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BOOK THIRTEENTH. ARGUMENT. IN THIS BOOK IT IS
TAUGHT THAT DEATH IS PENAL, AND HAD ITS ORIGIN
IN ADAM'S SIN.

[End of Argument] 1. Of the fall of the first man, through
which mortality has been contracted. Having disposed of
the very difficult questions concerning the origin of our
world and the beginning of the human race, the natural
order requires that we now discuss the fall of the first man
(we may say of the first men), and of the origin and
propagation of human death. For God had not made man
like the angels, in such a condition that, even though they
had sinned, they could none the more die. He had so made
them, that if they discharged the obligations of obedience,
an angelic immortality and a blessed eternity might ensue,
without the intervention of death; but if they disobeyed,
death should be visited on them with just sentence—which,
too, has been spoken to in the preceding book. 2. Of that
death which can affect an immortal soul, and of that to
which the body is subject. But I see I must speak a little
more carefully of the nature of death. For although the
human soul is truly affirmed to be immortal, yet it also has
a certain death of its own. For it is therefore called
immortal, because, in a sense, it does not cease to live and
to feel; while the body is called mortal, because it can be



forsaken of all life, and cannot by itself live at all. The
death, then, of the soul takes place when God forsakes it,
as the death of the body when the soul forsakes it.
Therefore the death of both—that is, of the whole man—
occurs when the soul, forsaken by God, forsakes the body.
For, in this case, neither is God the life of the soul, nor the
soul the life of the body. And this death of the whole man is
followed by that which, on the authority of the divine
oracles, we call the second death. This the Saviour referred
to when He said, “Fear Him which is able to destroy both
soul and body in hell.” And since this does not happen
before the soul is so joined to its body that they cannot be
separated at all, it may be matter of wonder how the body
can be said to be killed by that death in which it is not
forsaken by the soul, but, being animated and rendered
sensitive by it, is tormented. For in that penal and
everlasting punishment, of which in its own place we are to
speak more at large, the soul is justly said to die, because it
does not live in connection with God; but how can we say
that the body is dead, seeing that it lives by the soul? For it
could not otherwise feel the bodily torments which are to
follow the resurrection. Is it because life of every kind is
good, and pain an evil, that we decline to say that that body
lives, in which the soul is the cause, not of life, but of pain?
The soul, then, lives by God when it lives well, for it cannot
live well unless by God working in it what is good; and the
body lives by the soul when the soul lives in the body,
whether itself be living by God or no. For the wicked man’s
life in the body is a life not of the soul, but of the body,
which even dead souls—that is, souls forsaken of God—can
confer upon bodies, how little soever of their own proper
life, by which they are immortal, they retain. But in the last
damnation, though man does not cease to feel, yet because
this feeling of his is neither sweet with pleasure nor
wholesome with repose, but painfully penal, it is not
without reason called death rather than life. And it is called



the second death because it follows the first, which sunders
the two cohering essences, whether these be God and the
soul, or the soul and the body. Of the first and bodily death,
then, we may say that to the good it is good, and evil to the
evil. But, doubtless, the second, as it happens to none of
the good, so it can be good for none. 3. Whether death,
which by the sin of our first parents has passed upon all
men, is the punishment of sin, even to the good. But a
question not to be shirked arises: Whether in very truth
death, which separates soul and body, is good to the good?
For if it be, how has it come to pass that such a thing
should be the punishment of sin? For the first men would
not have suffered death had they not sinned. How, then,
can that be good to the good, which could not have
happened except to the evil? Then, again, if it could only
happen to the evil, to the good it ought not to be good, but
non-existent. For why should there be any punishment
where there is nothing to punish? Wherefore we must say
that the first men were indeed so created, that if they had
not sinned, they would not have experienced any kind of
death; but that, having become sinners, they were so
punished with death, that whatsoever sprang from their
stock should also be punished with the same death. For
nothing else could be born of them than that which they
themselves had been. Their nature was deteriorated in
proportion to the greatness of the condemnation of their
sin, so that what existed as punishment in those who first
sinned, became a natural consequence in their children.
For man is not produced by man, as he was from the dust.
For dust was the material out of which man was made: man
is the parent by whom man is begotten. Wherefore earth
and flesh are not the same thing, though flesh be made of
earth. But as man the parent is, such is man the offspring.
In the first man, therefore, there existed the whole human
nature, which was to be transmitted by the woman to
posterity, when that conjugal union received the divine



sentence of its own condemnation; and what man was
made, not when created, but when he sinned and was
punished, this he propagated, so far as the origin of sin and
death are concerned. For neither by sin nor its punishment
was he himself reduced to that infantine and helpless
infirmity of body and mind which we see in children. For
God ordained that infants should begin the world as the
young of beasts begin it, since their parents had fallen to
the level of the beasts in the fashion of their life and of
their death; as it is written, “Man when he was in honour
understood not; he became like the beasts that have no
understanding.” Nay more, infants, we see, are even
feebler in the use and movement of their limbs, and more
infirm to choose and refuse, than the most tender offspring
of other animals; as if the force that dwells in human
nature were destined to surpass all other living things so
much the more eminently, as its energy has been longer
restrained, and the time of its exercise delayed, just as an
arrow flies the higher the further back it has been drawn.
To this infantine imbecility the first man did not fall by his
lawless presumption and just sentence; but human nature
was in his person vitiated and altered to such an extent,
that he suffered in his members the warring of disobedient
lust, and became subject to the necessity of dying. And
what he himself had become by sin and punishment, such
he generated those whom he begot; that is to say, subject
to sin and death. And if infants are delivered from this
bondage of sin by the Redeemer’s grace, they can suffer
only this death which separates soul and body; but being
redeemed from the obligation of sin, they do not pass to
that second endless and penal death. 4. Why death, the
punishment of sin, is not withheld from those who by the
grace of regeneration are absolved from sin. If, moreover,
any one is solicitous about this point, how, if death be the
very punishment of sin, they whose guilt is cancelled by
grace do yet suffer death, this difficulty has already been



handled and solved in our other work which we have
written on the baptism of infants. There it was said that the
parting of soul and body was left, though its connection
with sin was removed, for this reason, that if the
immortality of the body followed immediately upon the
sacrament of regeneration, faith itself would be thereby
enervated. For faith is then only faith when it waits in hope
for what is not yet seen in substance. And by the vigour and
conflict of faith, at least in times past, was the fear of death
overcome. Specially was this conspicuous in the holy
martyrs, who could have had no victory, no glory, to whom
there could not even have been any conflict, if, after the
laver of regeneration, saints could not suffer bodily death.
Who would not, then, in company with the infants
presented for baptism, run to the grace of Christ, that so he
might not be dismissed from the body? And thus faith
would not be tested with an unseen reward; and so would
not even be faith, seeking and receiving an immediate
recompense of its works. But now, by the greater and more
admirable grace of the Saviour, the punishment of sin is
turned to the service of righteousness. For then it was
proclaimed to man, “If thou sinnest, thou shalt die;” now it
is said to the martyr, “Die, that thou sin not.” Then it was
said, “If ye transgress the commandments, ye shall die;”
now it is said, “If ye decline death, ye transgress the
commandment.” That which was formerly set as an object
of terror, that men might not sin, is now to be undergone if
we would not sin. Thus, by the unutterable mercy of God,
even the very punishment of wickedness has become the
armour of virtue, and the penalty of the sinner becomes the
reward of the righteous. For then death was incurred by
sinning, now righteousness is fulfilled by dying. In the case
of the holy martyrs it is so; for to them the persecutor
proposes the alternative, apostasy or death. For the
righteous prefer by believing to suffer what the first
transgressors suffered by not believing. For unless they



had sinned, they would not have died; but the martyrs sin if
they do not die. The one died because they sinned, the
others do not sin because they die. By the guilt of the first,
punishment was incurred; by the punishment of the second,
guilt is prevented. Not that death, which was before an evil,
has become something good, but only that God has granted
to faith this grace, that death, which is the admitted
opposite to life, should become the instrument by which life
is reached. 5. As the wicked make an ill use of the law,
which is good, so the good make a good use of death, which
is an ill. The apostle, wishing to show how hurtful a thing
sin is, when grace does not aid us, has not hesitated to say
that the strength of sin is that very law by which sin is
prohibited. “The sting of death is sin, and the strength of
sin is the law.” Most certainly true; for prohibition
increases the desire of illicit action, if righteousness is not
so loved that the desire of sin is conquered by that love.
But unless divine grace aid us, we cannot love nor delight
in true righteousness. But lest the law should be thought to
be an evil, since it is called the strength of sin, the apostle,
when treating a similar question in another place, says,
“The law indeed is holy, and the commandment holy, and
just, and good. Was then that which is holy made death
unto me? God forbid. But sin, that it might appear sin,
working death in me by that which is good; that sin by the
commandment might become exceeding sinful.” Exceeding,
he says, because the transgression is more heinous when
through the increasing lust of sin the law itself also is
despised. Why have we thought it worth while to mention
this? For this reason, because, as the law is not an evil
when it increases the lust of those who sin, so neither is
death a good thing when it increases the glory of those who
suffer it, since either the former is abandoned wickedly,
and makes transgressors, or the latter is embraced for the
truth’s sake, and makes martyrs. And thus the law is indeed
good, because it is prohibition of sin, and death is evil



because it is the wages of sin; but as wicked men make an
evil use not only of evil, but also of good things, so the
righteous make a good use not only of good, but also of evil
things. Whence it comes to pass that the wicked make an ill
use of the law, though the law is good; and that the good
die well, though death is an evil. 6. Of the evil of death in
general, considered as the separation of soul and body.
Wherefore, as regards bodily death, that is, the separation
of the soul from the body, it is good unto none while it is
being endured by those whom we say are in the article of
death. For the very violence with which body and soul are
wrenched asunder, which in the living had been conjoined
and closely intertwined, brings with it a harsh experience,
jarring horridly on nature so long as it continues, till there
comes a total loss of sensation, which arose from the very
interpenetration of spirit and flesh. And all this anguish is
sometimes forestalled by one stroke of the body or sudden
flitting of the soul, the swiftness of which prevents it from
being felt. But whatever that may be in the dying which
with violently painful sensation robs of all sensation, yet,
when it is piously and faithfully borne, it increases the
merit of patience, but does not make the name of
punishment inapplicable. Death, proceeding by ordinary
generation from the first man, is the punishment of all who
are born of him, yet, if it be endured for righteousness’
sake, it becomes the glory of those who are born again; and
though death be the award of sin, it sometimes secures that
nothing be awarded to sin. 7. Of the death which the
unbaptized suffer for the confession of Christ. For whatever
unbaptized persons die confessing Christ, this confession is
of the same efficacy for the remission of sins as if they were
washed in the sacred font of baptism. For He who said,
“Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot
enter into the kingdom of God,” made also an exception in
their favour, in that other sentence where He no less
absolutely said, “Whosoever shall confess me before men,



him will I confess also before my Father which is in
heaven;” and in another place, “Whosoever will lose his life
for my sake, shall find it.” And this explains the verse,
“Precious in the sight of the Lord is the death of His
saints.” For what is more precious than a death by which a
man’s sins are all forgiven, and his merits increased an
hundredfold? For those who have been baptized when they
could no longer escape death, and have departed this life
with all their sins blotted out, have not equal merit with
those who did not defer death, though it was in their power
to do so, but preferred to end their life by confessing
Christ, rather than by denying Him to secure an
opportunity of baptism. And even had they denied Him
under pressure of the fear of death, this too would have
been forgiven them in that baptism, in which was remitted
even the enormous wickedness of those who had slain
Christ. But how abundant in these men must have been the
grace of the Spirit, who breathes where He listeth, seeing
that they so dearly loved Christ as to be unable to deny
Him even in so sore an emergency, and with so sure a hope
of pardon! Precious, therefore, is the death of the saints, to
whom the grace of Christ has been applied with such
gracious effects, that they do not hesitate to meet death
themselves, if so be they might meet Him. And precious is
it, also, because it has proved that what was originally
ordained for the punishment of the sinner, has been used
for the production of a richer harvest of righteousness. But
not on this account should we look upon death as a good
thing, for it is diverted to such useful purposes, not by any
virtue of its own, but by the divine interference. Death was
originally proposed as an object of dread, that sin might not
be committed; now it must be undergone that sin may not
be committed, or, if committed, be remitted, and the award
of righteousness bestowed on him whose victory has
earned it. 8. That the saints, by suffering the first death for
the truth’s sake, are freed from the second. For if we look



at the matter a little more carefully, we shall see that even
when a man dies faithfully and laudably for the truth’s
sake, it is still death he is avoiding. For he submits to some
part of death, for the very purpose of avoiding the whole,
and the second and eternal death over and above. He
submits to the separation of soul and body, lest the soul be
separated both from God and from the body, and so the
whole first death be completed, and the second death
receive him everlastingly. Wherefore death is indeed, as I
said, good to none while it is being actually suffered, and
while it is subduing the dying to its power; but it is
meritoriously endured for the sake of retaining or winning
what is good. And regarding what happens after death, it is
no absurdity to say that death is good to the good, and evil
to the evil. For the disembodied spirits of the just are at
rest; but those of the wicked suffer punishment till their
bodies rise again,—those of the just to life everlasting, and
of the others to death eternal, which is called the second
death. 9. Whether we should say that the moment of death,
in which sensation ceases, occurs in the experience of the
dying or in that of the dead. The point of time in which the
souls of the good and evil are separated from the body, are
we to say it is after death, or in death rather? If it is after
death, then it is not death which is good or evil, since death
is done with and past, but it is the life which the soul has
now entered on. Death was an evil when it was present,
that is to say, when it was being suffered by the dying; for
to them it brought with it a severe and grievous experience,
which the good make a good use of. But when death is past,
how can that which no longer is be either good or evil? Still
further, if we examine the matter more closely, we shall see
that even that sore and grievous pain which the dying
experience is not death itself. For so long as they have any
sensation, they are certainly still alive; and, if still alive,
must rather be said to be in a state previous to death than
in death. For when death actually comes, it robs us of all



bodily sensation, which, while death is only approaching, is
painful. And thus it is difficult to explain how we speak of
those who are not yet dead, but are agonized in their last
and mortal extremity, as being in the article of death. Yet
what else can we call them than dying persons? for when
death which was imminent shall have actually come, we
can no longer call them dying but dead. No one, therefore,
is dying unless living; since even he who is in the last
extremity of life, and, as we say, giving up the ghost, yet
lives. The same person is therefore at once dying and
living, but drawing near to death, departing from life; yet in
life, because his spirit yet abides in the body; not yet in
death, because not yet has his spirit forsaken the body. But
if, when it has forsaken it, the man is not even then in
death, but after death, who shall say when he is in death?
On the one hand, no one can be called dying, if a man
cannot be dying and living at the same time; and as long as
the soul is in the body, we cannot deny that he is living. On
the other hand, if the man who is approaching death be
rather called dying, I know not who is living. 10. Of the life
of mortals, which is rather to be called death than life. For
no sooner do we begin to live in this dying body, than we
begin to move ceaselessly towards death. For in the whole
course of this life (if life we must call it) its mutability tends
towards death. Certainly there is no one who is not nearer
it this year than last year, and to-morrow than to-day, and
to-day than yesterday, and a short while hence than now,
and now than a short while ago. For whatever time we live
is deducted from our whole term of life, and that which
remains is daily becoming less and less; so that our whole
life is nothing but a race towards death, in which no one is
allowed to stand still for a little space, or to go somewhat
more slowly, but all are driven forwards with an impartial
movement, and with equal rapidity. For he whose life is
short spends a day no more swiftly than he whose life is
longer. But while the equal moments are impartially



snatched from both, the one has a nearer and the other a
more remote goal to reach with this their equal speed. It is
one thing to make a longer journey, and another to walk
more slowly. He, therefore, who spends longer time on his
way to death does not proceed at a more leisurely pace, but
goes over more ground. Further, if every man begins to die,
that is, is in death, as soon as death has begun to show
itself in him (by taking away life, to wit; for when life is all
taken away, the man will be then not in death, but after
death), then he begins to die so soon as he begins to live.
For what else is going on in all his days, hours, and
moments, until this slow-working death is fully
consummated? And then comes the time after death,
instead of that in which life was being withdrawn, and
which we called being in death. Man, then, is never in life
from the moment he dwells in this dying rather than living
body,—if, at least, he cannot be in life and death at once.
Or rather, shall we say, he is in both?—in life, namely,
which he lives till all is consumed; but in death also, which
he dies as his life is consumed? For if he is not in life, what
is it which is consumed till all be gone? And if he is not in
death, what is this consumption itself? For when the whole
of life has been consumed, the expression “after death”
would be meaningless, had that consumption not been
death. And if, when it has all been consumed, a man is not
in death but after death, when is he in death, unless when
life is being consumed away?

11. Whether one can both be living and dead at the same
time. But if it is absurd to say that a man is in death
before he reaches death (for to what is his course
running as he passes through life, if already he is in
death?), and if it outrage common usage to speak of a
man being at once alive and dead, as much as it does
so, to speak of him as at once asleep and awake, it
remains to be asked when a man is dying? For, before



death comes, he is not dying but living; and when death
has come, he is not dying but dead. The one is before,
the other after death. When, then, is he in death so that
we can say he is dying? For as there are three times,
before death, in death, after death, so there are three
states corresponding, living, dying, dead. And it is very
hard to define when a man is in death or dying, when
he is neither living, which is before death, nor dead,
which is after death, but dying, which is in death. For
so long as the soul is in the body, especially if
consciousness remain, the man certainly lives; for body
and soul constitute the man. And thus, before death, he
cannot be said to be in death; but when, on the other
hand, the soul has departed, and all bodily sensation is
extinct, death is past, and the man is dead. Between
these two states the dying condition finds no place; for
if a man yet lives, death has not arrived; if he has
ceased to live, death is past. Never, then, is he dying,
that is, comprehended in the state of death. So also in
the passing of time,—you try to lay your finger on the
present, and cannot find it, because the present
occupies no space, but is only the transition of time
from the future to the past. Must we then conclude that
there is thus no death of the body at all? For if there is,
where is it, since it is in no one, and no one can be in
it? Since, indeed, if there is yet life, death is not yet; for
this state is before death, not in death: and if life has
already ceased, death is not present; for this state is
after death, not in death. On the other hand, if there is
no death before or after, what do we mean when we say
“after death,” or “before death?” This is a foolish way of
speaking if there is no death. And would that we had
lived so well in Paradise that in very truth there were
now no death! But not only does it now exist, but so
grievous a thing is it, that no skill is sufficient either to
explain or to escape it. Let us, then, speak in the



customary way,—no man ought to speak otherwise,—
and let us call the time before death come, “before
death;” as it is written, “Praise no man before his
death.” And when it has happened, let us say that “after
death” this or that took place. And of the present time
let us speak as best we can, as when we say, “He, when
dying, made his will, and left this or that to such and
such persons,”—though, of course, he could not do so
unless he were living, and did this rather before death
than in death. And let us use the same phraseology as
Scripture uses; for it makes no scruple of saying that
the dead are not after but in death. So that verse, “For
in death there is no remembrance of thee.” For until
the resurrection men are justly said to be in death; as
every one is said to be in sleep till he awakes. However,
though we can say of persons in sleep that they are
sleeping, we cannot speak in this way of the dead, and
say they are dying. For, so far as regards the death of
the body, of which we are now speaking, one cannot
say that those who are already separated from their
bodies continue dying. But this, you see, is just what I
was saying,—that no words can explain how either the
dying are said to live, or how the dead are said, even
after death, to be in death. For how can they be after
death if they be in death, especially when we do not
even call them dying, as we call those in sleep,
sleeping; and those in languor, languishing; and those
in grief, grieving; and those in life, living? And yet the
dead, until they rise again, are said to be in death, but
cannot be called dying. And therefore I think it has not
unsuitably nor inappropriately come to pass, though
not by the intention of man, yet perhaps with divine
purpose, that this Latin word moritur cannot be
declined by the grammarians according to the rule
followed by similar words. For oritur gives the form
ortus est for the perfect; and all similar verbs form this



tense from their perfect participles. But if we ask the
perfect of moritur, we get the regular answer, mortuus
est with a double u. For thus mortuus is pronounced,
like fatuus, arduus, conspicuus, and similar words,
which are not perfect participles but adjectives, and are
declined without regard to tense. But mortuus, though
in form an adjective, is used as perfect participle, as if
that were to be declined which cannot be declined; and
thus it has suitably come to pass that, as the thing itself
cannot in point of fact be declined, so neither can the
word significant of the act be declined. Yet, by the aid
of our Redeemer’s grace, we may manage at least to
decline the second. For that is more grievous still, and,
indeed, of all evils the worst, since it consists not in the
separation of soul and body, but in the uniting of both
in death eternal. And there, in striking contrast to our
present conditions, men will not be before or after
death, but always in death; and thus never living, never
dead, but endlessly dying. And never can a man be
more disastrously in death than when death itself shall
be deathless.

12. What death God intended, when He threatened our first
parents with death if they should disobey His
commandment. When, therefore, it is asked what death
it was with which God threatened our first parents if
they should transgress the commandment they had
received from Him, and should fail to preserve their
obedience,—whether it was the death of soul, or of
body, or of the whole man, or that which is called
second death,—we must answer, It is all. For the first
consists of two; the second is the complete death,
which consists of all. For, as the whole earth consists of
many lands, and the Church universal of many
churches, so death universal consists of all deaths. The
first consists of two, one of the body, and another of the
soul. So that the first death is a death of the whole



man, since the soul without God and without the body
suffers punishment for a time; but the second is when
the soul, without God but with the body, suffers
punishment everlasting. When, therefore, God said to
that first man whom he had placed in Paradise,
referring to the forbidden fruit, “In the day that thou
eatest thereof thou shalt surely die,” that threatening
included not only the first part of the first death, by
which the soul is deprived of God; nor only the
subsequent part of the first death, by which the body is
deprived of the soul; nor only the whole first death
itself, by which the soul is punished in separation from
God and from the body;—but it includes whatever of
death there is, even to that final death which is called
second, and to which none is subsequent.

13. What was the first punishment of the transgression of
our first parents? For, as soon as our first parents had
transgressed the commandment, divine grace forsook
them, and they were confounded at their own
wickedness; and therefore they took fig-leaves (which
were possibly the first that came to hand in their
troubled state of mind), and covered their shame; for
though their members remained the same, they had
shame now where they had none before. They
experienced a new motion of their flesh, which had
become disobedient to them, in strict retribution of
their own disobedience to God. For the soul, revelling
in its own liberty, and scorning to serve God, was itself
deprived of the command it had formerly maintained
over the body. And because it had wilfully deserted its
superior Lord, it no longer held its own inferior servant;
neither could it hold the flesh subject, as it would
always have been able to do had it remained itself
subject to God. Then began the flesh to lust against the
Spirit, in which strife we are born, deriving from the
first transgression a seed of death, and bearing in our



14.

15.

members, and in our vitiated nature, the contest or
even victory of the flesh.

In what state man was made by God, and into what
estate he fell by the choice of his own will. For God, the
author of natures, not of vices, created man upright;
but man, being of his own will corrupted, and justly
condemned, begot corrupted and condemned children.
For we all were in that one man, since we all were that
one man who fell into sin by the woman who was made
from him before the sin. For not yet was the particular
form created and distributed to us, in which we as
individuals were to live, but already the seminal nature
was there from which we were to be propagated; and
this being vitiated by sin, and bound by the chain of
death, and justly condemned, man could not be born of
man in any other state. And thus, from the bad use of
free will, there originated the whole train of evil, which,
with its concatenation of miseries, convoys the human
race from its depraved origin, as from a corrupt root,
on to the destruction of the second death, which has no
end, those only being excepted who are freed by the
grace of God.

That Adam in his sin forsook God ere God forsook him,
and that his falling away from God was the first death
of the soul. It may perhaps be supposed that because
God said, “Ye shall die the death,” and not “deaths,” we
should understand only that death which occurs when
the soul is deserted by God, who is its life; for it was
not deserted by God, and so deserted Him, but deserted
Him, and so was deserted by Him. For its own will was
the originator of its evil, as God was the originator of
its motions towards good, both in making it when it was
not, and in re-making it when it had fallen and
perished. But though we suppose that God meant only
this. death, and that the words, “In the day ye eat of it
ye shall die the death,” should be understood as



16.

meaning, “In the day ye desert me in disobedience, I
will desert you in justice,” yet assuredly in this death
the other deaths also were threatened, which were its
inevitable consequence. For in the first stirring of the
disobedient motion which was felt in the flesh of the
disobedient soul, and which caused our first parents to
cover their shame, one death indeed is experienced,
that, namely, which occurs when God forsakes the soul.
(This was intimated by the words He uttered, when the
man, stupefied by fear, had hid himself, “Adam, where
art thou?”—words which He used not in ignorance of
inquiry, but warning him to consider where he was,
since God was not with him.) But when the soul itself
forsook the body, corrupted and decayed with age, the
other death was experienced of which God had spoken
in pronouncing man’s sentence, “Earth thou art, and
unto earth shalt thou return.” And of these two deaths
that first death of the whole man is composed. And this
first death is finally followed by the second, unless man
be freed by grace. For the body would not return to the
earth from which it was made, save only by the death
proper to itself, which occurs when it is forsaken of the
soul, its life. And therefore it is agreed among all
Christians who truthfully hold the catholic faith, that
we are subject to the death of the body, not by the law
of nature, by which God ordained no death for man, but
by His righteous infliction on account of sin; for God,
taking vengeance on sin, said to the man, in whom we
all then were, “Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou
return.”

Concerning the philosophers who think that the
separation of soul and body is not penal, though Plato
represents the supreme Deity as promising to the
inferior gods that they shall never be dismissed from
their bodies. But the philosophers against whom we are
defending the city of God, that is, His Church, seem to



themselves to have good cause to deride us, because
we say that the separation of the soul from the body is
to be held as part of man’s punishment. For they
suppose that the blessedness of the soul then only is
complete, when it is quite denuded of the body, and
returns to God a pure and simple, and, as it were,
naked soul. On this point, if I should find nothing in
their own literature to refute this opinion, I should be
forced laboriously to demonstrate that it is not the
body, but the corruptibility of the body, which is a
burden to the soul. Hence that sentence of Scripture
we quoted in a foregoing book, “For the corruptible
body presseth down the soul.” The word corruptible is
added to show that the soul is burdened, not by any
body whatsoever, but by the body such as it has
become in consequence of sin. And even though the
word had not been added, we could understand nothing
else. But when Plato most expressly declares that the
gods who are made by the Supreme have immortal
bodies, and when he introduces their Maker himself
promising them as a great boon that they should abide
in their bodies eternally, and never by any death be
loosed from them, why do these adversaries of ours, for
the sake of troubling the Christian faith, feign to be
ignorant of what they quite well know, and even prefer
to contradict themselves rather than lose an
opportunity of contradicting us? Here are Plato’s
words, as Cicero has translated them, in which he
introduces the Supreme addressing the gods He had
made, and saying, “Ye who are sprung from a divine
stock, consider of what works I am the parent and
author. These (your bodies) are indestructible so long
as I will it; although all that is composed can be
destroyed. But it is wicked to dissolve what reason has
compacted. But, seeing that ye have been born, ye
cannot indeed be immortal and indestructible; yet ye



shall by no means be destroyed, nor shall any fates
consign you to death, and prove superior to my will,
which is a stronger assurance of your perpetuity than
those bodies to which ye were joined when ye were
born.” Plato, you see, says that the gods are both
mortal by the connection of the body and soul, and yet
are rendered immortal by the will and decree of their
Maker. If, therefore, it is a punishment to the soul to be
connected with any body whatever, why does God
address them as if they were afraid of death, that is, of
the separation of soul and body? Why does He seek to
reassure them by promising them immortality, not in
virtue of their nature, which is composite and not
simple, but by virtue of His invincible will, whereby He
can effect that neither things born die, nor things
compounded be dissolved, but preserved eternally?
Whether this opinion of Plato’s about the stars is true
or not, is another question. For we cannot at once grant
to him that these luminous bodies or globes, which by
day and night shine on the earth with the light of their
bodily substance, have also intellectual and blessed
souls which animate each its own body, as he
confidently affirms of the universe itself, as if it were
one huge animal, in which all other animals were
contained. But this, as I said, is another question, which
we have not undertaken to discuss at present. This
much only I deemed right to bring forward, in
opposition to those who so pride themselves on being,
or on being called Platonists, that they blush to be
Christians, and who cannot brook to be called by a
name which the common people also bear, lest they
vulgarize the philosophers’ coterie, which is proud in
proportion to its exclusiveness. These men, seeking a
weak point in the Christian doctrine, select for attack
the eternity of the body, as if it were a contradiction to
contend for the blessedness of the soul, and to wish it



to be always resident in the body, bound, as it were, in
a lamentable chain; and this although Plato, their own
founder and master, affirms that it was granted by the
Supreme as a boon to the gods He had made, that they
should not die, that is, should not be separated from
the bodies with which He had connected them.

17. Against those who affirm that earthly bodies cannot be
made incorruptible and eternal. These same
philosophers further contend that terrestrial bodies
cannot be eternal, though they make no doubt that the
whole earth, which is itself the central member of their
god,—not, indeed, of the greatest, but yet of a great
god, that is, of this whole world,—is eternal. Since,
then, the Supreme made for them another god, that is,
this world, superior to the other gods beneath Him; and
since they suppose that this god is an animal, having,
as they affirm, a rational or intellectual soul enclosed in
the huge mass of its body, and having, as the fitly
situated and adjusted members of its body, the four
elements, whose union they wish to be indissoluble and
eternal, lest perchance this great god of theirs might
some day perish; what reason is there that the earth,
which is the central member in the body of a greater
creature, should be eternal, and the bodies of other
terrestrial creatures should not possibly be eternal if
God should so will it? But earth, say they, must return
to earth, out of which the terrestrial bodies of the
animals have been taken. For this, they say, is the
reason of the necessity of their death and dissolution,
and this the manner of their restoration to the solid and
eternal earth whence they came. But if any one says the
same thing of fire, holding that the bodies which are
derived from it to make celestial beings must be
restored to the universal fire, does not the immortality
which Plato represents these gods as receiving from
the Supreme evanesce in the heat of this dispute? Or



does this not happen with those celestials because God,
whose will, as Plato says, overpowers all powers, has
willed it should not be so? What, then, hinders God
from ordaining the same of terrestrial bodies? And
since, indeed, Plato acknowledges that God can prevent
things that are born from dying, and things that are
joined from being sundered, and things that are
composed from being dissolved, and can ordain that the
souls once allotted to their bodies should never
abandon them, but enjoy along with them immortality
and everlasting bliss, why may He not also effect that
terrestrial bodies die not? Is God powerless to do
everything that is special to the Christian’s creed, but
powerful to effect everything the Platonists desire? The
philosophers, forsooth, have been admitted to a
knowledge of the divine purposes and power which has
been denied to the prophets! The truth is, that the
Spirit of God taught His prophets so much of His will as
He thought fit to reveal, but the philosophers, in their
efforts to discover it, were deceived by human
conjecture. But they should not have been so led astray,
I will not say by their ignorance, but by their obstinacy,
as to contradict themselves so frequently; for they
maintain, with all their vaunted might, that in order to
the happiness of the soul, it must abandon not only its
earthly body, but every kind of body. And yet they hold
that the gods, whose souls are most blessed, are bound
to everlasting bodies, the celestials to fiery bodies, and
the soul of Jove himself (or this world, as they would
have us believe) to all the physical elements which
compose this entire mass reaching from earth to
heaven. For this soul Plato believes to be extended and
diffused by musical numbers, from the middle of the
inside of the earth, which geometricians call the centre,
outwards through all its parts to the utmost heights and
extremities of the heavens; so that this world is a very



great and blessed immortal animal, whose soul has
both the perfect blessedness of wisdom, and never
leaves its own body, and whose body has life
everlasting from the soul, and by no means clogs or
hinders it, though itself be not a simple body, but
compacted of so many and so huge materials. Since,
therefore, they allow so much to their own conjectures,
why do they refuse to believe that by the divine will and
power immortality can be conferred on earthly bodies,
in which the souls would be neither oppressed with the
burden of them, nor separated from them by any death,
but live eternally and blessedly? Do they not assert that
their own gods so live in bodies of fire, and that Jove
himself, their king, so lives in the physical elements? If,
in order to its blessedness, the soul must quit every
kind of body, let their gods flit from the starry spheres,
and Jupiter from earth to sky; or, if they cannot do so,
let them be pronounced miserable. But neither
alternative will these men adopt. For, on the one hand,
they dare not ascribe to their own gods a departure
from the body, lest they should seem to worship
mortals; on the other hand, they dare not deny their
happiness, lest they should acknowledge wretches as
gods. Therefore, to obtain blessedness, we need not
quit every kind of body, but only the corruptible,
cumbersome, painful, dying,—not such bodies as the
goodness of God contrived for the first man, but such
only as man'’s sin entailed.
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