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Foundations of Christian Faith
a freedom still coming to be we do not know

whether or not God has so established all freedom that it will reach a good
decision, at least finally and ultimately, is something to be accepted in
obedience as a fact we know from experience, just as we have to accept our
very existence in obedience.

We_expericnce in our very_ g_cpg_@gqg@L@;iSﬂtcnce what is here the
specific. _characteris_’gi_c_pjﬁe_e;l_om in its relationship to God: namely, we
experience it as contingent ! by its very nature and at the same time as
something necessary for us. We h Y@.ﬂ?ith@&&i?ﬁ@%_ﬂ.the right
to give back our admission ticket to existence, 2
and not allowed to expire even when someone
in a suicide attempt. And this curious relatio

sary for us really just h

contingent which is neces
erentiation from Go

there is established free diff
ch it is what God has established.

erly our own and as su
But if freedom is willed ani%skabl@h&ihxﬁ%_a_ﬂﬂ if in this w
subjectivity exists }vitbqgt_li@j?;_iggﬁlg sovereignty of God, then this en
the possibility and th@n_ep&i@sﬂxg.f_aﬁegiggiaiqn vis-a-vis God becausel
is what constitutes the essence of freedom. At this point we cannot g
the question whether and how this freedom can be accounted for in t!
peripheral cases where a person exists on a merely biological level, €
which we do not recognize any concrete possibility of accounti
ectivity, for example, the mentally handicapped who, at least
to come to the use of reason. But we:

s, never seem
fundamental which is experienced at the

understand something
existence in terms of such peripheral cases. Each one of us1s endo
0 this situation the Christian and theolog

his own freedom, and 1
tion that manisa free subject takes on for us in the concrete an
importance and a radical serious
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The fact that as subjects of

subj
normal standard

ness.

4. “Original Sin”

THE WORLD OF PERSONS A3 THE REALM OF FREEDOM’S AC

If the Christian doctrine about the possibility of radical
existence is really t0 D€ od, then we must als0.C0
Pfe,gi_fi@]ﬂ_gﬁ‘ﬁfge‘_sﬂbiﬁg_th%ﬂ_d.I!Dil!l@!?.i in addition to.t
the world, in history, and in 2 world of persons. But th

L4

ticket which is still used
tries to annihilate himself
nship between something
as its prime example when
d. Tt is what is most prop=
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always and inevitabl i i
y exercises his inali d
.y A ' personal, inalienable a ni
m in a situation which ____he finds prior to himself :'Bizﬁlqu? ?Ctsoj
— Lelilis 3 himselr, 1S 1mpose

on him, and which is ulti ),
which is ultimately the presupposition of his freedom. It mea
i ns
alvﬁgidgttm—@g]fdﬂbmeH@T persons
is situation is not only an beor sl i !
;i terior situati i ;
enter into th o ion which bas
P iztdectn'smn of fre.edom as such. It is not the exézillyl — e ;
e theer?] ion, an attlt'ude or a decision is merely actualiza dl'f'laterla]
- Rathe:tfena‘li of this free decision then drops off thise d;“.SPCh
: ' reedom inevitably a : Shliny
it actualizes i o y appropriates the et
co-dei:;fa;rll-ﬁf] ::t(sle}ljf afs an intrinsic and constitutive element r\:ﬁ?zlr:%l o ‘Yhmh
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iy ce which possesses itself in its freedom e
e eternal validity of the f : -
! ree subject in and .
final and definiti 3 . and through his f i
intrins;fcatlllltlze ;ahdity. of his earthly history itself, and trl::l:fm . -th.e
. they _tO- t?termmed by the elements imposed on it wh _011'16 -
o Slfuatlon of the free subject in time. It is co-det; & o
ns. HOwge(: “fll :lh-e others who constitute his own uniq:l:::n\:nelfl by
i freelc;g lt_dEfends radically against making our own Elr t O'f
. mb‘mnocuous, the Christian interpretation ofs :}:'1-
R it 9})‘1] lle)Ct says that this situation, determined b h{s
B e ,a d tlh:.i y bears the stamp of the history of the freed of
, an : Y e
is precisely for the individual in his free subie::)trin '(t)E
vity
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1 ?;rz};;_tljlt_teé 7airj¢_d§t¢§g1_ined by his personal world
iporeality and objectification of cach individual's original deci
. ( 1dual’s origin i
E})l e :]fﬁia;:i 11:1 ;he essence of this original free deciiioil, jzcgstl}?:
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e ;st;u ]ectu..re, o.riginal free decision. They onl
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e on the olb]ectlvity of a shared situation
L intrinsic moment in the free decision of another.
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In this latter decision this objectification can acquire a completely different
to be the result of the first free:

character without ceasing for this reason

action.

subjective guilt as absurd i
to believe that h
subiect it . . e and he alone has b
o ething evil mtc‘) this world by his actions in freedom someth§ ro“ght
P(;;n ;10 longer intercept completely and undo , g which
o y . - . )
man’s experience points in the direction that there are in fact

OBJECTIFICATIONS OF ANOTHER'S GUILT oottt
According to Christian teaching objectifications of guilt are a part of the_s objectifications of personal guilt in the world which, a5 the material for th

already existing elements in the situation of an individual’s freedom. Th sio SR I
seems to sound at first like something perfectly obvious. For every perso
has the impression that he has to decide about himself and to find himse
and God in a world which is co-determined by guilt and by the guil
refusals of others. He knows from his own transcendental experience.
there is freedom, and that this freedom objectifies itself in the v'vc'_Jr'l'

history, in time and space. He knows that such freedom includes
. d

possibility of a radically evil decision, and h
edly very inad -quate and sorrowful
tions of really subjectively e ns which have act
s opinion is very natural. But if we think about it car
correctly, outside of the possibility of an -bsolute experience of on
subjective evil objectifying itself in the world, it_pgq_ggaﬂ}ig{ﬂ clai
probable at most. We could assume, first of all, that there has ind
been the pressing and threatening possibility of really subjective’
world, but that this possibility has not become reality. We cou
that unfortunate situations which are detrimental to fre.édo'

always have to be worked through in the development of
jectively evil decision, but that t!

never arise out of a really sub
early stages of 2 development which begins from far bel

upwards,‘ and is not 'yet ﬁl?if;hed. We could assume th‘_at_:"p ation of guilt, and cven do this wi
necessarily been evil decmons.of freedom ob;ectlfylfxg .th tion, so that to neglect tcl)lis C')fb]‘_“t}f very fﬁal‘succeSSes and as an
world, b.ut th.at they are .thefn improved and transfotmc_d God. But accordine to th igation wou‘Id. 1t3f31f be radical guilt
change in this same subjective freedom, so that they no g to the teaching of Christianity this striving will
adverse significance for others which would constitute an e
to a good decision i freedom by these others.’ LR
All of these possibilities might appear very improbabl
ina subiectivel?' hones_t iud‘gment faces himse}f'ﬁdt'd y Qﬁf!_g an idealisti _
but as a real sinner, it might appear absurd to a e istic as well as a communistic optimism about the
history of the human race he alone is such a sinner MEt nistlamity believes not only that it is giving witness to the truth
has the possibility of judging about himself, whi ..E._'fb,‘?ﬁf‘t_?{_woirig’i_ﬁé;é an ci
assured with regard to others, or at least niot wit .?!Eiﬁﬂllﬂ_t__e__m&ﬁi'i mperatives
certainty. It might strike such a person who has reall) e

free decisi 5 U
eﬁeg%‘?%f‘;%giﬁhg.P?f]_fgnﬁ,.th_regts_m these decisions, have a seductive
o dEC1;10n;?\S d IF‘&._S’..EEEEQEQ}?}QE_S_ painful. And since the material
P, OOda%’s ecomeslan ‘mtrinsic element of the free act itself
ing this materialga ol ret} act which is .ﬁnite does not succeed in transformi
always remains ambsio ute Yband changing it completely, this good act itself
by g, It always « fUOlvls ecause of th(? co-determination of this sitnation
really be intendeyd be:;l;i;x;sthzrcgzngi with consequences which could not
the good that was intended b);, oie,soozillglfiéél(li};z:rslses, and which disguise

€ presumes th

But thi i ich i
becoml:; hu‘man experience, which is really quite obvious, is prevented from
i y
peo Co_dgter:;c;;;l;z; E:)); :1}:6 n";essage of Christianity and its assertion that
nis, co-determination of t! e situation of eve ouilt of oth er
s coCetermin e situation of every person by the guilt of oth
; ls"j;na';?fr ;11111:@:]%1,. é‘)_qg]_r_gg}_l_ent, and therefore also orlglfalThe(:z :S::
0 individual person whose nature does not alr ‘
o . . oes not already b
p of the guilt of others, directly or indirectly, from close or 3f(r‘:):l ;lt:z]::

:
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Uto-

best service towards improving the world here and now, becab:s\zrz};:e(i 4

ian idea that a world functioning in perfect ha‘rmony cag e

lsnan himself only leads inevitably to still greater v1olenc;g agt ir: s

i dicate from the world. suc 2

hose which man wants to era ' . ‘ %

t};artl)flr:e can become the excuse for not doing anlyt‘mng, foF offerg}f [:ieeorpl)()t

O‘hc consc;lation of eternal life, and really for oﬁenng a religious ath l; et

; i as the opiate of the people, but also as an oplate.for the pefpeg “

(;;:iz Jdoes not alter the fact that the radical I’EHIISIfn Whl;ﬂ; c(;)?es_tﬁ © ;)P =
ion i imi istianity as we have formulated 1 wi

the pessimism of Christiani . ;

Stfrtl}:: situ:tion of our freedom is true, and that therefore it may not be

disguised.
kil
THE CHRISTIAN TEACHING ABOUT “‘ORIGINAL SIN

! . he
[ ermanent and ineradicable co-determination of t
S;:i‘t;n“::f‘ ‘;if?;,ir?dividual’s freedom by gui!t, and then of Cc'mst?(,f va:&
iety’ i conceivable only if this ineradicable (,:o-qetermma fone.
S(')Clety Sto?’fl cedom by guilt is also original, that is, 18 alread.y imbedde
s.lt‘-‘atlon_ ; tf this history to the extent that this origin of the single ?ustory
oo ce is to be understood as established by man. The‘ um\.:ersal-
9£ i h“}‘:‘*‘_ﬂ ri’;ldic:able nature of the co-determination of th.e mtuatxfn} of
lf?t;:crilc()in: birl;:ilt in the single history of the human race implies an original

i i the
determination of this human situation by guilt already present at

beginning. It implies an “original sin.

. . E

in”’ that the original, personal act ol

“Original sin” does not mean of course hat = ginal, p
freefi)c:;nl at the very origin of history has been transmitted to subsequent

i p d of
generations in its mgialfqggli_ty:_'_['hg notion that the personal dee

«“Adam” or of the first group of people is | imputed to us in such a way t

iologl i utely
it has been transmitted on to us biologically, as it were, has absolutely

i i hristian doj Ar_ngﬁc_:ffq;’i‘gjga) sin. .
nlo%zi:sv%o;:ﬂgl% %fo&éééitﬂ?iperience and. the r.nes{nmg O:ta
original sin is, in the first place, from a rehg10us—e>;15§intlealrr:;$; 1_3.
of our own situation, from ourselves. We say ﬁrst 0 :11 : wzl e P
must inevitably exercise ourﬁ own Ereecflomllstu};f;t::l ge glin i
s co-determined by objectifications of ULt e
this co-determination belongs to our situation pen.n =

i i | example: when someo
bly. This can be clarified by a very bana _ o
ot reflect upon the fact that 1t.s pri _
bi:::\iil;o}::ftigzz.sTo them belongs, under certain cxlrcu;nls)tanzi?; 1th
l]jot of banana pickers, which in turn is co-determined Dy 8
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exploitation, or a centuries-old commercial policy. This person himself now
participates in this situation of guilt to his own advantage. Where does this
person’s personal responsibility in taking advantage of such a situation
co-determined by guilt end, and where does it begin? These are difficult
and obscure questions.

In order to arrive at a real understanding of original sin, we begin with
the fact that the situation of our own freedom bears the stamp of the guilt
of others in a way which cannot be eradicated. But this means that the
universality and the inescapability of this co-determination by guilt is in-
conceivable if it were not present at the very beginning of mankind’s history
of freedom. For if it were not present, hence if this determination of our
situation by guilt were only a particular event, then the radical nature of
this recognition of a universal and ineradicable co-determination of the
situation of our freedom by guilt could not be maintained. We have to
understand this co-determination of the situation of human freedom by
guilt as imbedded in the origin of history itself. The universality and
ineradicable nature of the co-determination of the situation of freedom by
guilt in the single history of the human race implies in this sense an
“original sin” as it is called by its traditional name.

“ORIGINAL SIN” AND PERSONAL GUILT

“Original sin” in the Christian sense in no way implies that the original,
personal act of freedom of the first person or persons is transmitted to us

as our moral quality. In “original sin” the sin of Adam is not imputed to

us. Personal guilt from an original act of freedom cannot be transmitted,
for it is the existentiell “no” of personal transcendence towards God or

against him. And by its very nature this pgpgoﬁ_bﬂ@srﬁifﬁﬁ?iust as the
formal freedom of a subject cannot be transmitted. This freedom is pre-
cisely the point where a person is unique and no one can take his place,
‘where he cannot be analyzed away, as it were, either forwards or backwards

into his environment, and in this way escape responsibility for himself.
r Catholic theology, therefore, “original sin” in no way means that the
ral quality of the actions of the first person or persons is transmitted to
whether this be through a juridical imputation by God or through some
of biological heredity, however conceived.
this connection it is obvious that when the word “sin” is used for the
nal, evil decision of a subject, and when on the other hand it is applied
sinful situation which derives from the decision of another, it is being

nly in an analogous sense, and not in a univocal sense. Now we could
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a word
% in a critical way why the ¢ church’s theology 3 and preaching us¢
ask in
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w1thm the horlzon of God hlmself TlllS d' ine self eommumcatmn which

s word, which then Tas to be mediﬁed with a great deal of

effort afterwards We should rather

ience ar ;
o Vilelllellalk about _e qutter ztself w1thout usmg tlnls wo;cl) nCe)r; Zw
ttlllm Wj would we have to indicate that this very v actual reality o
een

al sin” in ecclesiastical langu _
s own situation 1s called “origin e
hf?lll?d Ol’lewould be clear from the beginning that with reg?rd t(l)at:z:
resporellsllblhty the possibility of expiation and the modes ot exp

’sh
the conceivability of the consequences of gmlt which we call punusi

all of these respects in any casc “original sin” is essentially differ
in

{ 1 guilt and sin, and un Adam” in the situation of its freedom, we can and must spe@lc of an original

eak of personal gui ? ;

what we mean when we Sp e the perspective of the tran sin Iy logous sense of COurse, even though we are

them as possible or s actual from _ almg wnth an element in the sztuatzon of freedom and not in the freedom
Jom in ourselves.

experience of free

E‘the emstenhell human situa to freedom as the condltlon of possxbﬂlty for freedom’s concrete achon
o

Self- communication of the absolutely koly God designates a quallty sancti-
fying man prior to his free and good decision. Therefore the loss of such’

 which should not be, and is not merely a diminishing of the possibilitics

“of freedom as can otherwise be the case in the instance of a “hereditary
- defect.”

. Singe there is such a loss for the human race as the “descendants of

D's SELF-COMMUNchTlON ._d,' ermined by a gmlty he begmmng of the l‘llStOTY of the human

ceis a matter for l’llS freedom to decide, however threatenmg and perm—

7 o)
#ORIGINAL SIN” IN THE LIGHT OF G

The natur al sir
unders of the effect whi
lar_persons_has on. the
unity of the human race,

d finally the necessity
?lllated in the world, there is necessarily such an ;_-ﬁe(;t -
Presupposing this basic structure of an act ?E t;a:rso heedo
the situation of © _

world and as co- -determining o
specific about the Christian ¢ doctrine of ongln‘z: S'uﬂt is an el entanding of what “origial sin® means, then, s based o bt
i e e e ¢ iﬁ First of all, it is based on the universality of the determination by
H s e o e o every person’s situation, and this factor includes the original nature
the history herwise the universality 0 t . erso on . -
dEd o begmnmg e em::l £ th hxstory of th mination by guilt in the history of the human race, for this is

the freedom anc of fne
tion of the situation of

0 he universality. Secondly, it is based on the reflexive insight,
laine
men by guilt is not €xp

e of original si

her ersorlg Ereeglg_[n.ﬁF |
the fact that man is in o the world and
that every original situation of Ereedo

_od s offer of lnmself In spite of the guilt at the beginning of the
' God'’s offer of hlmself alwgys remains valld because of Christ
i, although it is no longer present because of “Adam”

race. Even in this situation co-determined by guilt, it remains just
cal an existential in the situation of human freedom as what we call
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2. The depths of this determination by guilt, which determines the realm
of freedom and not freedom as such immediately, must be measured by the
theolog:cal essence of the sin in wlnch | this co- determination of the human

a sanctifying self-communication assumes the character of somethmg )
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: " ¢
deepening with the history of revelation and_ SI—]lVB.hOT.l, into thehnaturzigc
th prelationship between God and man. This factoF lﬂCll.JdeS ht lel spz fhe
naiure of the conditions of possibility for this rela:llons;hlp.;: . EC grw}len
ionshi ial depths of guilt if an
. in the relationship, and also the special def  guilt if an
E‘::::a l?s guilt and, if there is guilt, what kmd. of guilt is 11mpthed ;3‘/ a
rejection of the sanctifying offer of himself which God makes ? man.

ON THE HERMENEUTICS OF SCRIPTURAL STATEMENTS

Both the fact and the nature of what we call “or‘iginal Sil:l,” ther:fo;:; t(iz::

ved at from man’s experience of himself in th.e hlstog of sa 3
‘Pe e o this history has reached its culmination in ChIlSt: '::"rom.t is
= ‘;‘3 e iltS is also clear that the biblical teaching about _pggl;]a_L sin.in
E}?;S[();lfi 1::nd New Testaments indicates pbgs;siqf div:%qugggé v:rl};;c;r; ::;

i The universality of the ¢

qeaﬂy%ﬁgf?lgé%gx;i?aolzgz;lzdge of original sin until reflexive knf)\'vl-
s Coub nto' mediacy to God was cadicalized in the instance of a positive
edge'a 0‘:1]' “El him. The biblical story about the sin of the.__ first person or
sn 0 .way- has to be understood as an historical, eyt?,thn.ess
ﬁmt’pg’i?l?s“]niri;;i of the sin of the first man is rather an _ag_tlo_lc?glcal
TICPQTL- ”_fg & th'eyexl-)er-iéﬁcé of man’s existentiell situation in the history
g}ffgf\f;ct?c;;c:)n\-vhat must have happ-enet-i “at the beginning” if the present

i it i i d if it is
i the way it is €x erienced, an :
ituation of freedom actually is y it P ! .
Sl:cl:pted as it is. If this is the case, then it is also cllear that w%th .rega:_)i_'
:o the visual representation of these events in the primeval beginnings of

the human race, everything which cannot be arrived at by this aetiolog

inference from the present situation to its origins belongs to the mode of

i 13
representation and the mode of expression, but ?ot to ‘Ehe cotnhte:i;:c g
i i ioht be couched in the torm ot a myti, b
assertion. The assertion mig . sy
i iti de of representation for man's u
is a completely legitimate mode o 2 e
i d radically by some other mo j
ences, nor can it be replace : : e g
Even the most abstract metaphysics and philosophy oE. rel:igmndnfl;de
with visual images which are nothing else but abbreviated an .
ments of mythology
Original sin, therefore | g clse oa'
the p_rgés'ehf' universal and ineradicable situation of ngﬁf_z%edéimn
detérm_i).ne_;_Eﬁﬁﬁ{,gndjhis insofar as this situation f!léi.a _i:.l)s 0 L
because of the ‘univg:rsgl,dqtermination of this h;ittggy__ by guill
f.communication in grace comes to man not from “Aam
M s g e human ra om the goal of this history

re, expresses nothing glge_but_thg_hi_stgrigl o

God-Man Jesus Christ.
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THE ‘‘CONSEQUENCES OF ORIGINAL SIN”

Insofar as the situation of our freedom is inescapably co-determined by
guilt, and this guilt touches everything which exists as individual elements
within this situation of freedom, it is also clear that man’s whole encounter
in freedom with the world of persons and things which determine him
would be different if this situation were not co-determined by this guilt. To
this extent, toil, ignorance, sickness, pain and death as we encounter them
in the concrete are undoubtedly characteristics of our human existence
which would not be present in an existence without guilt in the same way
that we actually experience them.
In this sense we can and must say that these existentials are the conse-
quence of original sin. But this does not say conversely that everything
which confronts us in these characteristics of man’s individual and collec-

tive history is absolutely nothing else but the consequence of sin, nor that
we can form a concrete image of the opposite existentials as they would
appear in a realm of existence free of guilt. It is to be taken for granted
that man without guilt would also have lived out his life in and through |

freedom and into something final g’nidrdeﬁnitivg and in this sense would \\J\ o

have “died.” It is obvious that we cannot imagine concretely this mode of /| )

existence moving towards its fulfillment without being touched by guilt. All
of the scriptural statements about this are and remain asymptotic attempts

to indicate what existence would be like without guilt, a situation which k

no one has experienced in the concrete, but which we have to postulate
if we do not want to shift the blame for our sinfulness and for the co-

determination of our situation by sin onto God.

If the essence of sin is an actualization of transcendental freedom in

rejection of God, then it can be actualized by a person even when the
theoretical and practical mediation of this transcendental freedom is very
: odest. Just as in the first act in which man appears as man, perhaps when

1

e made fire or used tools and this achievement seemed to exhaust his limits
man, he was already a transcendent being or else he cannot be called
, S0 too even in the most primitive cultural conditions we must ac-

owledge in this being the possibility of a “yes” or “no” to God which
istian doctrine acknowledges in the “first man” (or men). Since such

ection of God must be understood from the perspective of the origin
uman freedom as an act of basic and original self-interpretation, and
one act among many others, neither is there any need to think of
in his innocence as living in a historical paradise for a longer period
me, and to reject what is really meant in Genesis as a mere myth.
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