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The City of God (Book I)
Preface, Explaining His Design in Undertaking This Work.
The glorious city of God is my theme in this work, which you, my dearest son Marcellinus,
suggested, and which is due to you by my promise. I have undertaken its defence against
those who prefer their own gods to the Founder of this city—a city surpassingly glorious,
whether we view it as it still lives by faith in this fleeting course of time, and sojourns as a
stranger in the midst of the ungodly, or as it shall dwell in the fixed stability of its eternal
seat, which it now with patience waits for, expecting until righteousness shall return unto
judgment, and it obtain, by virtue of its excellence, final victory and perfect peace. A great
work this, and an arduous; but God is my helper. For I am aware what ability is requisite to
persuade the proud how great is the virtue of humility, which raises us, not by a quite
human arrogance, but by a divine grace, above all earthly dignities that totter on this
shifting scene. For the King and Founder of this city of which we speak, has in Scripture
uttered to His people a dictum of the divine law in these words: God resists the proud, but
gives grace unto the humble. But this, which is God's prerogative, the inflated ambition of a
proud spirit also affects, and dearly loves that this be numbered among its attributes, to
Show pity to the humbled soul,
And crush the sons of pride.
And therefore, as the plan of this work we have undertaken requires, and as occasion offers,
we must speak also of the earthly city, which, though it be mistress of the nations, is itself
ruled by its lust of rule.
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Chapter 1.— Of the Adversaries of the Name of Christ, Whom the Barbarians for
Christ's Sake Spared When They Stormed the City.
For to this earthly city belong the enemies against whom I have to defend the city of God.
Many of them, indeed, being reclaimed from their ungodly error, have become sufficiently
creditable citizens of this city; but many are so inflamed with hatred against it, and are so
ungrateful to its Redeemer for His signal benefits, as to forget that they would now be
unable to utter a single word to its prejudice, had they not found in its sacred places, as
they fled from the enemy's steel, that life in which they now boast themselves. Are not
those very Romans, who were spared by the barbarians through their respect for Christ,
become enemies to the name of Christ? The reliquaries of the martyrs and the churches of
the apostles bear witness to this; for in the sack of the city they were open sanctuary for all
who fled to them, whether Christian or Pagan. To their very threshold the blood-thirsty
enemy raged; there his murderous fury owned a limit. Thither did such of the enemy as had
any pity convey those to whom they had given quarter, lest any less mercifully disposed
might fall upon them. And, indeed, when even those murderers who everywhere else
showed themselves pitiless came to those spots where that was forbidden which the license
of war permitted in every other place, their furious rage for slaughter was bridled, and their
eagerness to take prisoners was quenched. Thus escaped multitudes who now reproach the
Christian religion, and impute to Christ the ills that have befallen their city; but the
preservation of their own life— a boon which they owe to the respect entertained for Christ
by the barbarians— they attribute not to our Christ, but to their own good luck. They ought
rather, had they any right perceptions, to attribute the severities and hardships inflicted by
their enemies, to that divine providence which is wont to reform the depraved manners of
men by chastisement, and which exercises with similar afflictions the righteous and
praiseworthy—either translating them, when they have passed through the trial, to a
better world, or detaining them still on earth for ulterior purposes. And they ought to
attribute it to the spirit of these Christian times, that, contrary to the custom of war, these
bloodthirsty barbarians spared them, and spared them for Christ's sake, whether this
mercy was actually shown in promiscuous places, or in those places specially dedicated to
Christ's name, and of which the very largest were selected as sanctuaries, that full scope
might thus be given to the expansive compassion which desired that a large multitude
might find shelter there. Therefore ought they to give God thanks, and with sincere
confession flee for refuge to His name, that so they may escape the punishment of eternal
fire— they who with lying lips took upon them this name, that they might escape the
punishment of present destruction. For of those whom you see insolently and shamelessly
insulting the servants of Christ, there are numbers who would not have escaped that
destruction and slaughter had they not pretended that they themselves were Christ's
servants. Yet now, in ungrateful pride and most impious madness, and at the risk of being
punished in everlasting darkness, they perversely oppose that name under which they
fraudulently protected themselves for the sake of enjoying the light of this brief life.
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Chapter 2.— That It is Quite Contrary to the Usage of War, that the Victors
Should Spare the Vanquished for the Sake of Their Gods.
There are histories of numberless wars, both before the building of Rome and since its rise
and the extension of its dominion; let these be read, and let one instance be cited in which,
when a city had been taken by foreigners, the victors spared those who were found to have
fled for sanctuary to the temples of their gods; or one instance in which a barbarian general
gave orders that none should be put to the sword who had been found in this or that temple.
Did not Æneas see
Dying Priam at the shrine,
Staining the hearth he made divine?
Did not Diomede and Ulysses
Drag with red hands, the sentry slain,
Her fateful image from your fane,
Her chaste locks touch, and stain with gore
The virgin coronal she wore?
Neither is that true which follows, that
Thenceforth the tide of fortune changed,
And Greece grew weak.
For after this they conquered and destroyed Troy with fire and sword; after this they
beheaded Priam as he fled to the altars. Neither did Troy perish because it lost Minerva.
For what had Minerva herself first lost, that she should perish? Her guards perhaps? No
doubt; just her guards. For as soon as they were slain, she could be stolen. It was not, in
fact, the men who were preserved by the image, but the image by the men. How, then, was
she invoked to defend the city and the citizens, she who could not defend her own
defenders?
Chapter 3.— That the Romans Did Not Show Their Usual Sagacity When They
Trusted that They Would Be Benefited by the Gods Who Had Been Unable to
Defend Troy.
And these be the gods to whose protecting care the Romans were delighted to entrust their
city! O too, too piteous mistake! And they are enraged at us when we speak thus about their
gods, though, so far from being enraged at their own writers, they part with money to learn
what they say; and, indeed, the very teachers of these authors are reckoned worthy of a
salary from the public purse, and of other honors. There is Virgil, who is read by boys, in
order that this great poet, this most famous and approved of all poets, may impregnate
their virgin minds, and may not readily be forgotten by them, according to that saying of
Horace,
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The fresh cask long keeps its first tang.
Well, in this Virgil, I say, Juno is introduced as hostile to the Trojans, and stirring up
Æolus, the king of the winds, against them in the words,
A race I hate now ploughs the sea,
Transporting Troy to Italy,
And home-gods conquered. ..
And ought prudent men to have entrusted the defence of Rome to these conquered gods?
But it will be said, this was only the saying of Juno, who, like an angry woman, did not
know what she was saying. What, then, says Æneas himself—Æneas who is so often
designated pious? Does he not say,
Lo! Panthus, 'scaped from death by flight,
Priest of Apollo on the height,
His conquered gods with trembling hands
He bears, and shelter swift demands?
Is it not clear that the gods (whom he does not scruple to call conquered) were rather
entrusted to Æneas than he to them, when it is said to him,
The gods of her domestic shrines
Your country to your care consigns?
If, then, Virgil says that the gods were such as these, and were conquered, and that when
conquered they could not escape except under the protection of a man, what a madness is it
to suppose that Rome had been wisely entrusted to these guardians, and could not have
been taken unless it had lost them! Indeed, to worship conquered gods as protectors and
champions, what is this but to worship, not good divinities, but evil omens? Would it not be
wiser to believe, not that Rome would never have fallen into so great a calamity had not
they first perished, but rather that they would have perished long since had not Rome
preserved them as long as she could? For who does not see, when he thinks of it, what a
foolish assumption it is that they could not be vanquished under vanquished defenders, and
that they only perished because they had lost their guardian gods, when, indeed, the only
cause of their perishing was that they chose for their protectors gods condemned to perish?
The poets, therefore, when they composed and sang these things about the conquered gods,
had no intention to invent falsehoods, but uttered, as honest men, what the truth extorted
from them. This, however, will be carefully and copiously discussed in another and more
fitting place. Meanwhile I will briefly, and to the best of my ability, explain what I meant to
say about these ungrateful men who blasphemously impute to Christ the calamities which
they deservedly suffer in consequence of their own wicked ways, while that which is for
Christ's sake spared them in spite of their wickedness they do not even take the trouble to
notice; and in their mad and blasphemous insolence, they use against His name those very
lips wherewith they falsely claimed that same name that their lives might be spared. In the
places consecrated to Christ, where for His sake no enemy would injure them, they
4

restrained their tongues that they might be safe and protected; but no sooner do they
emerge from these sanctuaries, than they unbridle these tongues to hurl against Him
curses full of hate.
Chapter 20.— That Christians Have No Authority for Committing Suicide in Any
Circumstances Whatever.
It is not without significance, that in no passage of the holy canonical books there can be
found either divine precept or permission to take away our own life, whether for the sake of
entering on the enjoyment of immortality, or of shunning, or ridding ourselves of anything
whatever. Nay, the law, rightly interpreted, even prohibits suicide, where it says, You shall
not kill. This is proved especially by the omission of the words your neighbor, which are
inserted when false witness is forbidden: You shall not bear false witness against your
neighbor. Nor yet should any one on this account suppose he has not broken this
commandment if he has borne false witness only against himself. For the love of our
neighbor is regulated by the love of ourselves, as it is written, You shall love your neighbor
as yourself. If, then, he who makes false statements about himself is not less guilty of
bearing false witness than if he had made them to the injury of his neighbor; although in
the commandment prohibiting false witness only his neighbor is mentioned, and persons
taking no pains to understand it might suppose that a man was allowed to be a false
witness to his own hurt; how much greater reason have we to understand that a man may
not kill himself, since in the commandment, You shall not kill, there is no limitation added
nor any exception made in favor of any one, and least of all in favor of him on whom the
command is laid! And so some attempt to extend this command even to beasts and cattle, as
if it forbade us to take life from any creature. But if so, why not extend it also to the plants,
and all that is rooted in and nourished by the earth? For though this class of creatures have
no sensation, yet they also are said to live, and consequently they can die; and therefore, if
violence be done them, can be killed. So, too, the apostle, when speaking of the seeds of such
things as these, says, That which you sow is not quickened except it die; and in the Psalm it
is said, He killed their vines with hail. Must we therefore reckon it a breaking of this
commandment, You shall not kill, to pull a flower? Are we thus insanely to countenance the
foolish error of the Manichæans? Putting aside, then, these ravings, if, when we say, You
shall not kill, we do not understand this of the plants, since they have no sensation, nor of
the irrational animals that fly, swim, walk, or creep, since they are dissociated from us by
their want of reason, and are therefore by the just appointment of the Creator subjected to
us to kill or keep alive for our own uses; if so, then it remains that we understand that
commandment simply of man. The commandment is, You shall not kill man; therefore
neither another nor yourself, for he who kills himself still kills nothing else than man.
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Chapter 21.— Of the Cases in Which We May Put Men to Death Without Incurring
the Guilt of Murder.
However, there are some exceptions made by the divine authority to its own law, that men
may not be put to death. These exceptions are of two kinds, being justified either by a
general law, or by a special commission granted for a time to some individual. And in this
latter case, he to whom authority is delegated, and who is but the sword in the hand of him
who uses it, is not himself responsible for the death he deals. And, accordingly, they who
have waged war in obedience to the divine command, or in conformity with His laws, have
represented in their persons the public justice or the wisdom of government, and in this
capacity have put to death wicked men; such persons have by no means violated the
commandment, You shall not kill. Abraham indeed was not merely deemed guiltless of
cruelty, but was even applauded for his piety, because he was ready to slay his son in
obedience to God, not to his own passion. And it is reasonably enough made a question,
whether we are to esteem it to have been in compliance with a command of God that
Jephthah killed his daughter, because she met him when he had vowed that he would
sacrifice to God whatever first met him as he returned victorious from battle. Samson, too,
who drew down the house on himself and his foes together, is justified only on this ground,
that the Spirit who wrought wonders by him had given him secret instructions to do this.
With the exception, then, of these two classes of cases, which are justified either by a just
law that applies generally, or by a special intimation from God Himself, the fountain of all
justice, whoever kills a man, either himself or another, is implicated in the guilt of murder.

Chapter 25.— That We Should Not Endeavor By Sin to Obviate Sin.
But, we are told, there is ground to fear that, when the body is subjected to the enemy's
lust, the insidious pleasure of sense may entice the soul to consent to the sin, and steps
must be taken to prevent so disastrous a result. And is not suicide the proper mode of
preventing not only the enemy's sin, but the sin of the Christian so allured? Now, in the
first place, the soul which is led by God and His wisdom, rather than by bodily
concupiscence, will certainly never consent to the desire aroused in its own flesh by
another's lust. And, at all events, if it be true, as the truth plainly declares, that suicide is a
detestable and damnable wickedness, who is such a fool as to say, Let us sin now, that we
may obviate a possible future sin; let us now commit murder, lest we perhaps afterwards
should commit adultery? If we are so controlled by iniquity that innocence is out of the
question, and we can at best but make a choice of sins, is not a future and uncertain
adultery preferable to a present and certain murder? Is it not better to commit a
wickedness which penitence may heal, than a crime which leaves no place for healing
contrition? I say this for the sake of those men or women who fear they may be enticed into
consenting to their violator's lust, and think they should lay violent hands on themselves,
and so prevent, not another's sin, but their own. But far be it from the mind of a Christian
confiding in God, and resting in the hope of His aid; far be it, I say, from such a mind to
yield a shameful consent to pleasures of the flesh, howsoever presented. And if that lustful
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disobedience, which still dwells in our mortal members, follows its own law irrespective of
our will, surely its motions in the body of one who rebels against them are as blameless as
its motions in the body of one who sleeps.
Chapter 36.— What Subjects are to Be Handled in the Following Discourse.
But I have still some things to say in confutation of those who refer the disasters of the
Roman republic to our religion, because it prohibits the offering of sacrifices to the gods. For
this end I must recount all, or as many as may seem sufficient, of the disasters which befell
that city and its subject provinces, before these sacrifices were prohibited; for all these
disasters they would doubtless have attributed to us, if at that time our religion had shed
its light upon them, and had prohibited their sacrifices. I must then go on to show what
social well-being the true God, in whose hand are all kingdoms, vouchsafed to grant to them
that their empire might increase. I must show why He did so, and how their false gods,
instead of at all aiding them, greatly injured them by guile and deceit. And, lastly, I must
meet those who, when on this point convinced and confuted by irrefragable proofs, endeavor
to maintain that they worship the gods, not hoping for the present advantages of this life,
but for those which are to be enjoyed after death. And this, if I am not mistaken, will be the
most difficult part of my task, and will be worthy of the loftiest argument; for we must then
enter the lists with the philosophers, not the mere common herd of philosophers, but the
most renowned, who in many points agree with ourselves, as regarding the immortality of
the soul, and that the true God created the world, and by His providence rules all He has
created. But as they differ from us on other points, we must not shrink from the task of
exposing their errors, that, having refuted the gainsaying of the wicked with such ability as
God may vouchsafe, we may assert the city of God, and true piety, and the worship of God,
to which alone the promise of true and everlasting felicity is attached. Here, then, let us
conclude, that we may enter on these subjects in a fresh book.

The City of God (Book II)
Chapter 7.— That the Suggestions of Philosophers are Precluded from Having
Any Moral Effect, Because They Have Not the Authority Which Belongs to Divine
Instruction, and Because Man's Natural Bias to Evil Induces Him Rather to
Follow the Examples of the Gods Than to Obey the Precepts of Men.
But will they perhaps remind us of the schools of the philosophers, and their disputations?
In the first place, these belong not to Rome, but to Greece; and even if we yield to them that
they are now Roman, because Greece itself has become a Roman province, still the
teachings of the philosophers are not the commandments of the gods, but the discoveries of
men, who, at the prompting of their own speculative ability, made efforts to discover the
hidden laws of nature, and the right and wrong in ethics, and in dialectic what was
consequent according to the rules of logic, and what was inconsequent and erroneous. And
some of them, by God's help, made great discoveries; but when left to themselves they were
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betrayed by human infirmity, and fell into mistakes. And this was ordered by divine
providence, that their pride might be restrained, and that by their example it might be
pointed out that it is humility which has access to the highest regions. But of this we shall
have more to say, if the Lord God of truth permit, in its own place. However, if the
philosophers have made any discoveries which are sufficient to guide men to virtue and
blessedness, would it not have been greater justice to vote divine honors to them? Were it
not more accordant with every virtuous sentiment to read Plato's writings in a “Temple of
Plato,” than to be present in the temples of devils to witness the priests of Cybele
mutilating themselves, the effeminate being consecrated, the raving fanatics cutting
themselves, and whatever other cruel or shameful, or shamefully cruel or cruelly shameful,
ceremony is enjoined by the ritual of such gods as these? Were it not a more suitable
education, and more likely to prompt the youth to virtue, if they heard public recitals of the
laws of the gods, instead of the vain laudation of the customs and laws of their ancestors?
Certainly all the worshippers of the Roman gods, when once they are possessed by what
Persius calls “the burning poison of lust,” prefer to witness the deeds of Jupiter rather than
to hear what Plato taught or Cato censured. Hence the young profligate in Terence, when
he sees on the wall a fresco representing the fabled descent of Jupiter into the lap of Danaë;
in the form of a golden shower, accepts this as authoritative precedent for his own
licentiousness, and boasts that he is an imitator of God. “And what God?” he says. “He who
with His thunder shakes the loftiest temples. And was I, a poor creature compared to Him, to
make bones of it? No; I did it, and with all my heart.”
Chapter 9.— That the Poetical License Which the Greeks, in Obedience to Their
Gods, Allowed, Was Restrained by the Ancient Romans.
The opinion of the ancient Romans on this matter is attested by Cicero in his work De
Republica, in which Scipio, one of the interlocutors, says, “The lewdness of comedy could
never have been suffered by audiences, unless the customs of society had previously
sanctioned the same lewdness.” And in the earlier days the Greeks preserved a certain
reasonableness in their license, and made it a law, that whatever comedy wished to say of
any one, it must say it of him by name. And so in the same work of Cicero's, Scipio says,
“Whom has it not aspersed? Nay, whom has it not worried? Whom has it spared? Allow that
it may assail demagogues and factions, men injurious to the commonwealth— a Cleon, a
Cleophon, a Hyperbolus. That is tolerable, though it had been more seemly for the public
censor to brand such men, than for a poet to lampoon them; but to blacken the fame of
Pericles with scurrilous verse, after he had with the utmost dignity presided over their state
alike in war and in peace, was as unworthy of a poet, as if our own Plautus or Nævius were
to bring Publius and Cneius Scipio on the comic stage, or as if Cæcilius were to caricature
Cato.” And then a little after he goes on: “Though our Twelve Tables attached the penalty of
death only to a very few offenses, yet among these few this was one: if any man should have
sung a pasquinade, or have composed a satire calculated to bring infamy or disgrace on
another person. Wisely decreed. For it is by the decisions of magistrates, and by a wellinformed justice, that our lives ought to be judged, and not by the flighty fancies of poets;
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neither ought we to be exposed to hear calumnies, save where we have the liberty of replying,
and defending ourselves before an adequate tribunal.” This much I have judged it advisable
to quote from the fourth book of Cicero's De Republica; and I have made the quotation word
for word, with the exception of some words omitted, and some slightly transposed, for the
sake of giving the sense more readily. And certainly the extract is pertinent to the matter I
am endeavoring to explain. Cicero makes some further remarks, and concludes the passage
by showing that the ancient Romans did not permit any living man to be either praised or
blamed on the stage. But the Greeks, as I said, though not so moral, were more logical in
allowing this license which the Romans forbade; for they saw that their gods approved and
enjoyed the scurrilous language of low comedy when directed not only against men, but
even against themselves; and this, whether the infamous actions imputed to them were the
fictions of poets, or were their actual iniquities commemorated and acted in the theatres.
And would that the spectators had judged them worthy only of laughter, and not of
imitation! Manifestly it had been a stretch of pride to spare the good name of the leading
men and the common citizens, when the very deities did not grudge that their own
reputation should be blemished.
Chapter 14.— That Plato, Who Excluded Poets from a Well-Ordered City, Was
Better Than These Gods Who Desire to Be Honoured by Theatrical Plays.
We have still to inquire why the poets who write the plays, and who by the law of the
twelve tables are prohibited from injuring the good name of the citizens, are reckoned more
estimable than the actors, though they so shamefully asperse the character of the gods? Is
it right that the actors of these poetical and God-dishonoring effusions be branded, while
their authors are honored? Must we not here award the palm to a Greek, Plato, who, in
framing his ideal republic, conceived that poets should be banished from the city as enemies
of the state? He could not brook that the gods be brought into disrepute, nor that the minds
of the citizens be depraved and besotted, by the fictions of the poets. Compare now human
nature as you see it in Plato, expelling poets from the city that the citizens be uninjured,
with the divine nature as you see it in these gods exacting plays in their own honor. Plato
strove, though unsuccessfully, to persuade the light-minded and lascivious Greeks to
abstain from so much as writing such plays; the gods used their authority to extort the
acting of the same from the dignified and sober-minded Romans. And not content with
having them acted, they had them dedicated to themselves, consecrated to themselves,
solemnly celebrated in their own honor. To which, then, would it be more becoming in a
state to decree divine honors—to Plato, who prohibited these wicked and licentious plays, or
to the demons who delighted in blinding men to the truth of what Plato unsuccessfully
sought to inculcate?
This philosopher, Plato, has been elevated by Labeo to the rank of a demigod, and set thus
upon a level with such as Hercules and Romulus. Labeo ranks demigods higher than
heroes, but both he counts among the deities. But I have no doubt that he thinks this man
whom he reckons a demigod worthy of greater respect not only than the heroes, but also
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than the gods themselves. The laws of the Romans and the speculations of Plato have this
resemblance, that the latter pronounce a wholesale condemnation of poetical fictions, while
the former restrain the license of satire, at least so far as men are the objects of it. Plato
will not suffer poets even to dwell in his city: the laws of Rome prohibit actors from being
enrolled as citizens; and if they had not feared to offend the gods who had asked the
services of the players, they would in all likelihood have banished them altogether. It is
obvious, therefore, that the Romans could not receive, nor reasonably expect to receive,
laws for the regulation of their conduct from their gods, since the laws they themselves
enacted far surpassed and put to shame the morality of the gods. The gods demand
stageplays in their own honor; the Romans exclude the players from all civic honors; the
former commanded that they should be celebrated by the scenic representation of their own
disgrace; the latter commanded that no poet should dare to blemish the reputation of any
citizen. But that demigod Plato resisted the lust of such gods as these, and showed the
Romans what their genius had left incomplete; for he absolutely excluded poets from his
ideal state, whether they composed fictions with no regard to truth, or set the worst
possible examples before wretched men under the guise of divine actions. We for our part,
indeed, reckon Plato neither a god nor a demigod; we would not even compare him to any of
God's holy angels; nor to the truth-speaking prophets, nor to any of the apostles or martyrs
of Christ, nay, not to any faithful Christian man. The reason of this opinion of ours we will,
God prospering us, render in its own place. Nevertheless, since they wish him to be
considered a demigod, we think he certainly is more entitled to that rank, and is every way
superior, if not to Hercules and Romulus (though no historian could ever narrate nor any
poet sing of him that he had killed his brother, or committed any crime), yet certainly to
Priapus, or a Cynocephalus, or the Fever, — divinities whom the Romans have partly
received from foreigners, and partly consecrated by home-grown rites. How, then, could
gods such as these be expected to promulgate good and wholesome laws, either for the
prevention of moral and social evils, or for their eradication where they had already sprung
up?— gods who used their influence even to sow and cherish profligacy, by appointing that
deeds truly or falsely ascribed to them should be published to the people by means of
theatrical exhibitions, and by thus gratuitously fanning the flame of human lust with the
breath of a seemingly divine approbation. In vain does Cicero, speaking of poets, exclaim
against this state of things in these words: “When the plaudits and acclamation of the
people, who sit as infallible judges, are won by the poets, what darkness benights the mind,
what fears invade, what passions inflame it!”
Chapter 29.— An Exhortation to the Romans to Renounce Paganism.
This, rather, is the religion worthy of your desires, O admirable Roman race—the progeny
of your Scævolas and Scipios, of Regulus, and of Fabricius. This rather covet, this
distinguish from that foul vanity and crafty malice of the devils. If there is in your nature
any eminent virtue, only by true piety is it purged and perfected, while by impiety it is
wrecked and punished. Choose now what you will pursue, that your praise may be not in
yourself, but in the true God, in whom is no error. For of popular glory you have had your
10

share; but by the secret providence of God, the true religion was not offered to your choice.
Awake, it is now day; as you have already awaked in the persons of some in whose perfect
virtue and sufferings for the true faith we glory: for they, contending on all sides with
hostile powers, and conquering them all by bravely dying, have purchased for us this
country of ours with their blood; to which country we invite you, and exhort you to add
yourselves to the number of the citizens of this city, which also has a sanctuary of its own in
the true remission of sins. Do not listen to those degenerate sons of yours who slander
Christ and Christians, and impute to them these disastrous times, though they desire times
in which they may enjoy rather impunity for their wickedness than a peaceful life. Such has
never been Rome's ambition even in regard to her earthly country. Lay hold now on the
celestial country, which is easily won, and in which you will reign truly and for ever. For
there shall you find no vestal fire, no Capitoline stone, but the one true God.
No date, no goal will here ordain:
But grant an endless, boundless reign.
No longer, then, follow after false and deceitful gods; abjure them rather, and despise them,
bursting forth into true liberty. Gods they are not, but malignant spirits, to whom your
eternal happiness will be a sore punishment. Juno, from whom you deduce your origin
according to the flesh, did not so bitterly grudge Rome's citadels to the Trojans, as these
devils whom yet you repute gods, grudge an everlasting seat to the race of mankind. And
you yourself hast in no wavering voice passed judgment on them, when you pacified them
with games, and yet accounted as infamous the men by whom the plays were acted. Suffer
us, then, to assert your freedom against the unclean spirits who had imposed on your neck
the yoke of celebrating their own shame and filthiness. The actors of these divine crimes
you have removed from offices of honor; supplicate the true God, that He may remove from
you those gods who delight in their crimes—a most disgraceful thing if the crimes are really
theirs, and a most malicious invention if the crimes are feigned. Well done, in that you have
spontaneously banished from the number of your citizens all actors and players. Awake
more fully: the majesty of God cannot be propitiated by that which defiles the dignity of
man. How, then, can you believe that gods who take pleasure in such lewd plays, belong to
the number of the holy powers of heaven, when the men by whom these plays are acted are
by yourselves refused admission into the number of Roman citizens even of the lowest
grade? Incomparably more glorious than Rome, is that heavenly city in which for victory
you have truth; for dignity, holiness; for peace, felicity; for life, eternity. Much less does it
admit into its society such gods, if you blush to admit such men into yours. Wherefore, if
you would attain to the blessed city, shun the society of devils. They who are propitiated by
deeds of shame, are unworthy of the worship of right-hearted men. Let these, then, be
obliterated from your worship by the cleansing of the Christian religion, as those men were
blotted from your citizenship by the censor's mark.
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But, so far as regards carnal benefits, which are the only blessings the wicked desire to
enjoy, and carnal miseries, which alone they shrink from enduring, we will show in the
following book that the demons have not the power they are supposed to have; and although
they had it, we ought rather on that account to despise these blessings, than for the sake of
them to worship those gods, and by worshipping them to miss the attainment of these
blessings they grudge us. But that they have not even this power which is ascribed to them
by those who worship them for the sake of temporal advantages, this, I say, I will prove in
the following book; so let us here close the present argument.

The City of God (Book IV)
Chapter 3.— Whether the Great Extent of the Empire, Which Has Been Acquired
Only by Wars, is to Be Reckoned Among the Good Things Either of the Wise or the
Happy.
Now, therefore, let us see how it is that they dare to ascribe the very great extent and
duration of the Roman empire to those gods whom they contend that they worship
honorably, even by the obsequies of vile games and the ministry of vile men: although I
should like first to inquire for a little what reason, what prudence, there is in wishing to
glory in the greatness and extent of the empire, when you cannot point out the happiness of
men who are always rolling, with dark fear and cruel lust, in warlike slaughters and in
blood, which, whether shed in civil or foreign war, is still human blood; so that their joy
may be compared to glass in its fragile splendor, of which one is horribly afraid lest it
should be suddenly broken in pieces. That this may be more easily discerned, let us not
come to nought by being carried away with empty boasting, or blunt the edge of our
attention by loud-sounding names of things, when we hear of peoples, kingdoms, provinces.
But let us suppose a case of two men; for each individual man, like one letter in a language,
is as it were the element of a city or kingdom, however far-spreading in its occupation of the
earth. Of these two men let us suppose that one is poor, or rather of middling
circumstances; the other very rich. But the rich man is anxious with fears, pining with
discontent, burning with covetousness, never se cure, always uneasy, panting from the
perpetual strife of his enemies, adding to his patrimony indeed by these miseries to an
immense degree, and by these additions also heaping up most bitter cares. But that other
man of moderate wealth is contented with a small and compact estate, most dear to his own
family, enjoying the sweetest peace with his kindred neighbors and friends, in piety
religious, benignant in mind, healthy in body, in life frugal, in manners chaste, in
conscience secure. I know not whether any one can be such a fool, that he dare hesitate
which to prefer. As, therefore, in the case of these two men, so in two families, in two
nations, in two kingdoms, this test of tranquility holds good; and if we apply it vigilantly
and without prejudice, we shall quite easily see where the mere show of happiness dwells,
and where real felicity. Wherefore if the true God is worshipped, and if He is served with
genuine rites and true virtue, it is advantageous that good men should long reign both far
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and wide. Nor is this advantageous so much to themselves, as to those over whom they
reign. For, so far as concerns themselves, their piety and probity, which are great gifts of
God, suffice to give them true felicity, enabling them to live well the life that now is, and
afterwards to receive that which is eternal. In this world, therefore, the dominion of good
men is profitable, not so much for themselves as for human affairs. But the dominion of bad
men is hurtful chiefly to themselves who rule, for they destroy their own souls by greater
license in wickedness; while those who are put under them in service are not hurt except by
their own iniquity. For to the just all the evils imposed on them by unjust rulers are not the
punishment of crime, but the test of virtue. Therefore the good man, although he is a slave,
is free; but the bad man, even if he reigns, is a slave, and that not of one man, but, what is
far more grievous, of as many masters as he has vices; of which vices when the divine
Scripture treats, it says, “For of whom any man is overcome, to the same he is also the bondslave.” 2 Peter 2:19
Chapter 4.— How Like Kingdoms Without Justice are to Robberies.
Justice being taken away, then, what are kingdoms but great robberies? For what are
robberies themselves, but little kingdoms? The band itself is made up of men; it is ruled by
the authority of a prince, it is knit together by the pact of the confederacy; the booty is
divided by the law agreed on. If, by the admittance of abandoned men, this evil increases to
such a degree that it holds places, fixes abodes, takes possession of cities, and subdues
peoples, it assumes the more plainly the name of a kingdom, because the reality is now
manifestly conferred on it, not by the removal of covetousness, but by the addition of
impunity. Indeed, that was an apt and true reply which was given to Alexander the Great
by a pirate who had been seized. For when that king had asked the man what he meant by
keeping hostile possession of the sea, he answered with bold pride, “What you mean by
seizing the whole earth; but because I do it with a petty ship, I am called a robber, while you
who does it with a great fleet are styled emperor.”
Chapter 15.— Whether It is Suitable for Good Men to Wish to Rule More Widely.
Let them ask, then, whether it is quite fitting for good men to rejoice in extended empire.
For the iniquity of those with whom just wars are carried on favors the growth of a
kingdom, which would certainly have been small if the peace and justice of neighbors had
not by any wrong provoked the carrying on of war against them; and human affairs being
thus more happy, all kingdoms would have been small, rejoicing in neighborly concord; and
thus there would have been very many kingdoms of nations in the world, as there are very
many houses of citizens in a city. Therefore, to carry on war and extend a kingdom over
wholly subdued nations seems to bad men to be felicity, to good men necessity. But because
it would be worse that the injurious should rule over those who are more righteous,
therefore even that is not unsuitably called felicity. But beyond doubt it is greater felicity to
have a good neighbor at peace, than to conquer a bad one by making war. Your wishes are
bad, when you desire that one whom you hate or fear should be in such a condition that you
can conquer him. If, therefore, by carrying on wars that were just, not impious or
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unrighteous, the Romans could have acquired so great an empire, ought they not to worship
as a goddess even the injustice of foreigners? For we see that this has cooperated much in
extending the empire, by making foreigners so unjust that they became people with whom
just wars might be carried on, and the empire increased. And why may not injustice, at
least that of foreign nations, also be a goddess, if Fear and Dread and Ague have deserved
to be Roman gods? By these two, therefore—that is, by foreign injustice, and the goddess
Victoria, for injustice stirs up causes of wars, and Victoria brings these same wars to a
happy termination—the empire has increased, even although Jove has been idle. For what
part could Jove have here, when those things which might be thought to be his benefits are
held to be gods, called gods, worshipped as gods, and are themselves invoked for their own
parts? He also might have some part here, if he himself might be called Empire, just as she
is called Victory. Or if empire is the gift of Jove, why may not victory also be held to be his
gift? And it certainly would have been held to be so, had he been recognized and
worshipped, not as a stone in the Capitol, but as the true King of kings and Lord of lords.

The City of God (Book V)
Chapter 1.— That the Cause of the Roman Empire, and of All Kingdoms, is
Neither Fortuitous Nor Consists in the Position of the Stars.
The cause, then, of the greatness of the Roman empire is neither fortuitous nor fatal,
according to the judgment or opinion of those who call those things fortuitous which either
have no causes, or such causes as do not proceed from some intelligible order, and those
things fatal which happen independently of the will of God and man, by the necessity of a
certain order. In a word, human kingdoms are established by divine providence. And if any
one attributes their existence to fate, because he calls the will or the power of God itself by
the name of fate, let him keep his opinion, but correct his language. For why does he not
say at first what he will say afterwards, when some one shall put the question to him, What
he means by fate? For when men hear that word, according to the ordinary use of the
language, they simply understand by it the virtue of that particular position of the stars
which may exist at the time when any one is born or conceived, which some separate
altogether from the will of God, while others affirm that this also is dependent on that will.
But those who are of opinion that, apart from the will of God, the stars determine what we
shall do, or what good things we shall possess, or what evils we shall suffer, must be
refused a hearing by all, not only by those who hold the true religion, but by those who wish
to be the worshippers of any gods whatsoever, even false gods. For what does this opinion
really amount to but this, that no god whatever is to be worshipped or prayed to? Against
these, however, our present disputation is not intended to be directed, but against those
who, in defence of those whom they think to be gods, oppose the Christian religion. They,
however, who make the position of the stars depend on the divine will, and in a manner
decree what character each man shall have, and what good or evil shall happen to him, if
they think that these same stars have that power conferred upon them by the supreme
power of God, in order that they may determine these things according to their will, do a
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great injury to the celestial sphere, in whose most brilliant senate, and most splendid
senate-house, as it were, they suppose that wicked deeds are decreed to be done—such
deeds as that, if any terrestrial state should decree them, it would be condemned to
overthrow by the decree of the whole human race. What judgment, then, is left to God
concerning the deeds of men, who is Lord both of the stars and of men, when to these deeds
a celestial necessity is attributed? Or, if they do not say that the stars, though they have
indeed received a certain power from God, who is supreme, determine those things
according to their own discretion, but simply that His commands are fulfilled by them
instrumentally in the application and enforcing of such necessities, are we thus to think
concerning God even what it seemed unworthy that we should think concerning the will of
the stars? But, if the stars are said rather to signify these things than to effect them, so
that that position of the stars is, as it were, a kind of speech predicting, not causing future
things—for this has been the opinion of men of no ordinary learning—certainly the
mathematicians are not wont so to speak saying, for example, Mars in such or such a
position signifies a homicide, but makes a homicide. But, nevertheless, though we grant
that they do not speak as they ought, and that we ought to accept as the proper form of
speech that employed by the philosophers in predicting those things which they think they
discover in the position of the stars, how comes it that they have never been able to assign
any cause why, in the life of twins, in their actions, in the events which befall them, in their
professions, arts, honors, and other things pertaining to human life, also in their very
death, there is often so great a difference, that, as far as these things are concerned, many
entire strangers are more like them than they are like each other, though separated at
birth by the smallest interval of time, but at conception generated by the same act of
copulation, and at the same moment?
Chapter 9.— Concerning the Foreknowledge of God and the Free Will of Man, in
Opposition to the Definition of Cicero.
The manner in which Cicero addresses himself to the task of refuting the Stoics, shows that
he did not think he could effect anything against them in argument unless he had first
demolished divination. And this he attempts to accomplish by denying that there is any
knowledge of future things, and maintains with all his might that there is no such
knowledge either in God or man, and that there is no prediction of events. Thus he both
denies the foreknowledge of God, and attempts by vain arguments, and by opposing to
himself certain oracles very easy to be refuted, to overthrow all prophecy, even such as is
clearer than the light (though even these oracles are not refuted by him).
But, in refuting these conjectures of the mathematicians, his argument is triumphant,
because truly these are such as destroy and refute themselves. Nevertheless, they are far
more tolerable who assert the fatal influence of the stars than they who deny the
foreknowledge of future events. For, to confess that God exists, and at the same time to
deny that He has foreknowledge of future things, is the most manifest folly. This Cicero
himself saw, and therefore attempted to assert the doctrine embodied in the words of
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Scripture, “The fool has said in his heart, There is no God.” That, however, he did not do in
his own person, for he saw how odious and offensive such an opinion would be; and
therefore, in his book on the nature of the gods, he makes Cotta dispute concerning this
against the Stoics, and preferred to give his own opinion in favor of Lucilius Balbus, to
whom he assigned the defence of the Stoical position, rather than in favor of Cotta, who
maintained that no divinity exists. However, in his book on divination, he in his own person
most openly opposes the doctrine of the prescience of future things. But all this he seems to
do in order that he may not grant the doctrine of fate, and by so doing destroy free will. For
he thinks that, the knowledge of future things being once conceded, fate follows as so
necessary a consequence that it cannot be denied.
But, let these perplexing debatings and disputations of the philosophers go on as they may,
we, in order that we may confess the most high and true God Himself, do confess His will,
supreme power, and prescience. Neither let us be afraid lest, after all, we do not do by will
that which we do by will, because He, whose foreknowledge is infallible, foreknew that we
would do it. It was this which Cicero was afraid of, and therefore opposed foreknowledge.
The Stoics also maintained that all things do not come to pass by necessity, although they
contended that all things happen according to destiny. What is it, then, that Cicero feared
in the prescience of future things? Doubtless it was this—that if all future things have been
foreknown, they will happen in the order in which they have been foreknown; and if they
come to pass in this order, there is a certain order of things foreknown by God; and if a
certain order of things, then a certain order of causes, for nothing can happen which is not
preceded by some efficient cause. But if there is a certain order of causes according to which
everything happens which does happen, then by fate, says he, all things happen which do
happen. But if this be so, then is there nothing in our own power, and there is no such thing
as freedom of will; and if we grant that, says he, the whole economy of human life is
subverted. In vain are laws enacted. In vain are reproaches, praises, chidings, exhortations
had recourse to; and there is no justice whatever in the appointment of rewards for the
good, and punishments for the wicked. And that consequences so disgraceful, and absurd,
and pernicious to humanity may not follow, Cicero chooses to reject the foreknowledge of
future things, and shuts up the religious mind to this alternative, to make choice between
two things, either that something is in our own power, or that there is foreknowledge—both
of which cannot be true; but if the one is affirmed, the other is thereby denied. He therefore,
like a truly great and wise man, and one who consulted very much and very skillfully for
the good of humanity, of those two chose the freedom of the will, to confirm which he denied
the foreknowledge of future things; and thus, wishing to make men free he makes them
sacrilegious. But the religious mind chooses both, confesses both, and maintains both by the
faith of piety. But how so? Says Cicero; for the knowledge of future things being granted,
there follows a chain of consequences which ends in this, that there can be nothing
depending on our own free wills. And further, if there is anything depending on our wills,
we must go backwards by the same steps of reasoning till we arrive at the conclusion that
there is no foreknowledge of future things. For we go backwards through all the steps in the
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following order:— If there is free will, all things do not happen according to fate; if all
things do not happen according to fate, there is not a certain order of causes; and if there is
not a certain order of causes, neither is there a certain order of things foreknown by God—
for things cannot come to pass except they are preceded by efficient causes,— but, if there is
no fixed and certain order of causes foreknown by God, all things cannot be said to happen
according as He foreknew that they would happen. And further, if it is not true that all
things happen just as they have been foreknown by Him, there is not, says he, in God any
foreknowledge of future events.
Now, against the sacrilegious and impious darings of reason, we assert both that God
knows all things before they come to pass, and that we do by our free will whatsoever we
know and feel to be done by us only because we will it. But that all things come to pass by
fate, we do not say; nay we affirm that nothing comes to pass by fate; for we demonstrate
that the name of fate, as it is wont to be used by those who speak of fate, meaning thereby
the position of the stars at the time of each one's conception or birth, is an unmeaning word,
for astrology itself is a delusion. But an order of causes in which the highest efficiency is
attributed to the will of God, we neither deny nor do we designate it by the name of fate,
unless, perhaps, we may understand fate to mean that which is spoken, deriving it from
fari, to speak; for we cannot deny that it is written in the sacred Scriptures, “God has
spoken once; these two things have I heard, that power belongs unto God. Also unto You, O
God, belongs mercy: for You will render unto every man according to his works.” Now the
expression, “Once has He spoken,” is to be understood as meaning “immovably,” that is,
unchangeably has He spoken, inasmuch as He knows unchangeably all things which shall
be, and all things which He will do. We might, then, use the word fate in the sense it bears
when derived from fari, to speak, had it not already come to be understood in another
sense, into which I am unwilling that the hearts of men should unconsciously slide. But it
does not follow that, though there is for God a certain order of all causes, there must
therefore be nothing depending on the free exercise of our own wills, for our wills
themselves are included in that order of causes which is certain to God, and is embraced by
His foreknowledge, for human wills are also causes of human actions; and He who foreknew
all the causes of things would certainly among those causes not have been ignorant of our
wills. For even that very concession which Cicero himself makes is enough to refute him in
this argument. For what does it help him to say that nothing takes place without a cause,
but that every cause is not fatal, there being a fortuitous cause, a natural cause, and a
voluntary cause? It is sufficient that he confesses that whatever happens must be preceded
by a cause. For we say that those causes which are called fortuitous are not a mere name
for the absence of causes, but are only latent, and we attribute them either to the will of the
true God, or to that of spirits of some kind or other. And as to natural causes, we by no
means separate them from the will of Him who is the author and framer of all nature. But
now as to voluntary causes. They are referable either to God, or to angels, or to men, or to
animals of whatever description, if indeed those instinctive movements of animals devoid of
reason, by which, in accordance with their own nature, they seek or shun various things,
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are to be called wills. And when I speak of the wills of angels, I mean either the wills of
good angels, whom we call the angels of God, or of the wicked angels, whom we call the
angels of the devil, or demons. Also by the wills of men I mean the wills either of the good
or of the wicked. And from this we conclude that there are no efficient causes of all things
which come to pass unless voluntary causes, that is, such as belong to that nature which is
the spirit of life. For the air or wind is called spirit, but, inasmuch as it is a body, it is not
the spirit of life. The spirit of life, therefore, which quickens all things, and is the creator of
every body, and of every created spirit, is God Himself, the uncreated spirit. In His supreme
will resides the power which acts on the wills of all created spirits, helping the good,
judging the evil, controlling all, granting power to some, not granting it to others. For, as
He is the creator of all natures, so also is He the bestower of all powers, not of all wills; for
wicked wills are not from Him, being contrary to nature, which is from Him. As to bodies,
they are more subject to wills: some to our wills, by which I mean the wills of all living
mortal creatures, but more to the wills of men than of beasts. But all of them are most of all
subject to the will of God, to whom all wills also are subject, since they have no power
except what He has bestowed upon them. The cause of things, therefore, which makes but
is made, is God; but all other causes both make and are made. Such are all created spirits,
and especially the rational. Material causes, therefore, which may rather be said to be
made than to make, are not to be reckoned among efficient causes, because they can only do
what the wills of spirits do by them. How, then, does an order of causes which is certain to
the foreknowledge of God necessitate that there should be nothing which is dependent on
our wills, when our wills themselves have a very important place in the order of causes?
Cicero, then, contends with those who call this order of causes fatal, or rather designate
this order itself by the name of fate; to which we have an abhorrence, especially on account
of the word, which men have become accustomed to understand as meaning what is not
true. But, whereas he denies that the order of all causes is most certain, and perfectly clear
to the prescience of God, we detest his opinion more than the Stoics do. For he either denies
that God exists,— which, indeed, in an assumed personage, he has labored to do, in his
book De Natura Deorum,— or if he confesses that He exists, but denies that He is prescient
of future things, what is that but just “the fool saying in his heart there is no God?” For one
who is not prescient of all future things is not God. Wherefore our wills also have just so
much power as God willed and foreknew that they should have; and therefore whatever
power they have, they have it within most certain limits; and whatever they are to do, they
are most assuredly to do, for He whose foreknowledge is infallible foreknew that they would
have the power to do it, and would do it. Wherefore, if I should choose to apply the name of
fate to anything at all, I should rather say that fate belongs to the weaker of two parties,
will to the stronger, who has the other in his power, than that the freedom of our will is
excluded by that order of causes, which, by an unusual application of the word peculiar to
themselves, the Stoics call Fate.
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Chapter 18.— How Far Christians Ought to Be from Boasting, If They Have Done
Anything for the Love of the Eternal Country, When the Romans Did Such Great
Things for Human Glory and a Terrestrial City.
What great thing, therefore, is it for that eternal and celestial city to despise all the charms
of this world, however pleasant, if for the sake of this terrestrial city Brutus could even put
to death his son—a sacrifice which the heavenly city compels no one to make? But certainly
it is more difficult to put to death one's sons, than to do what is required to be done for the
heavenly country, even to distribute to the poor those things which were looked upon as
things to be massed and laid up for one's children, or to let them go, if there arise any
temptation which compels us to do so, for the sake of faith and righteousness. For it is not
earthly riches which make us or our sons happy; for they must either be lost by us in our
lifetime, or be possessed when we are dead, by whom we know not, or perhaps by whom we
would not. But it is God who makes us happy, who is the true riches of minds. But of
Brutus, even the poet who celebrates his praises testifies that it was the occasion of
unhappiness to him that he slew his son, for he says,
And call his own rebellious seed
For menaced liberty to bleed.
Unhappy father! howsoe'er
The deed be judged by after days.
But in the following verse he consoles him in his unhappiness, saying,
“His country's love shall all o'erbear.”
There are those two things, namely, liberty and the desire of human praise, which
compelled the Romans to admirable deeds. If, therefore, for the liberty of dying men, and
for the desire of human praise which is sought after by mortals, sons could be put to death
by a father, what great thing is it, if, for the true liberty which has made us free from the
dominion of sin, and death, and the devil—not through the desire of human praise, but
through the earnest desire of fleeing men, not from King Tarquin, but from demons and the
prince of the demons—we should, I do not say put to death our sons, but reckon among our
sons Christ's poor ones? If, also, another Roman chief, surnamed Torquatus, slew his son,
not because he fought against his country, but because, being challenged by an enemy, he
through youthful impetuosity fought, though for his country, yet contrary to orders which
he his father had given as general; and this he did, notwithstanding that his son was
victorious, lest there should be more evil in the example of authority despised, than good in
the glory of slaying an enemy—if, I say, Torquatus acted thus, wherefore should they boast
themselves, who, for the laws of a celestial country, despise all earthly good things, which
are loved far less than sons? If Furius Camillus, who was condemned by those who envied
him, notwithstanding that he had thrown off from the necks of his countrymen the yoke of
their most bitter enemies, the Veientes, again delivered his ungrateful country from the
Gauls, because he had no other in which he could have better opportunities for living a life
of glory—if Camillus did thus, why should he be extolled as having done some great thing,
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who, having, it may be, suffered in the church at the hands of carnal enemies most grievous
and dishonoring injury, has not betaken himself to heretical enemies, or himself raised
some heresy against her, but has rather defended her, as far as he was able, from the most
pernicious perversity of heretics, since there is not another church, I say not in which one
can live a life of glory, but in which eternal life can be obtained? If Mucius, in order that
peace might be made with King Porsenna, who was pressing the Romans with a most
grievous war, when he did not succeed in slaying Porsenna, but slew another by mistake for
him, reached forth his right hand and laid it on a red-hot altar, saying that many such as
he saw him to be had conspired for his destruction, so that Porsenna, terrified at his daring,
and at the thought of a conspiracy of such as he, without any delay recalled all his warlike
purposes, and made peace—if, I say, Mucius did this, who shall speak of his meritorious
claims to the kingdom of heaven, if for it he may have given to the flames not one hand, but
even his whole body, and that not by his own spontaneous act, but because he was
persecuted by another? If Curtius, spurring on his steed, threw himself all armed into a
precipitous gulf, obeying the oracles of their gods, which had commanded that the Romans
should throw into that gulf the best thing which they possessed, and they could only
understand thereby that, since they excelled in men and arms, the gods had commanded
that an armed man should be cast headlong into that destruction—if he did this, shall we
say that that man has done a great thing for the eternal city who may have died by a like
death, not, however, precipitating himself spontaneously into a gulf, but having suffered
this death at the hands of some enemy of his faith, more especially when he has received
from his Lord, who is also King of his country, a more certain oracle, “Fear not them who
kill the body, but cannot kill the soul?” Matthew 10:28 If the Decii dedicated themselves to death,
consecrating themselves in a form of words, as it were, that falling, and pacifying by their
blood the wrath of the gods, they might be the means of delivering the Roman army—if
they did this, let not the holy martyrs carry themselves proudly, as though they had done
some meritorious thing for a share in that country where are eternal life and felicity, if even
to the shedding of their blood, loving not only the brethren for whom it was shed, but,
according as had been commanded them, even their enemies by whom it was being shed,
they have vied with one another in faith of love and love of faith. If Marcus Pulvillus, when
engaged in dedicating a temple to Jupiter, Juno, and Minerva, received with such
indifference the false intelligence which was brought to him of the death of his son, with the
intention of so agitating him that he should go away, and thus the glory of dedicating the
temple should fall to his colleague;— if he received that intelligence with such indifference
that he ev in his heart the grief of bereavement, how shall any one affirm that he had done
a great thing for the preaching of the gospel, by which the citizens of the heavenly city are
delivered from various errors and gathered together from various wanderings, to whom his
Lord has said, when anxious about the burial of his father, Follow me, and let the dead
bury their dead? Matthew 8:22 Regulus, in order not to break his oath, even with his most cruel
enemies, returned to them from Rome itself, because (as he is said to have replied to the
Romans when they wished to retain him) he could not have the dignity of an honorable
citizen at Rome after having been a slave to the Africans, and the Carthaginians put him to
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death with the utmost tortures, because he had spoken against them in the senate. If
Regulus acted thus, what tortures are not to be despised for the sake of good faith toward
that country to whose beatitude faith itself leads? Or what will a man have rendered to the
Lord for all He has bestowed upon him, if, for the faithfulness he owes to Him, he shall
have suffered such things as Regulus suffered at the hands of his most ruthless enemies for
the good faith which he owed to them? And how shall a Christian dare vaunt himself of his
voluntary poverty, which he has chosen in order that during the pilgrimage of this life he
may walk the more disencumbered on the way which leads to the country where the true
riches are, even God Himself—how, I say, shall he vaunt himself for this, when he hears or
reads that Lucius Valerius, who died when he was holding the office of consul, was so poor
that his funeral expenses were paid with money collected by the people?— or when he hears
that Quintius Cincinnatus, who, possessing only four acres of land, and cultivating them
with his own hands, was taken from the plough to be made dictator,— an office more
honorable even than that of consul,— and that, after having won great glory by conquering
the enemy, he preferred notwithstanding to continue in his poverty? Or how shall he boast
of having done a great thing, who has not been prevailed upon by the offer of any reward of
this world to renounce his connection with that heavenly and eternal country, when he
hears that Fabricius could not be prevailed on to forsake the Roman city by the great gifts
offered to him by Pyrrhus king of the Epirots, who promised him the fourth part of his
kingdom, but preferred to abide there in his poverty as a private individual? For if, when
their republic—that is, the interest of the people, the interest of the country, the common
interest,— was most prosperous and wealthy, they themselves were so poor in their own
houses, that one of them, who had already been twice a consul, was expelled from that
senate of poor men by the censor, because he was discovered to possess ten pounds weight
of silverplate,— since, I say, those very men by whose triumphs the public treasury was
enriched were so poor, ought not all Christians, who make common property of their riches
with a far nobler purpose, even that (according to what is written in the Acts of the
Apostles) they may distribute to each one according to his need, and that no one may say
that anything is his own, but that all things may be their common possession, Acts 2:45 —
ought they not to understand that they should not vaunt themselves, because they do that
to obtain the society of angels, when those men did nearly the same thing to preserve the
glory of the Romans?
How could these, and whatever like things are found in the Roman history, have become so
widely known, and have been proclaimed by so great a fame, had not the Roman empire,
extending far and wide, been raised to its greatness by magnificent successes? Wherefore,
through that empire, so extensive and of so long continuance, so illustrious and glorious
also through the virtues of such great men, the reward which they sought was rendered to
their earnest aspirations, and also examples are set before us, containing necessary
admonition, in order that we may be stung with shame if we shall see that we have not held
fast those virtues for the sake of the most glorious city of God, which are, in whatever way,
resembled by those virtues which they held fast for the sake of the glory of a terrestrial city,
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and that, too, if we shall feel conscious that we have held them fast, we may not be lifted up
with pride, because, as the apostle says, “The sufferings of the present time are not worthy to
be compared to the glory which shall be revealed in us.” Romans 8:18 But so far as regards
human and temporal glory, the lives of these ancient Romans were reckoned sufficiently
worthy. Therefore, also, we see, in the light of that truth which, veiled in the Old
Testament, is revealed in the New, namely, that it is not in view of terrestrial and temporal
benefits, which divine providence grants promiscuously to good and evil, that God is to be
worshipped, but in view of eternal life, everlasting gifts, and of the society of the heavenly
city itself—in the light of this truth we see that the Jews were most righteously given as a
trophy to the glory of the Romans; for we see that these Romans, who rested on earthly
glory, and sought to obtain it by virtues, such as they were, conquered those who, in their
great depravity, slew and rejected the giver of true glory, and of the eternal city.
Chapter 19.— Concerning the Difference Between True Glory and the Desire of
Domination.
There is assuredly a difference between the desire of human glory and the desire of
domination; for, though he who has an overweening delight in human glory will be also
very prone to aspire earnestly after domination, nevertheless they who desire the true glory
even of human praise strive not to displease those who judge well of them. For there are
many good moral qualities, of which many are competent judges, although they are not
possessed by many; and by those good moral qualities those men press on to glory, honor
and domination, of whom Sallust says, “But they press on by the true way.”
But whosoever, without possessing that desire of glory which makes one fear to displease
those who judge his conduct, desires domination and power, very often seeks to obtain what
he loves by most open crimes. Therefore he who desires glory presses on to obtain it either
by the true way, or certainly by deceit and artifice, wishing to appear good when he is not.
Therefore to him who possesses virtues it is a great virtue to despise glory; for contempt of
it is seen by God, but is not manifest to human judgment. For whatever any one does before
the eyes of men in order to show himself to be a despiser of glory, if they suspect that he is
doing it in order to get greater praise—that is, greater glory—he has no means of
demonstrating to the perceptions of those who suspect him that the case is really otherwise
than they suspect it to be. But he who despises the judgment of praisers, despises also the
rashness of suspectors. Their salvation, indeed, he does not despise, if he is truly good; for
so great is the righteousness of that man who receives his virtues from the Spirit of God,
that he loves his very enemies, and so loves them that he desires that his haters and
detractors may be turned to righteousness, and become his associates, and that not in an
earthly but in a heavenly country. But with respect to his praisers, though he sets little
value on their praise, he does not set little value on their love; neither does he elude their
praise, lest he should forfeit their love. And, therefore, he strives earnestly to have their
praises directed to Him from whom every one receives whatever in him is truly
praiseworthy. But he who is a despiser of glory, but is greedy of domination, exceeds the
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beasts in the vices of cruelty and luxuriousness. Such, indeed, were certain of the Romans,
who, wanting the love of esteem, wanted not the thirst for domination; and that there were
many such, history testifies. But it was Nero Cæsar who was the first to reach the summit,
and, as it were, the citadel, of this vice; for so great was his luxuriousness, that one would
have thought there was nothing manly to be dreaded in him, and such his cruelty, that, had
not the contrary been known, no one would have thought there was anything effeminate in
his character. Nevertheless power and domination are not given even to such men save by
the providence of the most high God, when He judges that the state of human affairs is
worthy of such lords. The divine utterance is clear on this matter; for the Wisdom of God
thus speaks: “By me kings reign, and tyrants possess the land.” Proverbs 8:15 But, that it may
not be thought that by “tyrants” is meant, not wicked and impious kings, but brave men, in
accordance with the ancient use of the word, as when Virgil says,
For know that treaty may not stand
Where king greets king and joins not hand,
in another place it is most unambiguously said of God, that “He makes the man who is an
hypocrite to reign on account of the perversity of the people.” Job 34:30 Wherefore, though I
have, according to my ability, shown for what reason God, who alone is true and just,
helped forward the Romans, who were good according to a certain standard of an earthly
state, to the acquirement of the glory of so great an empire, there may be, nevertheless, a
more hidden cause, known better to God than to us, depending on the diversity of the
merits of the human race. Among all who are truly pious, it is at all events agreed that no
one without true piety—that is, true worship of the true God— can have true virtue; and
that it is not true virtue which is the slave of human praise. Though, nevertheless, they
who are not citizens of the eternal city, which is called the city of God in the sacred
Scriptures, are more useful to the earthly city when they possess even that virtue than if
they had not even that. But there could be nothing more fortunate for human affairs than
that, by the mercy of God, they who are endowed with true piety of life, if they have the
skill for ruling people, should also have the power. But such men, however great virtues
they may possess in this life, attribute it solely to the grace of God that He has bestowed it
on them— willing, believing, seeking. And, at the same time, they understand how far they
are short of that perfection of righteousness which exists in the society of those holy angels
for which they are striving to fit themselves. But however much that virtue may be praised
and cried up, which without true piety is the slave of human glory, it is not at all to be
compared even to the feeble beginnings of the virtue of the saints, whose hope is placed in
the grace and mercy of the true God.
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Chapter 20.— That It is as Shameful for the Virtues to Serve Human Glory as
Bodily Pleasure.
Philosophers—who place the end of human good in virtue itself, in order to put to shame
certain other philosophers, who indeed approve of the virtues, but measure them all with
reference to the end of bodily pleasure, and think that this pleasure is to be sought for its
own sake, but the virtues on account of pleasure—are wont to paint a kind of word-picture,
in which Pleasure sits like a luxurious queen on a royal seat, and all the virtues are
subjected to her as slaves, watching her nod, that they may do whatever she shall
command. She commands Prudence to be ever on the watch to discover how Pleasure may
rule, and be safe. Justice she orders to grant what benefits she can, in order to secure those
friendships which are necessary for bodily pleasure; to do wrong to no one, lest, on account
of the breaking of the laws, Pleasure be not able to live in security. Fortitude she orders to
keep her mistress, that is, Pleasure, bravely in her mind, if any affliction befall her body
which does not occasion death, in order that by remembrance of former delights she may
mitigate the poignancy of present pain. Temperance she commands to take only a certain
quantity even of the most favorite food, lest, through immoderate use, anything prove
hurtful by disturbing the health of the body, and thus Pleasure, which the Epicureans
make to consist chiefly in the health of the body, be grievously offended. Thus the virtues,
with the whole dignity of their glory, will be the slaves of Pleasure, as of some imperious
and disreputable woman.
There is nothing, say our philosophers, more disgraceful and monstrous than this picture,
and which the eyes of good men can less endure. And they say the truth. But I do not think
that the picture would be sufficiently becoming, even if it were made so that the virtues
should be represented as the slaves of human glory; for, though that glory be not a
luxurious woman, it is nevertheless puffed up, and has much vanity in it. Wherefore it is
unworthy of the solidity and firmness of the virtues to represent them as serving this glory,
so that Prudence shall provide nothing, Justice distribute nothing, Temperance moderate
nothing, except to the end that men may be pleased and vain glory served. Nor will they be
able to defend themselves from the charge of such baseness, while they, by way of being
despisers of glory, disregard the judgment of other men, seem to themselves wise, and
please themselves. For their virtue—if, indeed, it is virtue at all—is only in another way
subjected to human praise; for he who seeks to please himself seeks still to please man. But
he who, with true piety towards God, whom he loves, believes, and hopes in, fixes his
attention more on those things in which he displeases himself, than on those things, if there
are any such, which please himself, or rather, not himself, but the truth, does not attribute
that by which he can now please the truth to anything but to the mercy of Him whom he
has feared to displease, giving thanks for what in him is healed, and pouring out prayers
for the healing of that which is yet unhealed.
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Chapter 22.— The Durations and Issues of War Depend on the Will of God.
Thus also the durations of wars are determined by Him as He may see meet, according to
His righteous will, and pleasure, and mercy, to afflict or to console the human race, so that
they are sometimes of longer, sometimes of shorter duration. The war of the Pirates and the
third Punic war were terminated with incredible celerity. Also the war of the fugitive
gladiators, though in it many Roman generals and the consuls were defeated, and Italy was
terribly wasted and ravaged, was nevertheless ended in the third year, having itself been,
during its continuance, the end of much. The Picentes, the Marsi, and the Peligni, not
distant but Italian nations, after a long and most loyal servitude under the Roman yoke,
attempted to raise their heads into liberty, though many nations had now been subjected to
the Roman power, and Carthage had been overthrown. In this Italian war the Romans were
very often defeated, and two consuls perished, besides other noble senators; nevertheless
this calamity was not protracted over a long space of time, for the fifth year put an end to it.
But the second Punic war, lasting for the space of eighteen years, and occasioning the
greatest disasters and calamities to the republic, wore out and nearly consumed the
strength of the Romans; for in two battles about seventy thousand Romans fell. The first
Punic war was terminated after having been waged for three-and-twenty years. The
Mithridatic war was waged for forty years. And that no one may think that in the early and
much belauded times of the Romans they were far braver and more able to bring wars to a
speedy termination, the Samnite war was protracted for nearly fifty years; and in this war
the Romans were so beaten that they were even put under the yoke. But because they did
not love glory for the sake of justice, but seemed rather to have loved justice for the sake of
glory, they broke the peace and the treaty which had been concluded. These things I
mention, because many, ignorant of past things, and some also dissimulating what they
know, if in Christian times they see any war protracted a little longer than they expected,
straightway make a fierce and insolent attack on our religion, exclaiming that, but for it,
the deities would have been supplicated still, according to ancient rites; and then, by that
bravery of the Romans, which, with the help of Mars and Bellona, speedily brought to an
end such great wars, this war also would be speedily terminated. Let them, therefore, who
have read history recollect what long-continued wars, having various issues and entailing
woeful slaughter, were waged by the ancient Romans, in accordance with the general truth
that the earth, like the tempestuous deep, is subject to agitations from tempests— tempests
of such evils, in various degrees—and let them sometimes confess what they do not like to
own, and not, by madly speaking against God, destroy themselves and deceive the ignorant.
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