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DECEMBER 13, 2017
Were Adam and Eve real people?
Adam and Eve and the seven-day creation story: Are they true? 
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/70-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-61
By John Martignoni, Catholic apologist

Q: We listened to John in [name of city] earlier in the month of August. We were moved by the talk [“Was Hitler Right?”]. However, I listened to one of the CD’s he left for us [“Catholics and the Bible”] and I was dismayed. On the CD he stated that he truly believed in Adam and Eve. That means he must believe that the earth was created in 7 days. I cannot believe anyone with any education at all can believe in Adam and Eve and a 7 day creation. Look how long it took before the Catholic Church actually accepted the idea that earth was not the center of the universe and that the sun and stars rotated around the earth.

You wonder why our young people struggle with this kind of religion. I believe that God truly created the universe. But not in 7 days. I believe that God truly created men and women but not Adam and Eve. If you believe in Adam and Eve then you must believe that the earth is around 5000 years old.

How can you preach this kind of theology? No wonder the Catholic Church is losing members and why so few are going into the priesthood. I am a Catholic but I struggle with theology of this nature. –Ron

There are a few points that I would like to make in response to your comments. First, your assumption that a belief in Adam and Eve necessarily leads to a belief in God creating the world in seven 24-hour days, is an erroneous assumption. Please explain to me why one belief necessarily leads to the other? 

Second, I would suggest that you listen to that particular talk once again…with all due respect, but you didn’t listen to it very closely and you seem to be reacting to it with emotion rather than logic. I specifically stated that, as Catholics, we are free – from the Church’s perspective – to believe that God created the world in seven 24-hour days, or we are free to believe that he created the world over a period of millions of years. I specifically stated that the Church is silent on the chronology of the matter. And, I specifically stated that the author of Genesis was not trying to give us a nice neat linear timeline for creation. You apparently ignored all of that. So, again, from a perspective of faith, and having an understanding of literal vs. literalist interpretation of scripture, we are free to believe either way on the timeline of creation. I personally believe that the six days of creation represent a very long period of time. Yet, I believe in Adam and Eve. Thus, your assumption is proven to be false.

Now, regarding Adam and Eve, you had better believe in Adam and Eve, or your faith is not the Catholic Faith. The Church specifically teaches that the faithful must believe that all of humanity descended from a single pair of human beings…call them Adam and Eve or call them Ted and Alice, it doesn’t matter…the Church teaches this, not me. And, as a Catholic, I believe what the Church teaches. 

Furthermore, there is relatively recent evidence from science – anthropology and genetics, for example – that all of mankind did indeed descend from a single pair of human beings. In other words, science is catching up with what the Church has always taught.

But, let’s examine what happens to Church teaching if Adam and Eve are indeed myths. First of all, you can throw the dogma of original sin out the window. The dogma states that the sin of our “first parents” was transmitted to all of their offspring…all of mankind…through physical generation. In other words, we inherited a fallen nature from Adam and Eve. But, if there was no Adam and Eve, then there was no transgression in the Garden of Eden. There was no original sin and there was no fallen nature to transmit to others. So, throw out Romans, chapter 5 and throw out the dogma of original sin. 

And, if we did not inherit a fallen nature from Adam and Eve, it means we have no need to be baptized as infants. Infants are baptized to heal the wound of original sin and to bring the infant into covenant with God. Well, since Adam and Eve didn’t exist, then mankind never fell out of covenant with God. So, no need for infant baptism. And, since mankind never fell out of covenant with God, then one could make the argument that there was no need for Christ to come to die for our sins and to open the gates of Heaven for us, since the gates of Heaven were never apparently closed. And, if there was no Adam and Eve, and, therefore, no original sin, then there was no promise of a future redeemer (Genesis 3:15).

In other words, a number of the Catholic Faith’s most central doctrines and dogmas…relating to baptism, to salvation, to original sin…stand or fall on whether Adam and Eve existed. 
If you do not want to believe in the reality of Adam and Eve, that is entirely your right to do so. But, I suggest you first think about what babies you will be throwing out with the bath water, because if you reject Adam and Eve, you must necessarily reject several very important doctrines and dogmas that are built upon the existence of Adam and Eve. 

I will repeat here what I mentioned in my talk: the nine things that the Church…not John Martignoni…teaches we must believe in regards to the first 3 chapters of Genesis. I will also include the corresponding paragraphs in the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) for these nine things so that you can see these teachings are what the Church still teaches – please make special note of all the Catechism references to #4, the existence of Adam and Eve:

1) The creation of all things out of nothing by God at the beginning of time…and including time

2) The special creation of man

3) The creation of woman from man [remember the story of Eve being created from Adam’s rib? Well, the Church doesn’t say that it absolutely happened in exactly that way, but it does teach that woman was created from man in some manner]

4) That all of humanity is descended from an original pair of human beings – Adam and Eve

5) That Adam and Eve were created in an original state of holiness, justice, and immortality

6) That a Divine Command was laid upon man to prove his obedience to God [“Thou shalt not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil”? Again, exactly what that means, we don’t know. Was it really a tree with fruit that they weren’t supposed to eat? Probably not, but we don’t really know. We do know that there was some command from God, laid upon man, to prove his obedience.]

7) The transgression of that Divine Command at the instigation of Satan 

8) The loss of the state of holiness, justice, and immortality of our 1st parents, because of their disobedience – Adam and Eve were kicked out of Paradise.

9) The promise of a future Redeemer, a Savior – Gen 3:15, the protoevangelium, the first “good news”

Source: “The Sources of Catholic Dogma,” Denzinger: #2123


Corresponding references in the Catechism for the above nine teachings:

1. CCC #‘s 296-299

2. CCC #’s 355-358

3. CCC #‘s 371

4. CCC #’s 54-55, 359-360, 375, 390-392, 402-405, 407, 416-417, 419

5. CCC #‘s 374-379, 384, 398, 415-416

6. CCC #’s 396-397, 399

7. CCC #‘s 379, 390-392, 394-395, 397-398, 413-415

8. CCC #’s 379, 390, 399-400, 410

9. CCC #‘s 410-411

“For the faithful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains either that after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from [Adam] as from the first parent of all, or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents.”

Source: Papal encyclical, “Humani Generis,” Pope Pius XII, paragraph #37


Regarding the idea of how long it took the Church to accept “the idea that the earth was not the center of the universe…,” well, that was never taught as a doctrine of the faith. That was simply accepted scientific evidence of the day. It was the Church, in fact, that was on the leading edge of scientific discoveries in the Middle Ages through its establishment of universities and its support of many of the leading scientists of the day. 

For example, much is made of the Church’s censure of Galileo. Yet, the Church sanctioned Galileo, not for his scientific discoveries, but because he tried to cross from the world of science to the world of theology. The Church gave a great deal of support to Copernicus, Galileo’s predecessor in the theory of heliocentrism (Michael- the sun is at the centre of our universe). A presentation of Copernican theory was made to the pope himself and a Roman cardinal wrote a letter to Copernicus expressing a great deal of interest in his work. One of Copernicus’ books was actually dedicated to the Pope. 

So, the popular notion in the media, and apparently yours as well, that the Church tends to be in opposition to science, does not fit with the historical facts. 

I hope you will reconsider your rejection of the Church’s teachings on Adam and Eve, on Original Sin, on Infant Baptism and so on. Over the years, I rejected a number of the Church’s teachings as well. However, upon investigation, I discovered that the Church turned out to be right, and I was wrong. Which is why if I ever question now anything the Church teaches, I give the benefit of the doubt to the Church, rather than to myself. 

After all, if the Church is founded by Jesus Christ, and if Jesus Christ gave it the authority to teach in the areas of faith and morals, then shouldn’t we believe what it teaches? I would ask you to think about and pray about conforming your beliefs to the Church’s, rather than hoping the Church will conform its beliefs to yours. And, if you don’t believe the Church was founded by Jesus Christ, and that it does not have authority from Him to teach in the areas of faith and morals, then I would simply ask one question: Why are you Catholic?

In Conclusion

This man is undoubtedly a “good” Catholic. He attends Mass, goes to Catholic events such as the one he heard me speak at, etc. But, he: 1) Doesn’t know what the Church teaches; 2) Doesn’t believe what the Church teaches; and 3) Has had his beliefs formed by heterodox Catholic teachers and/or the popular media – all of which make him not such a “good” Catholic. Unfortunately, there are millions of “good” Catholics just like him…I used to be one of them. Fortunately, many of the teachers of heterodoxy are dying out, and more and more priests, deacons, religious, DRE’s, religious ed teachers, etc. are being properly formed in the truths of the Faith and are passing those truths along to the laity.

It’s going to take a while longer for the turnaround to firmly take hold and to flower and grow, but things are definitely headed in that direction.

By the way, this issue regarding Adam and Eve, evolution, the creation timetable, and such is very interesting to me, as many of my “liberal” atheist/agnostic friends like to turn to it to “prove” that Christians are idiots because what we believe goes against science; and because many of the more fundamentalist Christians twist themselves all into knots trying to rectify the Bible with science. So, I’m going to share some more on this in the not-too-distant future. 

Were Adam and Eve real? 
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/205-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-155
By John Martignoni, Catholic apologist

Q: I had a former theology teacher at my parish’s school tell me that Vatican II changed the Church’s teachings on Adam and Eve and that the first few chapters of Genesis are to be considered as myths.  Is that true?
    
A: No, it is not. Below are nine teachings of the Church regarding the first three chapters of Genesis.  These teachings can be found in a document which was issued by the Pontifical Biblical Commission, and confirmed by Pope St. Pius X, in 1909.  These teachings have been the constant teachings of the Church throughout the centuries, and the Pontifical Biblical Commission expounded them in 1909 as a response to the errors of the Modernists that had developed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. The Modernists were, among other things, denying the reality of Adam and Eve.  

Now, you might say, “John, this was before Vatican II, the question is: didn’t Vatican II change all of this?” No, it did not.  We can find every single one of these nine teachings of Pope St. Pius X, as expounded by the 1909 Pontifical Biblical Commission, in the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) that was published in 1994.

So, here they are, the nine teachings of the Church regarding chapters 1-3 of Genesis, as expounded in the 1909 document from the Pontifical Biblical Commission, followed each time by the paragraphs of the 1994 Catechism that carry the corresponding teachings:

1) The creation of all things out of nothing by God at the beginning of time…and including time; CCC #’s 296-299

2) The special creation of man; CCC #’s 355-359

3) The creation of woman from man [Eve was created from Adam’s rib – well, the Church doesn’t say that it                       absolutely happened in exactly that way, but it does teach that woman was created from man in some manner]; CCC #371

4) That all of humanity is descended from an original pair of human beings – Adam and Eve; CCC #’s 54-55, 359-360, 375, 390-392, 402-405, 407, 416-417

5) That Adam and Eve were created in an original state of holiness, justice, and immortality; CCC #’s 374-379, 384, 398, 415-416
6) That a Divine Command was laid upon man to prove his obedience to God [“Thou shalt not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” – again, exactly what that means, we don’t know.  Was it really a tree with fruit that they weren’t supposed to eat?  Probably not, but we don’t really know.  But we do know that there was some command from God, laid upon man, to prove his obedience.]; CCC #’s 396-397, 399

7) The transgression of that Divine Command at the instigation of Satan; CCC #’s 379, 390-392, 394-395, 397-398, 413-415

8) The loss of the state of holiness, justice, and immortality of our 1st parents, because of their disobedience – Adam and Eve were kicked out of Paradise; CCC #’s 379, 390, 399-400, 410

9) The promise of a future Redeemer, a Savior – Gen 3:15, the protoevangelium, the first “good news”; CCC #’s 410-411

I doubt anyone will contend that the Catechism is pre-Vatican II.  So, if the teachings of the 1909 Pontifical Biblical Commission on Adam and Eve are also found in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, then it is obvious that Vatican II did not change the Church’s teachings in regard to Adam and Eve.
————————————————————————————————————————————

Q: In your column on Adam and Eve, you were saying that Adam and Eve were real people, but I have been told that Adam and Eve are merely representative of a number of “first parents” of the human race.  What do you think of that?
    
A: Well, it’s not really what I think of that, the correct question is: What does the Church think of that?  
This idea that Adam and Eve are merely symbolic representations for a number of first parents is known as polygenism – multiple origins.  Pope Pius XII addressed the belief in polygenism in an encyclical entitled “Some False Opinions Which Threaten to Undermine Catholic Doctrine,” also known as “Humani Generis.”  Here is what the Pope had to say:

“When, however, there is question of another conjectural opinion, namely polygenism, the children of the Church by no means enjoy such liberty.”  The first conjectural opinion the Pope is talking about had to do with evolution and the Pope had said, in essence, that there are some open questions, some opinions, on evolution that the children of the Church have the liberty to hold to until such time as the Church authoritatively rules on those matters.  No such liberty, though, in regards to polygenism.  The Pope continued,

“For the faithful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains either that after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from him as from the first parent of all, or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents. Now it is in no way apparent how such an opinion can be reconciled with that which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the Teaching Authority of the Church propose with regard to original sin, which proceeds from a sin actually committed by an individual Adam and which through generation is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own,” (Humani Generis, #37)

If Adam and Eve are merely literary representations of a number of first parents, and there were actually multiple Adams and multiple Eves, then what happens to the Church’s teaching on Original Sin?  It falls apart.  Was it one particular Adam that committed a sin that was passed down only to his descendants and, therefore, we have some people born with Original Sin and some born without Original Sin because their “Adam and Eve” ancestors did not commit the original sin?  Or, do we have multiple Adams committing multiple original sins?  Or, is the whole doctrine of original sin merely a metaphor for the selfishness and pettiness and greed that we find when men gather together in a society, but it wasn’t actually a personal sin committed by a particular individual?

And, if the doctrine of Original Sin falls apart, then what else happens?  Well, the doctrine of Baptism falls apart as well.  After all, if we are not born with Original Sin, then we have no need of Baptism – certainly, at least, not as infants.  And if it is not Baptism that brings us into covenant with God, and it is not Baptism that is the beginning of our salvation, and it is not through Baptism that we receive the Holy Spirit, then how does all of that happen?  And, if we are born without Original Sin, then that means we are born in covenant with God, which leaves open the possibility that we might not need a Redeemer to come and die for us on the Cross.

In other words, if you try to monkey with the Church’s teaching on Adam and Eve, the repercussions go way beyond Adam and Eve.  Which is why Pius XII stated that Catholics, in regard to polygenism, “cannot embrace that opinion…”  
————————————————————————————————————————————
Q: A small question originating from your discussion of polygenism. Did you mean to take the position that in rejecting polygenism, our Church at the same time requires believing Catholics to also believe as a matter of dogma in the literal reading of the Bible?   
    
A: In my discussion of polygenism (the belief in more than one set of original parents for mankind), I said nothing at all about the “literal reading of the Bible.” I simply pointed out what the Church requires its children to believe about that particular topic as quoted from “Humani Generis” and the Catechism of the Catholic Church, and the ramifications to Church doctrine of a belief in polygenism.  

Also, when discussing Church teaching, it is not my “position” or opinion that counts, what counts is what the Church teaches.  That is why I quote from papal encyclicals, Church Councils (particularly Vatican Council II) and the Catechism. 

Regarding, however, the “literal reading of the Bible,” it might surprise you to know that the Church does indeed require Catholics to read the Bible literally: “According to an ancient tradition, one can distinguish between two senses of Scripture: the literal and the spiritual, the latter being subdivided into the allegorical, moral, and anagogical senses,” (Catechism, #115). 

The Catechism continues: “The literal sense is the meaning conveyed by the words of Scripture and discovered by exegesis, following the rules of sound interpretation: ‘All other senses of Sacred Scripture are based on the literal,’” (Catechism, #116).

In other words, the literal sense of Scripture is the most important sense, because if you don’t get the literal sense of the words right, then you cannot get the spiritual sense of the words right, since the spiritual sense is based on the literal sense.  But, what does the Church mean when it speaks of the “literal sense” of Scripture?  The literal sense of Scripture is simply the meaning that “the human authors truly wanted to affirm and that God wanted to reveal to us by their words,” (Catechism, #109).

And, in order to properly discern the sacred authors’ intentions, “the reader must take into account the conditions of their time and culture, the literary genres in use at that time, and the modes of feeling, speaking, and narrating then current,” (Catechism, #110).  So, the Church does indeed insist on a literal reading of the Bible.  It does, however, warn against a “literalist” reading of the Bible. 

What’s the difference between a literal and literalist reading of Scripture?  Again, the literal meaning is simply the meaning the author intended to convey.  A “literalist” reading of Scripture is, essentially, taking the words on the page at absolute face value.  No taking into account literary genre, culture, idioms of speech, the author’s intent, and so on.

To give an example of the difference between the two, consider the phrase: It was raining cats and dogs.  
The literal meaning, the meaning the author intended to convey?  It was raining really hard.  
The literalist meaning, taking the words at absolute face value?  Cats and dogs were falling from the sky like rain.  The former is very Catholic, the latter is very fundamentalist.

So, again: Yes, Catholics are to read the Bible literally (check out paragraphs 105-119 of the Catechism for more on this particular topic).  And, yes, according to the Church, the literal sense of the early chapters of Genesis, the meaning the author of Genesis intended to convey, is that all of humanity descended from one original pair of human beings – Adam and Eve.

In Conclusion

Adam and Eve were real people. All of humanity descended from them. That’s what the Church teaches. That’s what we believe, as Catholics. If Adam and Eve are just “myths,” then the Church teaching on Original Sin, Infant Baptism, Baptism in general, and even on salvation are all called into question.
Is the Adam and Eve Story true or is it symbolic? 

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=1158 
February 1, 2010

Q: I am a little confused about the story of Adam and Eve? Is it symbolic, or was it a true moment of history? I spoke to a Catholic priest and I was horrified to hear his answers that it was only symbolic. He said it was about Sin and Grace. Is this true?

He also said that the end times were symbolic - so the church teaches, he said, and that when we die that is our end time! Even he said Cain and Abel was symbolic. It was about two nations. Is this true?

I asked how do you know then what is symbolic and what’s real? He said it’s the style of writing about which you have to study in theology. Please give me the Catholic Church’s view? -Joslyne
A: The Church teaches that we have indeed a literal original pair of parents, but this is not just Catholic doctrine. Science also says that all human beings can be traced back to an original pair of parents.
As for the Adam and Eve story in the Bible, the book of Genesis is not meant to be history book, or a science book. Many stories in the Bible may or may not be literally true, but that does not matter. What matters is the religious message. In the religious message of the Bible there are no mistakes. The Bible is infallible in that regard.

No one knows for sure how God created the universe, or what happened with our first parents. The Oral Histories that came to be written down in Genesis were meant to tell the story of "who" created the universe, not "how".

The six days of creation is thus most likely a representation of the creation, not literal six twenty-four hour days. Twenty-four hour days did not even exist until after the sun and earth were created and the earth began orbiting the sun in the way it does today. Twenty-four hours is a function of how fast the earth rotates on its axis, and a year is a function how long the earth takes to complete a complete orbit around the sun.

In the beginning of creation there was no earth and sun, thus no twenty-four days. To God there is no time, thus twenty-fours has no applicability to Him.

With that said, God is God and it He wants to create the universe in what we humans call six twenty-four days, He can certainly do. At the same time, He can choose to create a big-bang and allow the universe evolve for what we call billions of years (which to God is instantaneous since God knows no time) to the point that the earth and sun formed.

Concerning the story and Adam and Eve, the same thing holds true. It could have happened exactly as the writer of Genesis says it happened, maybe not. It does not matter. What matters is the religious message that God is the Creator of all things, and that our first parents sinned and brought into the world "original sin."

You can be a good Christian and believe literally in the six days of creation and the Adam and Eve story as written. You can also be a good Christian and think that the story is symbolic and that the religious message is all that is literal.

Pope John Paul II, in a speech to the Pontifical Academy of Science, said that the "how" of creation is a scientific issue. The Church is concerned with the "who" and the religious message. He said that evolution does not threaten Christian faith as long as science understands three things and does not try to refute these three things, which are immutable Truths:

1) God is the Creator of all things
2) Mankind did have an original pair of parents
3) The soul is not evolved, but individually created by God and placed in the human person at the moment of conception

As long as these three things are not messed with, science is free to explore the mechanisms of how God created the universe and the origins of the human race.

Thus, to your question as to whether Adam and Eve existed in a particular time in history? Yes, there was a literal Adam and Eve, that is, an original pair of parents of the human race. Even science admits that.

As for Cain and Abel, again the primary point is the religious message of the stories, but there is no reason to say that those two brothers did not literally exist in my opinion. They certainly could have.

The bottom line is not to worry about this. You may believe in the stories literally. This does not violate Church teaching. One can believe it is all symbolic if the desire. This also does not violate Church teaching, as long as those three points made by Pope John Paul II are not violated.

The priest, and us all, need to recognize that on this issue we are free to have differing views and must not chide those who disagree with us.

Always, remember that the real point is what these stories are telling us religiously regardless of our belief on the historical details. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
A friend told me that God created other "parents" besides Adam and Eve, including Cain's wife. Is this heretical?

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=191
Your friend’s theory is known as polygenism, and it was addressed by Pope Pius XII in his encyclical Humani Generis:

The faithful cannot embrace that opinion that maintains that either after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from him as from the first parent of all or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents. Now it is no way apparent how such an opinion can be reconciled with that which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the teaching authority of the Church propose with regard to original sin, which proceeds from a sin actually committed by an individual Adam and which, through generation, is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own. (HG 37)

Where did Cain’s wife come? Although their names are not recorded in Scripture, Adam and Eve had other children, including daughters—Cain seems to have married his sister. This was necessary (for a time) to propagate the human race. St. Augustine explained this in The City of God, book XV. When the necessity for sibling marriage ended so, too, did God’s allowance of it. -Jim Blackburn
How do we know Adam and Eve existed?
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i8N3uL_6NKM
March 10, 2016
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What does the Catholic Church’s teach about Adam and Eve? Were they myths or real?

https://www.fullycatholic.com/catholic-church-on-adam-and-eve-2/ 

May 5, 2013
Q: I had a theology professor who told me that Adam and Eve were simply misconceptions, and that the rest of Genesis was all just myths … is that exactly what the Church teaches?

A: Absolutely not! The Church has actually always instructed that Adam and Eve were genuine people and were the first human beings from whom all other human beings are descended. In 1950, Pope Pius XII, in Paragraph 37 of an encyclical entitled Humani Generis, states, “… the faithful cannot accept that viewpoint which preserves either that after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin with natural generation from [Adam] as from the first parent of all, or that Adam stands for a certain lot of first moms and dads.” In other words, the Church teaches that all humanity descended from Adam and Eve. They had to be genuine for that to take place.

Paragraph # 38, states: “This [encyclical], in fact, clearly mentions that the first l l chapters of Genesis … do nevertheless concern history in a true sense …” Again, Adam and Eve are not misconceptions, and the rest of Genesis is not legend. They are history in a “real sense.”

Paragraph # 39: “Therefore, whatever of the preferred narrations have been placed into the Sacred Scriptures must in no way be considered on a par with misconceptions or various other such things …” Can it be specified any clearer than that?

And listen to what the Catechism states, Paragraph # 375, “The Church … instructs that our first parents, Adam and Eve …” No mention of a myth here.

Paragraph # 404: “By yielding to the tempter, Adam and Eve dedicated a personal sin. Someone please tell me, how do misconceptions dedicate individual sins?

Adam and Eve are not myths. Genesis does not include misconception or legend. That is Church teaching. Challenge anybody, who instructs differently, to produce their sources from a magisterial paper. They cannot do it. They can, nevertheless, produce numerous books and posts by “theologians”. Not good enough.

Adam and Eve Were Real People
https://www.catholic.com/qa/adam-and-eve-were-real-people
By Karlo Broussard, July 5, 2017

Q: What is the Catholic Church’s teaching on the belief that Adam and Eve were merely symbols and not literally our first parents?
A: Pope Pius XII addressed this question in his 1950 encyclical Humani Generis. He identifies this belief as a “conjectural opinion” and denies the children of the Church the liberty to hold such an opinion. His reason is its apparent inconsistency with the transmission of original sin:

It is in no way apparent how such an opinion can be reconciled with that which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the teaching authority of the Church propose with regard to original sin, which proceeds from a sin actually committed by an individual Adam and which, through generation, is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own (sec. 37).

It is true that Pius XII’s rejection of “polygenism” (the belief that we descended from multiple sets of first parents) is not infallible. Nevertheless, it is a teaching that carries with it a high degree of magisterial authority.

Even the Catechism of the Catholic Church seems to affirm the belief that Adam and Eve were not mere symbols but literally our first parents:

(It teaches that Eve in some manner was created from Adam (CCC 371).

(It contrasts the first Adam with Christ (CCC 359).

(It refers to Adam and Eve as our “first parents” created in an original state of justice and holiness (CCC 375), which they lost when they sinned (CCC 399-400).

(It identifies Adam as the source of sin in contrast to Christ as the source of grace (CCC 388).

(It affirms St. Paul’s teaching in Romans 5:18 that by one man’s sin all of humanity is affected (CCC 402).

(It teaches that all men are Adam’s descendants and are implicated in his sin (CCC 404).

(It teaches that Adam and Eve transmitted to their descendants human nature wounded by their own first sin (CCC 417).

There is no indication in these passages, or in the many other passages where the Catechism references Adam and Eve, that the Church believes the biblical Adam and Eve represent a number of our first parents.
Adam and Eve
http://www.ewtn.com/v/experts/showmessage_print.asp?number=359658&language=en 

February 26, 2001
Q: Do we as Catholics believe that Adam and Eve were the very first and only human beings created by God, or is this story symbolic of the beginning of the human race? I have been told that it was evident there were other races of people around at the time when Adam and Eve were living, but I have also been told that Eve is the mother of all. One of my atheist friends calls our religion "A bunch of incest" for this reason, and I find it frustrating to not be able to explain it to him.

A: Allow me to post two responses, one regarding Adam and Eve and the other with regards to incest. If your friend does not accept that we are all descended from one set of parents, then he may very well belong to a different species than many of the rest of us. Maybe he is not human...that is a logical consequence of suggesting we descend from various creatures through evolution. The Church does not insist upon a literal interpretation of every detail of the story of creation found in Genesis but does insist upon the truths contained therein, such as that that man and woman were created good but sinned against God, suffered punishment as a consequence, and that there is original sin passed in some manner through transmission from one generation to the next in each person (with the exception of Mary, who was preserved by a special grace in anticipation of her role as the Mother of our Lord). And certain things do follow from this belief about original sin; for instance, a papal document concerning original sin states, in effect, that the Church holds to monogenism (we are all descended of one line, from Adam) rather than polygenism, for otherwise it seems impossible to account for the doctrine of original sin. But evolution is still a possible scenario for creation, at least in part, so long as we affirm that God is the source of all and placed a blueprint in the unfolding creation and individually creates the human soul in each person. Let me post an earlier response:

The matter of the historicity of the some parts of the Bible, especially the first eleven chapters of Genesis, is complicated. Even accepting the basic premise that the Bible is free from all error, since ultimately God is the Author and cannot deceive, is not to insist that all parts of the Bible are intended to be read without a consideration of the genre or type of writing. 
Some parts of the Bible, especially some descriptions in Genesis, may not have been intended by God as strictly historical works, as we judge historical truth. For instance, a Catholic can in good conscience believe that the creation of the world may not have happened literally in the six days, precisely as described. Then again, I would not want to preclude the historical truth, as described. I leave that to the beatific vision to know more certainly. It is the nature of the text itself which raises the issue and leads us to examine the content the sacred author intended to convey by knowing the literary mode by which he did it. For instance, the nature of poetry is far different from prose, and a narrative with mythical images in it differs from a strictly literal narrative.

In the past hundred years or so, the various papal writings and Councils have commented upon the matter of the historicity of certain parts of the Scriptures. Let me offer a quote from an encyclical letter of Pope Pius XII titled, “Humani Generis” (1950):

“..the first eleven chapter of Genesis...nevertheless come under the heading of history; in what exact sense, it is for the further study of the exegete to determine. These chapters have a naïve, symbolic way of speaking, well suited to the understanding of primitive people. But they do disclose to us certain important truths, upon which the attainment of our eternal salvation depends, and they do also give a popular description of the origin of the human race and of the chosen people. It may be true that the ancient authors of sacred history drew some of their material from current popular stories. So much may be granted. But it must be remembered that they did so under the impulse of divine inspiration which preserved them from all error in selecting and assessing the material they used. “These excerpts from current stories, which are found in the sacred books, must not be put on a level with mere myths, or with legend in general…In the OT a love of truth and a cult of simplicity shine out in such a way as to put these writers on a distinctly different level from their profane contemporaries.”

With regards to Adam and Eve and their circumstances, it is important to make distinctions with regard to the revealed truth within the various details. Regardless of how God created them, there was a first set of parents who were individually endowed with a soul which exceeded anything physical evolution could produce. The Garden of Eden, if not literal, would certainly represent a world which had a beauty and harmony to it which was lost to man and woman by sin. And the tree, if not literal, can represent a command of God to man which was ignored and was the original sin. Whether it was a matter of eating a forbidden fruit or symbolically represents some other act by which our first parents rejected God can be debated, but the basic reality is the same.

As to any theory of evolution, the Church does not make statements about the natural science aspect of such hypotheses as such but does insist that IF God worked through an evolutionary process of some sort, we must still recognize and affirm that the human soul exceeds anything nature can produce and so it must be directly and immediately created by God in each instance. And beyond the existence of a human soul in Adam and Eve, the Church also teaches infallibly that they enjoyed certain preternatural graces, including immunity from death and freedom from concupiscence, that is, they were not disordered in their appetites. 

===================

In the history of the human race, for one reason or another, the rules sometimes change and generally for the better. Sometimes this is because of the circumstances which are related to the nature of things, but at other times changes may be for a reason related to the human condition. For instance, regardless of how literal we understand the story of the creation of Adam and Eve, there were two first parents from whom all of us are descended. That implies that the first generation of children must have had sexual relations with each other in order to procreate; today we regard such “incest” as unacceptable, but given the circumstances of the time it is simply a matter of circumstances. And while there are many good arguments today against incest in the first degree of relationship, based upon concerns such as genetics, social taboos, psychology (to name a few), and while divine law found in the Levitical code and reaffirmed repeatedly in religious law of both the OT and NT preclude this as a moral option, incest must not be intrinsically evil since it appears to have been the only means for fulfillment of the divine command to be fruitful and multiply.

And while there is latitude as to the literal nature of every detail of the story of creation, the Church teaches that we are all descended of an original Adam and that original sin is transmitted in the process of generation. Let me quote from an encyclical letter “Humani Generis (1950) of Pope Pius XII regarding the matter of creation and generation, as it relates at least indirectly to the issue you raise:

“The teaching of the Church does not forbid that the doctrine of evolutionism, in so far as it inquires into the origin of the human body from already existing and living matter, be, according to the present state of human disciplines and sacred theology, treated in research and discussion by experts on both sides; as to the souls, the Catholic faith demands us to hold that they are immediately created by God…”

“As regards the other conjecture, viz., what is called polygenism, the sons of the Church do not at all have the same freedom. For the faithful cannot lend support to a theory which involves either the existence on this earth, after Adam, of true men who would not originate from him, as the ancestor of all, by natural generation, or that ‘Adam’ stands for a plurality of ancestors. For, it is not at all apparent how such a view can be reconciled with the data which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the Church propose concerning original sin, namely, that it originates from a sin truly committed by one Adam, is transmitted to all through generation and is in each, proper to him.”

Summing up what Pope Pius XII wrote, there is latitude for interpreting certain aspects of the biblical creation story, including a qualified understanding of a theory of evolution; but this freedom does not extend to polygenism, that is, that we are descended from more than one original set of parents. The doctrine that we all inherit original sin through natural generation does not seem to leave any alternative to monogenism, that is, that we are all descendants of the original Adam. 
And since the Scriptures mention only Eve as the sexual partner and mother of any descendants for Adam, for all practical purposes we can extend this to say we are all descended of an original set of parents. From this it would follow that the second generation of humans must have been offspring from sexual unions between the sons and daughters of our first parents. But again, as noted above, this was not prohibited by divine command and is not intrinsically evil, but was a matter of necessity and in accord with the divine command to be fruitful and multiply. -Fr. John Echert
Did Adam and Eve really exist?
https://www.crisismagazine.com/2014/did-adam-and-eve-really-exist 

By Dennis Bonnette, November 24, 2014

Pure myth! That is today’s typical view of a literal Adam and Eve. Yet, contrary to current skepticism, a real Adam and Eve remain credible—both in terms of Catholic doctrine and sound natural science.
By calling the Genesis story a “myth,” people avoid saying it is mere “fantasy,” that is, with no foundation in reality at all. While rejecting a literal first pair of human parents for all mankind, they hope to retain some “deeper” truth about an original “sinful human condition,” a “mythic” meaning. They think that the latest findings in paleoanthropology and genetics render a literal pair of first true human parents to be “scientifically impossible.”

The prevailing assumption underlying media reports about human origins is that humanity evolved very gradually over vast periods of time as a population (a collection of interbreeding organisms), which itself originally evolved from a Homo/Pan (human/chimpanzee) common ancestor millions of years ago. Therefore, we are not seen as descendants of the biblical Adam and Eve.

This universal evolutionary perspective leads many Catholics and others to conclude that a literal Adam and Eve is “scientifically impossible” for two reasons: First, paleoanthropologists deny the sudden appearance of intelligent, self-reflective, fully-human primates, but rather view the emergence of consciousness and intelligence as taking place slowly and incrementally over long periods of time. Second, in light of recent findings in molecular biology, especially from studies based on genetic data gleaned from the Human Genome Project, it is claimed that the hominin population (the primate group from which modern man is said to have arisen) has never had a bottleneck (reduced population) of a single mating pair in the last seven or more million years: no literal Adam and Eve. Many succumb to the modernist tendency to “adjust” Church teaching to fit the latest scientific claims—thus intimidating Catholics into thinking that divinely revealed truths can be abandoned—“if need be.”

This skepticism of a literal Adam and Eve begs for four much needed corrections.

First, Church teaching about Adam and Eve has not, and cannot, change. The fact remains that a literal Adam and Eve are unchanging Catholic doctrine. Central to St. Paul’s teaching is the fact that one man, Adam, committed original sin and that through the God-man, Jesus Christ, redemption was accomplished (Romans 5:12-21; 1 Cor. 15: 21-22). In paragraphs 396-406, the Catechism of the Catholic Church, speaks of Adam and Eve as a single mating pair who “committed a personal sin, but this sin affected the human nature that they would then transmit in a fallen state” (CCC, 404). “Baptism, by imparting the life of Christ’s grace, erases original sin and turns a man back toward God, but the consequences for nature, weakened and inclined to evil, persist in man and summon him to spiritual battle” (CCC, 405). The doctrines surrounding original sin cannot be altered “without undermining the mystery of Christ” (CCC, 389).

Today, many think that Pope Pius XII’s encyclical Humani generis did not definitively exclude theological polygenism. What they fail to notice, though, is that the Holy Father clearly insists that Scripture and the Magisterium affirm that original sin “proceeds from a sin truly committed by one Adam [ab uno Adamo]” and that this sin is transmitted to all true human beings through generation (para. 37). This proves that denial of a literal Adam (and his spouse, Eve) as the sole first genuinely human parents of all true human beings is not theologically tenable.

Second, rational human nature itself requires that mankind made an instant appearance on planet Earth. Paleoanthropological claims of gradual appearance of specifically human traits fail to comport with a true philosophy of human nature. Reflecting classical Christian thought, St. Thomas Aquinas demonstrates that true man is distinguished essentially from lower animals by possession of an intellectual and immortal soul, which possesses spiritual powers of understanding, judgment, and reasoning (Summa theologiae I, 75). While these qualitatively superior abilities are manifested through special forms of tool making or culture or art, they need not always be evident in the paleontological record. Sometimes true men share mere animal survival behavior and sometimes truly human behavior is lost to modern sight due to the ravages of time. What matters is that genuinely spiritual powers are either present or not, and that these alone bespeak the presence of true man. Irrational animals, including subhuman primates, are capable of complex sentient behaviors often approaching or imitating the rational activities of true man. But an animal either possesses a spiritual, intellectual soul or not. Thus at some point in time, true man suddenly appears—whether visible to modern science or not. Before that time, all subhuman behavior manifests merely material sensory abilities. The fact that positivistic scientists cannot discern the first presence of true man is hardly remarkable.

Third, a correct understanding of the scientific (inductive) method reveals that it cannot ever logically exclude the possibility of two sole founders of humanity. Natural scientific studies employ the inductive method of reasoning. Empirically observed data is employed to form testable hypotheses. Molecular biologists use computer models in an attempt to validate such hypotheses and reach conclusions about genetic conditions in early primate populations. In this process, some researchers have committed the logically invalid move of inferring from particular data to the universally negative claim that a literal Adam and Eve is impossible.
Such methodology produces, at best, solely probable conclusions, based on available evidence and the assumptions used to evaluate the data. There is the inherent possibility that an unknown factor will alter the conclusion, similarly as was the unexpected discovery of black swans in Australia, when the whole world “knew” all swans were white.

Fourth, specific scientific arguments against Adam and Eve have proven not as forceful as many presently believe (Gauger 2012). For example, some have claimed that effective population size estimates for the last several million years would not permit just two true humans to have lived during that time. Still, the technical concept of average effective population size estimates should not be confused with an actual “bottleneck” (a temporarily reduced population) which may be much smaller. Effective population size estimates can vary from as high as 14,000 (Blum 2011) to as low as 2,000 (Tenesa 2007), depending on the methods used.

Such calculations rely upon many assumptions about mutation rate, recombination rate, and other factors, that are known to vary widely. All of this entails retrospective calculations about events in the far distant past, for which we have no directly verifiable data. For such reasons, some experts have concluded that effective population size cannot be determined using DNA sequence differences alone (Sjödin 2005; Hawks 2008).

Indeed, the most famous genetic study proclaimed as a “scientific objection” to Adam and Eve turned out to be based on methodological errors. An article by geneticist Francisco J. Ayala appearing in the journal, Science (1995), led many to believe that a founding population of only two individuals was impossible. Ayala based his challenge to monogenism (two sole founders of humanity) on the large number of versions (alleles) of the particular gene HLA-DRB1, which are present in the current population. Accepting the common ancestor theory, he claimed that there were thirty-two ancient lineages of the HLA-DRB1 gene prior to the Homo/Pan split (approximately seven million years ago). Over time, these “pre-split” lineages, themselves, evolved into the new additional versions present today. Because each individual carries only two versions of a gene, a single founding pair could not have passed on the thirty-two versions that Ayala claimed existed some seven million years ago—either at that time or at any time since. A bottleneck of just two true humans, Adam and Eve, was “scientifically impossible.”

However, Ayala’s claim of thirty-two ancient HLA-DRB1 lineages (prior to the Homo/Pan split) was wrong because of methodological errors. The number of lineages was subsequently adjusted by Bergström (1998) to just seven at the time of the split, with most of the genetic diversity appearing in the last 250,000 years. A still later study coming out of Bergström’s group inferred that just four such lineages existed more than five million years ago, but that a few more appeared soon thereafter (von Salomé 2007). While two mating hominins can transmit four lineages, the few additional later ones still require explanation.

These genetic studies, based on many assumptions and use of computer models, do not tell us how the origin of the human race actually took place. But, they do show (1) that methodological limitations and radical contingency are inherent in such studies, which are employed to make retroactive judgments about deeply ancient populations that can never be subject to direct observation, and (2) that present scientific claims against the possibility of a literal Adam and Eve are not definitive (Gauger 2012, 105-122).

Philosopher Kenneth W. Kemp and others have suggested that interbreeding between true humans and subhuman primates in the same biological population might account for presently observed genetic diversity (Kemp 2011). Such interbreeding is not to be confused with the marriages between true human siblings and cousins which would have occurred in the first generations following Adam and Eve, which unions were a necessary part of God’s plan for the initial propagation of mankind (Gen. 1:28).

The difficulty with any interbreeding solution (save, perhaps, in rare instances) is that it would place at the human race’s very beginning a severe impediment to its healthy growth and development. Natural law requires that marriage and procreation take place solely between a man and a woman, so that children are given proper role models for adult life. So too, even if the union between a true human and a subhuman primate were not merely transitory, but lasting, the defective parenting and role model of a parent who is not a true human being would introduce serious disorder in the proper functioning of the family and education of children. Hence, widespread interbreeding is not an acceptable solution to the problem of genetic diversity.

Moreover, given the marked reduction in the number of ancient HLA-DRB1 alleles found by the later genetic studies of Bergström and von Salomé, it may turn out that no interbreeding is needed at all, or at most, that very rare instances of it may have occurred. Such rare events might not even entail the consent of true human beings, since they could result from an attack by a subhuman male upon a non-consenting human female.

A literal Adam and Eve remains rationally, scientifically credible.

Since the same God is author both of human reason and of authentic revelation, legitimate natural science, properly conducted, will never contradict Catholic doctrine, properly understood. Catholic doctrine still maintains that a literal Adam and Eve must have existed, a primal couple who committed that personal original sin, which occasioned the need for, and the divine promise of, the coming of the Redeemer, Jesus Christ.

Must there be only one Adam and Eve?
http://biblestudyforcatholics.com/must-one-adam-eve/  

By Matt Dunn, November 8, 2017

Over a decade before he published The Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe, C.S. Lewis penned the first of another series of allegorical tales, Out of the Silent Planet, part of a three volume series now known as the Space Trilogy. 
This series, like his later Chronicles of Narnia, contained a fascinating plot on its own, but also explored deep theological questions (Regarding this work, Lewis himself wrote of being able to smuggle theology into people’s minds through popular fiction). While ostensibly about traveling to other planets with intelligent life, Lewis actually delves into the theology of humans’ fall from grace, looking at temptation from different points of view. In the first book, readers encounter a planet that has already faced it’s version of the serpent, and passed its test, so it is still in an Eden-like state. The second takes place in a more nascent world; we see creatures facing their own chance to embrace or refuse evil for the first time. The final book returns to Earth, where we see sinful and deadly results of The Fall.

These scenarios, while hypothetical on Lewis’ part, reveal a very real truth with theological consequence. What would be “original sin” on one planet would not apply to another. But we do not live on Venus or Mars; nor in the pages of a novel (Although, if we do, the author has a great sense of humor in having my character write that sentence). So how does this apply to our world, our Fall, our Adam and Eve? Looking at this in the context of C. S. Lewis’ books about different planets, you may already see the importance. We believe that our fallen nature comes from the Original Sin of our ancestors. If man had more than one ancestor, what does this say about Original Sin? Such a theological question became necessary beginning in the sixteenth century when with some theorists began to spread a theory called Polygenism.

The polygenists believed that humans developed or evolved in different places and at different times. In the eighteenth and nineteenth century, this line of thought was developed even further, and was used to explain physical characteristics such as skin color and other differences between races. Not only had many of the scientific minds of this time embraced this, but in Europe, even most of the general public believed it to be true. One can wonder if this is partially because this viewpoint seemed to contradict Genesis. During the Age of the Enlightenment beliefs contradicting religion seemed to, by this very fact, receive bonus credibility points. Also, perhaps the acceptance even among the masses was precisely because, in an age of slavery on one side of the Atlantic and European dominance on the other, it allowed people a justification of their biases.

As this is not a sociology blog, we will leave such suppositions where they are, and point out that most modern scientists no longer believe in polygenism, but do believe humans developed from a common set of ancestors. These same scientists, though, also discuss evolution. Of course, this is also not a science blog. Some, though, have similar questions to those that sprung from the polygenist thought. If there was a creature from which man evolved, what was its life like? Did that being sin? If so, was it his sin, or his human descendants, who were involved in The Fall? This is a Catholic blog about Scripture. So let us look at what Scripture and the Church teach us about Adam and Eve.

Adam and Eve in Genesis
To begin with, who are Adam and Eve? In one of this blog’s most popular posts, Sarah Christmyer looked at the question of the two seemingly inconsistent creation stories in Genesis. Part of that post offers context for why Adam and Eve’s identity matter. As Christmyer points out, in the story of Adam and Eve, “Events are arranged to show truth about humanity in relationship to God, the animals, and the world.” Taking this into consideration, what can we learn from the beginning of Genesis about humanity, God, and relationships?

One especially important aspect of a relationship is a name. Names are seen early and often in Genesis’ creation stories: God creates something, and then names it. He creates light, and calls it “day” (1:5), he creates a place for the waters, and calls it “sea” (1:10), and so on. This tells us that names are important. When God created man, out of the ground, he was called Adam (which means “man” in Hebrew; from adamah, Hebrew for “ground”). But at this point, the situation changed. Since mankind is God’s magnum opus, made in his image and likeness, God allows Adam to begin naming the living creatures. This is how we find out Eve’s name, as Adam, in Genesis 3:21 notes that she is the “mother of all the living” (The Hebrew word for Eve, Hawah, was similar to the word for “living”).

So, if the point of the Adam and Eve creation story was not so much to discuss a scientific history, but to talk about humanity in relationship to God and the world, what can we tell from the names of our first parents? We know that one was a man made from the ground, and the other was the mother of all living things. In other words, God tells us in Genesis that we do, in fact, have one set of parents. There was one first man, made in the image of God, and one woman who was the mother of all living humans, including you and me.

Church Teaching on Our First Parents
The Church has also weighed in on these matters. In his encyclical Humani Generis, Pope Pius XII addressed several issues, including the creation of man, polygenism and the first chapters of Genesis. What does the encyclical say about evolution? After discussing the importances of scientists’ role to science and theologians to theology, paragraph 36 states:

The Church does not forbid that, in conformity with the present state of human sciences and sacred theology, research and discussions, on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it inquires into the origin of the human body as coming from pre-existent and living matter - for the Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by God.
Therefore, if there was a living creature that evolved into a human (and it is not wrong to believe or not believe such a creature existed), when God created man, he also created a soul. In other words, something at that point was different from anything that came before, and set it apart from all God’s other creations. At that point, we were made in his image and likeness.

However, was there only one Adam? Pius also addresses this. In regards to polygenism, he states:

When, however, there is question of another conjectural opinion, namely polygenism, … the faithful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains that either after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from him as from the first parent of all, or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents. (Paragraph 37)

Pius’ context for this, stated in the same paragraph, focuses precisely on the inherited nature of Original Sin.

Regarding Genesis, and whether or not it can be taken literally, Humani Generis, in the very next paragraph, states “the first eleven chapters of Genesis, although properly speaking not conforming to the historical method used by the best Greek and Latin writers or by competent authors of our time, do nevertheless pertain to history in a true sense,” and then goes on to discuss that if some of the truth contained in it came not from the scientific method, “it must never be forgotten that they did so with the help of divine inspiration, through which they were rendered immune from any error in selecting and evaluating those documents.” In other words, what we read in Scripture is true, and free from error. We may or may not understand the completeness of this truth, but this is only because our minds are limited by the brain in our bodies.
Wait, Doesn’t That Mean …?
There is a final sticking point. We have established that both science and the Church teach that humans share common parents. This leads to another struggle. Does this mean the earth was propagated by way of incest? Did God, when he told men and women to “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth,” command them to sin? The short answer to this last question is “no.” God has never commanded us to sin. Now, as to the first question, one way to look at the question is to read about the Church’s position on Consanguinity, as a detriment to marriage.
In the article linked above, Richard Burtsell discusses the difference between types of family relationships, in how they relate to the inability to marry. He also discusses this very issue of the early population of the earth at the time of Adam and Eve.

First of all, we know that marriage between a direct line of generations (such as father and daughter) is forbidden, not just by Canon Law, but by natural law as well. The very reason why is given right in the Genesis creation story: “Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one flesh.” Genesis itself states that a marriage requires separating from the parents. However, this only applies to parents. The Bible had not (yet) mentioned anything about prohibition of incest occurring between siblings or other relatives. This prohibition was, in fact, codified later, in the Mosaic law, as written in Leviticus. However, prior to the Mosaic law, such a prohibition was not expressly forbidden. In fact we do know specifically that (also prior to Leviticus) Abraham married Sarah who was his half-sister by his father (from a different mother).
Does this mean Adam and Eve also had unnamed daughters with whom Cain, Abel, and Seth procreated?
Not necessarily, but were this to have occurred, it would not be, in itself, sinful at that time. Burtsell, in that same article from the Catholic Encyclopedia, points out what we already know about what must have happened next “It is readily understood that … some effort would soon be made (in the interest of the social welfare) to prevent early corruption within the close family circle by placing a bar to the hope of marriage. Hence among all peoples there has arisen a natural repugnance to the marriage of brother and sister.” This repugnance was later codified in the Mosaic Law, and remains in most cultures, including the Catholic laws of marriage.

All this having been said, what are the essential truths a Catholic needs to believe about Adam and Eve from Genesis? We know that human beings were created by God. We know that what was created before that was not as special (as God named those things), but that we were made in his image and likeness (as shown by Adam’s naming of creatures. We also know that there was just one Adam and one Eve. The same type of soul that God gave them, (and no previous creatures) making them in his image and likeness, is in each of us, as all men and women today can trace themselves back to them. Similarly, though we know also that they sinned, and that this fallen nature is also passed onto each and everyone of us. Most importantly, though, we now know now, blessed by revelation, that God had a plan to use Man to reverse that sin, and bring Adam and Eve back to paradise with him. He has that same plan for us, as well.
Adam and Eve and science
http://whynotcatholicism.net/view/adam-and-eve-and-science    

Is it scientific to say that Adam and Eve were the first humans?
Yes. In fact, the origin of all species is best explained in molecular biology as an original male and female. Therefore, Adam and Eve are perfectly respectable scientifically.
Prove it.

A believer has no sound reason to doubt Adam and Eve so the burden of proof is on the skeptic to show that Adam and Eve were not real. No-one has ever disproved Adam and Eve. All the current study of the human genome, all the current knowledge of genetics in no way contradicts the teaching that we are derived from one first pair of humans. Professor Jerome Lejeune, discoverer of, and researcher into, the extra chromosome in Down's Syndrome children, declared that, because the normal 46 chromosomes are so complex in their tightly packed spirals and so detailed in containing all the genetic information to constitute a unique human being, the best scientific explanation of mankind is that it descended from a single male and female of the human species.

But the Bible says that Adam and Eve only had boys.

Not true. Genesis 5, verse 4 says that they had other children: 'sons and daughters'.

But that would mean incest between the first generations of humans.

Since Adam and Eve were created in a state of high perfection, with the full complement of genetic material, this would have allowed substantial variety to arise quickly among human beings, who were free from inherited defects because of a pure gene pool. [NB God originally created Adam and Eve immortal.] Thus it would have taken a long time for the gene pool within mankind to become contaminated enough to prohibit intermarriage between close relatives. Although incest was later forbidden by God at the time of Moses (Leviticus 18), procreation must have occurred between the earliest human beings in order to generate the human race. Marriage between close relations at that early stage of human history was, therefore, not regarded by God as sinful. Today, however, incest is a serious sin with the Church forbidding marriage of cousins.

If Adam and Eve were real, what colour was their skin?

No-one can say for sure, however, a common theory amongst creationist scientists is that Adam had a middle-brown skin colour. All humans have basically the same skin colour (all of us have the same colour of palms and the same colour of skin on the soles of our feet). We all have a pigment called melanin. All races have about the same amount of pigment producing cells per square inch of skin; whether we're black, brown or white, we all produce pigment granules, we all produce melanin. It's the relative abundance of melanin that is produced and its distribution in the skin that accounts for differences in skin-colour. If we have a lot of this pigment we are very dark (black skin). If we don't have much of this pigment we are fair (white skin). The majority of humans on Earth have a brown skin colour. There is nothing in science to rule out the possibility that all humans have been derived from a single first pair of individuals whose skin colour would have been brown. They would have had in their genes the potential to produce all the colour varieties that we see in the human race today.

Is this possible genetically?

Yes. From two people having the right mix of dominant and recessive genes for the amount of melanin, all shades of colour in humans could arise. Thus, if Adam and Eve were both a middle-brown colour, all shades from 'black' through to 'white' could be accounted for in their children and future generations. For the same reason, Adam and Eve probably had brown eyes and dark hair. Similarly, if Adam had blood group 'A', and Eve had blood group 'B', all of the 'ABO' blood groups (A, AB, B, O) could arise.
Explain how this is possible genetically?

If you had a population which was lighter and darker, and somewhere in between, and then you split up the people so that the light-skinned people, or the dark-skinned people, only married each other you would end up with racial groups of different colours. The fact that human beings possess the potential to be any colour shows best in white skinned people who have light skin but carry the colour of every race in their hair (whites can naturally be red-headed or blonde or brunette etc.)
What about the difference in eye shape between the human races?

The eyelid has a layer of fatty tissue that helps to protect and insulate the eye. White-skinned people have a thin layer of fat so the edge of the bony eye socket stands out. In oriental people the layer of fat is thicker and obscures the edge of the bony socket. The eye-shapes of different races are caused only by variations in the amount of fat in the upper-eyelid, therefore, all the differing eye shapes in humans could have been derived from one first pair of humans. 

Could all the racial features of mankind come from one first pair of humans?

Yes, there is nothing in science to say that the first pair of human beings did not possess all the potential genetic characteristics of all the races of humans today (Asian, Caucasian etc.)
Did Adam and Eve have belly buttons?

The answer to this question depends on whether or not you believe in evolution. Evolutionists who believe in Adam and Eve would probably say yes because they believe that Adam and Eve were born of an ape. Catholics are allowed to debate the question of evolution (provided it is not held as a certain fact since neither science has proven it nor has the Church ever taught it). The argument for Adam not having a belly button rejects the notion that Adam was born; it stipulates that he was made directly by God from the dust of the earth (Gen 2:7). If Adam was not born from a womb, he would not have had an umbilical cord, and thus no navel, since the belly button (navel) marks the site of attachment of the umbilical cord. Eve, however, was not born from a womb, she was made from a portion of Adam's side (Gen 2:22), so Eve had no navel.
How could Eve have been made from a portion of Adam's side?

A recent concept (that is consistent with the Church's teaching down the years that the body of Eve was definitely derived somehow from the body of Adam) is that God could have taken a small portion of tissue / cell from the side of the sleeping Adam, removed his Y chromosome and duplicated the X chromosome so that the cell was now female (XX), and then caused rapid growth to produce the body of a perfect woman who was genetically compatible with Adam. 
It is as easy for God to make Eve from Adam as it is for God to make the world from nothing. It is a revealed doctrine of the Church that Eve was made from Adam (Acts 17:26; 1 Cor 11:8). This teaching has always been believed by the Church. It was affirmed by the Ordinary Magisterium in 1880 (Pope Leo XIII Arcanum Divinae Sapientiae: 'We record what is to all known, and cannot be doubted by any, that God gave Adam a companion, whom He miraculously took from the side of Adam when he was locked in sleep'); and re-affirmed by the Pontifical Biblical Commission in 1909; and by Pius XII to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences (30 Nov 1941).

So, are we historically, biologically and theologically one family?

Yes, we are. It is because of our common descent from Adam that we now have "kinship by blood" (a molecular biologist would say kinship by chromosomes) with all other human beings now on Earth. Racist ideologies and atheistic theories usually reject our solidarity with Adam and embrace polygenism (the dubious notion that the human race is derived from many first pairs of humans instead of the one first pair, Adam and Eve). Polygenism ultimately means that not everyone needs to be redeemed by Christ since it suggests that not all people are descended from the one pair who committed the Original Sin of which we are born. But we all need to be saved by Jesus from the Original Sin of our first parents, Adam and Eve. Pope Pius XII (Humani Generis 1950) emphasised that 'it is in no way apparent how' polygenism can be reconciled with the Catholic doctrine of Original Sin. Eve is the mother of all the living (Gen 3:20), not some.

But many modern-day Catholic theologians reject Adam and Eve as being real.

True. But 1,000 theologians do not equal one Pope. Fr Raymond Brown (RIP) could easily be described as a 'modern' theologian. He made the following points in his book 101 QUESTIONS ON THE BIBLE (p. 35): 'Whereas in the 1950s most scientists would have favoured polygenism, genetic discoveries seem now to favour that all human beings are descended from one set of parents.' To say that ' "There were no Adam and Eve" is a destructive and inaccurate statement.'
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Please note that this text should be read in the context of the whole work and in recognition of the appropriate paragraphs of the Catechism of the Catholic Church highlighted in the index.

 

Adam and Eve TRUE. Original Sin TRUE
http://whynotcatholicism.net/view/adam-and-eve-true-original-sin-true 

"MODERN CATHOLIC SCRIPTURE SCHOLARS DON'T BELIEVE IN ADAM."
Professor Scott Hahn of Steubenville University has the following to say regarding the origins of the human race:

'Pope John Paul II in his Encyclical Redemptor Hominis underscores the fact that God established a creation, a covenant bond, with humanity, with Adam. Adam's name is not only the name of an individual, the founding father of the human race, but it's also the Hebrew word for humanity.' [NB Redemptor Hominis was Pope John Paul's first encyclical. In it, the Pope called Adam 'the first man' in Sections 8 and 14; and 'the original sin' was re-affirmed in section 1.]

Hahn gives the example of Americans using the word 'Washington' to denote the founding father of their country AND the capital of their nation (Salvation History, St Joseph's Communications; First Comes Love, DLT). 

"THE CHURCH HAS NEVER TAUGHT ADAM'S EXISTENCE DEFINITIVELY."

The Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma by Dr. Ludwig Ott (Tan, 1974, pps. 94 - 96) confirms the Catholic Church teaching that Adam and Eve were two actual historical personages:

The whole human race stems from one single human pair [sententia certa]. This teaching pertains to the Faith. It is theologically certain. It is a doctrine on which the Teaching Authority of the Church has not yet finally pronounced, but whose truth is guaranteed by its intrinsic connection with the doctrine of Revelation. Whilst not a dogma, the unity of the human race is a necessary pre-supposition of the dogma of Original Sin and Redemption. (Emphasis added)

Dr. Ott's compendium of Catholic dogma includes the following (pps. 106-110):

Â- Our first parents in paradise sinned grievously through transgression of the divine probationary commandment [De Fide] (NB De Fide = dogma)

Â- Our first parents became subject to death and to the dominion of the Devil [De Fide]

Â- Adam's sin is transmitted to his posterity by descent [De Fide]

Dr. Ott includes a ruling from the Pontifical Biblical Commission (p. 96) whilst it was still an official teaching arm of the Catholic Church:

According to a decision of the Bible Commission, the unity of the human race is to be reckoned among those facts which affect the foundations of the Christian Religion, and which, on this account, are to be understood in their literal historical sense D 2123 (Emphasis added). [NB This 'D' reference is taken from Denzinger: a comprehensive collection of official Church statements.]
According to the 1909 Biblical Commission, the literal historical sense is not to be doubted in regard to:

1. The first man was tested by God to prove his obedience

2. Through the Devil's temptation the first man transgressed the divine command
3. From the Original Sin, our first parents, Adam and Eve, were deprived of their original condition of innocence. (Emphasis added)
Fr J. Franklin Ewing S.J., wrote the following about the Church's consistent teaching as regards the actual historicity of Adam and Eve (Keane, G., 1999, Creation Rediscovered, Tan):

Although the exact doctrine that Adam and Eve were the first parents of all men since their time has never been defined, still one is struck by the fact that all the ecclesiastical documents concerning them take this for granted. The Council of Carthage in 418; the Council of Orange in 529; and the Council of Trent in 1546 to mention outstanding and ecumenical examples, all speak of original sin, and in this connection of one Adam. The Biblical Commission, in 1909, mentions "the unity of the human race" as one of the fundamental doctrines reported in Genesis. All the Scriptural references dealing with our first parents plainly take it for granted that there was one man and one woman. (Emphasis added) 

The Council of Trent has an entire decree devoted to Original Sin. Session 5, June 17 1546 mentions 'the first man Adam' in Canon 1. And Canon 2 quotes St Paul in Romans 5:12, 'Sin came into the world through one man, and his sin brought death with it.' See also: Wisdom 10:1; 1 Cor 15: 21; Hebrews 2: 11; Tobit 8:6; Acts 17:26. 

"THE COUNCIL OF TRENT AND OTHERS BEFORE IT ARE OUT OF DATE."

No Church Council is ever out of date. However, in more recent times, the Catholic Church has been very clear in upholding the constant teaching that Adam and Eve were real people and that the Original Sin happened in actual historical fact:

Â- Humani Generis, Pope Pius XII, 1950. All human beings now on Earth have Adam for their ancestor. Because of this descent from Adam, we are born with Original Sin. Also, polygenism (multiple first parents) is rejected [D 3028]. 

"IF YOU BELIEVE IN ADAM, YOU'RE PRE-VATICAN II."

Â- Constitution on the Church, Vatican II, 1964, - sections 2 & 56; 

Â- Nostra aetate, Vatican II, 1965, - section 1.

Â- On the Church in the Modern World, Vatican II, 1965, - sections 13, 18 & 22. Adam, said Gaudium et Spes, was the 1st man, and man would have been immune from bodily death if sin had not entered the world through him.

Â- Credo of the People of God, Pope Paul VI, 1968.

Â- In 1979 Pope John Paul II in Redemptor Hominis sections 1, 8 & 14.

Â- In 1986 the teaching of Pius XII was reaffirmed by Pope John Paul II when he said in L'Osservatore Romano, 21st April, "The reply of the Magisterium was offered in Humani Generis of Pius XII in 1950."

Â- The 1992 and 1997 revised Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) both reaffirm the constant teaching of the Church as regards the common origin of the human race in Adam (Para. 360 & 375) and the fall of our first parents (Para. 390):

Paragraph 360 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church:

Because of its common origin the human race forms a unity for "from one ancestor [God] made all nations to inhabit the whole earth". [See also: CCC 28, 225, 360, 404, 412, 416, 417, 775, 831, 842, 1939] 

Paragraph 375 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church:

The Church, interpreting the symbolism of biblical language in an authentic way, in the light of the New Testament and Tradition, teaches that our first parents, Adam and Eve, were constituted in an original "state of holiness and justice."

Paragraph 390 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church:

The account of the fall in Genesis 3 uses figurative language, but affirms a primeval event, a deed that took place at the beginning of the history of man. Revelation gives us the certainty of faith that the whole of human history is marked by the original fault freely committed by our first parents. (Emphasis added.) [See also Denzinger: D 788 & D 2123]. 

Who were Cain and Abel’s wives?
https://catholicexchange.com/who-were-cain-and-abels-wives 
August 4, 2005
Q: Someone asked me about Adam and Eve. They had two sons, where did the women come from for them to marry? I said, “I don't know, but I'll find out.” Help! How did all this happen? 

A: The testimony of the ancient rabbis is that Cain and Abel married their sisters. This is also logically inferred from the Church’s doctrine on original sin. Original sin is passed on to all human beings from our first parents, Adam and Eve. As St. Paul says, “[S]in came into the world through one man” (Rom. 5:12; cf. Rom. 5:19-20 and Catechism of the Catholic Church, nos. 402-06).

The typical response is, “How could God sanction incest, even if only for a limited time?” The short answer is that, unlike fornication and adultery, there is nothing morally wrong with intermarriage within the first generation of offspring for Adam and Eve. They had no choice of spouse except their siblings. Beyond the first generation, there arise concerns regarding incestual birth defects and also inbreeding that will impair, not foster, family ties and the covenantal expansion of the family of God. Because of these concerns, there developed proscriptions against incest in both the Bible and modern Church Canon Law (cf. Lev. 20:17; Canon, no. 1091.2). 

As a result of original sin, disease and other defects began to plague man, culminating in death. These diseases and defects are more likely to be passed on via procreation within incestual unions. However, because Adam and Eve were created directly by God, this was not a major concern for children procreated through the intermarriage of their first-generation sons and daughters; the gene pool had not been impaired as it would be in successive generations. The ancient rabbis teach that Adam and Eve had upwards of 25 sets of twins, so there would certainly be no need for incestual unions to continue after the first generation of their offspring. -Peter Balbirnie


Difficulties with Adam and Eve
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/standingonmyhead/2013/05/difficulties-with-adam-and-eve.html 
Fr. Dwight Longenecker, May 21, 2013

One of the interesting things about conducing a parish mission is how many people stay behind to ask really probing questions. Last evening here in Indianapolis a man named Frank asked me if it was wrong not to believe certain things the church teaches. He’s a scientist and he said he simply can’t accept the story of Adam and Eve. He asked if it was true that the church expects us to believe in a historical Adam and Eve.

So I explained the difference between a doubt and a difficulty. A difficulty is when you are confronted with something seemingly incredible or impossible and you say, “How can that be?” You retain curiosity and open and enquiring mind. That’s OK. A doubt is when you are confronted with the incredible or impossible and you say, “That can’t be.” At that point you’ve closed your mind and cut off enquiry and possible solutions to the problem. Difficulties with the faith are not only permissible, they are to be encouraged because it is through facing the difficulties that we think through our faith and discover solutions. The mindset of “How can that be?” is full of wonder and trust and most of all–open mindedness. Doubt is negative, self-righteous and closes down.

So what are we to do with the story of Adam and Eve? I asked Frank what he didn’t believe about Adam and Eve. It turned out that he was a former Baptist and what he didn’t believe was the picture book Bible story fundamentalist version of the second chapter of Genesis. He didn’t believe in a handsome naked man standing behind a waist high bush and a beautiful naked woman with long hair discreetly covering her bosom as she talked with a snake about an apple. He didn’t believe there were only two people in the world who lived in a garden somewhere around Iraq about six thousand years ago.

Good, because you don’t have to believe all that about Adam and Eve to be a good Catholic. All you have to believe is that there was, somewhere at some point in time a man and a woman who were our first parents and that they made a monumental choice to disobey God. I reminded him that the stories in Genesis are ancient Hebrew creation myths. They are symbolic stories that incarnate the truth. They are not necessarily factual reports of exactly what happened. However, it is not true that the stories are intended to be merely myth–that is a fairy tale that didn’t happen at all.

So when and where did they live? The answer is, we don’t know. The stories in the first twelve chapters of Genesis are lost in the mists of what we call “pre-history”. It is only with Father Abraham that we can begin to piece together historical places and people. What can we say about Adam and Eve? First of all, we can conclude that they were not the only people or humanoids on earth at the time because their son Cain went out and found a wife.
My own theory is that there were other human-type creatures on earth, but that Adam and Eve were the first specially created humans with souls, with free will and perhaps the first with language. They were the first to have a relationship with God, and therefore the first parents of all who believe. Did they live in a garden? Were they naked? Did they talk to a snake? Did they eat an apple? Was there a tree of the knowledge of good and evil? I’m not saying there wasn’t, but it is possible to believe that most of these elements of the story are symbolic, but that the essential story is that a specially created man and woman lived on the earth in a state of child-like innocence and bliss–that they had a unique relationship with God which they spoiled by disobedience. The rest of the details can remain open ended. You may believe it all literally, but you needn’t.

Why does it matter? It matters because our faith is historical. From the beginning of the book of Genesis, through the genealogies of the Jews we are reminded that the characters from pre-history are linked with the characters we know are historical. The Jewish writers are intent to show that God’s interaction with humanity is historical and real and not mythological in the fairy tale sense. Consequently, we affirm that Adam and Eve were historical figures–how and when they lived and the details of their fall from grace are open to speculation based on the Biblical account.

This from a liberal-left Jesuit-run journal… just thought that I’d include it… Caution!
Adam and Eve: Real People?
https://www.americamagazine.org/content/good-word/adam-and-eve-real-people 

By John W. Martens, August 23, 2011

Albert Mohler, President of The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, yesterday posted False Start? The Controversy over Adam and Eve (hat tip to Joe Carter at First Things) which details the dispute in evangelical circles regarding the historical nature of human origins as described in Genesis and its impact on the Gospel story.  This might be an old debate, but I am not certain it has ever been fought within evangelical churches before; historically, the fight has been directed from evangelicals out at theological liberals and Darwinists. A number of evangelical scholars, however, have challenged the former consensus. Mohler represents their views within his post:
(Barbara Bradley) Hagerty (of NPR) asked Dennis Venema, a professor of biology at Trinity Western University, if all humans descended from Adam and Eve. “That would be against all the genomics evidence that we’ve assembled over the last 20 years, so not likely at all,” Venema said. He explained that there is simply too much genetic diversity among human beings than would be possible with an original reproducing pair. Venema affirmed the standard evolutionary line of argument and explained that, in Hagerty’s words, “modern humans emerged from other primates as a large population - long before the Genesis time frame of a few thousand years ago.”
Advertisement

There are other evangelical scientists and scholars whom he cites in the same vein, but Mohler seemed most troubled by this assertion from Karl Gibberson regarding the impact of these claims regarding Adam and Eve:

The Bible is not a book. It is a library — dozens of very different books bound together. The assumption that identifying one part as fiction undermines the factual character of another part is ludicrous. It would be like going into an actual physical library and saying “Well, if all these books about Harry Potter are fictional, then how do I know these other books about Abraham Lincoln are factual? How can Lincoln be real if Potter is not?” And then “Aha! I have got you! So much for your library.”
Mohler ends with what he sees as the troubling implications of such a claim:

The implications for biblical authority are clear, as is the fact that if these arguments hold sway, we will have to come up with an entirely new understanding of the Gospel metanarrative and the Bible’s storyline.
The denial of an historical Adam and Eve as the first parents of all humanity and the solitary first human pair severs the link between Adam and Christ which is so crucial to the Gospel.
If we do not know how the story of the Gospel begins, then we do not know what that story means. Make no mistake: a false start to the story produces a false grasp of the Gospel.
Are these issues for Catholics in general or Catholic biblical scholarship? The Catholic Church in general has been more open at an official theological level to the reality of evolution, as long as one maintains the reality of divine creation and the meaningfulness and purposefulness of life, but does this openness to evolution extend to a denial of an actual human pair, Adam and Eve? The Catholic Church has also had little trouble reading the Bible symbolically, figuratively, and allegorically, but could it deny that behind the mythic accounts of Adam and Eve stand two real human beings? This seems to be where the evidence of evolutionary theory is taking us, but it also seems to me that the Church’s position has been somewhat ambiguous on certain matters or silent.

Humani Generis 38 says "that the first eleven chapters of Genesis, although properly speaking not conforming to the historical method used by the best Greek and Latin writers or by competent authors of our time, do nevertheless pertain to history in a true sense, which however must be further studied and determined by exegetes." What does it mean for something to "pertain to history in a true sense"? Two actual people created directly by God who then are tempted and sin? Or the reality that humanity has fallen? Certainly, reading these texts in a figurative or symbolic or even mythic sense, properly understood, is quite common amongst Catholic exegetes, but how does it "pertain to history in a true sense"? That is an ambiguous way to state something that could have been stated in this manner: those two people were historical persons. The Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) states in 289 that “Among all the Scriptural texts about creation, the first three chapters of Genesis occupy a unique place. From a literary standpoint these texts may have had diverse sources. The inspired authors have placed them at the beginning of Scripture to express in their solemn language the truths of creation - its origin and its end in God, its order and goodness, the vocation of man, and finally the drama of sin and the hope of salvation. Read in the light of Christ, within the unity of Sacred Scripture and in the living Tradition of the Church, these texts remain the principal source for catechesis on the mysteries of the "beginning": creation, fall, and promise of salvation.” This passage names the literary character of the Genesis texts and speaks of how they express “in their solemn language the truths of creation - its origin and its end in God, its order and goodness, the vocation of man, and finally the drama of sin and the hope of salvation,” but is this the same as saying there was an actual Adam and Eve? Or does it deny that there was such a pair?

However open the Church has been to theistic evolution, the CCC 375 states that “the Church, interpreting the symbolism of biblical language in an authentic way, in the light of the New Testament and Tradition, teaches that our first parents, Adam and Eve, were constituted in an original "state of holiness and justice". This grace of original holiness was "to share in... divine life.” This does suggest an original human pair, even in light of “the symbolism of biblical language,” which does not seem to square with the evolution of human beings.  It might be more complicated than that, though, for on a number of occasions the Church has insisted that even if human beings developed through evolutionary processes, the human soul is created directly by God. This could open up the doors to an understanding of the evolution of beings and then a direct encounter with God in which two of these first beings are made human by being “ensouled.”  According to Gaudium et Spes 14 when a human being “recognizes in himself a spiritual and immortal soul, he is not being mocked by a fantasy born only of physical or social influences, but is rather laying hold of the proper truth of the matter.”

Humani Generis 36 declares that “for these reasons the Teaching Authority of the Church does not forbid that, in conformity with the present state of human sciences and sacred theology, research and discussions, on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it inquires into the origin of the human body as coming from pre-existent and living matter - for the Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by God (my italics). Likewise CCC 33 speaks of “the human person: with his openness to truth and beauty, his sense of moral goodness, his freedom and the voice of his conscience, with his longings for the infinite and for happiness, man questions himself about God's existence. In all this he discerns signs of his spiritual soul. The soul, the "seed of eternity we bear in ourselves, irreducible to the merely material", can have its origin only in God.” 
It is vague and ambiguous, therefore, whether these texts are speaking of “Adam and Eve” as the original human couple, or the original beings who after development through evolution are made human by the process of entering into a relationship with God by means of the bestowing of a soul.  This is not the only matter to be considered. As Mohler makes clear in his piece, as significant as the notion of human creation is the “Fall,” Original Sin, for it is from the depths of sin and death that human beings are saved in the Christian redemption narrative.

Again, though, ambiguity is found throughout these discussions. As CCC 390 has it, “the account of the fall in Genesis 3 uses figurative language, but affirms a primeval event, a deed that took place at the beginning of the history of man. Revelation gives us the certainty of faith that the whole of human history is marked by the original fault freely committed by our first parents.” What does “figurative language” indicate when the passage goes on to speak of “our first parents”? Does it mean that certain elements of the account are figurative, such as the Serpent? Or does it indicate that the whole of the account, including the notion of the two original human beings, is to be understood as figurative? “A primeval event, a deed that took place at the beginning of the history of man” is different, it seems to me, than stating simply that the Fall as described in Genesis is an historical event, but this is not clear.

They key component of human sin, after all, is a willingness to choose evil and this requires in the Christian salvific scheme not only free will, but the “likeness” to God, which is seen primarily in the reality of the human soul. Gaudium et Spes 13 states that “although he was made by God in a state of holiness, from the very onset of his history man abused his liberty, at the urging of the Evil One.”  Yet, as Gaudium et Spes 18 goes on to say, “it is in the face of death that the riddle a human existence grows most acute. Not only is man tormented by pain and by the advancing deterioration of his body, but even more so by a dread of perpetual extinction. He rightly follows the intuition of his heart when he abhors and repudiates the utter ruin and total disappearance of his own person. He rebels against death because he bears in himself an eternal seed which cannot be reduced to sheer matter (my italics).” Human beings, though, share death with other creatures, for whom it does not create an existential dilemma; it is this eternal seed which cannot be reduced to sheer matter, the soul, which creates the problem of death. After all, the reality of human evolution would necessitate the death of many beings prior to the full flowering of homo sapiens.  This is a question of a different order than the evolutionary development of our human bodies and suggests the giving of the soul is the beginning of our human dilemma. If the giving of the soul does not occur concurrently with the beginning of the evolutionary process then how we understand “Adam and Eve” changes from the model of creation in Genesis with a strictly "original pair".

This is what I mean by ambiguity: one could argue the point one way or another from Church documents and Catholic scholars certainly do, with some concentrating on the openness to reading these accounts of Scripture in light of literary myth and theistic evolution and others stressing the reality of one original human pair who "fell" in a specific event, even though all of the evolutionary evidence points away from such a reality. In the Letter of His Holiness John Paul II to Reverend George V. Coyne, S.J. Director of the Vatican Observatory (1988), John Paul II acknowledged that we were still in a feeling out period between science and theology. His comments though looked positively to the flowering of this relationship:

What, then, does the Church encourage in this relational unity between science and religion? First and foremost that they should come to understand one another. For too long a time they have been at arm’s length. Theology has been defined as an effort of faith to achieve understanding, as fides quaerens intellectum. As such, it must be in vital interchange today with science just as it always has been with philosophy and other forms of learning. Theology will have to call on the findings of science to one degree or another as it pursues its primary concern for the human person, the reaches of freedom, the possibilities of Christian community, the nature of belief and the intelligibility of nature and history. The vitality and significance of theology for humanity will in a profound way be reflected in its ability to incorporate these findings.
 Apart from the general claim that we cannot ignore the relationship between science and theology, significantly he stated  that “theology will have to call on the findings of science to one degree or another as it pursues its primary concern for the human person, the reaches of freedom, the possibilities of Christian community, the nature of belief and the intelligibility of nature and history.” This is a task that will be perpetually unfinished in some ways, as both science and theology are perpetually unfinished, but it seems that clarity is still needed in determining the basic implications of what even a theistic understanding of evolution implies for human origins. This is quite apart from the literary study of Genesis, which has clearly outlined the complex nature of these myths of human origins, their relationship to and dependence upon other ancient Near Eastern accounts of human origins and the theological not historical nature of these accounts. As John Paul II asked,

“If the cosmologies of the ancient Near Eastern world could be purified and assimilated into the first chapters of Genesis, might not contemporary cosmology have something to offer to our reflections upon creation? Does an evolutionary perspective bring any light to bear upon theological anthropology, the meaning of the human person as the imago Dei, the problem of Christology – and even upon the development of doctrine itself? What, if any, are the eschatological implications of contemporary cosmology, especially in light of the vast future of our universe? Can theological method fruitfully appropriate insights from scientific methodology and the philosophy of science?”
These are all excellent questions, but for those of us who have thought the answers of human origins in Catholic theology were more clearly in line with the findings of evolutionary theory, there seems to be more ambiguity than I was aware. Even if Catholic theology is long beyond Mohler's unease that the Bible is more than history or his rejection of evolutionary theory, it seems that the questions he asks regarding Adam and Eve still have answers vaguely similar to his.

Caution: Included solely for academic purposes:
What do Catholics believe about Adam and Eve?
https://www.commonwealmagazine.org/what-do-catholics-believe-about-adam-and-eve
By David Gibson, November 2, 2011
For the past few months, many evangelicals and Baptists and other conservative Christians in the Protestant stream have been debating -- and generally pushing back against -- the science showing that the human race could not literally have descended from two progenitors, Adam and Eve. Christianity Today had a cover story and carefully-worded editorial on the matter over the summer, NPR picked up the story here, and Al Mohler, a leading Southern Baptist apologist, strongly defended the necessity of a literal belief in Adam and Eve (chiefly in order to undergird a belief in original sin, it seems) here and here. I watched this with the dispassionate gaze of the journalist eyeing a story but also a bit of the triumphalism of the Catholic thankful that his church, or rather Church (there's only one "the Church," as Lenny Bruce put it) didn't get mired in such embarrassing literalism. Oops. John Farrell at Forbes noted that:
The Catholic Church indeed of all the Christian churches faces a particular quandary. The Council of Trent is quite explicit on the topic. Catholics are required to believe not only that Adam is the single father of the human race, but that Original Sin is passed on by physical generation from him to the entire human race. It’s not something symbolic or allegorical (although it is regarded as ultimately mysterious). The First Vatican Council reiterated the doctrine, as did Pope Pius XII in his 1950 encyclical Humani Generis:

"For the faithful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains that either after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from him as from the first parent of all, or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents. Now it is in no way apparent how such an opinion can be reconciled with that which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the Teaching Authority of the Church propose with regard to original sin, which proceeds from a sin actually committed by an individual Adam and which, through generation, is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own."
Catholic apologists who point to Pope John Paul IIs 1996 address to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences as evidence of the Church’s acceptance of evolution often fail to notice that the late Pope completely passed over the question of monogenism, and indeed never did discuss the problem that genetics poses to the doctrine.

Indeed, evidence against a literal Adam and Eve is pretty conclusive. As Farrell writes:

There are to be sure individual Catholic theologians out there mulling over how to handle the problem. But they are not on the Vatican’s radar, and a new encyclical on the issue is not likely to come very soon. This is unfortunate. For while the Vatican maintains its silence on the challenge of genomics, Catholics in general are either encouraged to fall back on the denialism of Evangelical leaders like Albert Mohler, or to keep their mouths shut.

Catholics tend not to keep their mouths shut, and shouldn't, nor should they have to adopt views like Al Mohler's.Catholic News Service had a good story featuring Franciscan Father Michael D. Guinan, professor of Old Testament at the Franciscan School of Theology in Berkeley, who said Catholic teaching has developed. [T]he question of biological origins is a scientific one," Father Guinan told CNS, "and, if science shows that there is no evidence of monogenism and there is lots of evidence for polygenism, then a Catholic need have no problem accepting that. Well, Catholic World News had a problem accepting Father Guinan's comments, and titled its report on his "unorthodox" views this way: "Franciscan scholar dismisses teaching of Catechism, Pius XII on Adam and Eve." A Sept. 12, 2011 feature in America magazine also highlighted the divide, as author Brian Pinter noted the prevalence of biblical literalism among Catholics (at least on Genesis) and explained why that should not be. So, as per the title of this lengthy post, what do Catholics believe about Adam and Eve? Is Pius' encyclical just something we pass over in silence? Should it be "corrected"? Need it be? 

BONUS MATERIAL: Andrew Sullivan had a number of posts on the issues of whether the Fall must be true in the literal sense, or whether a figurative reading would make Christianity fall apart. I'd say not, but atheist Jerry Coyne took that line, and Ross Douthat ably defended.
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