BOOK TWO

THAT ROMAN WORLD-RULE
WAS ACQUIRED BY RIGHT

1

Both human reason and divine authority show that .:.S Ro-
man Empire existed by right. ,

We marvel at a novel effect when its cause is not apparent
to us, and so those who know the cause despise and deride those
who marvel. There was a time when I too marvelled at the way
the Roman people made itself pre-eminent throughout the
world without resistance, for in my superficial view I thought
ndmn they obtained this power by force of arms and a,,:__mcﬁ
right. But now that my mind’s eye penetrates more deeply and
I see the most evident sign of divine Providence behind this
process my marvelling ceases, and with derision I now look
down upon those nations whom I know to have raved and upon
those peoples whom I see meditating vain things, as I :Jumn.:
used to do, and I grieve at the sight of kings and princes who
can agree only in opposing their Lord and his Roman ?.:.:H.
And so in derision, but not without grief, I can cry out in
Uwrim of the glorious people and of Ceasar in the words of
him who cried out in behalf of the Prince of heaven: “Why
have H.:n nations raged and the peoples devised vain things?
H:m kings of the earth stood up and the princes met S:.A.\.:NE.
against the Lord, and against his Christ.”* But as Ho,.ca:a:.
rally does not permit derision to endure, and as the sum-
mer sun in his rising scatters the morning mists and bathes all
in light, so I cease deriding and prefer to throw a correcting
light upon the clouds of ignorance, to free from such clouds
those raving kings and princes and to reveal a mankind freed

1Psalm II:1-2.
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from the yoke of such rulers, and as I embark on the following
argument I exhort myself in the words of the Holy Prophet:
“Let us burst their chains and cast their yoke from us!”

Both of these aims will be achieved, when I have completed
the second part of my inquiry and tell the truth concerning
this question. For in showing that the Roman Empire existed
by right T shall not only remove the clouds of ignorance from
the eyes of those kings and princes who are usurping the public
authority and believe falsely that it was the Roman people who
was the usurper, but I shall show all mortals that they are free
from the yoke of these usurpers. Now this truth will be revealed
not only by the light of human reason. but also by the rays of
divine authority. When these two agrec, heaven and earth
must necessarily assent. Holding, therefore, to the faith which
I have avowed and trusting in the joint testimony of reason and
authority, I proceed to unravel the second question.

2

The will of God is the basis of right.

Now that we have m:a.nm:mn:o& sufficiently, as far as the na-
ture of the matter permits, what the true answer to the first
question is, we must look for the truth concerning the second
question, namely, whether the Roman people acquired its dig-
nity of empire by right. Here again we must begin our inquiry
by seeing what truth it is that may serve as its principle, on
which the relevant arguments arc grounded.

The first fact to note in this connection is that, as any art ex-
ists in a threefold manner—in the artist’s mind, in the tech-
nique and in the medium—so we must view naturc as threefold.
For nature is in God as its prime mover, then in the celestial
bodies, which are his instruments and by which the image of
his eternal goodness is manifested in the material flux or me-
dium of his art. Given a perfect artist with perfect instruments,
if the work is imperfect the fault must lie in the medium alone.
Thus, since God achieves the highest perfection, and since his
instrumients, the heavens, are without defects (as we learn in
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philosophizing about them), only one alternative remains: any
defect in things here below must be due to a defect in God’s raw
material, and must be external to the intention of the God of
creation and of heaven. On the other hand, if we find something
good here below, we can not refer it to the material itself, since
the raw material is only potential art, and we must attribute
any good primarily to the divine artist and secondarily to the
heavenly bodies which are the instruments of God's art, com-
monly called nature. From this we can now infer that the right,
since it is a good, exists primarily in the mind of God; and
since whatever is in God’s mind is God himself (according to
the saying, “What was made, was life in Him"), and since God
is the chief object of his own will, it follows that the right, being
in God, is willed by Him. And since the will and its object are
identical in God, it follows further that God’s will is itself the
right. Moreover it follows that whatever right exists in things
is nothing other than the image of God’s will. Hence, whatever
does not agree with the divine will can not be right, and what-
ever does agree with it is right. Therefore, when we ask whether
anything happens by right, we merely mean whether it happens
according to the will of God, whatever other words we may use.
We must accordingly suppose that whatever in human society
God really wills, must be regarded as truly and genuinely right.
In this connection we ought to recall what the Philosopher
teaches in the beginning of his Nicomachean Ethics: “We must
not expect to find the same kind of certainty in all subjects, but
according to what the nature of the subject permits.” Thus our
arguments will be sufliciently well grounded on the principle
which we have stated, if we base the right possessed by this glor-
ious people on the evidence of clear signs and the authority of
the wise; for in itsell God’s will is invisible, but through visible
events the mind is able to sce the invisible things of God. Just
as a wax impression gives clear evidence of what seal made it,
though the scal itself is never seen, so we should not wonder
that we must look for the divine will by visible signs, for even
our human wills can be detected by others only through signs.

o, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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Roman rule was for the common good.

‘Whoever is mindful of the good of the commonwealth is i pso
facto mindful of the purpose of right. The truth of this propo-
sition is proved as follows: The definition of right given in the
Digests of Law, namely, “Right is a real and personal bond be-
tween man and man whose preservation preserves society and
whose corruption corrupts society,” is not a.definition of the
essence of right, but a description of its utility. If this definition
is nevertheless a good account of what right is in practice and
what it comprises, and if the purpose of any society is the com-
mon good of its members, the purpose of right must be to pro-
mote the common good and nothing that fails to promote it
can possibly be right. Cicero says this very well at the begin-
ning of his Rhetoric: “Laws should always be so interpreted as
to promote the good of the commonwealth.” For if laws are not
useful to those who are governed by them, they are laws only in
name, not in fact. Laws should bind men together for their
mutual benefit, as Seneca said very truly in his book On the
Four Virtues: “Law is the bond of human society.” Hence it is
clear that to be mindful of the good of the commonwealth is to
be mindful of the purpose of right. Now if the Romans actually
pursued the good of the commonwealth, it is true to say that
they were faithful to the right. That the Roman people did
pursue this good when they made the whole ecarth subject to
them is proved by their deeds, for putting aside all greed as al-
ways incompatible with the commonwealth, and secking uni-
versal peace with liberty, this holy, pious, and glorious people
seemed to neglect its own interests in order to promote the pub-
lic interest for the salvation of mankind. Hence it is truly said:
“"The Roman Empire springs from the fountain of piety.” But
since it is impossible to examine the intentions of a conscious
agent directly, but only through external signs, and since, as I
said, we must be guided by the nature of our subject, we shall

2Chapters 3 and 4 are omitted. See analysis of contents, p. vi.




instance, that none, however pcrfcct in moral and intellectual
virtues, in character and in deed, can be saved without faith,
though he never even heard of Christ; for to human reason
alone_this cannot appear just, but when aided by faith it may
appear so. Far in the letter to the Hebrews it is written “with-
out faith it is impossible to please God”; and in Leviticus, “Any
man of the house of Isracl who shall slay an ox or a sheep ora
goat in the camp or outside the camp, and shall not bring it as
an oblation to the Lord at the door of the tabernacle, shall be
guilty of blood.” The door of the tabernacle is a figurative ex-
pression for Christ, who is the door ol our eternal dwelling, as
the Gospels say. The slaying of animals is a figurative €Xpress:
ion for human deeds in general.

A hidden judgment of God is one which cannot be grasped
by human reason, by natural law, or by sn'riplur;\l law, but
only by some special grace. “T'his may happen in various ways,
which are all instances cither of simple revelation or of revela-
tion through ordeal. Simple revelations are of two kinds: spon-
taneous acts of God or answers to prayer. Spom;mcu{ls— acts of
God are of two kinds: cither explicit (as the revelation against
Saul to Samuel), or by sign (as the signs given to Pharaoh of
Israel's deliverance) . Answers to prayer are defined by the
writer of 11 Chronicles: “When we know not what we should
do, this only have we left, to turn our €yes to thee.” Revelation
through ordeals is of two kinds: by lot or by contest, [or a con-
test is a kind of testing. By lot God's judgment is occasionally
revealed as when Matthew was substituted.® Contests for decid-
ing God's judgment arc of two kinds: either combats ol men
(as duels between champions or compctitions of men, when
several rivals strive to win a set goal) as in the races ol athletes.

It is important to note the diflerence between these Lwo
kinds of contest: in combat the contenders may without doing
wrong take any advantage they can, whereas in competitions
the rules of fair play may not be violated, for athletes may not
foul. ...5

Now with these distinctions in mind we can develop two ar-

sActs 1:26.

oA few lines omitted containing illustrations from Roman literature.
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