
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therefore, valid and necessary because the children of Adam 

must be divided into two distinct classes: 

" ••• ,. the first belong to the Kingdom of 
God, the second to the kingdom 6f the 
world. Those who belong to the Kingdom of 
God are all true believers who are 1n 
Christ and under Christ, for Christ is 
King and Lord in the Kingdom of 
God ••••. all who are not Christians belong 
to the kingdom of the world and are under 
the Law ••• one must carefully distinguish 
between these two governments. Both must 
be permitted to remain; the one to produce 
righteousness, the other to bring about 
external peace and prevent evil deeds. 
Neither is sufficient in the world without 
the other" (L,W. Vol.45:86-92). 

It 1s imperative, for Luther, that these two regiments, the 

Kingdom of God and the kingdom of the world, be kept distinct 

and not be confused. If such confusion occurs, it will mean 

the negation of God's prescribed order for the universe and 

will of necessity lead to chaos. 

J 
2.6.5. GOD'S DIRECT GOVERNING AUTHORITY 

As a necessary result of Luther's argument that secular 

authority is valid and is ordained. of God, he argues that the 

love and rule,of God in the world are expressed in two related 

ways. The one is within the Regnum Christi; the realm of the 

Kingdom of God. This is God's "proper" kingdom - it is the 

spiritual Kingdom. "It is this Kingdom (not the other) over 

which Christ 1s 'King and Lord'. In it God rules by means of 

his Word and his Spirit. This Kingdom exists for the eternal 

salvation of people : all true Christians belong to it, as 
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private -individuals" (Bax, 1987: 165). Here Christ rules 

supremely within the hearts and minds of Christians - those 

who are under grace and live according to the Gospel ratner 

than the Law. They are the true believers in Christ and 

Christ's own subjects. This must be -viewed as the direct 

governing activity of God - ruling with his right hand. The 

Gospel 1s a Gospel of the Kingdom because it teaches, governs 

and contains God's Kingdom. 

·Christians have no need of the secular law or the sword. This 

is so because they have in their hearts the Holy Spirit 

instructing them to harm no one and willingly and cheerfully 

to suffer injustice and even death for every one. God's right 

hand rule is a spiritual government thro~gh the Word. The 

spiritual government exists· to bring humankind to salvation 

and to unite those who are saved. It is essentially an inward 

g~vernment, a government of,human persons' hearts which· God 

exercises through the word and the Holy Spirit. It is, 1n 

L~ther's phrase, a Horreich - a kingdom of learning - that is, 

it is a goverment which is exercised through the word and 

above. all through preaching; not through external force. "It 

is therefore ·a voluntary rule, a rule which Christians accept 

freely and willingly and not because they are constrained to 

do so ... It 1s therefore entirely non-.coercill'e, it rests on 

exhortation and admonition, and on the. willingness of the 

members of Christ's Kingdom to accept His rule" 

(Thompson,1984:47). Hence, it is not possible, 1n Luther's 

thought, for the secular law and the sword to find any work to 
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do among Christians, since of themselves they do much more 

· than its laws and doctrines can demand 

"The law is not laid down for the just but 
for the lawless •.• because the righteous 
man of his own accord does all and more 
than the law demands. But the unrighteous 
do nothing that the law demands; 
therefore, they need the law to instruct, 
constrain and compel them to do good" 
(L,W. Vol.45:89), 

The true believers live in God's Kingdom, under his right hand 

rule and under grace and is subject to God alone, hence they 

need neither the secular law nor the secular arm. They have 

the Holy Spirit to guide them ~nd to enlighten them and to 

keep them from personal wrong-doing. The Holy Spirit grants 
) 

the citizens of God's Kingdom love for all human persons and 

to the acceptance of any wrong done to them - even death, 

"Where there is nothing but the unadulterated doing of right 

and·bearing of wron~, there is no need for any suit, 

·litigation, court, judge, penalty, law, or sword. For this 

reason it is impossible that the temporal sword and law 

should find any work to do among Christians, since they do of 

their own accord much more than all laws and teachings can 

demand ... " (L.W. Vol.45:89). 

2.6.6. GOD'S INDIRECT GOVERNING ACTIVITY 

But God has another Kingdom, his "strange" Kingdom. Bax 

(1987: 165) notes that this is the worldly or political 

Kingdom, and it exists for the outward protection of toe lives 

- 81. -



of people. This Kingdom is not ruled by God through Christ or 

his Spirit, but through the secular gove~nment and by means of 

the law and sword. All non-Christians belong to this Kingdom 

and are under the law and compulsion. They are subjected to 

the law and the sword in order to prevent them from being 

wicked, that is, they are externally restrained from all evil 

deeds. They need the law to instruct, constrain and compel 

them to do what is good. The temporal government is a 

government of force: 

"It exists because the majority of men are 
not Christians and will not obey the word 
willingly. They therefore have to be 
compelled to avoid sin ••• It is ... a 
government of wrath and judgement which ) 
proclaims God's wrath to sinners. By 
definition, therefore, it is coercive, it 
is a government of force whose primary 
function are preventative and deterrent 

. (Thompson, 1984 :4 7). 

For Luther, it is God's left hand rule. God's left hand rule 

may, there~ore, appear to be cruel because secular rulers need 

to resort to violence to maintain order as a last resort. Thus 

humanity's natural assessment of a given situation will 

determine the structure and implementation of the law of the 

state. Reardon formulates Luther's position thus: 

" .• In this respect the state is the 
servant of God, performing what Luther 
characterizes as God's opus alienum, his 
"strange work" of forcible restraint and 
punishmentt strange because at once 
needful yet alien to his nature and 
purposes. Thus the state may be called, 
thanks to the presence therein of sin, the 
'Kingdom of God's left hand', whereas 
God's opus proprium, his "proper work" 
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declared in the gospel, has for its 
instrument the church, the 'Kingdom of his 
right hand'" (1981:85) •. 

For Luther, political or secular rule is ordained and 

sanctioned by God. Wherever secular rule works peace, order 

and justice, it must enjoy the support of Christians. Since 

the power of the state is God's servant, it exists for all to 

use. Hence, Luther encourages Christians to. become personally 

engaged in politics. Christians are to use their engagement in 

secular government to create a more just society for all 
f 

humanity. 

Yet, Christians must be mindful that, as far as they 

themselves are concerned, they are subject neither to the law 

nor t o t h·e s word and need n e i the r • S inc e , how eve r , the w or 1 d 
.. ) 

and the mas·ses are and always will be unchristian, botb 

kingdoms mus~ be permitted to remain the one in order to 

produce piety, and the other· to bring external peace and to 

prevent evil deeds; neither is sufficient in the world without 

the other. Nurnberger (1985:57) sums Luther's position up 

th 45: 

- in both spheres of rule, God opposes sin and evil and makes 

life and righteousness possible in the spiritual sphere, the 

righteousness of Christ, in the secular sphere, civil justice 

- in both spheres of rule, Christian freedom motivated by the 

creative and saving love of Christ is decisive. 
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2~6.7. THE LIMITS OF SECULAR AUTHORITY 

We have established that both the spiritual and secular realms 

are God's creation, expressing his dominion over all created 

things. Chri~tians belong to both realms and must carry out 

God's will in both, Lausten (1983:54) correctly indicates that 

Luther gives recognition to political authority in so far as 

its reason and purpose are part of God's struggle against sin 

and evil. Obedience to political authority should not be a 

type of slavish obedience, for civil authority also has its 

limits. However, Luther also makes it clear that secular 

authority is divine and should under no circumstances be 

resisted. Christians are to obey secular authority and should 

not interfere with its functioning. 

"Men in authority are like gods under God, 
given responsibility of order and concord 
in the world and the suppression of 
disorder and anarchy. Rulers ought, to be 
sure, to govern justly, and if they do not 
they will ultimately pay the penalty 
before God .... But, Luther holds, they 
cannot be actively resisted. In the face 
of injustice, the Christian can only 
suffer. He cannot rebel" (Dillenger & 
Welch, 1954:54), 

In general, therefore, Christians are compelled to be 

subordinate to secular authority, even if it is evil and 

unjust. This needs to be so because humanity's obedience 

towards worldly authority is grounded in God's ultimate 

sovereignty. The implication is, however, not that the 

authority of secular rulers is unlimited and that they must be 

obeyed whatever they command. On the contrary, Luther 
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demarcates clear limits to the power of secular authority. He 

contends that secular authority can have no power over the 

souls of human persons. The authority of secular government is 

fundamentally temporal. "Consequently, if they command 

anything that is contrary to God's word or which involves 

disobedience to God, they must not be obeyed" (Thompson, 

1984:97). The soul is God's responsibility alone and is taken 

out of all human hands. and placed under the power of God 

alone. Hence, secular authority cannot prescribe in matters of 

faith, and if they do, Christians have no choice but to 

disobey them. In this regard Luther wrote: 

"Gracious sir, I owe you obedience in body 
and property; command me within the limits 
of your authority on earth, and I will 
obey. But if you command me to believe or 
to get rid of certain books, I will not 
obey; for then you are a tyrant and 
overreach yourself, commanding where you 
have neither the right nor the 
authority ..•• " (L.W. Vol.45:112). 

Let us hasten to say that Luther's position on civil 

disobedience must not be interpreted as a call to resistance 

justifying force. Opposition to worldly powers is limited for 

Luther to the withholding of obedience only. Violence is not 

an option, foi endless distress will be the result 

(Nurnberger, 1985:57-58). What is clear is that, within 

Lu th e r ' s " Tw o Ki n g do m" d o c t r i n e , t he r e i s a c 1 e a r 1 i mi t t o the 

power of pplitical authority. Hence, they can only command 

people within the limits of their power on earth. 



2.7. SUMMARY AND CRITIQUE 

Our investigation shows that, on the question of the origin of 

sin, Luther relied heavily on Augustine on the level of his 

theological-Pauline way of thinking, rather than his 
I 

philosophical-Neo Platonic tendencies. We have, furher, 

established that Luther had no interest in establishing a 

general theory concerning the nature of "the bad", as is 

evident in Augustine. Hence, in Luther's thought, "the bad" 

does not even negatively occupy any meaningful place in the 

structure of the world. The origin of human sinfulness is the 

fall of Adam, who is an historical figure, hence his fall is 

an historical event. Adam stands in history as the "head" of 

corporate humanity - what affected Adam, therefore, a~fects 

the entire human race. Luther, in our opinion, argues 

correctly against the division between the imago and the 

similitudo as is found in Irenaeus. He rightly declares that 

humanity is a unity - even in its corrupt state. Humanity's 

relation to God is therefore not something which is added to 

human nature - rather it is the core and ground of its being. 

Hence, the imago is the same as the justitia originalis - it 

signifies the proper relationship in which humanity stands to 

God. 

We concur with Brunner that, if we take Luther's historical 

context into account, his position on the imago must be viewed 

as a significant step in the direction of understanding the 

human nature theologically, as opposed to philosophically, for 
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human nature can only be understood in the light of God's Word 

(1939:508). We have shown how, in Luther's opinion, 'humanity 

lost its original state of righteousness and how the image of 

God in humanity became obliterated through sin. The Fall 

results in the loss of the "private" imago of. righteousness,' 

but the "public" imago of dominion and knowledge of God 

survives. We have, further, established that Luther's 

anthropological thinking provides the basis for his 

political-social thinking as is evident in.his "Two Kingdom 

Doctrine" - the state representing the rule of Christ over 

non-Christians through the justitia civilis, and the church 

the rule of Christ through the Gospel of justification by 

faith through grace. 

.) 

Luther's concern, we have identified, is with the concrete 

fact of sinf~l human persons having to face a wrathfu~ God. 

This situation requires that ·God imparts his own righteousness 

upon humanity - this, for Luther, is 1ncomprehensible. 

On the question of original sin we have noted that although 

Luther draws on Augustine, he also differs from him in that 

the idea of concupiscence is lifted out of its narrow sexual 

sphere, and the struggle against the idea of liberum 

arbitrium (free will) is driven to its ultimate consequences. 

Luther's confession is simply that human nature is totally 

corrupt, hence original sin cannot be defined in scholastic 

t e rm s as a de f e c t o r h an d i cap . For h i m , or i g in a 1 s in i s. 1 i n k e d 

to pro-creation through Adam's fall - that is, the seed 
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necessary for pro-creation became so sinful that original sin 

and concupiscientia are identical - yet, they are alien to 

~umanity and received by birth. A necessary result is that 

hereditary sin receives its sinful quality from original sin 

or· .as Wh it e 1 aw ( I 9 8 4 : 3 I ) put s it : a c tu a 1 s in 1. s the fr u i t o f 

original sin and is antecedent to faith. Yet original sin 

should not be regarded as the loss pf original righteousness -

rather, its essen~e 1.s constant and active rebellion against 

God's will. Essentially then, Luther's doctrine of original 

sin is a confession of the total corruption of human nature 

and the enslavement of the human will to sin. We restate our 

earlier objection that, if Luther asserts that sin has become 

11·0 u r nature" , it w o u 1 d be just if i ab 1 e to accuse him of having 

fallen into a crude form of determinism (Brunner, 1939:146). 

This is a theme to which we shall return in the next cqapter 

where it will also be pointed out that there is a serious 

objection to the narrow sense in which Luther employed the 

concept "concupiscence". 

We concede that we are sinners, but we also contend that in 

spite,· of our sin, we remain "being-in-decision" - we are 

actively engaged 1.n rebellion against God. We, therefore, 

contend, in concurrence with Brunner, that sin never becomes a 

quality or substance - sin is and remains an act (1939:146). 

The. main criticism, therefore, against Luther's idea of 

inherited sin, 1.s that it overlooked or obscured this 

permanent quality of the actuality of sin. Rather, it i£ our 

contention that sin can never be a state, but is always an 
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act. Hence, being a sinner is not a state but an act, because 

it is being a person - even though it is negative action 

against God (1939:150). 

We concur with Luther in insisting that the most profound fact 

about the human condition is that we are sinners - our entire 

nature is informed by sin, and by ourselves we cannot discover 

s in be ca us e it i s s o per v a s i v e ( Go n z a 1 e z , I 9 7 5 : 4 9 ) • Wh a t we 

can do is to compare our deeds with the requirements of 

natural law and in this way learn that we have broken the law 

- but this will not reveal to us what it means to be a sinner. 

For this reason Luther denies the possibility of free will 

within human persons, because it will imply that human persons 

are capable of opting to do good on \heir own, which, in turn, 

implies a denial of human sinfulness. As stated earlier, for 

Luther the bondage of the will to evil is connected to the 

dialectic between Law and Gospel and with the pervasiveness of 

human sin .. We can only will evil, but have the passive 

capacity to be turned in the right direction. But for God this 

suffices, for through Christ he turns our sin toward him, ·so 

that in spite of our sinful condition, we may commune with 

God. Hence Brunner's contention (1939:330), that each human 

person has been created for this humanitas even in the midst 

of the contradiction of sin, 

We have examined Luther's contention that our sinfulness is 

revealed to us by the Law, and. agree with him that the Law 

exposes us for what we are - peop~e incapable of performing 
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thqse things which the Law commands us to do. The Law, we have 

established, is the will of God and has two primary functions. 

Firstly, it reveals the evil which we inflict on ourselves, 

that is, sin and the corruption of nature, and, secondly, the 

evil inflicted on us by God, that is, wrath, death and being 

accursed (Gonzalez, 1975:46-47). Or as Nurnberger .puts it: 

"The law shows us what we should be but 
are not and never can be, sinners that we 
are. The law is also incapable of making 
us what we should be. It judges but does 
not redeem (1985:48). 

The law is God's divine "no" to sinners, yet God allows us 

into his fellowship, for through the law, contends Luther, we 

become ready to listen to God's gracious "yes", which is the 

Gospel. God grants us his righteousness - the justitia aliena 
'-..... . 

(an alien righteousness) whereby Christ takes over our sin and 

gives us his _righteousness. It is not a new law, rather, it is 

God's method of liberating us from the wrath of the law, for 

through it we have the assurance that, in spite of our sinful 

condition, God accepts us unconditionally. 

Luther negates any possibility that salvation could be earned 

- rather, salvation comes in the person of Jesus Christ alone. 

In him we hear God's word whi~h liberates us completely from 

our bondage to sin, death and evil. Essentially this is the 

word of Justification. Luther identifies two kinds of 

Christian righteousness just as humanity's sins are of two 

kinds. The first is external, that of Christ, the second is 

internal, ours, flowing from the first. Justification is 
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defined by Luther as the decree of absolution that God 

pronounces upon human persons, declaring them justified in 

spite of their sinfulness - it is thus an alien righteousness 

(justitia aliena), that is, the righteousness of another 

instilled from without. This is the righteousness of Christ by 

which he justifies through faith. Whitelaw (1984:27), we have 

noted, argues that it more and more expels the old Adam in us, 

for it is set over against original sin, likewise alien, also 

acquired without works by birth alone. 

The second type of righteousness we have established, is the 

justitia propria - this is our proper righteousness, not 

because we have initiated it, but because we cooperate with 

Chist's righteousne~s and is related to good works. Justitia 

propria is therefore the product, fruit or consequence of 

justitia aliena. Good works only have value if they are seen 

as the fruit of faith, because justification is directly 

connected to faith, for justification comes by faith alone. 

Faith, however, is not a work - it is God's divine activity in 

the human heart which establishes a new relationship between 

God and human persons - hence we are at once justified and 

sinners (simul justus et peccator). It means, we have (' 

.established, that the sinner is liberated from the curse of 

the Law. 

' . 

We concede that on one level, Luther's doctrine of sin is 

explicitly personal, but, not in the private sense. It 

highlights the personal act, of turning away from the ground 
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of our being - that to which we actually belong. Paul Tillich 

says that "sin expresses most sharply the personal character 

of estrangement over against its tragic side ••••• the word has 

a sharpness which accusingly points to the element of personal 

responsibility 10 one's estrangement ••••• It is not a state of 

things ••• but a matter of both personal freedom and universal 

destiny" ( 1957 :46). Sin, for Luther, has to do with the human 

person, hence the Christian consciousness of sin is the basis 

of all doctrines about sin. This consciousness of sin 

establishes within us the revelation that we are incapable of 

working out our own salvation and incapable even of being 

saved - we need somebody from outside ourselves - a Redeemer -

the justitia aliena, to create new relationships between God 

and human persons. In Luther, we have seen, this only becomes 

possible through faith in Jesus r.hrist. 

We concede that, 10 Luther, .sin is personal. It has to do with 

the.human person's relationship to God. However, we also 

contend that on another, level Luther's doctrine of sin is 

profoundly socio-political. The truth of the matter is that 

the consideration of sin as a state or condition of .. 
individuals, or of human nature in individuals, does not 

e~haust its significance (Denney, 1895:86). This became 

especially evident when we examined Luther's ''Two Kingdom 

Doctrine", where the , "second use of the Law" was operative. 

We have established that although Christians live not under 

the law but under the gospel, we do not live in heaven but in 
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this sinful world, We concur with Nurnberger (1985:51) that if 

it is true that faith allows us to participate in the new life 

which is offered by Christ and in God's eschatological 

Kingdom, then this must become visible in this sinful world 

and hence in our daily lives. We have established that this 

fact implies a negation of the notion that one can possibly be 

a good Christian in one's private life but not in one's public 

life. It is a rejection of the notion that our private sphere 

is less sinful than our socio-political life. To Luther, we 

have established, this was self-evident, for we have 

established a clear connection between his "Two Kingdom 

Doctrine" and the counter-weight of Justification by faith. 

Because a Christian is both justified but still a sinner, 

(s)he belongs to both the secular and the sacred realms. In 

both spheres of rule God opposes·sin and evil and makes life 

and righteousness possible in the spiritual sphere the 

righteousness of Christ, in .the secular sphere civil justice, 

"In both spheres of rule, Christian freedom motivated by the 

creative and saving love of Christ is ·decisive (Nurnberger, 

1985 :57). 

We have also established that Lµther gives recognition to 

political authority in so far as its reason and purpose are 

part of God's struggle against sin and evil. Obedience to 

political authority should not be a type of slavish obedience, 

for civil authority also has its limits. 
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We confirm that the reformer recognizes the socio-political 

nature of sin alongside its personal nature, but we also 

contend that a careful study of his "Two Kingdom Doctrine" 

reveals that he was extremely conservative in his political 

thinking. Thompson notes that Luther regards as God-give~ the 

present structures and institutions of society. Hence, they 

are not in need of improvement and his thought contains no 

rad i ca 1 c r it i q u e of the ex is ting soc i a 1 or de r ( I 9 8 4 : 8 ) • One 

cannot help but wonder what his stance would have be~n if he 

lived in South Africa today, in a situation t~us described .by 

the Kairos Document 

"The situation we are dealing with here is 
one of dppression. The conflict is between 
an oppressor and the oppressed. The 
conflict is between two irreconcilable 
causes or interests in which the one is 
just and the other is unjust" (1985:15). 

At the conclusion of our study, it should become clear where 

we think Luther would have stood in this conflict. Thompson 

(1984:8) contends that there are certain revolutionary 

principles in Luther's political thought, namely: 

the belief that secular authority was instituted by God and 

that secular authority derive their authority from God. 

- the belief that temporal and ecclesiastical authority are 

completely distinct and must not be confused (1984:8). 
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Thompson is however justified when he further comments that: 

"In terms of their historical impact, the 
significance of these ideas can hardly be 
overestimated •••• The emphasis on 
non-resistance and the divine right of 
temporal authority involved the rejection 
of papal claims to be the ultimate source 
of all secular authority, as well as the 
rejection of the late medieval doctrine 
that tyrants might lawfully be 
resisted .••• Nevertheless, important as 
these ideas were historically, they hardly 
amount in themselves to a powerful or 
intellectual impressive system of 
political thought (1984:9). 

We concede that whilst it might not have been Luther's aim 

with his "Two Kingdom Doctrine" to legitimize the modern 

separation of Church and State, implying a separation between 

two distinct spheres, either with a religious or a secular 

emphasis, with a call on the devout to withdraw from the world 

and secular life, as both Gerhard Ebeling ( I 964: 178) and Klaus 

Nurnberger (1985:54) are at pains to point out - the former 

contends thus: For one can only be deceived into making such a 

separation through an inability to make a proper distinction 

between God and world, and as a consequent unawareness of 

their ins e par ab 1 e int e r re 1 at ions hi p ( I 9 6 4 : I 7 8 ) • 0 r as Jurgen. 

Moltmann formulates it: "Luther's two kingdoms doctrine is in 

its truth a critical-polemical separation between God and 

Caesar. It permits neither a Caesaro-papalism nor a clerical 

theocracy. It intended to teach that the world and politics 

may not be deified, nor may they be religiously administered" 

( 1984 : 7 0). 
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Nonetheless, we hold the view that this is precisely what 

llappened with the "Two Kingdom Doctrine". Jose Miguez Bonino 

1983:23) vindicates this point in ident~fying three important 

aspects in Luther's doctrine in support of our thesis: 

- Luther discerns the signs of the times in recognizing the 

~elative autonomy of political power and existence. 

- His positive conception of political power and his rejection 

of any retreat into a spiritual isolation that would abdicate 

resposibility for this dark sphere of the world. Luther is 

adamant that even political power falls within God's sovereign 

ru~e. 

Miguez Bonino's third point is of crucial importance in 

exposing the flaw.s within Luther's doctrine of the "Two 

Kingdoms" and in exposing the reality of the socio-political 

nature of sin. Miguez Bonino states: 

"Luther carries the distinction between 
the two "cities" over into the existence 
of each Christian person. He does this, 
however, by means of a distinction that 
will eventually play into one of the most 
cherished notions to be developed by the 
modern bourgeois world - the distinction 
between "private" and "public" with the 
former referring to the gospel and the 
latter to a law the contents of which is 
not clearly definedll (1983:23). 

Moltmann (1984:72) concedes that the impression of a type of 

dualism reasonably ensues, and has led some Lutheran 
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theologians again and again to conform to unjust social 

structures because of the absence of the criterion for 

justice. He explains that this false dualism arises when one 

attempts to take the distinction of both regiments out of the. 

world-historical drama of the battle between the reign of evil 

and the reign of God, and deals with it in isolation on its 

own. "The more both regiments are seen in their common 

struggle against the kingdom of the devil, the closer they 

come together and so 

become .. ( 1984 :7 2). 

the clearer their common features 

It is this false dualism and the question of the individual 

Cqristian's relation to government authority which call into 

question the whole doctrine of the "Two Kingdoms". Luther's 

greatest _problem is his insistence on trying to distingiush 

between spiritual and political matters. He affirmed the need 

for Christians to reject all interference by political 

authority in spiritual matters, while he was prepared to allow 

them freedom to govern in political matters. Yet, it is 

precisely here that confusion occurs. Precisely what is 

spiritual and what is political? 

We contend that in South Africa today this dualism, the 

separation of things "spiritual" from things "political", is 

used to justify the absolute claims of political power and to 

insist on a blind acceptance and obedience of the apartheid 

state. It is summed up thus by the Evangelical Witness in 

SQuth Africa: 
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"What this dualism has done is that one 
can live a pietistic "spiritual" life and 
st.ill continue to oppress, exploit, and 
dehumanize people •••. In this way the 
oppressors of this world are able to 
maintain their system by conveniently 
confining the gospel to the spiritual 
realm alone. It is just like keeping the 
gospel in captivity to be able to continue 
in sin without any disturbance to their 
consciences ...... " (1987:9). 

We corroborate .Karl Rahner's view that any person, who with6ut 

"suspicion", takes social conditions for granted, must as a 

Cpristian be confronted with the question as to whether the 

hul:llan person is a sinner, that there is in 'existence a "sin of 

the world", 

"that the world is seated in wickedness; 
he must ask whether his retreat to a 
private, inner world, where alone the 
drama is to be played between the 
redeeming God of freedom, love and 
justice, and sinful man, doe·s not corrupt 
Christianity and the unity of the living 
historical person as much as the attempt 
to reduce Christianity to a purely 
humanitarian and social commitment" 
(1974:124). 

Finally, we reiterate our belief that sin is both personal and 

social as is found in Luther, but concur with Gustavo 

Gutierrez that' a "distinction of planes (1973:65) should be 

rejected and therefore Luther's "Two Kingdom Doctrine" is 

unacceptable to us, for such a distinction between the 

"sacred" and the "secular" has the effect of concealing the 

real political option of a large s~ctor of the Christian 

Community - that 1s, support for the established order ~gainst 

the poor and the oppressed. We prefer to speak of the one 
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Kingdom of God ip its two forms, that 1.s, the "already" 

(permeated by all forms of sin) an.d the "not yet" (where sin 

in its totality is eradicated and overcome). 

*** *** *** 
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CHAPTER 3 

JUAN LUIS SEGU~DO 

3. GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

in the previous chapter we concurred with Denney (1895:86) 

that the consideration of sin as an incident, and as a state 

or condition of individuals, or of human nature in 

individuals, that is, the personal nature of sin, does not 

exhaust its significance. It was our contention that actions 

and their consequences affect others besides the actors; that 

sin is not only personal but social. Yet, we are in full 

agreement with Alfredo Fierro that it is undeniable that in 

the world today religion has been characteristically conceived 

as a private .~£fair. It is precisely against this erroneous 

perception that this thesis militates. 

"In this connection it is worth pointing 
out that the existential theology of the 
mid-century was the logical culmination of 
a process in which Christianity was 
increasingly privatized. The process of 
"pr~vatization" characterized modern 
times, and it was even more dominant in 
Protestant Christianity than in Catholic 
Christianity. L~ther himself seems to·have 
been chiefly responsible for withdrawing 
the gospel to the inner life of the 
individual and abandoning public functions 
to game rules that were not only 
autonomous but alien to any ethical 
element. ,,Without any word of protest 
being heard, except perhaps from movements 
for a new cultural Chris·tendom .... one 
could calmly assert that 'religion is a 
private affair' " (1974:23). 
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Fierro (1974: 24), however points out that today attention is 

directed to the public character of the gospel message which 

d~mandi the militance of Christianity in the political arena -

or as he put s it , "the i r r up ti on o f Ch r i st i ans into po 1 i tic a 1 

life ••• " (1974:24). Today, theology has· come to see that the 

fundamental message of the Gospel is a summons not only to 

individual human beings but also to social structures and 

institutions. Emphasis is now laid on the "public character" 

of the Christian message vis-a-vis society, and on the need to 

redeem social structures. "This fact, along with the social 

scope of the pr~claimed message encompassing not only 

' individuals but also social units, serves as the foundation 

for the public character .of Christianity" (1974:24-25). We 

shall now consider the theology of Juan Luis Segundo as a 

representative of this type of theological engagement, but 

shall also draw on the theological insights of other 

representative scholars. 

3. I. WHO IS SEGUNDO? 

Hennelly 

/1 ( 01.)JJ""" 
( 1979 :5 I) provides the 

.. 
Alfred T. following curriculum 

vitae of Segundo in his book THEOLOGIES IN CONFLICT : He 

was born 1n Montevideo in 1925 and has spent the greater part. 

of his life working in Uruguay. He was ordained a priest in 

1955 and founded the Peter Faber Center for social and 

theological studies at Montevideo 1n 1965 • 
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He has not been employed as a university lecturer in Uruguay 

·and-much of his theology has been developed in dialogue with 

colleagues at the Peter Faber Center and with communities of 

lay Christians. The result, states Hennelly, is that we find 

in Segundo's work an underlying pastoral orientation that 

pervades most of his published work (1979:51). His writing is, 

therefore, not primarily directed to academics nor 1s it slave 

t o t he i n t e r e s t s o r me th o d s o f t he a c a de mi c co mm u n i t y 

(1979:51). 

"His audience is rather adult members of 
the Church in his own country and the rest 
of Latin America, while his interest has 
been to contribute to the continuous 
religious and intellectual maturation of 
that audience" (1979:51). 

3.2. SEGUNDO'S METHODOLOGY 

Since we shali in the course of our investigation, concentrate 

mostly on only two of his major works, that is, GRACE AND 

THE HUMAN CONDITION and EVOLUTION AND GUILT, it will be useful 

to give a brief overview of his general theological appoach 

and methodology. For this purpose we shall rely on the 

information provided by Jose Miguez Bonino in his book DOIN~ 

THEOLOGY IN A REVOLUTIONARY SITUATION (1975:62-64), He 

·describe.s Segundo as perhaps the most "ecumenical" of Latin 

American Catholic theologians, especially in relation to his 

deep roots in European theology, his concern with tradition 

and his wide range of theological interests (1975:62). Miguez 

Bonino concurs with Hennelly (1979:51) that the best way to 
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characterize Segundo's theology is to employ the title of his 

most extensive work (a five-volume series) as an "open 

theology for an adult laity". 

His starting point is the anthropology of Karl Rahner, which 

tries to overcome the dichotomy of grace and human nature by 

conceiving humanity in their very creaturehood as open to God. 

It is the task of 

fas· human persons, 

faith to humanize humanity, to fulfill them 

and to lead them to the realization of their 

.J 
~- true destiny. Hence, for Segundo, there cannot be any division 

{\~ 
faith and the human person's growth in humanity 

Bonino, 1975:62). Neither can there be a division 

between the Church, that is, "the community of those who 

"know" the meaning of humanity", and humanity, which, for 

Segundo, is a Church latent (1975:63). 

This vision, explains Miguez .Bonino, is translated to the 

ethical and social realms. The ethical is related to the 

notion of love, which, for Segundo, is ·the concrete meaning of 

humanity's openness to God. This meaning of human existence is 

known to the Church - the Church announces and exemplifies 

chis and this ·is the direction in which hum·anity moves. Hence, 

the Church exists for the sake of humanity "as a sign of· the 

~eaning of God's purpose which is at the same time man's 

·fulfillment" (1975:63). 

Socio-politically, this-implies a clear discernment of the 

direction in which history moves. Miguez Bonino explains that 

103 



it 1s clear that Segundo's approach to the philosophy of .;\i. 

history 1n this respect is deeply influenced by Teilhard de 

Chardin, by whom history is viewed as a constant movement of 

the entire universe toward ever richer and more comple£ 

syntheses of existence (that is, the principle of evolution), 

ending up in a point which coincides with the Christian 

eschatological vision (1975:63). In Irenaeus, we have seen, 

this movement is perceived as ilhuman growth", that is, as 

humanity's development from an immature child to full 

personhood as an adult. There is thus a clearly discernable 

rapport between the "human-growth-idea" of Irenaeus, and the 

evolutionary thinking of Segundo. Miguez Bonino further 

es~ablishes that a dialectic combin~ng three criteria marks 

Segundo's interpretation of the present time, that is, (I) an 

analysis of society, (2) "a sense of what is right" which is 

collectively,.not individually, discerned (1975 :63). 

"Thirdly, there is the text of Scripture 
and tradition, interpreted in the 
situation and in the light of God's 
universal purpose of redemption. 
Concretely applied, this dialectic points 
t o a two f o 1 d w a y in the s am e cl i r e c t i on : ··on . 
the one hand, toward a greater human 
maturity, to the man come-of-age who takes 
responsibility for his existence and the 
history of humanity (not individually but 
in solidary love); on the· other hand, 
toward a socialization, which is precisely 
the collective and free fulfillment of 
th is human p 1 en i tu de " ( I 9 7 5 : 6 3 - 6 4 ) • 

With this broad understanding of Segundo's general theological 

methodology, we can now proceed to analize more closely his 

doctrine of sin as it affects the personal and social spheres. 
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We propose to deal with our study in the following order: 

3.3. The human condition will be examined in the light of the 

following: 

3.3. I. New Testament data 

3.3.2. Stoicism 

3.3.3. Jansenism 

3.4, The relationship between Concupiscence and Grace will. be 

examined 

3.5. The social dimension of Grace and Sin will be clarified 

3.6. The relationship between Sin and Evolution will be 

.considered with special reference to: 

3. 6. I. The analogy of Entropy 

3.6.2. The features of entropy and sin in relation to 

traditional theology's understanding of the conce~t 

concupiscence 

3.7. Consideration will be given to Segundo's notion of "The 

SIN of the WORLD" or the Biblical conception of sin 

3.8. Segundo's position on sexuality and origi~al sin.will be 

clarified 
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3.9. Summary and Critique 

3.3. THE HOKAH CONDITIOB 

-In his book GRACE ABD THE HUMAN CONDTION Segundo argues for an 

inseparable link between God's grace and the human condition 

(1973: 19)·, He asserts that, 1n the concrete order of history, 

as it is known by human persons, there does not exist any 

human person who is totally alien to God's grace. He concedes, 

however, 'that as human persons we have one basic difficulty, 

namely:' 

"our adherence to something else which 
grace must overcome, the situation which 
it snatches us from in order to get us 
going. In other words, if we are to 
understand the length of Christian 
existence, we must go back ~ar enough in 
our .1 iv es , through faith , to understand 
and appreciate the human condition which 
grace encounters and transforms" 
(1973:15). 

Segundo then draws on the data provided by the New Testament, 

an~ the controversies that arose concerning the theology of 

grace, to arrive at an understanding a~d ~ppreciation of the 

human conditio~ which God's grace encounters and transforms. 

We shall now look at these briefly: 

3.3.1. NEW TESTAMENT DATA 

Romans 7:14-25 describes the condition 1n which God's grace 

encounters human beings thus Prior to God's grace having 
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appeared, we had to rely on our own frail power as creatures 

to make it possible for us to fulfil the law. Segundo 

establishes that here the human condition stands out as being 

divided. - as existing in a profound state of tension between 

that which we desire and decide within ourselves to be and 

that which we end up doing externally. But this is not the 

whole human ~erson (1973:16). Segundo eiplains that the 

Christian faith teaches that the human condition is not the 

human person but ~hat which conditions every human person 

(1973:16). To this theme we shall return again. 

3.3.2. MONASTICISM AND STOICISM 

Segundo traces the history of Monasticism back to the period 

when the tension which had caused the persecution of 

Christians had disappeared (1973:16). Following the peace of 

Constantine, the church felt ·at home in -the world and became a 

sociological reality. There was no risk anymore in being a 

Christian in the world, hence "Christianity became ·a bourgeois 

affair" (1973:16). There were, however, a group of 

nonconformists who, faced with this situation, decided to 

withdraw into 'the desert in order to devote their lives wholly 

to God. "Using asceticism, they regained the whole situation 

of. risk that had once been provoked by persecutions" 

(1973:16)." 

Monasteries were formed, where stress was-placed on the-

ascetical - emphasis was laid on the power of the human will, 
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that is, on the human activity in quest for salvation. In this 

way, states Segundo, Christianity found a certain complicity 

wi~h Stoicism of the Western world (1973:17). The latter 

teaches that there exists a fundamental harmony among all 

things - a supreme law that rules everything. Humanity's 

effort and goal is to bring itself into conformity with this 

truth through reason and action (1973:17). Segundo notes that, 

if we recall Paul's vision of humanity, it should become cle~r 

that Christianity and Stoicism "are irremediably opposed when 

carried to their ultimate conclusions .•. there were bound to be 

infiltrations of Stoic practice into. the spirituality of 

concrete, historical Christianity. And indeed this is what 

happened in the first years of the fifth century, the 

Stoic-Christian current being called Pelagianism. Pelagius, a 

British monk whose real name was Morgan, was the most well 

kn own de f e n d er o f th i s c u r re n t " ( I 9 7 3 : I 7 ) . 

Segundo concedes that, although the Church condemned 

Pelagianism at the regional Council of Carthage in 418, the 

problem of humanity's internal division which we have picked 

up in Paul (we want to do good, but we do not carry it out), 

was translated' concretely into a weakness of liberty, yet it 

did not explain how God's grace opened the possibility for 

humanity to put themselves back into harmony with the 

requirements of God (1973:19). He phrases the problem thus: 

"Does grace actually come to help liberty or to· help the 

law? •••• does it make man more free or less a sinner?" 

(1973:19). 
~ r , 
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~. 3 .,3 JANSEN ISM 

Segundo further establishes that it was especially in 

Jansenism of the 17th and 18th centuries that this latent 

ambiguity came much more to the fore (1973:20). Bishop Jansen 

argued that without grace, humanity fails to be free, for we 

sin and keep on sinning continually. 

"Grace comes to endow good with the 
delight it lacks, When grace is greater, 
that is, when it affords a greater delight 
than evil does, it is also victorious; and 
man then does good voluntarily, but 
infallibly. When grace is less, man will 
lose - voluntarily again, but infallibly -
in his combat against evil" (Segundo, 
1973 :20). 

The Church condemned Jansenism'.by defending liberty, yet, in 

Segundo's opinion, it would seem as if the Church not only 

defended it against concupisc~nce (the inclination to evil) 

but also against grace (the inclination to do good), We shall 

now explore this theme by again referring to Romans 7:14-25), 

3.4. CONCUPISCENCE VERSUS GRACE 

Segundo points out that the Christian faith teaches that, 

without God's grace we would not be human beings fully capable 

of carrying out our lives - for we would be divided and tragic 

beings, We would live under the dominion and be enslaved by 

the reality of the phenomenon called concupiscence - this 

phenomenon is something we experience, We encounter it in our 
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daily lives, in spite of the fact that it is only the 

revelation of ·God that enables us to discern its meaning 

(1973:21). Segundo clarifies his position on concupiscence by 

again referring to Romans 7:14-25 

He establishes "that, for Paul, there exists in humanity a 

principle of personal liberty, but that there is also the 

power of nature that invades every human peison and conditions 

all our executions even though it is indeed alien to the 

innermost core of our own ego. Thus, in Paul's view, liberty 

and nature are the two elements that struggle with each other 

io determine the existence of human persons (1973:21-22). In 

his book THE HUMANIST CHRISTOLOGY OF PAUL, Segundo explains 

Paul's position thus "Paul clearly equates the 'I' with the 

innermost center of the human being, its authentic, inner 

humanity endowed with freedom (7:22). But in moving into 

action and accomplishing work, the human being must travel 

from inside to outside itself. And in this proc~ss, says Paul,· 

impersonal forces take control of human action. So we have a 

divided human being, described summarily b~ Paul in these 

terms 'I know that the good does not. dwell in me •.•• since 

wanting it is within my capacity but accomplishing it is not 

(7:18) 1 
II (1986:115). 

By employing a concept used by Karl Rahner, Segundo identifies 

the radical result of concupiscence as being to 

"de-absolutize" human persons. He t._hen explains that, for 

Paul, this "de-absolutization" is linked only to evil, whereas 

-110 · -



~·. ' . ' 

for Rahner it is connected to both evil and good (1973:25). 
I 

Segundo contends that Paul would not deny what Rahner says. 

The effect of the law of minimum effort is that both virtue 

·and crime go badly for humanity, that humanity is bad at being 

a saint and at being a criminal; that humanity is a poor 

being, much akin to inert beings and quite different from the 

creative being it aspires to be; that it costs it to be 

consistent with itself, both in fulfilling the law and in 

violating it (1973:25) 

In Segundo's opinion, therefore, Paul's conception of 

Christian moral life is that there is no longer in existence, 

within the Christian view a law, independent of us, which 

determines what is good and what is bad. Christians have only 

one law and that is to love in a creative way. Segundo 

explains tha·t the only authentic love is self-giving 

(1973:25). Sin appears on the scene when au~hentic love is 

converted into egotism in order to carry it (love) out more 

easily - when love is limited and restricted by considerations 

of ease (1973:26). This applies to all areas of human 

existence, not least the social arena. "Authentic love sees 

the societal arena as a precondition for the human fulfillment 

of those it loves. To love others authentically means to give 

them a society in which they can develop and reach 

fulfillment. To impatiently tear down the foundations of the 

·society in which other men lives, out of supposed love for 

them, is either a mistak~ or sin. Not in spite of love~ but 

precisely on account of love and its demands. And the same 
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~olds true whe~ we cling to a law that favors us or protects 

US\unjustly" (1973:26). This, for Segundo, is what'Paul means 

when he differentiates between the divine or spi~itual law as 

opposed to a law which tells us what is permitted and what is 

prohibited. Here, in our opinion, Segundo departs from the 

traditional view, especially as found in Luther. The law is 

there to safeguard the collective good of all humanity. 

Hence his contention that liberty, in Paul's. understanding, is 

not the capacity which we have to choose but the positive 

quality of determining our own existence, that is, to choose 

the good (1973:27). Non-liberty on the other hand implies 

allowing ourselves to being ruled by a law from the outside 

and that, for Segundo, is evil (1973:27). Hence, his 

c o n c 1 u s i o n t ha t i t i s no t s o m u ch s p. e c i f i c " s i n " w h i ch o pp o s e s 

t.he work of Cl:lrist in us but three forces, that is, "the 

flesh", "the world", and "the· father of lies" (1973 :28L 

He concludes that it is grace that takes human persons from 

this alienation, heals them, and makes them fully human 

(1973~36). It is at this point that we cease to be mere things 

and begin to be human beings. Grace must be viewed as a 

dynamism that liberates hu.manity (1973:37). Leonardo Baff 

argues in the same vein by s~ating that grace signifies the 

presence of God in the world and in human persons. But at the 

same time it signifies an openness of human beings to God: 
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"It is the ability of human beings to 
relate to the Infinite, to enter upon a 
dialogue that wins them their humanity day 
by day and rewards them.with _deification. 
Grace is always an encounter between a God 
who gives himself and a human being who 
does likewise. By its very nature grace is 
the breaking down of realms or worlds that 
are closed in upon themselves ••.• " 
(1979:3). 

Boff concedes that grace is threatened by "dis-grace"·which 

forces itself upon human beings (1979:4). We have already 

established that, for Segundo, in concurrence with Boff, our 

problem is our adherence to something else whi~h grace must 

overcome (dis-grace), the situation from which it snatches us 

in order to get us going (1973:15). "It (grace) takes as its 

starting point the human condition, which tends to impose the 

inertia of its determinisms on man and to sidetrack his 

projects for self-realization. Thus man appears to be a 

divided being, enticed on the one hand by determinisms that 

iead toward alienation and on the other hand by a liberty that 

urges him to fashion his own personal being" (1973:37). 

Segundo contends that it would be a mistake to mere~y view 

these dehumanizing determinisms in individual and 

psycho ,1 o g i ca 1 terms , for , in h is opinion , sin is not exhausted 

when we concede that determinisms affect us individually. Nor, 

in his opinion, is grace a liberative dynamism that allows 

humanity to gradually gain control over the inertia of our 

individual nature (1973:37). He holds that such a view is 

bound to lead to erroneous solutions with regard to the 

socio-political sphere - for we-can only be liberated ~s 

individuals in terms of our total human condition, that is, 

- 113 -
.... l 



'I 

our social context (1973:38). We shall now examine this theme 

in more detail. 

3.5. THE SOCIAL DIMENSION OF GRACE AND SIN CLARIFIED 

Segundo qualifies the social dimension of grace and sin by 

stating that society cannot be looked upon as the end result 

of placing side-by-side already constituted individuals 

(1973:38). Rather, from its inception, it presents itself as a 

system of human reactions and interrelationships that 

constitute the individual and form part of its total human 

condition (1973 :38). He negates any attempt to talk about· two 

forms of consciences or human awarenesses. Rather, 1n 

concurrence with Fichte, he reasons that "there is only one 

conscience: The conscience of an 'I' that is and ml.1st be 

fashioned within us in such a way that when we say 'I', even 

from a highly individualistic viewpoint, this 'I' is already 

inhabited by others ••.. " (1973:38), 

Brunner lends support to such an understanding, for he 

explai~s that, in creation, humanity is an individualized, 

articulated unity. Or as Paul puts it: " ••. one body with many 

·members" (I Car. 12:12), Humanity is a unity bound together in 

solidary love and mutual responsibility (1939:140). God has 

created human persons as this "whole" so that only and 

precisely in this "being-in-the-whole", in this personal 

existence which is based upon our relation from and to one 

another can each become that for which it is destined, a 
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responsible person, a human person. If that is our origin, 

states Brunner, then our opposition to this origin cannot be 

an experience, an act, of the individual as an individual 

(1939:141). 

However, Segundo also explains that from the very beginning of 

human life, a culture is being transmitted to us. We encounter 

from an early age all the values and norms that form the basis 

of an understanding that make societal life possible and 

orderly. From the beginning we are being brought into 

relationship with all of society (1973:33). "The social 

sphere, viewed as a dimension constitutive of man rather than 

as the content of conscience, confronts man with a new source 

of determinisms. And "these determinisms are all the more 

dangerous in that they are normally lived inadvertently. What 

is transmitted to the individual and assimilated by him 

uncritically is the result of a cultural objectification. It 

is a readymade moral code which will hinder man's ireedom to 

create values insofar as he does not take conscious note of 

it" (1973:38). Here we note Segundo's strong opposition to any 

crude form of determinism (as opposed to Luther as was pointed 

out in the previous chapter), because, in his opinion, it will 

negate liberty as a possibility given and a value to be won by 

handling an ever increasing number of determinisms (1973:33). 

He elucidates a further point which is relevant to our 

discussion, that is, that the values, norms and attitudes 

which form the understanding of a given society are ultimately 
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an expression .of the way in which the members of a particular 

society tonceiv~ and experience int~r-personal relatio~ships 

(1973:38). ·Moreover, for Segundo, they are at the same time a 

justification of these relationships, which are imposed and 

perpetuated by existing structures. "In other words the 

established moral code takes on the characteristics of an 

ideology justifying the situation" (1973:38).· Hence, it is 

only within the total human condition, the social context, 

that ·the individual can be liberated. For Segundo this will 

involve the "conscious realization of the unconscious 

determinisms" surrounding the human person (1973:39). This 

liberation is set in motion when we move from an established 

morality which was imposed upon us to a creative morality 

which involves forming new societal schemes, and then to 

engage in action to transform the structures which are 

perpetuating our alienation (1973:39). "In short, it is 

concretized i~ ideological transformation and political 

action" (197:39). This position of Segundo is succinctly 

explained by Boff in terms of the broader Latin American 

context as it relates to sin and grace. 

He explains that the Latin American experience of structural 

.injustices and social sinfulness, viewed in the light of 

·faith, inaugurated a new and different approach to the themes 

of grace and sin (1979:14). Its starting point is the 

realization that the economic, social, and political structure 

is not external to humaniiy. Rather, it pervades humanity's 

total existence (1979: 14). It also generates a situation of 
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dependence in Latin America whgre the vast majqrity of human 

persons are oppressed and held in bondage. Baff explains that, 

since the traditional reflection on grace did not give 

sufficient attention to the social aspect of sin, it fail~d to 

discuss justification in structural and social terms. Rather, 

it discussed justification in terms of the private individual 

and the inner life (as found in Luther), and in this way 

serves as an ideological support for those in power and those 

responsible foi oppression (1979:14): 

"Now grace is being discussed in terms of 
the liberation of humanity from every sort 
of oppression ..• In the light of faith it 
examines societal situations with a 
critical eye, trying to discern the 
dimensions of grace and of sinfulness 
therein" ( 1 9 7 9 : 1 4- 1 5 ) • 

It is especially in the light of Segundo's perception of the 

rela_tionship between evolution and sin that the above is 

clarified. We shall now develop this theme in more detail. 

3.6. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EVOLUTION AND SIN 

Segundo takes as his premise the fact that there exists a 

positive and ilearly discernible relationship between sin and. 

evolution. He concedes that the interrelationships between 

these two concepts are far from clear in our age ( 1974:7). 

Chris t i ans fr e q u en t 1 y ta 1 k about "g u i 1 t II or II s in" , but there 

is also frequent talk about "evolution". For him, the latter 

concept is not just employed in some restricted case buX is 

rather used in its broadest sense to cover "the whole 
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formation and duration of the earth and its present 

inhabitants" (1974:7). He further concedes that these two 

concepts (sin and evolution), if they are juxtaposed, leaves 

us confused and perplexed. Yet, he maintains his general 

hypothesis that there is no radical opposition between the 

language of guilt and the language of evolution (1974:7). He 

looks for possible analogies between concepts coming from the 

natural sciences and from Christian revelation. Such concepts 

include "inertia", "gravity" and "entropy" ( 1974 :8). We shall 

now look at the analogy of entropy in detail as Segundo 

explains it. 

3.6.J. THE ANALOGY OF ENTROPY 

· He defines entropy as the "conservation of energy" ( 1974 :22) 

and argues that this principle (the conservation of energy). is 

essential to all and any scientific thought of an evolutionary 

cast. "It states simply that every natural transformation 1.s 

effected with the same sum total of energy. None of it is lost 

an.d no new energy is introduced" (1974:22). Segundo then draws 

three implications from this fact: 

- evolution is effected by displacing energy, concentrating 

it, drawing it away from one function and putting it into 

another. 

- such conserved energy becomes at the same time degraded - it 

is transformed into a simpler energy which becomes 
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increasingly difficult to concentrate and to put at humanity's 

ser11ice again. 

- conser11ed energy turns toward degredation and therefore runs 

counter to the thrust of entropy; it is negentropy. 

Segundo draws the following conclusion: " .••• if e11olution 

tends toward ever more concentrated and powerful syntheses of 

energy, then it does so by running count~r to the 

statistically greater tendency toward e11er simpler syntheses 

of degraded energy. It is a minority current running against a 

majority tendency" (1974:23). 

I~ Segundo's opinion the same principle holds true for both 

the relationships between humankind and things and human 

persons and other human persons. That the human person is 

dependent on other human persons, that is, on human society. 

Greater development in the human sphere implies a greater need 

for specialization of tasks and entails, therefore, a 

displacement of energies. There are some human beings, states 

Sigundo, who know how to do only one.thing. In order to 

survive, they depend on the fact that society will defend what 

they know how to do best and remunerate them with the 

necessities for life (1974:24). In contemplating evolution, 

therefore, he clearly identifies something structural at work. 

The human indi11idual is but an element coming into play within 

the evolutionary process and in conjuction with it (1974:24). 
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The structure, explains Segundo (1974:24-25), is formed by the 

fact that the larger quantity is dominated by a tendency 

toward facile syntheses, that is, syntheses of a simpl~ and 

spontaneous sort. When this majority is actively operative, it 

should be expected that relatively much smaller numbers of 

elements attain higher syntheses, that is, syntheses that are 

richer and more concentrated combinations of energy. He 

explains, however, that meaningful progress, in regard to 

these syntheses, depends on the latter syntheses transforming 

.the very base from which they started, turning "individualll 

chance in their own case into a more generalized state of 

affairs (1974:24): 

"Maintaining this delicate balance between 
majorities and minorities, evolution keeps 
passing new thresholds and moving toward 
higher forms of life and superior 
structures" (1974:25). 

This, for Segundo, marks a "b~idgehead" between the language 

of guilt and the language of evolution. He argues that, if we 

concede that evolution is a fact, then it must be a universal 

fact, hence, in his opinion, the whole order of sin is framed 

"within" i t ( I 9 7 4 : 2 5 ) • 

~.6.2. THE FEATURES OF ENTROPY AND SIN IN TH~ LIGHT OF 

TRADITIONAL THEOLOGY'S UNDERSTANDING OF CONCUPISCENCE 

In the light of the above, Segundo, in concurrence with 

Teilhard de Chardin, contends that if we affirm the universal 

nature of evolution, it stands to reason that all the 
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degradations (energies) to be found on the human plane should 

have not only an analogy b~t an analogy of continuity with 

degradations (energies) evident in other, more primitive, 

states (1974:25). The existence of sin or guilt on the human 

p 1 an e , in Se gun d o ' s op i n i o n , the re f o re , re q u ire s s om e th in g 

similar and preparatory to it on the lower or prior planes. He 

argues that, on these lower planes, we shall not find the 

feature that is peculiar to sin or guilt on the human plane, 

that is, an evil act done with deliberation. However, the 

following features are definitely identifiable: 

- a tendency toward the negation of evolution and its thrust. 

- a tendency to adopt the simplest and most immediate 

structure, to the detriment of other possible structures. 

- a tendency that is quantitatively victorious in the majority 

of cases. 

- a tendency that is not only overcome qualitatively but also I 
I . 

• > 

utilized in the higher stages df evolution without losing its 

quantitative dominion (1974:25). 

He explains how these features fit in with anything related to 

·sin or with anything preparatory to sin by looking at what 

traditional theology has to say about concupiscence. He 

asserts that traditional theology explains concupis~en~e as a 

consequence of original sin, which forms part of the human 
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heritage (1974:26). In both Irenaeus and Luther we have seen 

that concupiscence is not acquired by a voluntary act, rather 

that it is received with the reality of being born a human 

person. Concupiscence is, therefore, viewed as a negative 

tendency paving the way for sin and is something that inclines 

us to sin. Segundo concedes that, because traditional theology 

is not conceived of or thought out in an evolutionary 

perspective, it does not give either a negative or a positive 

answer to any attempt to find an analogy between concupiscence 

and the first feature of entropy, that is, the negation of 

evolution and its thrust. He argues that if the other three 

features of entropy are verified, it would be possible to give 

an answer to this question (1974:.26). 

"As far as the second feature of entropy is 
concerned, it is worth noting that 
traditional theology situates concupiscence, 
the tendency to evil, in what we today would 
call the domain of the instincts •.. the point 
worth noting here is that concupiscence is 
unwittingly conceived in evolutionary terms. 
For it is conceived as the difficulty in 
translating the center of human energy from 
the instinctive realm to the rational realm: 
i.e., from simple syntheses to complex 
syntheses; from easy, mechanical 
concentrations of degraded energy ·to 
difficult concentrations of energy" 
(1974;26). 

Traditional theology clearly indicates, in Segundo's opinion, 

that, as far as entropy's third feature is concerned, we are 

dealing with a phenomenon that is quantitatively victorious, 

but, 'says Segundo, it does not explore this datum (1974 :26). 

By definition, humanity is liberated from sin through 

redemption. However, traditional theology is also at pains to 
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explain that it does not liberate humanity fr~m concupiscence 

(1974 :26). Segundo argues that, on the theoretical level, this 

may seem clear, but on the practical level it does not explain 

how humanity is liberated from sin when the law of m1n1mum 

effort is operative in favor of degraded synthesis and the 

easy pathways of self-love and self-centredness. "On the other 

hand, theology has systematically rejected any and every 

attempt to picture redemption as a balancing factor whereby 

the good comes as easily to man as sin does - if not more 

easily" (1974:26). 

The fourth. feature of entropy finds, for Segundo, its 

corresponding element in the theology of guilt or sin 

(1974:27). Traditional theology maintains that concupiscen~e 

continues to be "quantitatively" dominant. Segundo argues 

that, although classical theology militates against the human 

tendency to sin, yet the event that decided the victory of 

concupiscence (Adam's sin), is always characterized as the 

"happy fault" that merited for humanity the Liberator and His 

redemption (1974:27). For him this is an acknowledgement that. 

humanity's tendency to evil, even though victorious 

quantitatively, 1s overcome qualitatively by humanity's new 

vocation, and that sin and its consequences were utilized to 

achieve a better destiny for all humanity (1974:27). 

Mindful of these elements, Segundo returns to the first 

feature of entropy, and establishes its relationship with sin. 

In his opinion, the tendency toward sin should be regarded as 
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the tendency toward the degeneration of energy, which would 

negate evolution and would make further evolution impossible: 

"~ •• of itself", Segundo states, "all sin is anti-evolutionary" 

(1974 :27), Hence, sin, on its own level, must be identified as 

all the easy syntheses tha-t have taken place on the thre'shold 

of other new, ,better, and more complex syntheses that might 

have been (1974:27). 

"The fact that they are "redeemable" is no 
accident; it is a structural element, 
provided that the higher "gratuitous" 
syntheses do really take place. In the 
course of evolution prior to man that 
appears to be merely a game of chance, an 
indeterminacy. This indeterminacy is the 
prelude which paves the way for liberty. 
Once human h is tor y beg ins , th i s "gr a cell is 
given as such. It is a revealed fact, 
operating in a manner that truly is 
gratuitous even though it is not 
fortuitous" (1974:27). 

Given the abo~e, Segundo concludes that, essentially, the 

language of evolution and the· language of sin are not opposed 

to each other; they are not only compatible but complementary. 

He concedes that there are obstacles in the way of such a view 

but argues that they are not irredeemable (1974 :30). 

3.7. THE "SIN OF THE WORLD" (THE BIBLICAL CONCEPTION OF SIN) 

Earlier we noted Segundo's contention that it is not so much 

specific "sin" which opposes the work of Christ in us, but 

three elements which were identified as "the flesh", "the 

world", and "the father of lies" (1973:28). We shall now 
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.explore this theme further. 

Segundo establishes that John the Evangelist attributes a 

universal or cosmic perspective to the teaching of Jesus,· 

which is not found in the Synoptic Gospels (1974:52), In the 
'-

latter, Jesus is seen as provoking a conflict against the 

hypocritical religion that was then official in Israel. In the 

Gospel of John, however, Jesus is portrayed as being opposed 

.by a force that has taken on other dimensions. Segundo 

explains that this force is not labelled "sin", ·a term that 

appears only thirty-five times in John's g6spel. Rather, this 

force is designated by the Greek word that describes the 

structure of the universe,.that is, cosmos (which is 

translated "the world") (1974 :52), Segundo further discovers 

that this word is used one hundred times in John's writings as 

opposed to the thirty-fives that the word "sin" is rendered. 

He further discovers that, in fifty-one cases, the word cosmos 

is clearly employed in a pejorative sense (1974 :52), Hence, 

Segundo's contention that the later conception of Christianity 

as a message that is primarily concerned with individual 

morality (personal morality) and personal redemption should be 

identified as a serious distortion (1974:52·), 

Chikane concurs with this view by stating that "It is this 

separation between the "spiritual" life and the "social" life 

which has made it possible for "Christians" to oppress others 

and exploit others at the social or "official" morality- level 

whilst demonstrating a high level of "spirituality" in the 
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traditional sense (1986: 105). This type of spirituality sees 

the Christian's faith as a purely personal faith that has 

nothing to do with the reality around us. It concentrates on a 

private experience of faith and conversion. It is concerned 

only with the salvation of souls and does not bother about the 

body: 

"It ignores the gospel truth that our Lord 
is a Lord of all the earth, that our God 
is a God who loved the whole world and 
gave his son Jesus for it. One is tempted 
here to agree with the attack and 
judgement of people like Voltaire, Karl 
Marx, Goya and Brecht that this 
verticalism is used to sabotage the 
necessary criticism of social justice" 
(1986:105), 

Segundo argues that, for John, the contrary is true for John 

l :29 declares that Jesus came into the world to overcome and 

to take away "the sin of the world" - it is a singular sin - a 

universal sin which should not be regarded as a free act, but 

rather as a state of enslavement; for, states John 8 34, 

''Everyone who commits sin is a "slave" and again attention is 

drawn to the.fact that "sin" is referred to in the singular 

sense (1974:52). Segundo therefore concludes that: 

"This sin cannot be reduced to a 
particular act of infringing the law, 
which would not bring enslavement; and 
what liberates (wo)man from it is knowing 
the truth (John 8:32), Thus the sin of the 
world is the structure by virtue of which 
man's actions are obscure to man himself 
insofar as their real import is concerned. 
Without fear of making a mistake, we could 
say that the alienating sin of the world 
is 'ideology' "(1974:52). 
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In his book FAITH AND IDEOLOGIES (1984), Segundo offers two 

uses oc meanings for the word "ideology". There is the neutral 

sense which 1s related to everything that lies outside 

scientific pr~cision and belongs to the superstructural 

sphere. There 1s also a clearly negative sense in which the 

word may be employed. The latter refers to all the cognitive 

mechanisms which are employed to disguise the existing 1node of 

production to the benefit of those who control that mode of 

production (1984:97). For Segundo the truth that brings 

freedom to humanity is not a matter of theory but a matter of 

praxis (1974:52). For, contends he, "We need only look at 

the phenomena occurring around us to recognize the real 

impoverishment produced in societies and individuals when we 

operate with mechanisms that are not grounded simultaneously 

in both dimensions" (1984:105). 

To 'return to our discuss ion on the "world": Segundo also 

establishes that the "world" in John l :10-12 points to a 

number of things It might simply designate a place or a 

locale, but it also has more complex connotations, for, he 

states it points to humanity, which sh·rnld accept the Word to 

which it owes its existence (1974:52). John's prologue, 

however, indicates the negative character of the world which 

has not accepted its obligation to the Word. Segundo takes 

this as a collective rejection of the Word, at least in 

quantitative terms ( 1974 :52). He concedes that some did 

receive the Word, but the vast majority rejected it. This is 

not only a statistical fact but also refers to something 
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Sf"iously structural (1974:53). The rejection of the Word is, 

in Segundo's opinion, a constant which derives from the fact 

that we are dealing here with a social mechanism that is 

essentially conservative (1974:54). 

In his book BEING AND TITE MESSIAH (1977) Jose Miranda 

underscores both Segundo's identification of the world as a 

"locale", and as humanity rejecting the Word (1977:101). For 

him, two series of affirmations are identifiable in John's 

gospel, which he terms series A and B. In the one (series A) 

evil reigns, and is characterized by negative passions such as 

covetousness and hatred, which must come to an end. But 1n 

series B, "the world" must be saved and sin will be "taken 

away" from "the world" (John 1 :29). We shall return to this 

latter point shortly. Miranda also underscores Segundo's 

argument that "the world" should be linked to something 

structural: 

"The modern "civilization" provides a 
rough equivalent of John's pejorative use 
of "the world" both refer to the sum 
total of the ways in which people function 
within and among thernselv~s. John's 
pejorative "world" ..... is neither an 
abstraction nor a universal but a 
supra-individual and eminently concrete 
reality that clearly refers to all 
civilization and not only to any one 
civilization in particular" (Miranda, 
1977: 101-102). 

Hence Segundo's contention that the "world" favours a closed 

circuit 1n which everything is fixed and decided - it lends 

support to the social syntheses that have already been worked 
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out - there 1s no real room for evolution, hence there 1s no 

real opportunity in a closed conservative system (1974:55). 

Rather, "real opportunity must come from a sudden glimpse of 

an ongoing process beyond the trammels of mechanical 

repetition and the enclosed moment. Only then does the moment 

become fraught with meaning, efficacy, and truth; and only 

then does it become the right moment" (Segundo, 1974:55). Here 

we note again his evolutionary thinking at work. He concludes 

that the fundamental sin under consideration in John's gospel 

is not humanity's individual infraction of the law but its 

political negation of history (1974:56). Or, as Gutierrez 

formulates it: "Sin, the breach with God, is not something 

that occurs only within some intimate sanctuary of the heart. 

It "always" transl;:tes into interpersonal relationships ... and 

hence 1s the ultimate root of all injustice and oppression -

as well as of the social confrontations and conflicts of 

concrete history •. II (1983:147). 

In section 2 of chapter 3 of EVOLUTION AND GUILT Segundo 

addresses what Miranda (1977 IOI) called the "B series" of 

the John affirmations ( 1974: 57). The world, though ruled by 

"the p ·r inc e o f 1 i e s " remains in es sen c e the co mm u n it y o f 

humankind. Segundo points out that this 1s the only human 

reality that Jesus came to conquer 1n order to liberate 

humanity. Jesus brings a new message of liberation and judges 

the world and involves himself in it 1n tru 1. Or, as Boesak 

puts it: " ..•. although Christ enters a culture to fulfil all 

that is good 1n it, he also enters to judge all that 1s 
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·dehumanizing and demeaning in it" (1977:97). We have already 

noted Segundo's contention that the world (the vast majority) 

rejected the Word - Jesus' involvement in the world did not 

result.: in any mass conversion from sin to goodness. According 

to the witness of John 16:33, Jesus tells his disciples that: 

"In the world you will have trouble, but courage! The victory 

is mine; I have conquered the world." This statement of Jesus 

affords occasion again for Segundo to establish a link between 

evolution and Christian revelation: 

"Even as he tells them of his victory, he 
reminds them that the opposing 
quantitatiie forces will continue to 
exists in the same disproportionate way 11 

(1974:57). 

Hence, ideology insofar as it manifests itself as the recourse 

to the easy way out that negates richer human syntheses is, in 

Segundd's opinion, not sin to the extent that it operates 

covertly, because the conservatives do not manipulate 

ideology, they believe in it (1974:58). When, however, there 

is the removal of the mask, ideology becomes subject to 

judgement. Hence, "man must see his past and his present as a 

sin against human beings, because it is rooted in a devilish 

lie" (Segundo, 1974:58). For him it is clear that John 

perceived Christ's redemption operative in an evolutionary 

framework. He denies that the evolutionary outlook is the 

content of the Christian message - rather, it is the key to 

Christianity and, in particular, to the relationship between 

sin and redemption (1974:59). In Irenaeus, we believe, ~e have 

clearly identified the first seed of this evolutionary 
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thought. We contend, therefore, that Segundo 1s building on an 

existing tradition, 

3.8. SEXUALITY AND ORIGINAL SIN 

Hennelly explains that, in Segundo's opinion, the greater 

majority of humanity is of the view that liberation from the 

s e 1 f is h and pa s s iv e no ti on th a t one can know of no t,h in g b the r 

than oneself (solipsism), is possible only insofar as 

self-giving is used to advantage the sexual instinct 

(1979:98). Segundo states that, although traditional ethics 

gives a great deal of attention to sexuality, it is often 

"considered as a taboo rather than as a critical area of human 

existence that demands integration into the whole of one's 

psychic life. Sexuality comes to be perceived as the ultimate 

test of one's life project in a game plan established by God" 

(1974:92). The result, states he, of such an outlook, is that 

the sexual part of Christian morality has a feeble effect on 

overall Christian praxis ( 1974 :92), Our outlook on sexual 

matters becomes a solitary issue, especially if viewed in the 

light of the surrounding eroticism of society (1974:92). He 

therefore asserts that: 

" ••.• if its eternal destiny is constantly 
at stake in its attitude toward sexuality, 
then Christ's single commandment to love 
one another must drop into the background 
and suffer severe distortion. The 
Christian moral life is an eminently 
social one designed to create solidarity 
in society. But it is now devalued and 
turned into an individual struggle to 
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preserve one's c'hastity" ( 1974 :92-93). 

Linked to sexuality is the utilization of the doctrine of 

original sin. Segundo asserts that this doctrine is often 

converted into a "covenant prop" and theological j,~stification 

for the existing stat~ of affairs (1974:75). He concedes that 

the Christian Church has always been confronted with certainty 

and doubt especially in the writings of St. Paul as is evident 

from Romans 5: 12 : "It was through one man that sin entered 

the world, and through sin death, and thus death pervaded the 

whole human race, inasmuch as all men have sinned" (-1974:76 ). 

Segundo identifies both a certainty and an ambiguity in this 

sentence. The certainty is the fact that sin and death (the 

c~nsequence of sin) are humanity's lot. The ambiguity lies in 

fact that this condition is attributed to a single sin and ,to 

~he sin of all (1974:76). He further contends that this 

ambiguity (viewed as a dilemma in its static terms) was the 

very basis for all controversies concerning "original" sin 

that took place in the Church from the 5th to the 16th century 

(1974:77) • For Segundo it is evident that the Christian dogma 

insists on two points in dealing with the ·problem of original 

sin: 

"The propagation of the human species, not 
any individual act, is· the mainspring for 
the transmission of sin ••••• Despite the 
nature of the transmission, it is a real 
sin in each and every human being and not 
merely a punishment for the fault of 
another situated in the past •.•• " 
(1974:77). 

Segundo contends that, despite this twofold affirmation, the 
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notion of sin itself must assume broader dimensions if applied 

to a human situation where free consent is non-existent 

(1974:80). Yet, he also establishes that although the twofold 

affirmation is expressed in static terms, it points toward 

some kind of evolution (1974:80). In the light of _this there 

cannot, for Segundo, exist such a radical difference between 

the sin of humanity and concupiscence (t974:80). In the final 

analysis, therefore, redemption (Christ's) did not totally 

erase original sin, insofar as the tendency to sin remains, 

but it did erase, in his opinion, enslavement, that 
.. 
is , "the 

radical impossibility of man's exercising his human liberty 

vis-a-vis sin and grace" (1974:80). For Segundo, evolution and 

sin do not exclude each other, for, as he contends, we shall 

fa i 1 to under s tan d the de c is iv e nature o f sin if i t is ,not 

framed within a process "where hominization and redemption 

operate in the identity of one single history" ( 1974 :84). The 

bottom line is for sin to be.perceived within an evolutionary 

perspective - to be specific - a "reductive" conception of 

evolution for, concludes Segundo: 

" ... only an evolutionary outlook on sin and 
grace, entropy and love, violence and 
gratuitous giving, can hope to be in line with 
the mes s age of the gos p e 1 " ( I 9 7 4 : I I 3) . 

3,9. SUMMARY AND CRITIQUE 

We have noted Fierro's contention and we concur with him that 

in the world today, religion ~as been characteristically 

conceived as a private affair. We have also noted his finding 

133 -



that today there is an attempt to direct attention to the 

public character of the gospel message which demands the 

militance of Christianity in the political arena; for the 

gospel message is not only a summons to individual human 

persons but also to social structures and institutions 

(1974:24-25). To this end we have considered the theology of 

Juan Luis Segundo as a· representative of the theology 

concerned with the "public character" of the gospel, 

especially as it relates to the doctrine of sin. 

We have discovered that Segundo takes as his starting point 

the grace of God and the concrete human condition. We have 

noted his contention that in the concrete order of history 

there does not exist any human person who is totally alien to 

the grace of God. We agree with him that humanity has one 

basic difficulty, namely, our adherence to sin, which grace 

must overcome (1973:15). We have made an historical excursis 

with Segundo in order to understand and appreciate the human 

candition which grace encounters and transforms by having 

looked at the data supplied by the New Testament and certain 

Christian controversies (Monasticism, Stoicisrn/Pelagianism and 

Jansenism) that arose concerning the theology of grace 

(1973:16-20). 

We are in full agreement with Segundo that, without God's 

grace, we would be divided and tragic human beings incapable 

of carrying out our lives. We would live under the domination 

of and be enslaved by the reality of concupiscence (the 
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inclination to evil). The same principle was established in 

the theology of Luther. To .this end we have noted Paul's view 

that there exists in humanity a principle of personal liberty, 

but also the power of nature that invades every human person 

and conditions all our executions even though it is indeed 

alien to the innermost core of our own ego (Romans 7:14-25). 

L.iberty. and nature are, therefore, the two forces that 

struggle with each other to determine the existence of human 

persons. 

We have established that Segundo, in concurrence with Karl 

Rabner, identifies the radical result of concupiscence as the 

"de-absolutization.11 of human persons. We have also established 

that, for Paul, "de-absolutization" is linked only to evil, 

whereas for Rabner it is connected to both evil and good, yet, 

in Segundo's ·opinion, Paul will not deny what Rabner says 

(1973:25). We have also noted Segundo's view that in Paul's 

conception of Christian moral life there is no longer in 

existence within the Christian view a law, independent of us, 

which determines what is good and bad. Christians have only 

one law and that is to love in a creative way (Segundo 

explains that the only authentic love is self-giving 

(1973:25). 

We have established that in Segundo's view sin appears on the 

scene when authentic love is converted into egotism in order 

to carry it (love) out more easily - when love is lim~ted and 

restricted by considerations of ease. This, we have 
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established, applies to all areas of human life, not least the 

social arena "Authentic love sees the societal arena as a 

precondition for the human fulfillment of those it loves" 

(Segundo, 1973:26). This, for Segundo, is what Paul means when 

he differentiates between the divine or spiritual law as 

opposed to a law which tells us what is permitted and what is 

prohibited. Hence, Segundo's contention that liberty is not 

the capacity which we have to choose but the posi~ive quality 

of determining our own existence, that is, to choose "the 
r 

good". Non-liberty, on the other hand, implies allowing 

ourselves to be ruled from the outside, and that, for Segundo, 

is "evil" (1973:27). 
,· 

We agree with Segundo that sin appears on the scene when 

authentic love is converted into egotism in order to carry it 

out more easily, but nonetheless argue, in concurrence with 

J • D . Robert s , that " •.•• 1 o v e as cos t 1 y requires that we 1 o v e 

ourselves. At.first, we could assume that self-love is the 

easiest form of love •••• But suppose one's life is confused, 

meaningless, and without joy. Many people find themselves with 

much to live on but nothing to live for. They dread today and 

fear tomorrow •.•. They hate themselves whenever they are 

alone •.•. Sin as self-centeredness, dominates their life, but 

self-hatred is the source of their misery. The most difficult 

1 o v e of a 11 may be the 1 o v e for a 1 o v e 1 e s s s e 1 f " ( I 9 8 7 : 7 0- 7 I ) • 

,our contention, therefore, is that there can be no authentic 

love for others that does not emanate from self-love, but we 

also concede that our self-love is only fulfilled as it leaves 
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the self and reaches out to other human persons and ultimately 

to the God of all authentic love. We agree with Roberts that 

such an understanding of self-love is an affirmation of our 

human dignity which was bestowed upon us by the God of love in 

both Creation and Redemption (1987:71), especially in 

situations where there is a flagrant denial of human digniiy 

on the basis 0£ race, class, religion, or sex. 

We have further established that, for Segundo, grace takes 

humanity from the alienation of sin, heals us, and ~akes u• 

£ully human. It is at this point that we cease to be·mere 
\ 

things and begin to be human beings. Grace is a dynamism that 

liberates humanity (1973:37). In the words of another 

liberation theologian: " •.•• Grace is always an encounter 

between a God who gives himself and a human being who does 

likewise. By· its very nature, grace is the breaking down of 

realms or worlds that are· cl'osed in upon themselves ...• " 

(Baff, 1979:3). In this regard, we have noted that, for 

Segundo, in concurrence with Leonardo Boff, our problem is our 

adherence to something else which grace must overcome. Hence, 

grace takes as its point of departure the concrete human 

condition '' ..•. which tends to impose the inertia -of its 

determinisms on man and to sidetrack his projects for 

self-realization. Thus man appears to be a divided being, 

enticed on the one hand by determinisms that lead toward 

alienation and on the other hand by a liberty that urges him 

to fashion his own personal being" (Segundo, 1973 :37). 
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~e are in agreement with Segundo in his contention that it 

would be a mistake to view these d.ehu~anizing determinisms 

merely in individual and psychological terms. We are in 

agreement with him that we can only be lib~rated in terms of 

our total human condition, that is, in our social context 

(1973 :37). We further align ourselves with Segundo in his 

assessment that society cannot be looked upon as the end 

result of placing side-by-side already constituted 

individuals. Rather, from its inception it presents itself as 

a system of human reactions and interrelationships that. 

constitute the individual and forms part of the total human 

condition (1973:38). He, in our opinion, is justified in 

negating any attempt to talk about two forms of· consciences or 

human awarenesses. In concurrence with Fichte, he reasons that 

"there is only one conscience The conscience of an "I" that 

is and must be fashioned within us in such a way that when we 

say 11 I", even from a highly individualistic viewpoint, this 

"I" is already inhabited by others .••• " ( 1973 :38). This is in 

line with Paul Tillich's position that the individual is the 

bearer and aim of the collective rather than the species: 

"When individualization reaches the 
perfect form which we call a "person", 
participation reaches the perfect form 
which we call "communion". Man 
participates in all levels of life, but he 
participates fully only in that level of 
life which he is himself - No individual 
exists without participation, and no 
personal being exists without communal 
being. The person as the fully developed 
individual self is impossible without 
other fully developed selves •. , .Therefore, 
there is no person without an encounter 
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with other persons. Persons can grow only 
in the communion of personal encoun_ter" 
(1978 (a):176-177). 

We further concur with Segundo that, from the beginning of 

human life, a culture is being transmitted to us, and that. we 

encounter from an early age all the values and norms that form 

the basis of an understanding that make societal life orderly 

and possible. Segundo further establishes that, from the 

beginning, we are being brought into relationship with all of 

society and we assimilate uncritically the values and norms 

transmitted to us as the result of cultural objectification. 

He also establishes that the _established moral code takes on 

the characteristics of an ideology justifying the situation 

(1973:38). It is our view that Segundo erred in geneializing 

the uncritical assimilation of values and norms which he lays 

at the door of cultural objectification. We contend that, in 

oppressed societies, it is not true. In South Africa today, 

there is a growing revolt against the values and norms of. the 

ruling class. However, we also argue that, although particular 

norms and values cannot claim absolute validity, there is no 

justification for absolute freedom from norms and values. We 

contend that if norms and values have no absolute validity, it 

does not imply absolute non-validity. We take the position of 

Hans Kung that: 

"Between absolute validity and absolute 
non-validity there is the relative 
validity of norms •••• it is a question of 
relative values which may not be declared 
absolute (unconditional), but must be 
balanced against other (relative) values, 
All these precepts and prohibitions are 
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valid therefore, not however for their own 
sake, but for the sake of realizing the 
greater iood •••• Relative v~lidity means 
therefori nothing more t·han_ validity 
appropriate to the situation" (1974:537). 

We concur, however, with Segundo in his position that it is 

only within the total human condition, that is, the social 

context, that the individual can be liberated, and that this 

liberation is set in motion where, in ~ituations of oppression 

and exploitation, we move from imposed absolute and 

established morality to creative and liberative morality which 

involves forming new societal schemes, and then enga~e in 

action to transform the structures which are perpetuating our 

alienation, for sin has a social aspect (1973:37). We are, 

therefore, in agreement with Baff that we must discuss grace 

in terms of the liberation of humanity from every sort of 

oppression. In the light of faith we are to examine 

11 
••• societal.situations with a critical eye, trying to discern 

the dimensions of grace and of sinfulness therein" (1979:15). 

We have further established that it is especially in the light 

of Segundo's perception of the relationship between evolution 

and sin that the social aspect of sin is clarified. We have 

noted his contention that there· exists a positive and clearly 

discernable relationship between sin and evolution. We have 

examined how he validates his position by looking for 

analogies between concepts eminating from the natural sciences 

and Christian revelation. To this end we have examined the 

ci:>ncept "entropy" - the consevation of energy. We agree with 

Sezundo that persons are dependent on one another, that is, on 
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. human society. In contemplating evolution, therefore, he 

clearly identifies something structural at work. The human 

"individual is but an element coming into play within the 

evolutionary process and in conjunction with it. 

We support his contention that, if we concede that evolution 

1s a fact, then it must be a universal fact; hence, in his 

opinion, the whole doctrine of sin should be framed within an 

evolutionary outlook. We have established that, in concurrence 

with de Chardin, Segundo contends that if we affirm the 

universal nature of evolution, it stands to reason that all 

the energies on the human plane should not only have an 

analogy, but an analogy of continuity with degradations 

evident in other, more primitive states (1974:25). 

The existence of sin or guilt on the human plane, in Segundo's 

opinion, therefore requires something similar and preparatory 

to it on the ·lower or prior planes. We have identified and 

examined the four features Segundo puts forward in this 

regard, and have also examined his position on how these 

features fit in with anything related to sin or with anything 

preparatory to sin, by having looked at what traditional 

theology has to say about concupiscence. We have no intention 

of re-stating his findings here. Suffice it to say that our 

position is in support of Seguqdo's conclusion that, in 

essence, the language of evolution and the language of s1n are 

not opposed to each other, they are not only compatible. but 

complementary (1974 :30). We hold the view that "the existence 
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of the world, and •.• the existence of all the stages of 

evolution in its history, are "chance" .•• they are not pure 

chance •· ..• but an intentional fortuitousi:i.ess - free creations 

of God for the purpose of the self-communication of his 

goodness, with his glorification as their end and goal. In the 

theological concept of God's creation, chance and the 

purposefulness of the stages of evolution are neither 

contradictions nor contrasts" (Moltmann, 1985:207). 

,- ... '. ... -,_ I 

•• . : .... • ~: .. l. !. 

,:... ~ . 
We ha~e noted Segundo's contention that it is not so much 

specific "sin" which opposes the work of Christ 1.n us, but 

three forces, which he identifies as "the flesh", "the world", 

and ."the father of lies". We saw how Segundo established that, 

in John's gospel, Jesus is being portrayed as being up against 

a force that has taken on other dimensions. He explains that 

this force is not labelled "sin" but "cosmos", which is 

translated "the world". He concludes, rightly in our opinion, 

that the later conception of Christianity as a message that is 

primarily concerned with individual morality and personal 

redemption is a serious distortion of the Christian message. 

He then contends that Jesus came into the world to overcome 

and to take away "the sin of the world" - it is, in his 

opinion, a singular sin - a universal sin which should not be 

regarded as s free act, but rather as a state of enslavement 

(1974:52). 

!n Chapter 2 we raised the objection that, in spite of our 

sin, we remain being-in-decision" - we are actively engaged in 
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rebellion against God. Hence, Brunner's contention, and ours 

too, that sin ·never becomes either a quality or substance- sin 

is and remain an act. It is therefore our.position that sin 

can never be a state, but always an act. Hence, being a sinner 

is not a state but an act, because it is being a person - even 

though i t i s neg at iv e a c t ion a g a ins t Go d ( Br µ n n e r , I 9 3 9 : I 5 0 ) • 

Furthermore, we are in agreement with Segundo insofar as he 

highlights the structural or social aspects of sin. We are 

however obliged to take note of Brunner's point that the Bible 

s p e a.ks b o t h o f " s i n " a n d o f " s in s " : 

"This means that it makes a distinction 
be t w e e n "b e i n g a s inn e r " and " co mm i t t i n g 
sin". Now it is extremely significant that 
only at the very end of the story of 
revelation does the concept of sin in the 
singular, that is, tha state of "being a 
sinner", appear. This suggests that the 
nature of sin can only be understood in 
the light of the sinful act" 
( 1952: )08-109). 

We are not saying that any particular sin is the necessary 

result of primal sin. We agree with Brunner that the sinner i~ 

in principle capable of avoiding every particular sin. But we 

can no t d en y th, a t we a r e s i n n er s • Brunn er ' s p o in t i s 

well-taken,. that is, that to be a sinner does not necessarily 

bring with it the particular sins. "If it is committed 

(particular sins), this increases the compulsion to sin. If it 

is avoided, moral freedom is increased. But the sinful 

tendency never becomes absolute un-freedom, and moral freedom 

never becomes the freedom of not b~ing a sinner, and all that 
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one does, says, or thinks is sinful" ( 1952: 111-112). 

Hbwever, the impression must not be created that we are .either 

negating Segundo's emphasis on the social or structutal nature 

of sin or his evolutionary thinking. We are simply saying that 

.if we have established that traditional theology has 

one-sidedly emphasised the personal nature of sin (in the 

private sense), we must not fall into the opposite trap of 

one-sidedly emphasising the social aspect of sin. However, we 

also contend that the dominance of either one of the two will 

be determined by the historical or social context as is 

pointed out by Segundo, for we hold the view, as was pointed 

out in the previous Chapters, that sin is corporate and 

concrete. 

We have noted Segundo's contention, and are in agreement with 

him, that although classical ·ethics gives a great deal of 

attention to sexuality, it is often "considered as a taboo 

rather than as a critical area of human existence that demands 

integration into.the whole of one's psychic life. Sexuality 

comes to be perceived as the ultimate test of one's life 

pro j e c t in a game p 1 an e s t ab 1 i shed by God" ( I 9 7 4 : 9 2 ) • We h ave 

also established that this negative perception of sexuality is 

linked to the utilization of the doctrine of original sin. Our 

position, in support of Segundo, is that this problem is 

directly connected to the question of concupiscence. We 

contend with Tillich that, positively, concupiscence re~ers to 

all aspects of the human person's relation to itself and to 

144 -
\' 



its world. Tillich establishes that it refers to physical 

hunger as well as to sex, to knowledge as well as to power, to 

material wealth as well as to spiritual values. He then points 

out that this all-embracing meaning of concupiscence has been 

reduced to striving for sexual pleasure. He further 

establishes that even theologians like Augustine and Luther, 

who viewed spiritual sin as fundamental, had the inclination 

to identify concupiscence with sexual desire. Tillich argues 

that this might be understandable in Augustine, who never 

overcame the Hellenistic and, especially, the Neo-Platonic 

devaluation of sex. But, adds he, it is extremely inconsistent 

and difficult to understand that remnants of this tradition 

appear in the theology and ethics of the Reformers 

(1978(b) :52). We therefore support his contention that: 

"If. "concupiscence" is used in this 
limited sense, it is certainly unable to 
describe the state 'of general 
estrangement, and it would be better to 
drop it competely. For the ambiguity of 
the word "concupiscence" is one of many 
expressions giving rise to the ambiguity 
of the Christian attitude toward sex" 
(Tillich, 1978 (b) 52). 

We contend, therefore, that, in the final analysis, Segundo is 

justified in arguing that evolution and sin do not exclude 

.each other. We contend that this evolutionary tradition was 

already, established in the theology of Irenaeus, where 

humanity is perceived as being in the process of development, 

from an immature life as a child to full humanhood as an 

adult. We therefore concur with Segundo that we will fail to 

understand the decisive nature of sin if it is not framed 
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within a process "where hominization and redemption operate in 

the identity of one single history" (1974 :84), Or as Brunner 

phrases it: 11 
•••• the Christian doctrine of Original Sin and of 

the Fall, rightly understood, is no more opposed to the fact 

of evolution than the beauty or the ugliness of a picture is 

opposed to the chemical qualities of its material ••• II 

(1939:402). 

Our final position remains that Segundo is correct in 

identifying the structural or ,social aspect of sin and placing 

it in an evolutionary framework. It is our position that: 

"Sin is evident in oppressive structures, 
in the exploitation of man by man, in the 
domtnation and slavery of peoples, races, 
and social classes. Sin appears, 
therefore, as the fundamental alie.nation, 
the root of a situation of injustice and 
exploitation .•• ,Sin demands a radical 
liberation, which in turn demands a 
political liberation .... " (Gutierrez, 
)974:175-176). 

This insight, we contend, has great significance for the South 

African context today. We would, however, tell one half of the 

total story if we do not point out again that there also is a 

personal (as opposed to private) aspect to sin which we dare 

. not ignore or neglect: 

"The question here is not. what dimension 
of faith is most important in itself. The 
question here is to discover what 
dimension of faith is most important today 
(Baff, 1984:105). 

*** *** *** 
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CONCLUSION 

Our investigation shows that all three theologians are 

concerned with the personal reality of sin and its corporate 

nature. They are unanimous in denying that God is re$ponsible 

for sin. According to Irenaeus, everything is created directly 

by God without any resisting matter, the result being that the 

creation is good. In Luther, we have seen, there is a total 

absence of any speculative theodicy emanating from the idea 

th,H "the bad" negatively occupies any meaningful place in· the 

structure of the world. In Segundo, the human person has an 

adherence to something else which grace must overcome - the 

situation from which grace snatches us in order to restore our 

humanity. He contends that "if all human beings are subject to 

sin, that cannot derive from God's direct will. The case must 

be that man himself, right from the start of the human race, 

is the cause of this situation" (1974 :29). It is thus evident 

that all three theologians deny responsibility on th~e .part of 

God for the existence of sin in creation. 

All three theologians affirm that humanity is God's creation. 

In Irenaeus it is characteristic of God to create, and of 

human persons to be created. These two facts, God's power to 

create and humanity's being created, are identical - the same 

reality seen from two different aspects (Wingren, 1959:7). In 

Luther, God is at work in history causing the rise and decline 

of kingdoms - calling all people into life and also setting 

the end of their life (Lohse, 1986:168). Segundo establishes 
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that, without God's grace, we would not be human beings fully 

capable of carrying out our lives - for we would be divided 

and tragic beings. Humanity is God's creation, and this is 

affirmed by all three theologians. God's creative activity 

implies, therefore, that there was harmony between God and his 

creation, that is, that sin was non-existent. 

In both Irenaeus and Segundo, we have established, there is 

the idea that creation must develop from its initial state to 

final completion. The purpose of creation is to pass from its 

original state of infancy (which should not be confused with 

imperfection in the negative sense), to perfection and 

completion. In Irenaeus, we have seen, the human person is 

typified as being a child. This means that the human person 

has not arrived at his appointed destiny. It means that, if he 

grows to maturity without being confused by his adversary, he 

would reach the end which has been ordained for him by God. 

There is thus the idea of a progressive growth. In Segundo, we 

have seen, this perception of human growth is summarised in 

the concept "evolution". He views history as a constant 

movement of the entire universe toward ever richer and more 

complex syntheses of existence, ending up at a point which 

coincides with the Christian eschatological vision. L~ther, we 

have established, departs from this tradition of a,slow and 

progressive movement in creation. Rather, he builds on the 

Augustinian tradition of an "original state", in which human 

persons were created perfectly by God from the beginning. 

However, we have established that this does not imply that 
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Luther's theology is void of the idea of a process in which 

God is at work, recovering what is rightfully his. In Luther, 

we have seen, there is the Doctrine of Justification, whereby 

God accepts the penitent sinner, and through "Sanctification", 

the human person is continually transformed (Tillich, 

19 5 7 ( b ) : 1 7 9- 18 0) • 

Nonetheless, at this point it is appropriate to take note of 

Moltmann's contention that the notion of a perfect, 

self-sufficient equilibrium in the resting, stable cosmos 

contradicts the biblical view of a creation aligned towards 

future glory. Hence, the idea of the future as a restitutio in 

integrum and a return to the original condition of cre~tion 

can neither be called biblical nor Christian. "Seen 

theologically, evolutionary theories have a bearing on the 

order of creation and on the continuous creation which follows 

that creation-in-the-beginning. They in no way contradict the 

doctrine of creatio ex nihilo, but compel theology ~o take up 

once again the neglected doctrines of the creatio continua, 

the concursus Dei generalis and the providentia Dei, and to 

interpret these anew" (1985:208). However, despite the 

limitations within Luther's "Original State" theory, he does 

affirm with Segundo and Irenaeus that there existed no sin in 

the world, and hence no death. 

However, this progressive growth (Irenaeus and Segundo), or 

this "original state" (Luther) was interrupted or marred. All 

three theologians are unanimous in identifying sin as the 
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cause of this interruption. Irenaeus identifies sin as 

bondage, an unnatural occupation, through which the entire 

creation is brought under the tyranny of the oppressor. Hence, 

human persons through disobedience became enemies of the 

Creator and spoil their humanity. Yet, this is not on account 

of the fact that humanity was created a child, that is, an 

imperfect being, for there is no sinful defect in God's 

creation. Rather, human persons are totally responsible for 

their own situation. If sin had not entered their lives, they 

would have increased and progressed from their status as 

children to full humanhood. In Irenaeus, therefore, we find 

the conviction that sin affects the entire arena of human 

existence. Sin affects the human community and is, therefore, 

corporate and not merely individualistic. 

In Luther, we have discovered, original sin is not only the 

loss of original righteousness; rather, it is constant and 

active resistance to and rebellion against the will of God. He 

confesses the total corruption of human nature and the 

enslavement of the human will to sin. In Luther, "we have 

established, there is a desire to preserve the fact of human 

sinfulness at all costs, hence our earlier objection that he 

had often done so in such a way that we cannot absolve him 

from the reproach of having fallen into a crude form of 

determinism. Luther's primary concern is with the personal 

nature of sin, that is, with " •.. the dark night of the soul, 

the agony of the individual in doubt, fear, or confusion, and 
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the struggle for control 01rer appetites and desires" (Chopp, 

1986:128). Ha1ring said that, we should imnmmediately add that 

a careful examination of his dialectic between Law and Gospel, 

especially as it relates to his "second use of the Law" 

revealed that the reformer also identifies sin as being of~ 

corporate nature. It identifies sin as impeding the 

relationship between God and human persons, and the 

relationship between human persons and other human persons. In 

its "second use", the Law restrains the wicked and pro1rides 

the order necessary for social life, In Luther, therefore, we 

have the affirmation that sin in1rades the entire arena of 

human existence and causes a distortion of this 1rery 

existence. Sin is therefore corporate e1ren though it is 

int~nsely personal. 

Earlier we pointed out that Segundo identifies sin as our 

adherence to something else which grace must overcome, the 

situation from which it snatches us in order to get us going. 

Sin is the human condition, which te.nds to impose the inertia 

of its determinisms on humanity and to sidetrack its projects 

for self-realization. Thus the human person appears to be a 

di1rided being,. enticed on the one hand by determinisms that 

lead to alienation and on the other hand by a liberty that 

urges him to fashion his own personal being. Segundo contends, 

however, that it would be a mistake to merely 1riew these 

dehumanizing determinisms (sin) in indi1ridual and 

psychological terms, for sin is not exausted when we concede 

that determinisms affect us indi1ridually. Sin is a state of 
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enslavement, it is anti-evolutionary and structural. It is not 

simply humanity's individual infraction of the law but their 

political negation of history. Sin translates into 

interpersonal relationships. Hence, societal situations must 

be examined with a critical eye, to discern the dimensions of 

sinfulness there in. Sin must therefore be viewed as the 

ultimate root of all injustice and oppression. Consequently, 

it cannot be viewed as merely private and individual. Rather, 

it is corporate. 

In all three theologians consideration has been given to the 

function of the Law in relation to sin. In Irenaeus its 

purpose is to bring humanity into compulsory obedience and to 

restrain the sinfulness of humanity. It is the counterpart of 

sin and has a pedagogic task. Luther argues in the same· 

spirit. There. is a direct link between sin and the Law. The 

fact of our sinfulness is revealed to us by the Law. The Law, 

we have established, has two functions, that is, it bares 

before us the enormity of our sin, and it restrains the wicked 

and provides the order necessary for social life and the 

proclamation of the Gospel. Ye·t, adherence to the Law is not 

the final goal· of humanity. 

In Segundo, the Law has a necessary function to play as a 

stage in human development, but it is not the embodiment of an 

ab s o 1 u t e d i v i n e w i 1 1 ( I 9 7 4 : 4 5 ) • Se gun d o a r g u e s : "Man. ' s 

preoccupation with sin and his recognition that something is 

prohibited even though his instincts tend in that direction, 
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give one the definite impression that sin, which always 

existed, has taken on new life with the coming of the 

law ••• When the law is turned into an absolute, it serves the 

purpose of sin •.• " ( 1974 :45-46). All three theologians thus 

agree that the final aim of humanity is not obedience to the 

Law, for that is merely an anticipation of the coming 

J,.iberator. 

In all three, Christ is identified as the Liberator. In 

Irenaeus, the birth of Christ marks the return of the entir.e 

creation to its original purity. This is expressed through his 

doctrine of "Recapitulation". Christ unites himself with 

sinful humanity, confronts both sin and death, transforms 

defeat into victory, and frees human persons, together with 

the entire creation from the tyranny of sin and death. Sin is 

corporate, hence Christ delivers corporate humanity from the 

clutches of sin and restores humanity to its original c.apacity 

for receptiveness to and communion with God and one another. 

This is a continuous process, and will remain for as long as 

humanity stays on this earth. 

In Luther, we have seen, the central theme is "Justification". 

In Christ God pronounces the decree of absolution upon 

humanity, declaring humanity justified in spite of its 

sinfulness. As in Irenaeus, it is a continuous process - it 

begins, makes progress and is finally perfected at death. In 

Segundo, the key to being relieved from the burden of sin and 

the Law is embodied in the concept "Liberation". Christ enters 
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human history to fulfil all that is good 1n it, and to judge 

all that is dehumanizing and demeaning in it. It applies to 

every area of human life, not least the socio-political arena. 

Corporate humanity is being liberated from oppres~ion in all 

its many forms and the evolutionary process can continue. 

Our investigation shows that all three theologians perceive 

sin as the destruction of communion with God and, therefore, 

the destruction of communion with one another. Our 

inve~tigation also shows that each human person remains, 

however, a sinner as a human person, but is at the same time 

united in solidarity with the whole of actual humanity 

(Brunner, 1939:141). We have also established that sin stands 

in human history as the opposing force to 

being-in-relationships, that is, personal. We contend that, 

individualism, lies at the heart of sin because of its 

ego-centric character. It should, therefore, be perceived as 

the primary source of the disintegration of the human 

community. Humanity as a whole must take responsibility for 

this situation because: 

" .. in sin we are bound together as a 
united body, just as we are bound together 
in the Creation, only with this 
difference, that- and this belongs to sin
we deny this solidarity in sin" (Brunner, 
1939:141). 

We maintain that the primary character of sin is the breach of 

human solidarity, hence, sin is corporate. We contend that one 

should be extremely ~ritical of the privatism that results 

- 154 -



when sin is interpreted in individualistic rather than 

personal terms. Rather, sin· should be perceived as the radical 

distortion of the human community on all levels. 

Sin, we contend, is corporate because it results in unending 

suffering: 

" ••• the suffering of children w~thout any 
hope. Sin manifests and embraces 
suffering, the suffering of lost 
identity ..• Sin extracts its price as the 
victimization of the poor, the suffering 
of the tortured, the dispossession of the 
homeless ••. sin's arena is humari praxis and 
its primary realization is massive global 
injustice" (Chopp, 1986:128). 

It is our contention that sin in all its forms calls for 

liberation, a radical kind of liberation. We have established 

that the theologians under discussion identify Jesus as this 

liberating Force. Our contention is that this Jesus also calls 

human persons to cooperate in this process of liberation. We 

therefore contend, in concurrence with Cone (1972:85),that it 

is the responsibility of all human persons to strive against 

evil. History, states Victoria Araya (1987:105), is permeated 

with the presence of the power of evil. It is against the 

to~ality of evil (personal and social) that we are called upon 

. to wage war. 

Finally, we reaffirm our belief in the personal nature of sin. 

We reject any attempt to separate the public from the private 

spheres of human existence, which implies the removal of 

po 1 i t i c s f r om th e a r en a o f ·Ch r i s t i a.n s o c i a 1 r e s p on s i b i 1 i t y • We 
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maintain that sin is evident in social structures and 

institutions. We corroborate Newbigin's view (1978:122-123), 

that to work for the transformation of such structures, to 

attack unjust structures, and, when the point is reached at 

which all other means have failed, to work for the overthrow 

of evil political and economic orders, is part of the 

responsibility of the followers of the liberating Jesus. 

*** *** *** 
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