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THE FALL AND ORIGINAL
| SIN

Being the Third Booklet in a Series entitied ‘“ What is
Christianity?’’ by V. Rev. Wm. Moran.

We have seen that Adam, hefore his fall, had been raised
to the same supernatural status, to whieh Christians are
now raised by baptism. IHe had also received certain pre-
ternatural gifts, including immunity from hodily death.
We have now to consider the consequences of Adam’s sin,
not only for Adam himself but for the whole human race.
The subject is dealt with at some length by 8. Paul in his
letter to the Romans. As the sense is a little diffieult to
follow in our Douay Bible, I shall quote the more intellig-
ible translation made by Canon Boylan in his commentary®
on the Epistle to the Romans:

““For if, when we were enemies.

we were reconciled with God

by the death of His Son,

so shall we, thus reconeciled,

with all the more reason be saved hy His life,
And not merely this
but we boast also of God,

through Our Lord Jesus Christ.

by Whom we have now attained reconciliation.
As, therefore, through one man

sin entered into the world,

and by sin death,

and so death passed on to all men,

because all (had) sinned
For up to the Law

* Dublin: M. H. Gill: 1924
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sin was in the world;

but sin was not imputed

in the absence of law.

- Yet Death reigned

from Adam to Moses

even over those who did not sin

after the manner of the transgression of Adam,
who was a type of the future (Adam).
But not as it was with the transgression

is it with the gift of grace.

Tor if, through the transgression of one
the many have died, '

so, all the more,

have the grace of God,

and the gift in the grace of the one man,
~Jesus Christ, ,

superabounded unto the many.

And with the gift it is not

as with the outecome of the deed

of the one man who sinned :

for the judgment proceeded from one man
unto eondemnation ; .

but the gracious gift proceeds from many trans-

gressions

unto justification.

For if, through the transgression of one,
Death reigned through that one,

so will they, who have received

the superabundance of grace, .

and of the gift of justification,

all the more reign in life,

through the One Jesus Christ.”’ (Rom. v)

One man brought sin into the world; and sin in turn
brought death, which in the present order of God’s provid-
ence is a penalty for sin, and would not have to be borne
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hy men except for sin. ‘“And so death passed on to all
men, becatise all had sinned.’’ ‘Then the Apostle imagines
somebody putting the objection; but all have not sinned ;
for instance, the people who lived hefore the publication
of the Mosaic law. Even if these people did things, which
they knew to be wrong, they at least did not sin in the
same sense as Adam. They did not violate a clear law of
God, since no law of God had been promulgated to them.
4 fortiori they did not violate a law, to which the penalty
of death was attached. The Apostle might have added
that many of them did nothing at all wrong ; for then, as
now, many children died before they came to the use of
reason.

What is the Apostle’s answer to this objection? He
answers : Yes, every man of them sinned, even those you
spealt about. And the proof of it is that every one of
them had to die, and their death was a penalty of their
sin. T admit indeed that they did not disobey God by their
own personal act, as Adam did, but they sinned somehow ;
otherwise they would not have had to die. How then did
they sin? 'They sinned in and through Adam, ‘“‘who was
a type of the future Adam.”” Adam was head and repre-
sentative of the human race, as Christ was to be later.
And Adam, in his capacity as head and representative
of the whole race, offended God, and thus made us as well
as himself sinners; just as later on, Christ, as head and
representative of the race, was to win hack justification
and salvation for all of us. '

The Apostle here breaks off for a moment to compare
the influence of Adam and of Christ respectively on our
spiritual fortunes: and he shows that the profit-and-loss
aecount is in our favour. The good wrought by Christ in
our favour '‘more than counterbalances the&vil wrought
by Adam. He points out, for instance, that while ‘Adam
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brought on us condemnation for one sin only, Christ
atoned not only for that sin, hut also for all our own per-
sonal sins as well : ““and with the gift it is not as with the
outcome of the deed of the one man who sinned: for the
judgment proceeded from one man to condemnation ; but
the gracious gift proceeds from many transgressions unto
justification.”’

In a final summary of the parallel between Adam and
Christ, he shows how all men have been made sinners (even
children who die in the womb), and consequently how all
men come into the world under sentence of death. We
arc all sharers in that original transgression of Adam, to
which the penalty of death was attached. “*As theu
through one transgression it has come to condemnateon for
all men, so dlso through one justifying it comes to justifi-
cation Teading to life for all men. Fov, as through the dis-
abedience of one man the many were made siners, so
through the ohedience of One, the many shall he made
just.”’

There we have 8. Paul’s exposition of the doctrine of
original sin. Tt is a doctrine which, if imperfectly under-
stood, ean be, and probably has been, a stumbling block to
thousands of people, whe would otherwise be members of
the Catholic Church. The pity is that people should be
frightened away by the apparent harshness and injustice
of the treatment meted out by God to the human race,
according to this doctrine, when as a matter of faet it is
in perfect harmony with all our human notions of justice
and fair play.

At first sight the idea of inherited sin appears to be
absurd. How ean an aet of disobedience to God, committed
by another man thousands of years ago make wte a sinner?
The answer is that it cannof make me a sinner in the sense
you prohably have in mind, when vou ask that question.
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Byt it can make me a sinner in another sense, whieh you
probably never thought of. And before T go on to explain
the difference between these two senses, it may be well
to state at the outset what was the practical effect of
Adam’s sin for his posterity. Tt was this: they lost' the
supernotural and preternatural gifts, thal God had in-
tended to confer upon them. Thatl was the sum tetal of
their loss: no other penalty, no other punishment. God
took from Adam’s posterity nothing whatever that was due
to them : ITe merely reduced them to the level of what
was due to them—instead of giving them (as He had
planned) gratnitous gifts, to which they had no right or
title as human beings. The principal gratuitous g'ifi:s that
{fod had planned to give us, were adoptive sonship of God
in this life, leading to the Beatific Vision of God hereafter
in heaven. Adam himself was stripped of these gifig too.
But Adam by his sin had deserved something more i the
way of punishment, than the mere loss of purely qratuitdus
gifts.  He had wilfully offended God, and  offended
Him seriously. By doing so, he had made himself liable to
positive punishment in hell. He did not make his posterity
liable to this positive punishment. They become liable to
it, only if they themselves wilfully offend God by their
own personal acts. All became liable to exclusion from
heaven ; but mere exclusion from heaven is very different
from positive punishment in hell. ' -

Although Adam’s fall did not directly cause to his pos-
terity any other loss than that of supernatural and preter-
natural gifts, a further deterioration in the moral condition
of mankind soon followed as a kind of consequential loss. -
Once the brake on man’s concupiscence was removed by
the ‘mthdrawal of his preternatural gifts, his um'uly
passions soon led him into so many actual sins, that ‘‘sin
abhounded’’ in the world, as S. Paul says. In writing the
passage already quoted, the Apostle had before his mind
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not only the state of sin inherited from Adam, but alse
the progeny of further sin that followed it. Nevertheless,
we should not confuse the two. We must ourselves shoulder
the responsihility for our own sinful aets; it is ours, not.
Adam’s.

An example will illustrate the effects of Adam’s fall.
‘When William the Conqueror took possession of England,
he introduced the feudal system, to consolidate his power.
He parcelled out the country among his followers, giving
great baronial estates to his chief supporters, who in turn
parcelled out these estates among working tenants. The
king’s grant to his great barons was a permancnt grant;
but it was conditional. The conditions were something
like these :—

Each baron and his heirs were to give faithful alle-
giance to the king and his heirs, and were to furnish a
certain number of fighting men to assist the king, whenever
he vequired them. So long as these conditions were ful-
filled, enjoyment of the estate was guaranteed, not only to
the sreat baron himself, but also to his heirs. On the other
hand, if the baron ever rebelled against the king, he was
to forfeit the whole estate, not only for himsclf but also
for his heirs.

Suppose now that one of these barons rebelled against
‘the king, and was crushed by the king’s forces; what
‘would be, likely to happen? The baron’s estate would be
confisedled by the king, and given to some follower more
tikely 6. be faithful to the Crown. Note that the baron’s
wzfc and,' ‘ehildren would share his loss. The baron h}m-
salf,ﬁfﬁéﬂfd'probaﬂaly lose his head on the charge of high
‘cr{;h;,'safxi[.‘,( But his wife and children would not suffer the

il

rehellion, ;

same fate, nnless they were themselves,mi;ge@» up in the .

iy
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“Adam corresponds to the rebellious baron. . Adam's
liability to be sent to hell corresponds to the ba¥on's Ha-
bility to lose his ‘head. The supernatural and’ fireter-
natural gifts granted to Adam correspond to the" great
estate granted to the baron. The loss of these gifts cor-
responds to the confiscation of the baron’s estate., There is
this difference hetwecen the two cases. In receiving the
estate, the baron was receiving something he probably had
some claim to, inasmuch as he had earned some réward by
helping the king to conquer the country. In receiving the
supernatural gift of adoptive sonship of God (with the
right to a supernatural destiny hereafter), and the.preter-
natural -gift of immunity from hodily death, Adam re-
ceived something to which he had no claim or title what-
ever. God might never have given these gifts either to
Adam or to his posterity. Tt was by an act of gratuitous
liberalily that He cver gave them at all. He gave them
conditionally ; the condition heing that Adam should serve
Him faithfully, When Adam rehelled, God did no injus-
tice either to Adam or his posterity by withdrawing these
gifts. The condition, on which they were given, had not
heen kept.

Note. moreover, that while God vindicated His licnour
and His authority by withdrawing these gifts, ‘yet He
showed His mercy by immediately promising to make ar-
rangements to have them restored again. We have “just
heard from S: Paul what these arrangements were:- The
Son of (tod'came on earth and took human nature;and in
that nature made reparation of honour to-God for htiman
sin—not only for the original {ransgression of Adani; but
for all human sins—and thereby merited for us the regfora-
tion of the gifts that had heen lost. We do not ¢onie into
the world in actual possession of the gifts. We are.born
children” of Adam, and not of Christ. We only. beeome
children of Christ. when we are ‘“horn again of water and
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e Holy Ghost’’ in baptism. It is only then.that we be
gm ‘to, .enjoy the supernatural gift of adoptive sonshi &
God, won for us by Christ. Because we are born chil
of Adam and not of Christ, we come into the world with-
out, 'the preternatural gift of immunity from death: we
come into the world sentenced to die. But Christ has
uevex:theless won back for us bodily immortality. It will
be given to us in due time, when human history is brought
to a.close at the general resurrection. Body and soul will
then be re-united, never to part again.

From what I have said so far, it will be evident, T think,
that God has not treated man either unjustly or harshly;
and that the doctrine of original sin contains nothing to
offerd our sense of justice or fair play.

But you may say: if original sin involves no other loss
than that of purely gratuitous gifts, why does S. Paul
use such explesswns as “condemnauon of all men,”” ‘““the
many were made sinners,’’ ‘“‘we were cnemies of God,”
and §o on? What is the Jusuﬁcatmn for such strong lan-
guage, if what I have already said be correct? The easiest
way to answer these questions is to show that each of the
expressions quoted has its counterpart in the ordinary
language of human intercourse. You may think it strange,
{or instance, to hear the Apostle say that we have all heen
condemmned for something done by Adam. Yet the prin-
elple anderlying S. Paul’s statement is applied every
aay in our own courts, and never causes any surprise. I
mean. .the prineiple of solidarity and collective respon-
sibility hetween the members of a corporate b(}dy A.Il
example will illustrate what T mean.

Sfuppose a 'bus goes through a bhusy crossing in deﬁance
of the traffic signal, and in doing so wrecks a private car,
and kills one of the passengers in it. The aceident will

nwe rise 10 two distinet actions in the courts. The pohce.
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authorities will bring a criminal action against the ’hus
driver for dangerous driving and for manslaugliter. The
driver alone will have to face this charge; and if he is
found guilty he may be sentenced to a period of imprison-
ment. The other action will be a claim for compensation
—compensation to the owner of the car for the loss sus-

tained by him, and compensation to the family of deceased

for loss of salary or wages, if he happened to he the bread-
winner of a family. Note that it is not the ’hus driver
alone that will be the defendant in this second action; the
company, of which he is the servant, will be defendant
also. And that means that, if I am a shareholder in the
company, I am one of the defendants in the case, and
eventually will have to pay my share of costs and compen-
sation.

But why should I be made pay for the damage? It was
not I, but the driver of the ’bus, who did the harm. When
the police brought the criminal charge against the ’bus
driver, they did not even consider putting me in the dock
with him. Why then does the ¢ivil court allow me to he
cited as defendant in the other action? Here we have an
application of the principle I mentioned a moment ago.
Almost unknown to ourselves, we admit two kinds of re-
sponsibility. One of these may be called individual re-
sponsibility. It is the responsibility incurred by virtue of
my own personal free acts. The "bus driver was the only
person who was responsible in that way for the accident.
Ior that reason he alone is prosecuted by the police; for
our sense of justice rebels against the idea of sending a
man to jail for a crime for which he had no individual
responsibility. To put it another way, imprisonment is a
punishment in the striet sense of the term ; and punishment
in the striet sense is not justified, except there is personal
guilt freely incurred.
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~ The other kind of responsibility is that which T have
for an act done by a corporation or moral hody. of which
I happen to be a member. It is a responsibility shared by
all the memhers of the corporation. For that reason it may
be conveniently ealled my corporate responsibility, to dis-
tinguish it from my individual responsihility already ex-
plained. It is because of this corporate responsibility for
the damage done by the ’hus driver, that I shall have to
pay my share of the compensation in the illustration I
have given. The court says: ‘‘This driver was acting as
the servant and agent of the company when he did the
damage. IFor the purposes of the claim before us, the
driver and the company must be regarded as forming a
morel unit. For that reason we must hold the company
responsible for the damage; and we give a deeree aceord-
ingly.”” The cost of compensation will fall on me in pro-
portion to my share of the company’s responsibility; in
other words, in proportion to the amount of capital I have
invested in the company. Now, although people would
think it very unreasonable if the criminal court were to
send all the shareholders to jail for the aceident, people
do not think it unreasonable if the civil court condemns
the share-holders to pay costs and compensation. They re-
gard corporate responsihility as sufficient ground for an
adverse verdiet in the eivil court, but not in the eriminal
court, Why? Well, I think the reason is that the payment
of compensation is not regarded as a punishment in the
strict sense of the word, but rather as restitution for an
injury caused unjustly.

Now, to be bound to restitution I must be responsible in
some way for the injury done. A civil court, for instance,

will dismiss a elaim for damages, if it can he shown that

the injury suffered by plaintiff was due to an unavoidable
accident, for which nobody can be held responsible.. If T
can he bound as a shareholder, therefore, to pay compen-
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sation in the imaginary case already described, it must be
because the court (and the public) recognise that there is
another kind of responsibility hesides what I ‘have
called undivided responsibility. Tt is clear that they recog-
nise likewise that this other (corporate) responsibility may
he a sufficient reason for condemning me {o pay a penalty,
1 the shape of loss of some of my property; though it is
not a sufficient reason for sending me to jail—that is, it is
not & sufficient reason for condemning me to a punishment
in the strict sense of the word. There is a difference be-
tween the two concepts, penalty and punishment. The
latter implies individual or personal guilt; the former
does not. A person condemned to pay a penalty can leave
the eourt with his head erect: one who is punished is ex-
pected to hang his head fovr shame.

Suppose now that the compensation decreed by the court
is so high, that the total assets of the company are unable
to meet it. What happens? The eompany is smashed; its.
property is all seized to pay the debt; and my investments
in it are all lost. Will the ereditors come and sell out my
house and furniture also? No: my own private property
will not be seized. I shall lose only the capital I have in-
vested in the company. The reason is because the solid-
arity existing between me, on the one hand, and the other:
shareholders and servants of the company, on the other
hand, extends only to the affairs of the ecompany. I have
no solidarity with any of them in respect of my house and:
furniture.

Now Adam might be compared to the ’bus driver; but

. ingtead of being a mere servant, he was the chairman of’

the eompany (the human race). He drove his *bus through
God’s law, wrecked the scheme of things planned by God.
and gravely injured God’s honour. He thereby rendered
himself liable to a criminal prosecutién, and if found
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guilty, to everlasting imprisonment in hell. Adam alcne
was defendant in this case., He also had to face an action
for damages to God’s honour; and in this action we were
all defendants with him as members of the company. The
company was unable to make full reparation, and went
bankrupt; with the result that all the capital invested in
the company was lost. That capital was the supernatural
and preternaturel gifts given or arranged for us by God.
Our private property, however, was not seized—that is,
-our nafural gifts, the gifts due to us as rational animals.
‘We were condemned to the losses we sustained on the
ground of our corporate responsibility, on the ground that
the driver (Adam) was acting as the agent of the company
when he did the damage.

You may say: ‘““Yes, T can see how God, without any
injustice, could take away those purely gratuitous gifts
He had given conditionally; but I cannot see how Adam
could make all men sinners. Sin is a wélful offence against
‘God : how then can I hecome a sinner except hy my own
personal act?”’ Here again a few illustrations mav help
te clear up the diffieulty. L

Suppose a deputy, while making a speech in a national
parliament, is struck across the face by another deputy.
The offender will he expected to apologise for the insult.
‘Suppose he refuses to do so- He may be expelled from
the chamber of deputies; but that will not finish the
trouble. A state of estrangement will ensue between the
offender and the aggrieved party. Notice that the ineci-
dent, which caused the trouble, was only a momentary
affair; while the state of enmity that fellows may last a
lifetime. Well, sin is like that. We have to distinguish
the wilful offence (the actual sin), which may be the
work of a moment; and the state of estrangement from
‘God, which it causes; and this may last a lifetime, or
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even for ctermity., When . Paul says that Adam made

sinners of us all, he does not mean that Adam made us
all take a hand in committing the wilful offence. He
means that Adam by his offence got us all into a state
of estrangement from God. He got us all put ‘‘on the
back of the books’’ with God. But, you will ask, how

could Adam drag us into his quarrel with God? It is a

auestion, as before, of our corporate responsibility. But an
iltustration is the easiest way of making the matter clear.

In 1914 England and Germany were parties to an under-

taking about the inviolability of Belgian territory. The

violation of that agreement meant war bhetween them.
The German Government took the fateful decision to in-
vade Belgium ; and it thereby committed not only itself,
hut the whole German nation to a state of war with Eng-
land.* The German working man, who had no part in
the decizion, was made an enemy of England, no less than
the Kaiser himself. Tt wag like the compensation case
already discussed. Every German citizen had his share
f corporate responsibility for the actions of the political
entity ; and the action of the political entity, in making
the fateful deeision about Belgium, was actually exer-
vised by a few representatives of that entity, namely, the
men who composed the (German Government. The war
cuilt attached to all Germans in the eyes of England.
Consequently, the property held by German citizens in
England was confiscated; and when the war was over,
penalties and indemnities were imposed on the German
nation—not merely on the Kaiser, who had abdicated and
fied the countryt

" =l is possible that war would have come about independently of
the Belgian question. But I am considering the situation as it

actually developed.

.+ The same idea underlies the theory of “total war,” which in-
spired much of the bombing of open cities during the years 1g40-1941.
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In quoting this example, I merely wish to point out that
the principle of corperate responsibility is recognised
among nations in a far more drastic form, than is re-
quired by our doctrine of original sin. Adam committed
his posterity to a state of war with God, as the Kaiser and
his Government commitied the German people to a state
of war with England and Irance. That is what 8. Paul
means, when he says that Adam made us sinners and
enemies of God. But we must bear in mind that there is
a certain amount of metaphor in these expressions. The
state of estrangement from God, into which we were
dragged by the sin of Adam, must not he understood as &
state of active hatred and active hostility, as was the case
in the Great War. Even though men were in some sense
His enemies, yet we are told ““God so loved the world, as
to give His only begotten Son; that whosocever believes In
Him may not perish, but may have life everlasting. For
God sent His Son into the world, not to judge the world,
but that the world may be saved hy Him' (John iii.
16-17). In human wars men try to kill the enemy : in this
war God tries to save His enemies,

How are we to understand this state of war., in whieh
men are born cnemies of God, and vet ohjects of Iis love?
Or, if vou like to put the question this way: what is there
about the soul of an unbaptized haby. to make it an object
of displeasure to God? That hrings us to the real kernel
of original sin. ‘

When God raised man to a supernatural state and
supernatural destiny, His design in our regard was that
all men should come inta the world, and should remain for
ever His friends and adopted sons. Onee God had made
that plan for mankind, the mere fact of heing outside-the
state of adoptive sonship—outside the state of sanctifying
graec-—put a man in a position that was displeasing to
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(3od, contrary te His plans, and therefore conveniently
known as a state of sin. Now that is preeisely the state
in which Adam placed us. Adam’s sin upset God’s plan
in our regard. In consequence of the fall, we now come
into the world without any supernatural gifts: we are
born deprived of sanetifying grace, deprived of the adop-
tive sonship of God and the right to heaven. The absence

.of these supernatural gifts is the first and prineipal ele-

ment that goes to make up the state of original sin. Yet

.original sin does not econsist in the mere absence of these

aifts, but in the privation of them. I shall try to explain
the difference hetween these two coneepts, privation on the

-one hand, and mere absence on the other.

1f God had never raised man to a supernatural state
at all, we should be horn (as we are born at present)
without anv supernatural gifts. Yet in that case the
state of our souls at birth would not be a state of sin.
The absence of supernatural gifts would be in accordance
with God’s original design in our regard, and consequently
could not be displeasing to HMim. What makes the con-

.dition of a new-born haby displeasing to God now is not

<imply the absence of supernatural gifts (sanctifying grace

.and the right to heaven), hut the absence of supernatural

oifts that ought to be present That is what privefion of
sanctifying grace means—absence of grace which ought to
be present. Grace ought to be present in the soul of the
new-horn habe, according to God's original design in our
regard. But we actually come into the world deprived of
grace in consequence of sin. The absence of grace in a
new-born haby, therefore, has a special significance. Tt is
the consequence of sin; it is the token and reminder of
sin; it is contrary to God’s original plan for that child.
‘That is why it is displeasing to God; that is why it can
he called a state of sin. There, in brief, is what constitutes
‘the state of original sin—the privation of sanctifying
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grace, which ought to he present in the soul.

I can imagine somebody reminding me that he learned
in his eatechism that the fall of Adam brought on us 2
darkening of the understanding, a weakness of the will,
and an inelination to evil. Now let us see what that
means. Suppose you wanted to see a championship foot-
ball match at some well-known stadium, such as Croke
Park in Dublin. You might look on from the best place
vou could find along the railing, that surrounds the pitch.
You are on the same level as the movements you are watel-
ing; yet you cannot see the game to your entire satisfac-
tion, That is why the governing hody has erected artificial
stands for the spectators. Now, suppose the chairman of
the association saw you standing at the railing, and invited
you up to a seat beside him on the hest part of the stand.
You can now see all the movements of the game much
hetter. Now suppose you commit some offence against
the regulations, as a result of which you are ordered off
the stand. You are down on the ground level once more,
and you cannot see the game nearly so well as when you
were on the stand. But you are no worse off, than if you
had never gone up on the stand of oll. Then towards the
end of the game another friend comes along, and takes you
up on the stand at the other side of the pitch: and you
find that you have a fine view of the game onee more.

Now, your original place at the railing (i.e., on the
ground level) represents the natural level of man’s powers
of intellect and will, in dealing with his spiritual problems.
But God did not leave Adam on that level; He brought
h}m‘ up on thge stand. God gave certain preternatural
gifts to Adam in his capacity as head of the Limman race.
These gifts, according to Catholic tradition, included

special -eulightm}ment of intelleet, and special strength of -
will, to enahle him to keep his lower appetites in subjeetion
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toureason. It was only by the loss of these special gifts
that-any darkening of the understanding and weakening
of the will came ahout by the fall of Adam. There is ne
evidenee whatever that any natural gifts were lost.®

Hence there is no ground for saying that men are any
blinder or weaker in the spiritual order now, than they
would be. if man had never been raised to a supernatural
state at all. In a pagan country men are blinder now (in
regard to spiritual things) than Adam was. They are
blinder than they themselves would now be, if there had
heen no sin. That is because they are now on the ground
level, instead of being on the stand.

Missiocnaries working in pagan countries often remark
on how palpable is the darkness of paganism. IHis first
contact with it sometimes gives the young missionary an
uneasy feeling. But remember that the missionary is no
longer on the ground level. Christ has put him (and us)
on the other part of the stand. If we have lost the preter-
natural gifts that Adam had, we have others in their place.
We have the light of God’s revealed truths; we have the
enlightening and strengthening influence of the teaching
and example of Christ; we have God’s grace to help us in
our struggles with temptation. It is true that God wishes
t0 he asked for these graces, and that the better we co-
operate with those He gives us, the more abundant will he:
those we may expect from Him. But for the man who
attends to his prayers, religious duties and the frequent
reception of the sacraments, salvation does not appear to

- be any more difcult than it was for Adam. In the passage

already quoted from Rom. v, S. Paul seems to suggest
that the halance is rather in our favour, on account of the

*Hence Pius V in 1567 condemned this proposition from the
works of Michael dw Bay: “God could not have created man in the
beginning as he is now born.” Du Bay was insinuating that man’s.
natute is now ‘mutilated. ‘
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-superabundance of grace merited for us by Christ. For the

-same reason S. Augustine exclaims: ‘O Felix Culpa’’-—

-0 lucky fall!

‘The explanation I have given you of man’s deteriora-
tion after the fall is the one held almost universally im

-recent times. Among the older theologians, however, many

held that, besides the mental and moral deterioration
suffered by man through the withdrawal of preternatural
gifts, man’s intellect and will were in themselves directly
weakened by the fall. There is nothing, however, in the
teaching of revelation to compel us to take this view. It

-does not square with our ideas of divine justice. And no

intelligible explanation can be offered as to how the de-
terioration in question was brought about. Txaggera-
tion is a common fault of biographers. They like to extol
unduly the natural gifts of their heroes. Some of Adam’s
biographers were prone to the same fault.

It may be of interest, in connection with original sin,
to say a word ahout the fate of unbaptized children, who
die hefore they come to the use of reason. As these children

-die without the gift of sanctifying grace, which makes a

‘person adoptive son of God and heir to heaven, they are
excluded from the supernatural destiny planned for them
by God (i.e., the Beatific Vision of ‘God). But they are
not subjected to any kind of positive punishment in the
next life. God is a ‘‘just judge,” who “‘will render to

-everyone aceording-to his works.”” He will only punish

those who deserve punishment; and a child is incapabie
of deserving punishment. Some early theologians took a
more rigoristic view of their fate, on thé ground that God
may be expected to punish all sin, even original sin, in the

~next life. This® rigoristic view has heen abandoned in
‘modern. times, for the simple .reason that it cannot he
.reconeciled with divine justice. Positive torture (however
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light) in the next life would be a punishment in the strict
sense of the word ‘‘punishment;’’ and such punishment is
only justified by personal guilt, incurred by one’s own free
act. The loss of the Beatific Vision, on the other hand,
is not a punishment. It is a penalty, consisting in the
privation of a purely gratuitous gilt, w]uch. God had
planned to give, if certain conditions had heen fulfilled.

The Church has never issucd a solemn definition dealing
with the precise point just discussed—that is, whether
unbaptized children will suffer any positive punishment in
the life to come. But she has given official approval to
the milder view, hy incorporating in the colleetion of
Canon Law (Corpus Juris Canonici) the following words
of Pope Innocent I1I. ‘“The penalty of original sin is
privation of the vision of God: that of actual sin is the
torture of an everlasting hell.”” He is speaking, of course,
of actual mortal sin.

Man was not created merely for the destiny due to a
rational animal: he was created for a far nobler destiny—
the supernatural destiny, known as the Beatific Vision
of God. To miss that destiny is to lose the end for which
he was created: it is to have failed in life; it is to be
““Jost.”” For that reason unbaptized children are said to
be ““lost.”” Their condition hereafter is also deseribed as
a state of “dammnation,’’ because the loss of their super-
natural destiny is a penalty of sin. But, though these
terms are technically correct, they do not imply, in the
case of unbaptized children, the meaning which we usually
associate with ‘‘dampation,”’ namely, condemnation to the
torments of hell. Such punishment is mcted out orly to
those, who deserve it by their own personal sins.

OBJECTTIONS AND DIFFICULTIES
Among non-Catholies, belief in the dogma of the fall ap-
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pears to have become very unsettled during the last cen-
tury or so, partly because of the dissemination of rationa-
listic views about the eharacter of the opening chapters of
the hook of Genesis, but more particularly on account ot
the widespread belief in the evolution of the human body
from. an ape or monkey stock. The evolutionist is apt to
reject as unhistorical the whole story of the Garden of
Eden, and with it the Seriptural account of the manncr
of the fall. From the rejection of the latter in twrnm, it 13
an easy step, though an illogical one, to the total denial of
" the fact of the fall; and if one denies the dogma of
the fall, one is logically compelled to deny the dogma of
redemption also. In this way belief in the evolution of
man might easily lead, and in some cases has actuaily
led, to a hasty rejection of the most fundamental truths
of Christianity.

The fact of the fall and the manner of the fall are
really distinet and independent questions. For the fact
of the fall the Church has pledged her infallible authority;
for the precise manner of the fall she has not.

In regard to the precise manner of creation, and the
precise manner of the fall, the Church has not commiitfed
herself irrvevocahly to any particular view; though she
provisionally accepts as historically reliable the account of
both recorded by Gemesis. She tacitly admits, therefore,
the possibilitv of a readjustment of Christian helief in
regard to these matters of detail. She does not, however.
admit even the remote possibility of a re-adjustment of
doctrine in regard to the facts as distinet from the manner
of their happening. With all the authority she commands,
as the divinely-appointed and infallible guardian of
Christian revelation, she bids us accept the fact of crea-
tion, the fact of the fall, and the fact of redemption
through Christ’s passion and death, as truths divinely re-
vealed and hevond the pessibility of question.
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