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Written in the late 390s against the Manichaean bishop Faustus, whose lost * Capitula* had circulated
widely and whose el oquence Augustine had known firsthand during his own nine years among the sect,
this long refutation proceeds by an unusual method: Faustus is quoted in full, chapter by chapter, and
answered in Augustine's own voice, so that the Manichaean case survives here in something close to
itsown words. The controversy turns on the shape of Christian scripture — whether the Old Testament
belongs with the New, whether the geneal ogies of Matthew and L uke can be trusted, whether the God
of the Christians could truly be born of awoman — and Augustine's answers work out, piece by piece,
the Catholic habit of reading the two Testaments as one inheritance. The tone shifts between patient
exegesis and sharp polemic, and the ascetic life of the Manichaean Elect is confronted on its own
ground.
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Reply to Faustus, Book |

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the M ani chaean was, Augustine concedes at the outset, el oquent and clever — afellow African
whose company he had once kept, as readers of the Confessions know. Book | sets the terms of the
long reply that follows: Augustine will quote his opponent in full, capitulum by capitulum, and answer
in his own voice, so that no one can accuse him of caricature. Against this fairness he sets awarning,
that quickness of mind and elegance of speech serve a man nothing unless the Lord directs his steps,
and that God's mercy often passes over the swift to help the slow. The prologue is brief, but it fixes the
posture from which the twenty-two books proceed.

Written about the year 400. Faustus was undoubtedly the acutest, most determined and most unscrupu-
lous opponent of orthodox Christianity in the age of Augustine. The occasion of Augustine's great
writing against him was the publication of Faustus' attack on the Old Testament Scriptures, and on
the New Testament so far as it was at variance with Manichasan error. Faustus seems to have followed
in the footsteps of Adimantus, against whom Augustine had written some years before, but to have
gone considerably beyond Adimantus in the recklessness of his statements. The incarnation of Christ,
involving his birth from a woman, is one of the main points of attack. He makes the variations in
the genealogical records of the Gospels a ground for rejecting the whole as spurious. He supposed
the Gospels, in their present form, to be not the works of the Apostles, but rather of later Judaizing
falsifiers. The entire Old Testament system he treats with the utmost contempt, blaspheming the Patri-
archs, Moses, the Prophets, etc., on the ground of their private lives and their teachings. Most of the
objections to the morality of the Old Testament that are now current were aready familiarly used in
the time of Augustine. Augustine's answers are only partially satisfactory, owing to hisimperfect view
of the relation of the old dispensation to the new; but in the age in which they were written they were
doubtless very effective. The writing isinteresting from the point of view of Biblical criticism, aswell
as from that of polemics against Manichaasm.— A.H.N.

Who Faustus was. Faustus's object in writing the polemical treatise that forms the basis of Au-
gustine'sreply. Augustine'sremarks thereon.

1\. Faustus wasan African by race, acitizen of Mileum; he was el oquent and clever, but had adopted
the shocking tenets of the Manichaaan heresy. Heis mentioned in my _Confessions _, where thereisan
account of my acquaintance with him. This man published a certain volume against the true Christian
faith and the Catholic truth. A copy reached us, and was read by the brethren, who called for an answer



from me, as part of the service of love which | owe to them. Now, therefore, in the name and with
the help of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, | undertake the task, that al my readers may know that
acuteness of mind and elegance of style are of no use to a man unless the Lord directs his steps. In
the mysterious equity of divine mercy, God often bestows His help on the slow and the feeble; while
from the want of this help, the most acute and eloquent run into error only with greater rapidity and
willfulness. | will give the opinions of Faustus asif stated by himself, and mine asif in reply to him.

2\. _Faustus _said: Asthe learned Adimantus, the only teacher since the sainted Manichaaus deserving
of our attention, has plentifully exposed and thoroughly refuted the errors of Judaism and of semi-Chris-
tianity, | think it not amiss that you should be supplied in writing with brief and pointed replies to the
captious objections of our adversaries, that when, like children of the wily serpent, they try to bewilder
you with their quibbles, you may be prepared to give intelligent answers. In this way they will be kept
to the subject, instead of wandering from one thing to another. And | have placed our opinions and
those of our opponent over against one another, as plainly and briefly as possible, so as not to perplex
the reader with along and intricate discourse.

3\. _Augustine_replies: You warn against semi-Christians, which you say we are; but we warn against
pseudo-Christians, which we have shown you to be. Semi-Christianity may be imperfect without being
false. So, then, if thefaith of those whom you try to mislead isimperfect, would it not be better to supply
what islacking than to rob them of what they have? It wasto imperfect Christiansthat the apostle wrote,
"joying and beholding your conversation," and "the deficiency in your faith in Christ." The apostle had
in view aspiritual structure, as he says elsewhere, "You are God's building;" 1 Corinthians 3:9 and in
this structure he found both areason for joy and a reason for exertion. He rejoiced to see part already
finished; and the necessity of bringing the edifice to perfection called for exertion. Imperfect Christians
asweare, you pursue uswith the desire to pervert what you call our semi-Christianity by false doctrine;
while even those who are so deficient in faith as to be unable to reply to al your sophisms, are wise
enough at least to know that they must not have anything at all to do with you. You look for semi-Chris-
tians to deceive: we wish to prove you pseudo-Christians, that Christians may learn something from
your refutation, and that the less advanced may learn to avoid you. Do you call us children of the
serpent? You have surely forgotten how often you have found fault with the prohibition in Paradise,
and have praised the serpent for opening Adam's eyes. You have the better claim to the title which you
give us. The serpent owns you as well when you blame him as when you praise him.

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Vol. 1V).
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Reply to Faustus, Book 11

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee has hit upon a clever evasion: yes, he believes the Gospel — but the genealogy
in Matthew 1 is a birth-register, not gospel proper, and so the incarnation can be quietly discarded.
Augustine's reply is to reach for Paul. "Remember that Christ Jesus rose from the dead, of the seed
of David, according to my gospel” — if that is not gospel, what is? Book 1l is short and sharp, and
it shows Augustine doing something he did well: pinning a slippery opponent to the plain sense of a
single apostolic sentence.

Faustus claims to believe the Gospel, yet refuses to accept the genealogical tables on various
grounds which Augustine seeksto set aside.

1\. Faustus said: Do | believe the gospel? Certainly. Do | therefore believe that Christ was born?
Certainly not. It does not follow that because | believe the gospel, as | do, | must therefore believe
that Christ was born. This | do not believe; because Christ does not say that He was born of men, and
the gospel, both in name and in fact, begins with Christ's preaching. As for the genealogy, the author
himself does not venture to call it the gospel. For what did he write? "The book of the generation of
Jesus Christ the Son of David." Matthew 1:1 The book of the generation is not the book of the gospel.
It is more like a birth-register, the star confirming the event. Mark, on the other hand, who recorded
the preaching of the Son of God, without any genealogy, begins most suitably with the words, "The
gospel of Jesus Christ the Son of God." It isplain that the geneal ogy is not the gospel. Matthew himself
says, that after John was put in prison, Jesus began to preach the gospel of the kingdom; so that what
is mentioned before this is the geneal ogy, and not the gospel. Why did not Matthew begin with, "The
gospel of Jesus Christ the Son of God," but because he thought it sinful to call the geneal ogy the gospel ?
Understand, then, what you have hitherto overlooked — the distinction between the genealogy and the
gospel. Do | then admit the truth of the gospel? Yes; understanding by the gospel the preaching of
Christ. | have plenty to say about the generations too, if you wish. But you seem to me now to wish to
know not whether | accept the gospel, but whether | accept the generations.

2\. _Augustine_replied: Well, in answer to your own questions, you tell us first that you believe the
gospel, and next, that you do not believe in the birth of Christ; and your reason is, that the birth of
Christ is not in the gospel. What, then, will you answer the apostle when he says, "Remember that
Christ Jesus rose from the dead, of the seed of David, according to my gospel?' 2 Timothy 2:8 You
surely are ignorant, or pretend to be ignorant, what the gospel is. You use the word, not as the apostle



teaches, but as suits your own errors. What the apostles call the gospel you depart from; for you do not
believe that Christ was of the seed of David. This was Paul's gospel; and it was also the gospel of the
other apostles, and of all faithful stewards of so great a mystery. For Paul says elsewhere, "Whether,
therefore, | or they, so we preach, and so ye believed." 1 Corinthians 15:11 They did not al write the
gospel, but they al preached it. The name evangelist is properly given to the narrators of the birth,
the actions, the words, the sufferings of our Lord Jesus Christ. The word gospel means good news,
and might be used of any good news, but is properly applied to the narrative of the Saviour. If, then,
you teach something different, you must have departed from the gospel. Assuredly those babes whom
you despise as semi-Christians will oppose you, when they hear their mother Charity declaring by the
mouth of the apostle, "If any one preach another gospel than that which we have preached to you, let
him be accursed.” Galatians 1:8-9 Since, then, Paul, according to his gospel, preached that Christ was
of the seed of David, and you deny this and preach something else, may you be accursed! And what
can you mean by saying that Christ never declares Himself to have been born of men, when on every
occasion He calls Himself the Son of man?

3\. You learned men, forsooth, dress up for our benefit some wonderful First Man, who came down
from the race of light to war with the race of darkness, armed with his waters against the waters of the
enemy, and with his fire against their fire, and with his winds against their winds. And why not with
his smoke against their smoke, and with his darkness against their darkness? According to you, he was
armed against smoke with air, and against darkness with light. So it appears that smoke and darkness
are bad, since they could not belong to his goodness. The other three, again — water, wind, and fire
— are good. How, then, could these belong to the evil of the enemy? You reply that the water of the
race of darkness was evil, while that which the First Man brought was good; and so, too, his good wind
and fire fought against the evil wind and fire of the adversary. But why could he not bring good smoke
against evil smoke?Your falsehoods seem to vanish in smoke. Well, your First Man warred against an
opposite nature. And yet only one of the five things he brought was the opposite of what the hostile
race had. The light was opposed to the darkness, but the four others are not opposed to one another.
Air is not the opposite of smoke, and still less is water the opposite of water, or wind of wind, or fire
of fire.

4\. Oneis shocked at your wild fancies about this First Man changing the elements which he brought,
that he might conquer his enemies by pleasing them. So you make what you call the kingdom of
falsehood keep honestly to its own nature, while truth is changeable in order to deceive. Jesus Christ,
according to you, isthe son of thisFirst Man. Truth springs, forsooth, from your fiction. You praise this
First Man for using changeable and delusive forms in the contest. If you, then, speak the truth, you do
not imitate him. If you imitate him, you deceive as he did. But our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, the
true and truthful Son of God, the true and truthful Son of man, both of which He testifies of Himself,
derived the eternity of His godhead from true God, and His incarnation from true man. Your First Man
is not the first man of the apostle. "The first man," he says, "was of the earth, earthy; the second man
is from heaven, heavenly. As is the earthy, such are they also that are earthy; as is the heavenly, such
are they also that are heavenly. As we have borne the image of the earthy, let us also bear the image
of the heavenly." 1 Corinthians 15:47-49 The first man of the earth, earthy, is Adam, who was made



of dust. The second man from heaven, heavenly, is the Lord Jesus Christ; for, being the Son of God,
He became flesh that He might be a man outwardly, while He remained God within; that He might be
both the true Son of God, by whom we were made, and the true Son of man, by whom we are made
anew. Why do you conjure up this fabulous First Man of yours, and refuse to acknowledge the first
man of the apostle? Is this not a fulfillment of what the apostle says: "Turning away their ears from
the truth, they will give heed to fables?' 2 Timothy 4:4 According to Paul, the first manis of the earth,
earthy; according to Manichaeus, he is not earthy, and is equipped with five elements of some unreal,
unintelligible kind. Paul says: "If any one should have announced to you differently from what we have
announced let him be accursed.” Therefore lest Paul be aliar, let Manichaaus be accursed.

5\. Again, you find fault with the star by which the Magi were led to worship the infant Christ, which
you should be ashamed of doing, when you represent your fabulous Christ, the son of your fabulous
First Man not as announced by a star, but as bound up in al the stars. For you say that he mingled with
the principles of darknessin his conflict with the race of darkness, that by capturing these principlesthe
world might be made out of the mixture. So that, by your profane fancies, Christ is not only mingled
with heaven and al the stars, but conjoined and compounded with the earth and all its productions, —
a Saviour no more, but needing to be saved by you, by your eating and disgorging Him.

This foolish custom of making your disciples bring you food, that your teeth and stomach may be the
means of relieving Christ, who isbound up in it, is a consequence of your profane fancies. You declare
that Christ is liberated in this way — not, however, entirely; for you hold that some tiny particles of
no value still remain in the excrement, to be mixed up and compounded again and again in various
material forms, and to be released and purified at any rate by the fire in which the world will be burned
up, if not before. Nay, even then, you say, Christ isnot entirely liberated; but some extreme particles of
His good and divine nature, which have been so defiled that they cannot be cleansed, are condemned to
stay for ever in the horrid mass of darkness. And these people pretend to be offended with our saying
that a star announced the birth of the Son of God, asif thiswere placing Hisbirth under the influence of
aconstellation; while they subject Him not to stars only, but to such polluting contact with al material
things, with the juices of all vegetables, and with the decay of al flesh, and with the decomposition of
al food, in which He is bound up, that the only way of releasing Him, at least one great means, is that
men, that is the Elect of the Manichasans, should succeed in digesting their dinner.

We, too, deny the influence of the stars upon the birth of any man; for we maintain that, by the just
law of God, the free-will of man, which chooses good or evil, is under no constraint of necessity. How
much less do we subject to any constellation the incarnation of the eternal Creator and Lord of all!
When Christ was born after the flesh, the star which the Magi saw had no power as governing, but
attended as a witness. Instead of assuming control over Him, it acknowledged Him by the homage it
did. Besides, this star was not one of those which from the beginning of the world continuein the course
ordained by the Creator. Along with the new birth from the Virgin appeared anew star, which served as
aguide to the Magi who were themselves seeking for Christ; for it went before them till they reached
the place where they found the Word of God in the form of a child. But what astrologer ever thought
of making a star leave its course, and come down to the child that is born, as they imagine, under it?
They think that the stars affect the birth, not that the birth changes the course of the stars; o, if the star



in the Gospel was one of those heavenly bodies, how could it determine Christ's action, when it was
compelled to change its own action at Christ's birth? But if, asis more likely, a star which did not exist
before appeared to point out Christ, it was the effect of Christ's birth, and not the cause of it. Christ was
not born because the star was there; but the star was there because Christ was born. If there was any
fate, it wasin the birth, and not in the star. The word fate is derived from aword which means to speak;
and since Christ isthe Word of God by which all things were spoken before they were, the conjunction
of starsis not the fate of Christ, but Christ isthe fate of the stars. The same will that made the heavens
took our earthly nature. The same power that ruled the stars laid down Hislife and took it again.



6\. Why, then, should the narrative of the birth not be the gospel, since it conveys such good news as
heals our malady? Is it because Matthew begins, not like Mark, with the words, " The beginning of the
gospel of Jesus Christ,” but, "The book of the generation of Jesus Christ?" In thisway, John, too, might
be said not to have written the gospel, for he has not the words, Beginning of the gospel, or Book of
the gospel, but, "In the beginning was the Word." Perhaps the clever word-maker Faustus will call the
introduction in John a_Verbidium_, as he called that in Matthew a_Genesidium_. The wonder is, that
you are so impudent as to give the name of gospel to your silly stories. What good news is there in
telling usthat, in the conflict against some strange hostile nation, God could protect His own kingdom
only by sending part of His own nature into the greedy jaws of the former, and to be so defiled, that
after al thosetoilsand torturesit cannot all be purged? I sthis bad news the gospel ? Every one who has
even aslender knowledge of Greek knows that gospel means good news. But whereisyour good news,
when your God himself is said to weep as under eclipse till the darkness and defilement are removed
from his members? And when he ceases to weep, it seems he becomes cruel. For what has that part
of him which is to be involved in the mass done to deserve this condemnation? This part must go on
weeping forever. But no; whoever examines this news will not weep because it is bad, but will laugh
because it is not true.

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Vol. IV).

Text sourced from New Advent (newadvent.org). Accessed September 2026.

Tranglation: NPNF1 vol. 4 trandation by Richard Stothert, 1872/1887; public domain. Author d. 430. — copyright pre-verified (author
pre-1900; PD English translation identified).
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Reply to Faustus, Book 111

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee thought he had caught the evangelists in the act: Matthew and Luke give Christ
different grandfathers, so he fled to Mark and John, who spare him the embarrassment of a genealogy
altogether. Augustine's reply in this third book is patient almost to the point of provocation. Yes, he
grants, anyone can see the two lists diverge — the learned Greeks saw it centuries ago and did not
panic — and he sets about explaining how Joseph can have two fathers without the gospel having two
Christs. Behind the exegetical puzzle stands the deeper Manichean scandal Faustus names at the end:
that the God of Christians should be born from awomb at all.

Faustus objectsto theincarnation of God on the ground that the evangelistsare at variance with
each other, and that incarnation is unsuitable to deity. Augustine attemptsto removethecritical
and theological difficulties.

1\. Faustus_said: Do | believe in the incarnation? For my part, thisis the very thing | long tried to
persuade myself of, that God was born; but the discrepancy in the genealogies of Luke and Matthew
stumbled me, as | knew not which to follow. For | thought it might happen that, from not being omni-
scient, | might takethetruefor false, and thefalsefor true. So, in despair of settling thisdispute, | betook
myself to Mark and John, two authorities still, and evangelists as much as the others. | approved with
good reason of the beginning of Mark and John, for they have nothing of David, or Mary, or Joseph.
John says, "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God,"
meaning Christ. Mark says, "The gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God," as if correcting Matthew,
who calls him the Son of David. Perhaps, however, the Jesus of Matthew is a different person from the
Jesus of Mark. Thisis my reason for not believing in the birth of Christ.

Remove this difficulty, if you can, by harmonizing the accounts, and | am ready to yield. In any case,
however, it is hardly consistent to believe that God, the God of Christians, was born from the womb.

2\. _Augustine_replied: Had you read the Gospel with care, and inquired into those places where you
found opposition, instead of rashly condemning them, you would have seen that the recognition of the
authority of the evangelists by so many learned men all over the world, in spite of this most obvious
discrepancy, proves that there is more in it than appears at first sight. Any one can see, as well asyou,
that the ancestors of Christ in Matthew and Luke are different; while Joseph appears in both, at the
end in Matthew and at the beginning in Luke. Joseph, it is plain, might be called the father of Christ,
on account of his being in a certain sense the husband of the mother of Christ; and so his name, as



the male representative, appears at the beginning or end of the genealogies. Any one can see as well
as you that Joseph has one father in Matthew and another in Luke, and so with the grandfather and
with all the rest up to David. Did all the able and learned men, not many Latin writers certainly, but
innumerable Greek, who have examined most attentively the sacred Scriptures, overlook this manifest
difference? Of course they saw it. No one can help seeing it. But with adue regard to the high authority
of Scripture, they believed that there was something here which would be given to those that ask, and
denied to those that snarl; would be found by those that seek, and taken away from those that criticise;
would be open to those that knock, and shut against those that contradict. They asked, sought, and
knocked; they received, found, and entered in.

3\. The whole question is how Joseph had two fathers. Supposing this possible, both geneal ogies may
be correct. With two fathers, why not two grandfathers, and two great-grandfathers, and so on, up to
David, who was the father both of Solomon, who is mentioned in Matthew's list, and of Nathan, who
occurs in Luke? This is the difficulty with many people who think it impossible that two men should
have one and the same son, forgetting the very obvious fact that a man may be called the son of the
person who adopted him as well as of the person who begot him.

Adoption, we know, was familiar to the ancients; for even women adopted the children of other women,
as Sarah adopted Ishmael, and Leah her handmaid's son, and Pharaoh's daughter Moses. Jacob, too,
adopted his grandsons, the children of Joseph. Moreover, the word adoption is of great importance in
the system of our faith, as is seen from the apostolic writings. For the Apostle Paul, speaking of the
advantages of the Jews, says. "Whose are the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the giving
of the law; whose are the fathers, and of whom, according to the flesh, Christ came, who is over all,
God blessed forever." Romans 9:4-5 And again: "We ourselves also groan within ourselves, waiting
for the adoption of the sons of God, even the redemption of the body." Romans 8:23 Again, elsewhere:
"But in the fullness of time, God sent His Son, made of a woman, made under the law, that we might
receive the adoption of sons." Galatians 4:4-5 These passages show clearly that adoption isasignificant
symbol. God has an only Son, whom He begot from His own substance, of whom it issaid, "Beingin
the form of God, He thought it not robbery to be equal to God." Philippians 2:6 Us He begot not of
His own substance, for we belong to the creation which is not begotten, but made; but that He might
make us the brothers of Christ, He adopted us. That act, then, by which God, when we were not born
of Him, but created and formed, begot us by Hisword and grace, is called adoption. So John says, "He
gave them power to become the sons of God." John 1:12

Since, therefore; the practice of adoption is common among our fathers, and in Scripture, is there not
irrational profanity in the hasty condemnation of the evangelists as fal se because the genealogies are
different, asif both could not be true, instead of considering calmly the simple fact that frequently in
human life one man may have two fathers, one of whose flesh he is born, and another of whose will he
is afterwards made a son by adoption? If the second is not rightly called father, neither are we right in
saying, "Our Father which art in heaven," to Him of whose substance we were not born, but of whose
grace and most merciful will we were adopted, according to apostolic doctrine, and truth most sure.
For oneisto us God, and Lord, and Father: God, for by Him we are created, though of human parents;
Lord, for we are His subjects; Father, for by His adoption we are born again. Careful students of sacred



Scripture easily saw, from alittle consideration, how, in the different geneal ogies of the two evangelists,
Joseph had two fathers, and consequently two lists of ancestors. You might have seen this too, if you
had not been blinded by the love of contradiction. Other things far beyond your understanding have
been discovered in the careful investigation of all parts of these narratives. The familiar occurrence of
one man begetting a son and another adopting him, so that one man hastwo fathers, you might, in spite
of Manichaaan error, have thought of as an explanation, if you had not been reading in a hostile spirit.

4\. But why Matthew beginswith Abraham and descends to Joseph, while L uke beginswith Joseph and
ascends, not to Abraham, but to God, who made man, and, by giving acommandment, gave him power
to become, by believing, ason of God; and why Matthew records the generations at the commencement
of his book, Luke after the baptism of the Saviour by John; and what is the meaning of the number
of the generations in Matthew, who divides them into three sections of fourteen each, though in the
whole sum there appears to be one wanting; while in Luke the number of generations recorded after
the baptism amount to seventy-seven, which number the Lord Himself enjoins in connection with the
forgiveness of sins, saying, "Not only seven times, but seventy-seven times;"— these things you will
never understand, unless either you are taught by some Catholic of superior stamp, who has studied the
sacred Scriptures, and has made all the progress possible, or you yourselves turn from your error, and
in aChristian spirit ask that you may receive, seek that you may find, and knock that it may be opened
to you.

5\. Since, then, this double fatherhood of nature and adoption removes the difficulty arising from the
discrepancy of the geneal ogies, thereis no occasion for Faustus to |eave the two evangelists and betake
himself to the other two, which would be a greater affront to those he betook himself to than to those
he left. For the sacred writers do not desire to be favored at the expense of their brethren. For their
joy isin union, and they are one in Christ; and if one says one thing, and another another, or one in
one way and another in another, still they all speak truth, and in no way contradict one another; only
let the reader be reverent and humble, not in an heretical spirit seeking occasion for strife, but with
a believing heart desiring edification. Now, in this opinion that the evangelists give the ancestors of
different fathers, asit is quite possible for a man to have two fathers, there is nothing inconsistent with
truth. So the evangelists are harmonized, and you, by Faustus's promise are bound to yield at once.

6\. You may perhaps be troubled by that additional remark which he makes. "In any case, however, it
is hardly consistent to believe that God, the God of Christians, was born from the womb." As if we
believed that the divine nature came from the womb of awoman. Have | not just quoted the testimony
of the apostle, speaking of the Jews: "Whose are the fathers, and of whom, according to the flesh,
Christ came, who is God over all, blessed for ever?' Christ, therefore, our Lord and Saviour, true Son
of God in His divinity, and true son of man according to the flesh, not as He is God over al was born
of awoman, but in that feeble nature which He took of us, that in it He might die for us, and heal it
in us. not as in the form of God, in which He thought it not robbery to be equal to God, was He born
of awoman, but in the form of a servant, in taking which He emptied Himself. He is therefore said to
have emptied Himself because He took the form of a servant, not because He lost the form of God. For
in the unchangeabl e possession of that nature by which in the form of God He is equal to the Father,
He took our changeable nature, by which He might be born of avirgin. You, while you protest against



putting the flesh of Christ in a virgin's womb, place the very divinity of God in the womb not only of
human beings, but of dogs and swine. You refuse to believe that the flesh of Christ was conceived in
the Virgin's womb, in which God was not found nor even changed; while you assert that in all men
and beasts, in the seed of male and in the womb of female, in all conceptions on land or in water, an
actual part of God and the divine nature is continually bound, and shut up, and contaminated, never to
be wholly set free.

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Vol. 1V).

Text sourced from New Advent (newadvent.org). Accessed September 2026.
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Reply to Faustus, Book 1V

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

"If it bequeaths anything to me, | believeit; if not, | regject it" — so Faustus the M anichee opens, dismiss-
ing the Old Testament as awill that disinherits Gentiles and promises only Canaan, swine-abstinence,
and Sabbaths no Christian keeps. Augustine concedes the point about temporal promises and then turns
it: the patriarchs themselves, he says, were not taken up with earthly things but longed past their own
inheritance, understanding by the Spirit that their sayings and doings were types of what was to come.
Paul's "these things happened to them for an example" does the load-bearing work. Book 1V is short,
and the argument is unusually bare — two men, two readings of the same scroll.

Faustus'sreasonsfor rejecting the Old Testament, and Augustine's animadver sions ther eon.

1\. Faustus said: Do | believe the Old Testament? If it bequeaths anything to me, | believeit; if not,
| reject it. It would be an excess of forwardness to take the documents of others which pronounce
me disinherited. Remember that the promise of Canaan in the Old Testament is made to Jews, that
IS, to the circumcised, who offer sacrifice, and abstain from swine's flesh, and from the other animals
which Moses pronounces unclean, and observe Sabbaths, and the feast of unleavened bread, and other
things of the same kind which the author of the Testament enjoined. Christians have not adopted these
observances, and no one keeps them; so that if we will not take the inheritance, we should surrender
the documents. Thisis my first reason for rejecting the Old Testament, unless you teach me better. My
second reason is, that this inheritance is such a poor fleshly thing, without any spiritual blessings, that
after the New Testament, and its glorious promise of the kingdom of heaven and eternal life, | think it
not worth the taking.

2\. _Augustine_replied: No one doubts that promises of temporal things are contained in the Old Tes-
tament, for which reason it is called the Old Testament; or that the kingdom of heaven and the promise
of eternal life belong to the New Testament. But that in these temporal things were figures of future
things which should be fulfilled in us upon whom the ends of the ages have come, is not my fancy,
but the judgment of the apostle, when he says of such things, "These things were our examples;" and
again, "These things happened to them for an example, and they are written for us on whom the ends
of the ages have come." 1 Corinthians 10:6, 11 We receive the Old Testament, therefore, not in order
to obtain the fulfillment of these promises, but to see in them predictions of the New Testament; for the
Old bears witnessto the New. Whence the Lord, after He rose from the dead, and allowed His disciples
not only to see but to handle Him, still, lest they should doubt their mortal and fleshly senses, gave them



further confirmation from the testimony of the ancient books, saying, "It was necessary that all things
should be fulfilled which were written in the law of Moses, and in the Prophets and Psalms, concerning
me." Luke 24:44 Our hope, therefore, rests not on the promise of temporal things. Nor do we believe
that the holy and spiritual men of these times — the patriarchs and prophets— were taken up with
earthly things. For they understood, by the revelation of the Spirit of God, what was suitable for that
time, and how God appointed all these sayings and actions as types and predictions of the future. Their
great desire was for the New Testament; but they had a persona duty to perform in those predictions,
by which the new things of the future were foretold. So the life as well as the tongue of these men
was prophetic. The carnal people, indeed, thought only of present blessings, though even in connection
with the people there were prophecies of the future.

These things you do not understand, because, asthe prophet said, "Unlessyou believe, you shall not un-
derstand.” Isaiah 7:9 For you are not instructed in the kingdom of heaven — that is, in the true Catholic
Churchof Christ. If youwere, youwould bring forth from the treasure of the sacred Scripturesthingsold
aswell as new. For the Lord Himself says, "Therefore every scribe instructed in the kingdom of heaven
is like an householder who brings forth from his treasure things new and old." Matthew 13:52 And so,
while you professto receive only the new promises of God, you have retained the oldness of the flesh,
adding only the novelty of error; of which novelty the apostle says, " Shun profane novelties of words,
for they increase unto more ungodliness, and their speech eats like a cancer. Of whom is Hymenaaus
and Philetus, who concerning the faith have erred, saying that the resurrection is past already, and have
overthrown the faith of some." 2 Timothy 2:16-18 Here you see the source of your false doctrine, in
teaching that the resurrection is only of souls by the preaching of the truth, and that there will be no
resurrection of the body. But how can you understand spiritual things of the inner man, who is renewed
in the knowledge of God, when in the oldness of the flesh, if you do not possess temporal things, you
concoct fanciful notions about them in those images of carnal things of which the whole of your false
doctrine consists? You boast of despising as worthless the land of Canaan, which was an actual thing,
and actually given to the Jews; and yet you tell of aland of light cut asunder on one side, as by anarrow
wedge, by the land of the race of darkness— athing which does not exist, and which you believe from
the delusion of your minds; so that your life is not supported by having it, and your mind iswasted in
desiring it.

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Vol. IV).
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Reply to Faustus, Book V

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

"I have left my father, mother, wife, and children," Faustus protests; "I carry no purse, | take no thought
for tomorrow — and you ask if | believe the Gospel?" Augustine lets the Manichaean bishop make
his case at length before turning it over: obedience to the precepts, yes, but joined to what Faustus
rejects — the incarnation, the genealogies, the God who was born. Book V is the hinge where the
debate shifts from proof-texts to the shape of Christian lifeitself, with Augustine pressing the Catholic
ascetics against the Manichaean Elect on their own chosen ground. He had once sat among those Elect
for nine years.

Faustus claimsthat the Manichaeans and not the Catholics are consistent believersin the Gospel,
and seeksto establish thisclaim by comparing M anichaean and Catholic obediencetothe precepts
of the Gospel. Augustine exposes the hypocrisy of the M anichaeans and praises the asceticism of
Cathalics.

1\. Faustus_said: Do | believe the gospel ?You ask meif | believeit, though my obedience to its com-
mands shows that | do. | should rather ask you if you believe it, since you give no proof of your belief.
| have left my father, mother, wife, and children, and al else that the gospel requires; Matthew 19:29
and do you ask if | believe the gospel ? Perhaps you do not know what is called the gospel. The gospel
is nothing else than the preaching and the precept of Christ. | have parted with all gold and silver,
and have left off carrying money in my purse; content with daily food; without anxiety for tomorrow;
and without solicitude about how | shall be fed, or where-withal | shall be clothed: and do you ask
if 1 believe the gospel? You see in me the blessings of the gospel; Matthew 5:3-11 and do you ask
if 1 believe the gospel? You see me poor, meek, a peacemaker, pure in heart, mourning, hungering,
thirsting, bearing persecutions and enmity for righteousness sake; and do you doubt my belief in the
gospel ? One can understand now how John the Baptist, after seeing Jesus, and also hearing of His
works, yet asked whether He was Christ. Jesus properly and justly did not deign to reply that He was;
but reminded him of the works of which he had already heard: "The blind see, the deaf hear, the dead are
raised.” Matthew 11:2-6 In the sameway, | might very well reply to your question whether | believethe
gospel, by saying, | have left all, father, mother, wife, children, gold, silver, eating, drinking, luxuries,
pleasures; take this as a sufficient answer to your questions, and believe that you will be blessed if you
are not offended in me.



2\. But, according to you, to believe the gospel is not only to obey its commands, but also to believe
in al that iswritten in it; and, first of all, that God was born. But neither is believing the gospel only
to believe that Jesus was born, but also to do what He commands. So, if you say that | do not believe
the gospel because | disbelieve the incarnation, much more do you not believe because you disregard
the commandments. At any rate, we are on a par till these questions are settled. If your disregard of
the precepts does not prevent you from professing faith in the gospel, why should my rejection of the
genealogy prevent me? And if, as you say, to believe the gospel includes both faith in the geneal ogies
and obedience to the precepts, why do you condemn me, since we both are imperfect? What one wants
the other has. But if, as there can be no doubt, belief in the gospel consists solely in obedience to
the commands of God, your sin is twofold. As the proverb says, the deserter accuses the soldier. But
suppose, since you will haveit so, that there are these two parts of perfect faith, one consisting in word,
or the confession that Christ was born, the other in deed or the observance of the precepts; it is plain
that my part is hard and painful, yours light and easy. It is natural that the multitude should flock to
you and away from me, for they know not that the kingdom of God is not in word, but in power. Why,
then, do you blame me for taking the harder part, and leaving to you, as to a weak brother, the easy
part? You have the idea that your part of faith, or confessing that Christ was born, has more power to
save the soul than the other parts.

3\. Let us then ask Christ Himself, and learn from His own mouth, what is the chief means of our
salvation. Who shall enter, O Chrigt, into Your kingdom? He that does the will of my Father in heav-
en, Matthew 7:21 is His reply; not, "He that confesses that | was born." And again, He says to His
disciples, "Go, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all things which | have commanded you." Matthew 28:19-20
It is not, "teaching them that | was born," but, "to observe my commandments." Again, "You are my
friends if you do what | command you;" John 15:14 not, "if you believe that | was born." Again, "If
you keep my commandments, you shall abide in my love," John 15:10 and in many other places. Also
in the sermon on the mount, when He taught, "Blessed are the poor, blessed are the meek, blessed
are the peacemakers, blessed are the pure in heart, blessed are they that mourn, blessed are they that
hunger, blessed are they that are persecuted for righteousness sake," Matthew 5:3-10 He nowhere says,
"Blessed are they that confessthat | was born.” And in the separation of the sheep from the goatsin the
judgment, He says that He will say to them on the right hand, "1 was hungry, and you gave me meat; |
was thirsty, and you gave me drink,” Matthew 25:35 and so on; therefore "inherit the kingdom." Not,
"Because ye believe that | was born, inherit the kingdom." Again, to the rich man seeking for eternal
life, He says, "Go, sl all that you have, and follow me;" Matthew 19:21 not, "Believe that | was born,
that you may have eternal life." You see, the kingdom, life, happiness, are everywhere promised to the
part | have chosen of what you call the two parts of faith, and nowhere to your part. Show, if you can,
aplace where it is written that whoever confesses that Christ was born of awoman is blessed, or shall
inherit the kingdom, or have eterna life. Even supposing, then, that there are two parts of faith, your
part has no blessing. But what if we prove that your part isnot a part of faith at all? It will follow that
you arefoolish, which indeed will be proved beyond adoubt. At present, it isenough to have shown that
our part is crowned with the beatitudes. Besides, we have also a beatitude for a confession in words:
for we confess that Jesus Christ is the Son of the living God; and Jesus declares with His own lips that



this confession has a benediction, when He says to Peter, "Blessed are you, Simon Barjona; for flesh
and blood has not revealed this unto you, but my Father whichisin heaven." Matthew 16:7 So that we
have not one, but both these parts of faith, and in both alike are we pronounced blessed by Christ; for
in one we reduce faith to practice, while in the other our confession is unmixed with blasphemy.

4\. _Augustine_replied: | have already said that the Lord Jesus Christ repeatedly calls Himself the Son
of man, and that the Manichaeans have contrived a silly story about some fabulous First Man, who
figures in their impious heresy, not earthly, but combined with spurious elements, in opposition to
the apostle, who says, "The first man is of the earth, earthy;" 1 Corinthians 15:47 and that the apostle
carefully warns us, "If any one preaches to you differently from what we have preached, let him be
accursed." Galatians 1:8-9 So that we must believe Christ to be the Son of man according to apostolic
truth, not according to Manichaaan error. And since the evangelists assert that Christ was born of a
woman, of the seed of David, and Paul writing to Timothy says, "Remember that Jesus Christ, of the
seed of David, was raised from the dead, according to my gospel,” 2 Timothy 2:8 it is clear what sense
we must believe Christ to be the Son of man; for being the Son of God by whom we were made, He
also by Hisincarnation became the Son of man, that He might die for our sins, and rise again for our
justification. Romans 4.:25 Accordingly He calls Himself both Son of God and Son of man. To take only
one instance out of many, in the Gospel of John it iswritten, "Verily, verily, | say unto you, The hour
comes, and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God; and they that hear shall live.
For as the Father haslife in Himself, so He has given to the Son to have life in Himself; and has given
Him power to execute judgment also, because He is the Son of man." John 5:25-27 He says, "They
shall hear the voice of the Son of God;" and He says, "because He is the Son of man." As the Son of
man, He has received power to execute judgment, because He will come to judgment in human form,
that He may be seen by the good and the wicked. In thisform He ascended into heaven, and that voice
was heard by Hisdisciples, "He shall so come as you have seen Him go into heaven." Acts 1:14 Asthe
Son of God, as God equal to and one with the Father, He will not be seen by the wicked; for "blessed
arethe purein heart, for they shall see God." Since, then, He promises eternal life to those that believe
in Him, and sinceto believein Himisto believein the true Christ, such as He declares Himself and His
apostles declare Him to be, true Son of God and true Son of man; you, Manichaeans, who believein a
false and spurious son of afalse and spurious man, and teach that God Himself, from fear of the assault
of the hostile race, gave up His own membersto be tortured, and after al not to be wholly liberated, are
plainly far from that eternal life which Christ promises to those who believein Him. It istrue, He said
to Peter when he confessed Him to be the Son of God, "Blessed are you, Simon Barjona." But does He
promise nothing to those who believe Him to be the Son of man, when the Son of God and the Son of
man are the same? Besides, eternal life is expressly promised to those who believe in the Son of man.
"AsMoses," He says, "lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of man be lifted up, that
whosoever believes in Him should not perish, but have eternal life." John 3:14-15 What more do you
wish? Believe then in the Son of man, that you may have eternal life; for He is aso the Son of God,
who can give eterna life: for Heis"the true God and eternal life," as the same John saysin his epistle.
John also adds, that he is antichrist who denies that Christ has comein the flesh.



5\. Thereis no need, then that you should extol so much the perfection of Christ's commands, because
you obey the precepts of the gospel. For the precepts, supposing you really to fulfill them, would not
profit you without true faith. Do you not know that the apostle says, "If | distribute all my goods to the
poor, and give my body to be burned, and have not charity, it profits me nothing?' 1 Corinthians 13:3
Why do you boast of having Christian poverty, when you are destitute of Christian charity? Robbers
have akind of charity to one another, arising from amutual consciousness of guilt and crime; but this
is not the charity commended by the apostle. In another passage he distinguishes true charity from all
base and vicious affections, by saying, "Now the end of the commandment is charity out of apure heart,
and a good conscience, and faith unfeigned.” 1 Timothy 1:5 How then can you have true charity from
afictitious faith? You persist in afaith corrupted by falsehood: for your First Man, according to you,
used deceit in the conflict by changing hisform, while his enemies remained in their own nature; and,
besides, you maintain that Christ, who says, "l am the truth," feigned Hisincarnation, His death on the
cross, the wounds of His passion, the marks shown after His resurrection. If you speak the truth, and
your Christ speaksfalsehood, you must be better than he. But if you really follow your own Christ, your
truthfulness may be doubted, and your obedience to the precepts you speak of may be only a pretence.
Isit true, as Faustus says, that you have no money in your purses? He means, probably, that your money
is in boxes and bags,; nor would we blame you for this, if you did not profess one thing and practise
another. Constantius, who is still alive, and is now our brother in Catholic Christianity, once gathered
many of your sect into his house at Rome, to keep these precepts of Manichaaus, which you think so
much of, though they are very silly and childish. The precepts proved too much for your weakness, and
the gathering was entirely broken up. Those who persevered separated from your communion, and are
called Mattarians, because they sleep on mats — avery different bed from the feathers of Faustus and
his goatskin coverlets, and all the grandeur that made him despise not only the Mattarians, but also the
house of his poor father in Mileum. Away, then, with this accursed hypocrisy from your writing, if not
from your conduct; or else your language will conflict with your life by your deceitful words, as your
First Man with the race of darkness by his deceitful elements.

6\. | am, however, addressing not merely men who fail to do what they are commanded, but the mem-
bers of a deluded sect. For the precepts of Manichaaus are such that, if you do not keep them, you
are deceivers; if you do keep them, you are deceived. Christ never taught you that you should not
pluck avegetable for fear of committing homicide; for when His disciples were hungry when passing
through a field of grain, He did not forbid them to pluck the ears on the Sabbath day; which was a
rebuke to the Jews of the time since the action was on Sabbath; and a rebuke in the action itself to the
future Manichaeans. The precept of Manichaaus, however, only requires you to do nothing while others
commit homicide for you; though thereal homicideisthat of ruining miserable souls by such doctrines
of devils.

7\. Thelanguage of Faustus hasthetyphusof heresy init, andisthelanguage of overweening arrogance.
"You seein me" he says, "the beatitudes of the gospel; and do you ask if | believe the gospel ? You see
me poor, meek, a peacemaker, pure in heart, mourning, hungering, thirsting, bearing persecution and
enmity for righteousness' sake; and do you doubt my belief in the gospel ?' If to justify oneself wereto
be just, Faustus would have flown to heaven while uttering these words. | say nothing of the luxurious



habits of Faustus, known to all the followers of the Manichaaans, and especially to those at Rome. |
shall suppose a Manichaaan such as Constantius sought for, when he enforced the observance of these
precepts with the sincere desire to see them observed. How can | see him to be poor in spirit, when he
is so proud as to believe that his own soul is God, and is not ashamed to speak of God as in bondage?
How can | see him meek, when he affronts all the authority of the evangelists rather than believe? How
a peacemaker, when he holds that the divine nature itself by which God is whatever is, and is the only
true existence, could not remain in lasting peace? How pure in heart, when his heart is filled with so
many impious notions? How mourning, unlessit isfor his God captive and bound till he be freed and
escape, with the loss, however, of a part which is to be united by the Father to the mass of darkness,
and is not to be mourned for? How hungering and thirsting for righteousness, which Faustus omitsin
his writings lest, no doubt, he should be thought destitute of righteousness? But how can they hunger
and thirst after righteousness, whose perfect righteousness will consist in exulting over their brethren
condemned to darkness, not for any fault of their own, but for being irremediably contaminated by the
pollution against which they were sent by the Father to contend?

8\. How do you suffer persecution and enmity for righteousness' sake, when, according to you, it is
righteous to preach and teach these impieties? The wonder is, that the gentleness of Christian times
allows such perverse iniquity to pass wholly or amost unpunished. And yet, as if we were blind or
silly, you tell usthat your suffering reproach and persecution is agreat proof of your righteousness. If
people are just according to the amount of their suffering, atrocious criminals of all kinds suffer much
more than you. But, at any rate, if we are to grant that suffering endured on account of any sort of
profession of Christianity proves the sufferer to be in possession of true faith and righteousness, you
must admit that any case of greater suffering that we can show proves the possession of truer faith and
greater righteousness. Of such cases you know many among our martyrs, and chiefly Cyprian himself,
whose writings also bear witness to his belief that Christ was born of the Virgin Mary. For this faith,
which you abhor, he suffered and died along with many Christian believers of that day, who suffered
as much, or more. Faustus, when shown to be a Manichasan by evidence, or by his own confession,
on the intercession of the Christians themselves, who brought him before the proconsul, was, along
with some others, only banished to an island, which can hardly be called a punishment at all, for it
is what God's servants do of their own accord every day when they wish to retire from the tumult of
the world. Besides, earthly sovereigns often by a public decree give release from this banishment as
an act of mercy. And in thisway all were afterwards released at once. Confess, then, that they were in
possession of atruer faith and a more righteous life, who were accounted worthy to suffer for it much
more than you ever suffered. Or else, cease boasting of the abhorrence which many feel for you, and
learn to distinguish between suffering for blasphemy and suffering for righteousness. What it is you
suffer for, your own books will show in away that deserves your most particular attention.

9\. Those evangelical preceptsof peculiar sublimity which you make peoplewho know no better believe
that you obey, arereally obeyed by multitudesin our communion. Are there not among us many of both
sexes who have entirely refrained from sexual intercourse, and many formerly married who practise
continence? Are there not many others who give largely of their property, or give it up atogether, and
many who keep the body in subjection by fasts, either frequent or daily, or protracted beyond belief?



Then there are fraternities whose members have no property of their own, but al things common,
including only things necessary for food and clothing, living with one soul and one heart towards God,
inflamed with a common feeling of charity. In all such professions many turn out to be deceivers and
reprobates, while many who are so are never discovered; many, too, who at first walk well, fall away
rapidly from willfulness. Many are found in times of trial to have adopted this kind of life with another
intention than they professed; and again, many in humility and steadfastness persevere in their course
to the end, and are saved. There are apparent diversities in these societies; but one charity unites all
who, from some necessity, in obedience to the apostl€'sinjunction, have their wives asif they had them
not, and buy asif they bought not, and use thisworld asif they used it not. With these are joined, in the
abundant riches of God's mercy, theinferior class of thoseto whom it issaid, "Defraud not one another,
except it be with consent for atime, that you may give yourselves to prayer; and come together again,
that Satan tempt you not for your incontinency. But | speak this by permission, and not of command-
ment." 1 Corinthians 7:5-6 To such the same apostle also says, "Now therefore there is utterly a fault
among you, that you go to law one with another;" while, in consideration of their infirmity, he adds,
"If you have judgments of things pertaining to thislife, set them to judge who are least esteemed in the
Church." 1 Corinthians 6:7, 4 For in the kingdom of heaven there are not only those who, that they may
be perfect, sell or leave al they have and follow the Lord; but others in the partnership of charity are
joined like amercenary force to the Christian army, to whom it will be said at last, "1 was hungry, and
you gave me meat,” and so on. Otherwise, there would be no salvation for those to whom the apostle
gives so many anxious and particular directions about their families, telling the wives to be obedient to
their husbands, and husbands to love their wives; children to obey their parents, and parents to bring
up their children in the instruction and admonition of the Lord; servantsto obey with fear their masters
according to the flesh, and masters to render to their servants what is just and equal. The apostle is far
from condemning such people as regardless of gospel precepts, or unworthy of eterna life. For where
the Lord exhortsthe strong to attain perfection, saying, "1f any man take not up hiscrossand follow me,
he cannot be my disciple," He immediately adds, for the consolation of the weak, "Whoever receives
ajust man in the name of ajust man shall receive ajust man's reward; and whoever receives a prophet
in the name of a prophet, shall receive a prophet's reward.” So that not only he who gives Timothy a
little wine for his stomach's sake, and his frequent infirmities, but he who gives to a strong man a cup
of cold water only in the name of a disciple, shall not lose his reward. Matthew 10:38-42



10\. If it istrue that a man cannot receive the gospel without giving up everything, why do you delude
your followers, by alowing them to keep in your service their wives, and children, and households,
and houses, and fields? Indeed, you may well alow them to disregard the precepts of the gospel: for all
you promise them is not a resurrection, but a change to another mortal existence, in which they shall
live the silly, childish, impious life of those you call the Elect, the life you live yourself, and are so
much praised for; or if they possess greater merit, they shall enter into melons or cucumbers, or some
eatables which you will masticate, that they may be quickly purified by your digestion. Least of all
should you who teach such doctrines profess any regard for the gospel. For if the faith of the gospel
had any connection with such nonsense, the Lord should have said, not, "I was hungry, and you gave
me meat;" but, "You were hungry, and you ate me,” or, "l was hungry, and | ate you." For, by your
absurdities, a man will not be received into the kingdom of God for the service of giving food to the
saints, but, because he has eaten them and belched them out, or has himself been eaten and belched
into heaven. Instead of saying, "L ord, when saw weYou hungry, and fed You?' the righteous must say,
"When saw we You hungry, and were eaten by You?' And He must answer, not, "When ye gave food to
one of the least of these my brethren, you gave to me;" but, "When you were eaten by one of the least
of these my brethren, you were eaten by me."

11\. Believing and teaching such monstrosities, and living accordingly, you yet have the boldness to
say that you obey the precepts of the gospel, and to decry the Catholic Church, which includes many
weak as well as strong, both of whom the Lord blesses, because both according to their measure obey
the precepts of the gospel and hope in its promises. The blindness of hostility makes you see only the
taresin our harvest: for you might easily seewheat too, if you werewilling that there should be any. But
among you, those who are pretended Manichasans are wicked, and those who are really Manichaeans
are silly. For where the faith itself is false, he who hypocritically professesit acts deceitfully, while he
who truly believesis deceived. Such afaith cannot produce a good life, for every man'slifeis good or
bad according as his heart is engaged. If your affections were set upon spiritual and intellectual good,
instead of material forms, you would not pay homage to the material sun as a divine substance, and as
the light of wisdom, which every one knows you do, though | now only mention it in passing.

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Val. IV).
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Reply to Faustus, Book VI

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus presses a sharp taunt: you Catholics no more circumcise, keep Sabbath, or shun pork than we
Manichaeans do, so at least grant that your reverence for the old law is a polite fiction. Augustine's
reply turns on a distinction he thinks Faustus has simply missed — between moral precepts that bind
always and symbolic ones that shadowed what has now come. Small asit looks, this move underwrites
the whole Christian habit of holding the Hebrew scriptures as authoritative while not observing their
ceremonies, and Book VI is where Augustine sets it down most cleanly against a hostile interlocutor.
Faustus, for his part, is allowed to sound genuinely witty, which sharpens the exchange considerably.

Faustus avows his disbelief in the Old Testament and his disregard of its precepts, and accuses
Catholicsof inconsistency in neglectingitsor dinances, whileclaimingtoaccept it asauthoritative.
Augustine explains the Catholic view of therelation of the Old Testament to the New.

1\. Faustus_said: You ask if | believe the Old Testament. Of course not, for | do not keep its precepts.
Neither, | imagine, do you. | reject circumcision as disgusting; and if | mistake not, so do you. | reject
the observance of Sabbaths as superfluous. | suppose you do the same. | reject sacrifice as idolatry,
as doubtless you also do. Swine's flesh is not the only flesh | abstain from; nor is it the only flesh
you eat. | think all flesh unclean: you think none unclean. Both alike, in these opinions, throw over
the Old Testament. We both look upon the weeks of unleavened bread and the feast of tabernacles
as unnecessary and useless. Not to patch linen garments with purple; to count it adultery to make a
garment of linen and wool; to call it sacrilege to yoke together an ox and an ass when necessary; not
to appoint as priest a bald man, or a man with red hair, or any similar peculiarity, as being unclean in
the sight of God, are things which we both despise and laugh at, and rank as of neither first nor second
importance; and yet they are all precepts and judgments of the Old Testament. You cannot blame me
for rgjecting the Old Testament; for whether it is right or wrong to do so, you do it asmuch as|. As
for the difference between your faith and mine, it isthis, that while you choose to act deceitfully, and
meanly to praisein wordswhat in your heart you hate, |, not having learned the art of deception, frankly
declare that | hate both these abominable precepts and their authors.

2\. _Augustine_replied: How and for what purpose the Old Testament is received by the heirs of the
New Testament has been already explained. But asthe remarks of Faustus were then about the promises
of the Old Testament, and now he speaks of the precepts, | reply that he displaysignorance of the differ-
ence between moral and symbolic precepts. For example, "You shall not covet” isamoral precept; "You



shall circumcise every male on the eighth day" isasymbolic precept. From not making this distinction,
the Manichaaans, and all who find fault with the writings of the Old Testament, not seeing that whatever
observance God appointed for the former dispensation was a shadow of future things, because these
observances are now discontinued, condemn them, though no doubt what is unsuitable now was per-
fectly suitable then as prefiguring the things now revealed. In thisthey contradict the apostle who says,
"All these things happened to them for an example, and they were written for our learning, on whom
the end of the world has come.” 1 Corinthians 10:6 The apostle here explains why these writings are to
be received, and why it isno longer necessary to continue the symbolic observances. For when he says,
"They were written for our learning,” he clearly shows that we should be very diligent in reading and
in discovering the meaning of the Old Testament Scriptures, and that we should have great veneration
for them, since it was for us that they were written. Again, when he says, "They are our examples,”
and "these things happened to them for an example," he shows that, now that the things themselves
are clearly revealed, the observance of the actions by which these things were prefigured is no longer
binding. So he says el sewhere, "L et no man judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an holy day,
or of the new moon or of the sabbath-days, which are a shadow of thingsto come." Colossians 2:16-17
Here also, when he says, "L et no one judge you" in these things, he shows that we are no longer bound
to observe them. And when he says, "which are a shadow of things to come," he explains how these
observances were binding at the time when the things fully disclosed to us were symbolized by these
shadows of future things.

3\. Assuredly, if the Manichasans were justified by the resurrection of the Lord, — the day of whose
resurrection, the third after His passion, was the eighth day, coming after the Sabbath, that is, after the
seventh day — their carnal minds would be delivered from the darkness of earthly passionswhich rests
on them; and rejoicing in the circumcision of the heart, they would not ridicule it as prefigured in the
Old Testament by circumcision in the flesh, although they should not enforce this observance under
the New Testament. But, as the apostle says, "To the pure all things are pure. But to the impure and
unbelieving nothing is pure, but both their mind and conscience aredefiled.” Titus 1:15 So these people,
who are so pure in their own eyes, that they regard, or pretend to regard, as impure these members of
their bodies, are so defiled with unbelief and error, that, while they abhor the circumcision of the flesh
— which the apostle calls a seal of the righteousness of faith — they believe that the divine members
of their God are subjected to restraint and contamination in these very carnal members of theirs. For
they say that flesh isunclean; and it follows that God, in the part which isdetained by the flesh, ismade
unclean: for they declare that He must be cleansed, and that till thisis done, as far asit can be done,
He undergoes all the passions to which flesh is subject, not only in suffering pain and distress, but also
in sensual gratification. For it is for His sake, they say, that they abstain from sexual intercourse, that
He may not be bound more closely in the bondage of the flesh, nor suffer more defilement. The apostle
says, "Tothe pure all thingsare pure.” And if thisistrue of men, who may beled into evil by aperverse
will, how much more must all things be pure to God, who remainsfor ever immutable and immacul ate!
In those books which you defile with your violent reproaches, it is said of the divine wisdom, that "no
defiled thing fallsinto it, and it goes everywhere by reason of its pureness." Wisdom 7:24-25 It is mere
prurient absurdity to find fault with the sign of human regeneration appointed by that God, to whom
all things are pure, to be put on the organ of human generation, while you hold that your God, to whom



nothing is pure, isin a part of his nature subjected to taint and corruption by the vicious actions in
which impure men employ the members of their body. For if you think there is pollution in conjugal
intercourse, what must there be in al the practices of the licentious? If you ask, then, as you often do,
whether God could not find some other way of sealing the righteousness of faith, the answer is, Why
not thisway, since all things are pure to the pure, much more to God? And we have the authority of the
apostle for saying that circumcision was the seal of the righteousness of the faith of Abraham. Asfor
you, you must try not to blush when you are asked whether your God had nothing better to do than to
entangle part of his nature with these members that you revile so much. These are delicate subjects to
speak of, on account of the penal corruption attending the propagation of man. They are things which
call into exercise the modesty of the chaste, the passions of the impure, and the justice of God.



4\. The rest of the Sabbath we consider no longer binding as an observance, now that the hope of our
eternal rest has been revealed. But it is a very useful thing to read of, and to reflect on. In prophetic
times, when things now manifested were prefigured and predicted by actionsaswell aswords, thissign
of which we read was a presage of the reality which we possess. But | wish to know why you observe a
sort of partial rest. The Jews, on their Sabbath, which they still keep in a carnal manner, neither gather
any fruit inthefield, nor dressand cook it at home. But you, inyour rest, wait till one of your followers
takes his knife or hook to the garden, to get food for you by murdering the vegetables, and brings
back, strange to say, living corpses. For if cutting plants is not murder, why are you afraid to do it?
And yet, if the plants are murdered, what becomes of the life which is to obtain release and restoration
from your mastication and digestion? Well, you take the living vegetables, and certainly you ought, if
it could be done to swallow them whole; so that after the one wound your follower has been guilty of
inflicting in pulling them, of which you will no doubt consent to absolve him, they may reach without
loss or injury your private laboratory, where your God may be healed of hiswound. Instead of this, you
not only tear them with your teeth, but, if it pleases your taste, mince them, inflicting a multitude of
wounds in the most criminal manner. Plainly it would be a most advantageous thing if you would rest
at hometoo, and not only once aweek, like the Jews, but every day of the week. The cucumbers suffer
while you are cooking them, without any benefit to the life that isin them: for a boiling pot cannot be
compared to a saintly stomach. And yet you ridicule as superfluous the rest of the Sabbath. Would it
not be better, not only to refrain from finding fault with the fathers for this observance, in whose case
it was not superfluous, but, even now that it is superfluous, to observe this rest yourselves instead of
your own, which has no symbolic use, and is condemned as grounded on fal sehood? A ccording to your
own foolish opinions, you are guilty of adefective observance of your own rest, though the observance
itself isfoolish in the jJudgment of truth. You maintain that the fruit suffers when it is pulled from the
tree, when it is cut and scraped, and cooked, and eaten. So you are wrong in eating anything that can
not be swallowed raw and unhurt, so that the wound inflicted might not be from you, but from your
follower in pulling them. You declare that you could not give release to so great aquantity of life, if you
were to eat only things which could be swallowed without cooking or mastication. But if this release
compensates for all the pains you inflict, why is it unlawful for you to pull the fruit? Fruit may be
eaten raw, as some of your sect make a point of eating raw vegetables of all kinds. But before it can be
eaten at all, it must be pulled or fall off, or be taken in some way from the ground or from the tree. You
might well be pardoned for pulling it, since nothing can be done without that, but not for torturing the
members of your God to the extent you do in dressing your food. One of your silly notionsis that the
tree weeps when the fruit is pulled. Doubtless the life in the tree knows all things, and perceives who it
isthat comesto it. If the elect were to come and pull the fruit, would not the tree rejoice to escape the
misery of having its fruit plucked by others, and to gain felicity by enduring alittle momentary pain?
And yet, while you multiply the pains and troubles of the fruit after it is plucked, you will not pluck it.
Explain that, if you can! Fasting itself isamistake in your case. There should be no intermission in the
task of purging away the dross of the excrements from the spiritual gold, and of releasing the divine
members from confinement. The most merciful man among you is he who keeps himself always in
good health, takes raw food, and eats agreat deal. But you are cruel when you eat, in making your food



undergo so much suffering; and you are cruel when you fast, in desisting from the work of liberating
the divine members.

5\. With all this, you venture to denounce the sacrifices of the Old Testament, and to call them idol-
atry, and to attribute to us the same impious notion. To answer for ourselves in the first place, while
we consider it no longer a duty to offer sacrifices, we recognize sacrifices as part of the mysteries of
Revelation, by which the things prophesied were foreshadowed. For they were our examples, and in
many and various ways they all pointed to the one sacrifice which we now commemorate. Now that
this sacrifice has been revealed, and has been offered in due time, sacrifice is no longer binding as an
act of worship, while it retains its symbolic authority. For these things "were written for our learning,
upon whom the end of the world has come." 1 Corinthians 10:11 What you object to in sacrificeis the
slaughter of animals, though the whole animal creation is intended conditionally in some way for the
use of man. You are merciful to beasts, believing them to contain the souls of human beings, while you
refuse a piece of bread to a hungry beggar. The Lord Jesus, on the other hand, was cruel to the swine
when He granted the request of the devils to be allowed to enter into them. Matthew 8:32 The same
Lord Jesus, before the sacrifice of His passion, said to aleper whom He had cured, " Go, show yourself
to the priest, and give the offering, as Moses commanded, for atestimony unto them." Luke 5:14 When
God, by the prophets, repeatedly declares that He needs no offering, as indeed reason teaches us that
offerings cannot be needed by Him who stands in need of nothing, the human mind is led to inquire
what God wished to teach us by these sacrifices. For, assuredly, He would not have required offerings
of which He had no need, except to teach us something that it would profit us to know, and which was
suitably set forth by means of these symbols. How much better and more honorable it would be for
you to be still bound by these sacrifices, which have an instructive meaning, though they are not now
necessary, than to require your followers to offer to you as food what you believe to be living victims.
The Apostle Paul says most appropriately of some who preached the gospel to gratify their appetite,
that their "god was their belly." Philippians 3:19 But the arrogance of your impiety goes much beyond
this; for, instead of making your belly your god, you do what is far worse in making your belly the
purifier of God. Surely it is great madness to make a pretence of piety in not slaughtering animals,
while you hold that the souls of animalsinhabit all the food you eat, and yet make what you call living
creatures suffer such torture from your hands and teeth.

6\. If you will not eat flesh why should you not slay animals in sacrifice to your God, in order that
their souls, which you hold to be not only human, but so divine as to be members of God Himself,
may be released from the confinement of flesh, and be saved from returning by the efficacy of your
prayers? Perhaps, however, your stomach gives more effectual aid than your intellect, and that part of
divinity which has had the advantage of passing through your bowels is more likely to be saved than
that which has only the benefit of your prayers. Your objection to eating flesh will be that you cannot
eat animals alive, and so the operation of your stomach will not avail for the liberation of their souls.
Happy vegetables, that, torn up with the hand, cut with knives, tortured in fire, ground by teeth, yet
reach alive the altars of your intestines! Unhappy sheep and oxen, that are not so tenacious of life, and
therefore arerefused entranceinto your bodies! Suchisthe absurdity of your notions. And you persistin
making out an opposition in usto the Old Testament, because we consider no flesh unclean: according



to the opinion of the apostle, "To the pure all things are pure;” Titus 1:15 and according to the saying
of our Lord Himself, "Not that which goes into your mouth defiles you, but that which comes out."
Matthew 16:11 This was not said to the crowd only, as your Adimantus, whom Faustus, in his attack
on the Old Testament, praises as second only to Manichaaus, wishes us to understand; but when retired
from the crowd, the Lord repeated this still more plainly and pointedly to His disciples. Adimantus
quotes this saying of our Lord in opposition to the Old Testament, where the people are prohibited
from eating some animals which are pronounced unclean; and doubtless he was afraid that he should
be asked why, since he quotes a passage from the Gospel about man not being defiled by what enters
into his mouth and passes into his belly, and out into the draft, he yet considers not some only, but all
flesh unclean, and abstains from eating it. It isin order to escape from this strait, when the plain truth is
too much for his error, that he makes the Lord say this to the crowd; asif the Lord were in the habit of
speaking the truth only in small companies, while He blurted out falsehoods in public. To speak of the
Lord in thisway is blasphemy. And al who read the passage can see that the Lord said the same thing
more plainly to His disciplesin private. Since Faustus praises Adimantus so much at the beginning of
this book of his, placing him next to Manicheaus, let him say in aword whether it istrue or false that a
man is not defiled by what enters into his mouth. If it is false, why does this great teacher Adimantus
quoteit against the Old Testament? If it istrue, why, in spite of this, do you believe that eating any flesh
will defile you? It istrue, if you choose this explanation, that the apostle does not say that al things
are pure to heretics, but, "to the pure all things are pure." The apostle also goes on to explain why all
things are not pure to heretics: "To the impure and unbelieving nothing is pure, but both their mind
and conscience are defiled." Titus 1:15 So to the Manichasans thereis absol utely nothing pure; for they
hold that the very substance or nature of God not only may be, but has actually been defiled, and so
defiled that it can never be wholly restored and purified. What do they mean when they call animals
unclean, and refrain from eating them, when it isimpossible for them to think anything, whether food
or whatever it may be, clean? According to them, vegetables too, fruits, all kinds of crops, the earth and
sky, are defiled by mixture with the race of darkness. Why do they not act up to their opinions about
other things as well as about animals? Why do they not abstain atogether, and starve themselves to
death, instead of persisting in their blasphemies? If they will not repent and reform, this is evidently
the best thing that they could do.



7\. The saying of the apostle, that "to the pure all things are pure,” and that "every creature of God
is good," is not opposed to the prohibitions of the Old Testament; and the explanation, if they can
understand it, is this. The apostle speaks of the natures of the things, while the Old Testament calls
some animals unclean, not in their nature, but symbolically, on account of the prefigurative character
of that dispensation. For instance, a pig and a lamb are both clean in their nature, for every creature
of God is good; but symbolically, alamb is clean, and a pig unclean. So the words wise and fool are
both clean in their nature, as words composed of |etters but fool may be called symbolically unclean,
because it means an unclean thing. Perhaps a pig is the same among symbols as afool is among real
things. The animal, and the four letters which compose the word, may mean the same thing. No doubt
the animal is pronounced unclean by the law, because it does not chew the cud; which is not afault but
its nature. But the men of whom this animal isasymbol are unclean, not by nature, but from their own
fault; because, though they gladly hear the words of wisdom, they never reflect on them afterwards.
For to recall, in quiet repose, some useful instruction from the stomach of memory to the mouth of
reflection, isakind of spiritual rumination. The animals above mentioned are a symbol of those people
who do not do this. And the prohibition of the flesh of these animals is a warning against this fault.
Another passage of Scripture speaks of the precious treasure of wisdom, and describes ruminating as
clean, and not ruminating as unclean: "A precious treasure rests in the mouth of a wise man; but a
foolish man swallows it up." Proverbs 21:20 Symbols of this kind, either in words or in things, give
useful and pleasant exercise to intelligent minds in the way of inquiry and comparison. But formerly
peoplewere required not only to hear, but to practise many such things. For at that timeit was necessary
that, by deeds aswell as by words, those things should be foreshadowed which were in after timesto be
revealed. After the revelation by Christ and in Christ, the community of believersis not burdened with
the practice of the observances, but is admonished to give heed to the prophecy. Thisis our reason for
accounting no animal s unclean, in accordance with the saying of the Lord and of the apostle, while we
are not opposed to the Old Testament, where some animals are pronounced unclean. Now let us hear
why you consider all animal food unclean.

8\. One of your false doctrinesis, that flesh is unclean on account of mixture with the race of darkness.
But thiswould make not only flesh unclean, but your God himself, in that part which he sent to become
subject to absorption and contamination, in order that the enemy might be conquered and taken captive.
Besides, on account of this mixture, al that you eat must be unclean. But you say flesh is especialy
unclean. It requires patienceto listen to all their absurd reasonsfor this peculiar impurity of flesh. I will
mention only what will suffice to show the inveterate folly of these critics of the Old Testament, who,
while they denounce flesh, savor only fleshly things, and have no sort of spiritual perception. And a
lengthy discussion of this question may perhaps enabl e us to dispense with saying much on some other
points. The following, then, isan account of their vain delusionsin this matter: — In that battle, when
the First Man ensnared the race of darkness by deceitful elements, princes of both sexes belonging to
this race were taken. By means of these princes the world was constructed; and among those used in
the formation of the heavenly bodies, were some pregnant females. When the sky began to rotate, the
rapid circular motion made these females give birth to abortions, which, being of both sexes, fell on
the earth, and lived, and grew, and came together, and produced offspring. Hence sprang all animal
life in earth, air, and sea. Now if the origin of flesh is from heaven, that is no reason for thinking it



especially unclean. Indeed, in this construction of the world, they hold that these principles of darkness
were arranged higher or lower, according to the greater or less amount of good mixed with them in
the construction of the various parts of the world. So flesh ought to be cleaner than vegetables which
come out of the earth, for it comes from heaven. And how irrational to suppose that the abortions,
before becoming animate, were so lively, though in an abortive state, that after falling from the sky,
they could live and multiply; whereas, after becoming animate, they die if brought forth prematurely,
and a fall from a very moderate height is enough to kill them! The kingdom of life in contest with
the kingdom of death ought to have improved them, by giving them life instead of making them more
perishable than before. If the perishableness is a consequence of a change of nature, it iswrong to say
that there is a bad nature. The change is the only cause of the perishableness. Both natures are good,
though one is better than the other. Whence then comes the peculiar impurity of flesh as it existsin
thisworld, sprung, asthey say, from heaven? They tell us, indeed, of the first bodies of these principles
of darkness being generated like worms from trees of darkness; and the trees, they say, are produced
from the five elements. But supposing that the bodies of animals come in thefirst place from trees, and
afterwards from heaven, why should they be more unclean than the fruit of trees? Perhaps it will be
said that what remains after death is unclean, because the life is no longer there. For the same reason
fruits and vegetables must be unclean, for they die when they are pulled or cut. As we saw before, the
elect get othersto bring their food to them, that they may not be guilty of murder. Perhaps, since they
say that every living being has two souls, one of the race of light, and the other of the race of darkness,
the good soul leaves at death, and the bad soul remains. But, in that case, the animal would be as much
alive asit wasin the kingdom of darkness, when it had only the soul of its own race, with which it had
rebelled against the kingdom of God. So, since both souls leave at death, why call the flesh unclean,
asif only the good soul had left? Any life that remains must be of both kinds; for some remains of the
members of God are found, we are told, even in filth. There is therefore no reason for making flesh
more unclean than fruits. The truth is, they pretend to great chastity in holding flesh unclean because
it is generated. But if the divine body is more grossly shut in by flesh, thereis all the more reason that
they should liberate it by eating. And there are innumerable kinds of worms not produced from sexual
intercourse; somein the neighborhood of Venice come from trees, which they should eat, sincethereis
not the same reason for their being unclean. Besides, there are the frogs produced by the earth after a
shower of rain. Let them liberate the members of their God from these. L et them rebuke the mistake of
mankind in preferring fowls and pigeons produced from males and femalesto the pure frogs, daughters
of heaven and earth. By this theory, the first principles of darkness produced from trees must be purer
than Manichaaus, who was produced by generation; and hisfollowers, for the same reason, must be less
pure than the lice which spring from the perspiration of their bodies. But if everything that comes from
flesh isunclean, because the origin of fleshitself isunclean, fruits and vegetables must a so be unclean,
because they are manured with dung. After this, what becomes of the notion that fruits are cleaner than
flesh? Dung is the most unclean product of flesh, and aso the most fertilizing manure. Their doctrine
is, that the life escapes in the mastication and digestion of the food, so that only a particle remainsin
the excrement. How isit, then, that this particle of life has such an effect on the growth and the quality
of your favorite food? Flesh is nourished by the productions of the earth, not by its excrements; while
the earth is nourished by the excrements of flesh, not by its productions. Let them say which is the



cleaner. Or let them turn from being unbelieving and impure to whom nothing is clean, and join with
us in embracing the doctrine of the apostle, that to the pure all things are pure; that the earth is the
Lord's, and the fullness thereof; that every creature of God is good. All things in nature are good in
their own order; and no one sins in using them, unless, by disobedience to God, he transgresses his
own order, and disturbs their order by using them amiss.

9\. The elders who pleased God kept their own order by their obedience, in observing, according to
God's arrangement, what was appointed as suitable to certain times. So, although all animals intended
for food are by nature clean, they abstained from some which had then a symbolic uncleanness, in
preparation for the future revelation of the things signified. And so with regard to unleavened bread and
all suchthings, inwhich the apostle saysthere was ashadow of futurethings, neglect of their observance
under the old dispensation, when this observance was enjoined, and was employed to prefigure what
was afterwards to be revealed, would have been as criminal, asit would now be foolish in us, after the
light of the New Testament has arisen, to think that these predictive observances could be of any use
to us. On the other hand, since the Old Testament teaches us that the things now revealed were so long
ago prefigured, that we may be firm and faithful in our adherence to them, it would be blasphemy and
impiety to discard these books, simply because the Lord requires of us now not aliteral, but a spiritual
and intelligent regard to their contents. They were written, as the apostle says, for our admonition,
on whom the end of the world has come. 1 Corinthians 10:11 "For whatsoever things were written
aforetime were written for our learning.” Romans 15:4 Not to eat unleavened bread in the appointed
seven days was a sin in the time of the Old Testament; in the time of the New Testament it is not a
sin. But having the hope of a future world through Christ, who makes us altogether new by clothing
our soulswith righteousness and our bodies with immortality, to believe that the bondage and infirmity
of our origina corruption will prevail over us or over our actions, must continue to be a sin, till the
seven days of the course of time are accomplished. In the time of the Old Testament, this, under the
disguise of atype, was perceived by some saints. In the time of the New Testament it isfully declared
and publicly preached.



What was then a precept of Scripture isnow atestimony. Formerly, not to keep the feast of tabernacles
was a sin, which is not the case now. But not to form part of the building of God's tabernacle, which
isthe Church, isaways a sin. Formerly this was acted in afigure; now the record serves as testimony.
The ancient tabernacle, indeed, would not have been called the tabernacle of the testimony, unless as
an appropriate symbol it had borne testimony to some truth which was to be revealed in its own time.
To patch linen garments with purple, or to wear a garment of woollen and linen together, isnot asin
now. But to live intemperately, and to wish to combine opposite modes of life — as when a woman
devoted to religion wears the ornaments of married women, or when one who has not abstained from
marriage dresses like avirgin — isalways sin. So it is sin whenever inconsistent things are combined
in any man's life. This, which is now a moral truth, was then symbolized in dress. What was then a
type is now revealed truth. So the same Scripture which then required symbolic actions, now testifies
to the things signified. The prefigurative observance is now arecord for the confirmation of our faith.
Formerly it was unlawful to plough with an ox and an asstogether; now itislawful. The apostle explains
this when he quotes the text about not muzzling the ox that is treading out the grain. He says, "Does
God care for oxen?' What, then, have we to do with an obsol ete prohibition? The apostle teaches usin
the following words, "For our sakesit iswritten." 1 Corinthians 9:9-10 It must be impiety in us not to
read what was written for our sakes; for it is more for our sakes, to whom the revelation belongs, than
for theirs who had only the figure. There is no harm in joining an ox with an ass where it is required.
But to put awise man and a fool together, not that one should teach and the other obey, but that both
with equal authority should declare the word of God, cannot be done without causing offense. So the
same Scripture which was once a command enjoining the shadow in which future things were veiled,
is now an authoritative witness to the unveiled truth.

In what he says of the uncleanness of a man that is bald or has red hair, Faustus is inaccurate, or the
manuscript he has used is incorrect. Leviticus 21:18 Would that Faustus were not ashamed to bear on
hisforehead the cross of Christ, the want of which is baldness, instead of maintaining that Christ, who
says, "l am the truth," showed unreal marks, after His resurrection, of unreal wounds! Faustus says
he has not learned the art of deceiving, and speaks what he thinks. He cannot therefore be a disciple
of his Christ, whom he madly declares to have shown false marks of wounds to his disciples when
they doubted. Are we to believe Faustus, not only in his other absurdities, but also when he tells us
that he does not deceive us in calling Christ a deceiver? Is he better than Christ? Is he not a deceiver,
while Christ is? Or does he prove himself to be adisciple not of the truthful Christ, but of the deceiver
Manichaeus, by this very falsehood, when he boasts that he has not |earned the art of deceiving?
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Reply to Faustus, Book V1|

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus presses a shrewd point: the evangelists who compiled the geneal ogies were not present at the
Nativity and never claim to have heard the story from Jesus himself, so why credit them as witnesses?
Augustine'sreply turns on the double descent — Son of God from the Father, Son of Man from David's
seed — and on aneat reversal of Faustus's proof-text, since if "Who is my mother?* dissolves Christ's
earthly kin, then "Call no man father upon earth" dissolves the disciples fatherstoo. Book VI belongs
to the long Manichean controversy of the 390s, where Augustine is working out, argument by argu-
ment, how the flesh of Christ can be real without compromising his divinity. The exchange preserves
Faustus's own words at length before answering them, which is why we still hear the Manichean case
in something like its own voice.

The genealogical question isagain taken up and argued on both sides.

1\. Faustus_said: You ask why | do not believe in the genealogy of Jesus. There are many reasons; but
the principa is, that He never declares with His own lips that He had an earthly father or descent, but
on the contrary, that heisnot of thisworld, that He came forth from God the Father, that He descended
from heaven, that He has no mother or brethren except those who do the will of His Father in heaven.
Besides, the framers of these genealogies do not seem to have known Jesus before His birth or soon
after it, so asto havethe credibility of eye-witnesses of what they narrate. They became acquainted with
Jesus as a young man of about thirty years of age, if it is not blasphemy to speak of the age of adivine
being. Now the question regarding a witness is always whether he has seen or heard what he testifies
to. But the writers of these genealogies never assert that they heard the account from Jesus Himself,
nor even the fact of His birth; nor did they see Him till they came to know Him after his baptism, many
years after the time of His birth. To me, therefore, and to every sensible man, it appears as foolish to
believe this account, asit would be to call into court a blind and deaf witness.

2\. _Augustine_ replied: As regards what Faustus calls his principal reason for not receiving the ge-
nealogy of Jesus Christ, a complete refutation is found in the passages formerly quoted, where Christ
declares Himself to be the Son of man, and in what we have said of the identity of the Son of man with
the Son of God: that in His Godhead He has no earthly descent, while after the flesh He is of the seed
of David, as the apostle teaches. We are to believe, therefore, that He came forth from the Father, that
He descended from heaven, and also that the Word was made flesh and dwelt among men. If the words,
"Who is my mother, and who are my brethren?' Matthew 12:48 are quoted to show that Christ had no



earthly mother or descent, it follows that we must believe that His disciples, whom He here teaches
by His own example to set no value on earthly relationship, as compared with the kingdom of heaven,
had no fathers, because Christ says to them, "Call no man father upon earth; for one is your Father,
even God." Matthew 23:9 What He taught them to do with reference to their fathers, He Himself first
did in reference to His own mother and brethren; as in many other things He condescended to set us
an example, and to go before that we might follow in His footsteps. Faustus' principal objection to
the genealogy fails completely; and after the defeat of this invincible force, the rest is easily routed.
He says that the apostles who declared Christ to be the Son of man as well as the Son of God are not
to be believed, because they were not present at the birth of Christ, whom they joined when He had
reached manhood, nor heard of it from Christ Himself. Why then do they believe John when he says,
"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. The same was
in the beginning with God. All things were made by Him, and without Him was not anything made,”
John 1:1-5 and such passages, which they agree to, without understanding them? Where did John see
this, or did he ever hear it from the Lord Himself? In whatever way John learned this, those who narrate
the nativity may havelearned also. Again, how do they know that the Lord said, "Who ismy mother, and
who are my brethren?" If on the authority of the evangelist, why do they not also believe that the mother
and the brethren of Christ were seeking for Him? They believe that Christ said these words, which they
misunderstand, while they deny afact resting on the same authority. Once more, if Matthew could not
know that Christ was born, because he knew Him only in His manhood, how could Manichaaus, who
lived so long after, know that He was not born? They will say that Manichaaus knew this from the
Holy Spirit which was in him. Certainly the Holy Spirit would make him speak the truth. But why not
rather believe what Christ's own disciplestell us, who were personally acquainted with Him, and who
not only had the gift of inspiration to supply defects in their knowledge, but in a purely natural way
obtained information of the birth of Christ, and of His descent, when the event was fresh in memory?
And yet he dares to call the apostles deaf and blind. Why were you not deaf and blind, to prevent you
from learning such profane nonsense, and dumb too, to prevent you from uttering it?
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Reply to Faustus, Book V11|

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichaean has an elegant argument ready: putting the Old Testament alongside the New
is like patching an old cloak with new cloth, and no free-born Christian should crawl back under the
Jawish yoke. Augustine's reply flips the parable entirely — the one who really sews new onto old, he
says, isthe man attempting spiritual discipline while his hopes remain fleshly, as Peter's were when he
begged Christ not to suffer. From here the book presses the charge outward, accusing the Manichees
themselves of the very carnality they impute to the Jews. It is one of the sharper skirmishes in the
long anti-Manichaean campaign, and a useful window onto how Augustine learned to read the two
Testaments as one household's treasure.

Faustus maintains that to hold to the Old Testament after the giving of the New is putting new
cloth on an old gar ment. Augustinefurther explainstherelation of the Old Testament to the New,
and reproachesthe M anichasans with carnality.

1\. Faustus _said: Another reason for not receiving the Old Testament is, that | am provided with the
New; and Scripture says that old and new do not agree. For "no one puts a piece of new cloth unto an
old garment, otherwise the rent is made worse." Matthew 9:16 To avoid making a worse rent, as you
have done, | do not mix Christian newness with Hebrew oldness. Every one accounts it mean, when a
man has got anew dress, not to give the old one to hisinferiors. So, evenif | were aJew by birth, asthe
apostles were, it would be proper for me, on receiving the New Testament, to discard the Old, as the
apostles did. And having the advantage of being born free from the yoke of bondage, and being early
introduced into the full liberty of Christ, what afoolish and ungrateful wretch | should be to put myself
again under the yoke! Thisiswhat Paul blamesthe Galatians for; because, going back to circumcision,
they turned again to the weak and beggarly elements, whereunto they desired again to be in bondage.
Galatians 4:9 Why should | do what | see another blamed for doing? My going into bondage would be
worse than their returning to it.

2\. _Augustine_replied: We have already shown sufficiently why and how we maintain the authority
of the Old Testament, not for the imitation of Jewish bondage, but for the confirmation of Christian
liberty. It is not |, but the apostle, who says, "All these things happened to them as an example, and
they were written for our admonition, on whom the ends of the world have come." 1 Corinthians 10:11
We do not therefore, as bondmen, observe what was enjoined as predictive of us; but as free, we read
what was written to confirm us. So any one may see that the apostle remonstrates with the Galatians



not for devoutly reading what Scripture says of circumcision, but for superstitiously desiring to be
circumcised. We do not put a new cloth to an old garment, but we are instructed in the kingdom of
heaven, like the householder, whom the Lord describes as bringing out of his treasure things new and
old. Matthew 13:52 He who puts a new cloth to an old garment is the man who attempts spiritual
self-denial before he has renounced fleshly hope. Examine the passage, and you will seethat, when the
Lord was asked about fasting, He replied, "No man puts a new cloth to an old garment.” The disciples
had dtill a carnal affection for the Lord; for they were afraid that, if He died, they would lose Him.
So He calls Peter Satan for dissuading Him from suffering, because he understood not the things of
God, but the things of men. Matthew 16:23 The fleshly character of your hope is evident from your
fancies about the kingdom of God, and from your paying homage and devotion to the light of the sun,
which the carnal eye perceives, asif it were an image of heaven. So your carnal mind isthe old garment
to which you join your fasts. Moreover, if a new cloth and an old garment do not agree, how do the
members of your God come to be not only joined or fastened, but to be united far more intimately by
mixture and coherence to the principles of darkness? Perhaps both are old, because both are false, and
both of the carnal mind. Or perhaps you wish to prove that one was new and the other old, by the rent
being made worse, in tearing away the unhappy piece of the kingdom of light, to be doomed to eternal
imprisonment in the mass of darkness. So this pretended artist in the fashions of the sacred Scriptures
is found stitching together absurdities, and dressing himself in the rags of his own invention.
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Reply to Faustus, Book | X

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee thinks he has caught the Church in an obvious inconsistency: if Peter and Paul
could walk away from the Law they were born under, surely a Gentile like himself need never stoop to
pick it up. Two trees, he says, draw sap from one soil — the apostle went from bitter to sweet, and only
amadman reverses that journey. Augustine'sreply turns on Paul's olive tree in Romans 11 the Gentiles
are not arival sweetness but awild slip grafted into the Hebrew root, drawing life from the very stock
Faustus would tear up. Book 1X is thus a small but decisive skirmish over whether Christianity has a
Jewish body or only a Jewish shadow, and Augustine will not let the Manichee sever the two.

Faustus argues that if the apostles born under the old covenant could lawfully depart from it,
much mor e can he having been born a Gentile. Augustine explainstherelation of Jews and Gen-
tilesaliketo the Gospel.

1\. Faustus_said: Another reason for not receiving the Old Testament is, that if it was allowable for
the apostles, who were born under it, to abandon it, much more may I, who was not born under it, be
excused for not thrusting myself into it. We Gentiles are not born Jews, nor Christians either. Out of
the same Gentile world some are induced by the Old Testament to become Jews, and some by the New
Testament to become Christians. It is as if two trees, a sweet and a bitter, drew from one soil the sap
which each assimilates to its own nature. The apostle passed from the bitter to the sweet; it would be
madness in me to change from the sweet to the bitter.

2\. _Augustine_replied: You say that the apostle, in leaving Judai sm, passed from the bitter to the sweet.
But the apostle himself says that the Jews, who would not believe in Christ, were branches broken off,
and that the Gentiles, awild olive tree, were grafted into the good olive, that is, the holy stock of the
Hebrews, that they might partake of the fatness of the olive. For, in warning the Gentiles not to be
proud on account of the fall of the Jews, he says. "For | speak to you Gentiles, inasmuch as | am the
apostle of the Gentiles. | magnify my office; if by any means | may provoke to emulation them which
are my flesh, and might save some of them. For if the casting away of them be the reconciling of the
world, what shall the receiving of them be, but life from the dead? For if the first fruit be holy, the lump
is also holy; and if the root be holy, so are the branches. And if some of the branches are broken off,
and you, being awild olive tree, were grafted in among them, and with them partakest of the root and
fatness of the olive tree; boast not against the branches: but if you boast, you bear not the root, but the
root you. You will say then, The branches were broken off, that I might be grafted in. Well; because



of unbelief they were broken off, and you stand by faith. Be not high-minded, but fear; for if God
spared not the natural branches, take heed lest He also spare not you. Behold therefore the goodness
and severity of God: on them which fell, severity; but toward you, goodness, if you continue in His
goodness; otherwise you also shall be cut off. And they also, if they abide not still in unbelief, shall
be grafted in; for God is able to graft them in again. For if you were cut out of the olive tree, which is
wild by nature, and were grafted contrary to nature into agood olive tree; how much more shall these,
which be the natural branches, be grafted into their own olive tree? For | would not, brethren, that you
should be ignorant of this mystery (lest ye should be wise in your own conceits), that blindness in part
is happened to Israel, until the fullness of the Gentiles be come in; and so all Israel shall be saved.”
Romans 11:16-26 It appears from this, that you, who do not wish to be graffed into this root, though
you are not broken off, like the carnal unbelieving Jews, remain still in the bitterness of the wild olive.
Your worship of the sun and moon has the true Gentile flavor. You are none the less in the wild olive
of the Gentiles, because you have added thorns of a new kind, and worship aong with the sun and
moon a false Chrigt, the fabrication not of your hands, but of your perverse heart. Come, then, and be
grafted into the root of the olivetree, in hisreturn to which the apostle rejoices, after by unbelief he had
been among the broken branches. He speaks of himself as set free, when he made the happy transition
from Judaism to Christianity. For Christ was always preached in the olive tree, and those who did not
believe in Him when He came were broken off, while those who believed were grafted in. These are
thus warned against pride: "Be not high-minded, but fear; for if God spared not the natural branches,
neither will He spare you." And to prevent despair of those broken off, he adds. "And they also, if they
abide not still in unbelief, shall be grafted in; for God is able to graft them in again. For if you were
cut out of the olive tree, which iswild by nature, and were grafted contrary to nature into agood olive
tree, how much more shall these, which be the natural branches, be grafted into their own olive tree.”
The apostle rejoices in being delivered from the condition of a broken branch, and in being restored to
the fatness of the olive tree. So you who have been broken off by error should return and be grafted in
again. Those who are till in the wild olive should separate themsel ves from its barrenness, and become
partakers of fertility.
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Reply to Faustus, Book X

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus, the Manichaean, thinks he has trapped the Christians on their own ground: how can they claim
the Old Testament while ignoring its precepts about circumcision, Sabbath, and swine's flesh? Augus-
tine's reply distinguishes the moral commands, which endure, from the symbolic ones, which were
fitting when they prefigured what has since been revealed. Then he turns the knife. If the Manichees
can find no honest way to receive the New Testament they claim to honor, their position is far more
precarious than the Jew's, whose observances at |east once had their season.

Faustus insists that the Old Testament promises are radically different from those of the New.
Augustine admits a difference, but maintains that the moral preceptsarethe samein both.

1\. Faustus said: Another reason for not receiving the Old Testament is, that both the Old and the
New teach us not to covet what belongs to others. Everything in the Old Testament is of this kind. It
promises riches, and plenty, and children, and children’s children, and long life, and withal the land of
Canaan; but only to the circumcised, the Sabbath observers, those offering sacrifices, and abstaining
from swine'sflesh. Now I, like every other Christian, pay no attention to these things, as being trifling
and useless for the salvation of the soul. | conclude, therefore, that the promises do not belong to me.
And mindful of the commandment, You shall not covet, | gladly leave to the Jews their own property,
and content myself with the gospel, and with the bright inheritance of the kingdom of heaven. If a Jew
were to claim part in the gospel, | should justly reproach him with claiming what he had no right to,
because he does not obey its precepts. And a Jew might say the sameto meif | professed to receive the
Old Testament while | disregard its requirements.

2\. _Augustine_replied: Faustus is not ashamed to repeat the same nonsense again and again. But it is
tiresome to repeat the same answers, though it is to repeat truth. What Faustus says here has already
been answered. But if aJew asks mewhy | professto believe the Old Testament while | do not observe
its precepts, my reply is this: The moral precepts of the law are observed by Christians; the symbolic
precepts were properly observed during the time that the things now revealed were prefigured. Ac-
cordingly, those observances, which | regard as no longer binding, | still look upon as a testimony, as
| do also the carnal promises from which the Old Testament derives its name. For although the gospel
teaches me to hope for eternal blessings, | also find a confirmation of the gospel in those things which
"happened to them for an example, and were written for our admonition, on whom the ends of the



world have come." So much for our answer to the Jews. And now we have something to say to the
Manichaaans.

3\. By showing the way in which we regard the authority of the Old Testament we have answered the
Jews, by whose question about our not observing the precepts Faustus thought we would be puzzled.
But what answer can you give to the question, why you deceive simple-minded people by professing
to believe in the New Testament, while you not only do not believe it, but assail it with all your force?
It will be more difficult for you to answer thisthan it was for us to answer the Jews. We hold all that is
written in the Old Testament to be true, and enjoined by God for suitable times. But in your inability to
find areason for not receiving what iswritten in the New Testament, you are obliged, asalast resource,
to pretend that the passages are not genuine. Thisisthe last gasp of a heretic in the clutches of truth; or
rather it is the breath of corruption itself. Faustus, however, confesses that the Old Testament as well
as the New teaches him not to covet. His own God could never have taught him this. For if this God
did not covet what belonged to another, why did he construct new worlds in the region of darkness?
Perhaps the race of darknessfirst coveted his kingdom. But thiswould be to imitate their bad example.
Perhaps the kingdom of light was previously of small extent, and war was desirable in order to enlarge
it by conquest. In that case, no doubt, there was covetousness, though the hostile race was allowed to
begin thewarsto justify the conquest. If there had been no such desire, there was no necessity to extend
the kingdom beyond its old limits into the region of the conquered foe. If the Manichaaans would only
learn from these Scriptures the moral precepts, one of whichis, Do not covet, instead of taking offense
at the symbolic precept, they would acknowledge in meekness and candor that they suited the time then
present. We do not covet what belongs to another, when we read in the Old Testament what "happened
to them for examples, and was written for our admonition, on whom the ends of the world have come.”
It is surely not coveting when a man reads what is written for his benefit.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XI

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee has a clever move: confronted with Paul's declaration that Christ was born of the
seed of David, he concedesthe verse but demotesit — thiswas Paul'simmature opinion, later corrected
by "we know no man after the flesh,” just asthe Apostle el sewhere put away childish things. Augustine
sees the trick for what it is. When a text cannot be evaded, it is pronounced spurious or superseded;
grant that principle and no scripture can ever bind an argument. Book XI is thus a small but decisive
skirmish over how one reads Paul at all — whether the canon speaks with one voice or may be sorted
into outgrown and mature strata at the interpreter's convenience.

Faustus quotes passages to show that the Apostle Paul abandoned belief in the incarnation, to
which he earlier held. Augustine shows that the apostle was consistent with himself in the utter-
ances quoted.

1\. Faustus_said: Assuredly | believe the apostle. And yet | do not believe that the Son of God was
born of the seed of David according to the flesh, Romans 1:3 because | do not believethat God's apostle
could contradict himself, and have one opinion about our Lord at one time, and another at another. Buit,
granting that he wrote this— since you will not hear of anything being spuriousin hiswritings— itis
not against us. For this seemsto be Paul's old belief about Jesus, when he thought, like everybody else,
that Jesus was the son of David. Afterwards, when he learned that this was false, he corrects himself;
and in his Epistle to the Corinthians he says: "We know no man after the flesh; yea, though we have
known Christ after the flesh, yet now henceforth know we Him no more." 2 Corinthians 5:16 Observe
the difference between these two verses. In one he asserts that Jesus was the son of David after the
flesh; in the other he saysthat now he knows no man after the flesh. If Paul wrote both, it can only have
beenintheway | have stated. In the next verse he adds: "Therefore, if any man bein Christ, heisanew
creature; old things are passed away; behold, al things have become new." The belief that Jesus was
born of the seed of David according to the flesh is of this old transitory kind; whereas the faith which
knows no man after the flesh isnew and permanent. So, he says elsewhere: "When | wasachild, | spoke
asachild, | understood as a child, | thought as a child; but when | became aman, | put away childish
things." 1 Corinthians 13:11 We are thus warranted in preferring the new and amended confession of
Paul to hisold and faulty one. And if you hold by what is said in the Epistle to the Romans, why should
not we hold by what is said to the Corinthians? But it isonly by your insisting on the correctness of the
text that we are made to represent Paul as building again the things which he destroyed, in spite of his



own repudiation of such prevarication. If the verse is Paul's, he has corrected himself. If Paul should
not be supposed to have written anything requiring correction, the verseis not his.

2\. _Augustine_replied: As| said alittle ago, when these men are beset by clear testimonies of Scrip-
ture, and cannot escape from their grasp, they declare that the passage is spurious. The declaration only
shows their aversion to the truth, and their obstinacy in error. Unable to answer these statements of
Scripture, they deny their genuineness. But if this answer isadmitted, or allowed to have any weight, it
will be useless to quote any book or any passage against your errors. It is one thing to reject the books
themselves, and to profess no regard for their authority, as the Pagans reject our Scriptures, and the
Jews the New Testament, and as we reject any books peculiar to your sect, or any other heretical sect,
and also the apocryphal books, which are so called, not because of any mysterious regard paid to them,
but because they are mysterious in their origin, and in the absence of clear evidence, have only some
obscure presumption to rest upon; and it is another thing to say, This holy man wrote only the truth,
and thisis his epistle, but some verses are his, and some are not. And then, when you are asked for a
proof, instead of referring to more correct or more ancient manuscripts, or to a greater number, or to
the original text, your reply is, Thisverseis his, because it makes for me; and thisis not his, because it
isagainst me. Areyou, then, therule of truth? Can nothing be true that is against you? But what answer
could you give to an opponent asinsane asyourself, if he confronts you by saying, The passage in your
favor isspurious, and that against you is genuine? Perhaps you will produce abook, all of which can be
explained so as to support you. Then, instead of rejecting a passage, he will reply by condemning the
whole book as spurious. You have no resource against such an opponent. For all the testimony you can
bring in favor of your book from antiquity or tradition will avail nothing. In this respect the testimony
of the Catholic Church is conspicuous, as supported by a succession of bishops from the original seats
of the apostles up to the present time, and by the consent of so many nations. Accordingly, should there
be a question about the text of some passage, as there are a few passages with various readings well
known to students of the sacred Scriptures, we should first consult the manuscripts of the country where
the religion was first taught; and if these till varied, we should take the text of the greater number, or
of the more ancient. And if any uncertainty remained, we should consult the original text. Thisis the
method employed by those who, in any question about the Scriptures, do not lose sight of the regard
due to their authority, and inquire with the view of gaining information, not of raising disputes.

3\. Asregardsthe passage from Paul's epistle which teaches, in oppositionto your _heresy , that the Son
of God was born of the seed of David, it isfound in al manuscripts both new and old of all Churches,
and in all languages. So the profession which Faustus makes of believing the apostle is hypocritical.
Instead of saying, "Assuredly | believe," he should have said, Assuredly | do not believe, as he would
have said if he had not wished to deceive people. What part of his belief does he get from the apostle?
Not the first man, of whom the apostle says that he is of the earth, earthy; and again, "The first man
Adam was made a living soul." Faustus First Man is neither of the earth, earthy, nor made a living
soul, but of the substance of God, and the same in essence as God; and this being is said to have mixed
up with the race of darkness his members, or vesture, or weapons, that is, the five elements, which
also are part of the substance of God, so that they became subject to confinement and pollution. Nor
does Faustus get from Paul his Second Man, of whom Paul saysthat He isfrom heaven, and that Heis



the last Adam, and a quickening spirit; and also that He was born of the seed of David after the flesh,
that He was made of a woman, made under the law, that He might redeem them that were under the
law. Galatians 4:4-5 Of Him Paul saysto Timothy: "Remember that Jesus Christ, of the seed of David,
was raised from the dead, according to my gospel.” 2 Timothy 2:8 And this resurrection he quotes as
an example of our resurrection: "l delivered unto you first of al that which | aso received, how that
Christ died for our sins, according to the Scriptures; and that He was buried, and that He rose again the
third day, according to the Scriptures.” And alittle further on he draws an inference from this doctrine:
"Now, if Christ be preached that He rose from the dead, how say some among you that there is no
resurrection of the dead?' Our professed believer in Paul believes nothing of all this. He denies that
Jesus was born of the seed of David, that He was made of a woman (by the word woman is not meant
awife in the common sense of the word, but merely one of the female sex, asin the book of Genesis,
whereit issaid that God made awoman before she was brought to Adam Genesis 2:22); he denies His
death, Hisburial, and His resurrection. He holds that Christ had not a mortal body, and therefore could
not really die; and that the marks of His wounds which He showed to His disciples when He appeared
to them alive after His resurrection, which Paul also mentions, 1 Corinthians 11:5 were not real. He
denies, too, that our mortal body will be raised again, changed into a spiritual body; as Paul teaches:
"Itissown anatural body, itisraised aspiritual body." Toillustrate this distinction between the natural
and the spiritual body, the apostle adds what | have quoted already about the first and the last Adam.
Then he goes on: "But this | say, brethren, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God."
And to explain what he means by flesh and blood, that it is not the bodily substance, but corruption,
which will not enter into the resurrection of the just, he immediately says, "Neither shall corruption
inherit incorruption.” And in case any one should still supposethat it isnot what isburied that isto rise
again, but that it is as if one garment were laid aside and a better taken instead, he proceeds to show
distinctly that the same body will be changed for the better, as the garments of Christ on the mount
were not displaced, but transfigured: "Behold, | show you a mystery; we shall not all be changed, but
we shall al rise.” Then he shows who are to be changed: "In a moment, in the twinkling of an eye,
at the last trumpet: for the trumpet shall sound, and the dead shall rise incorruptible, and we shall be
changed.” And if it should be said that it is not as regards our mortal and corruptible body, but asregards
our soul, that we are to be changed, it should be observed that the apostle is not speaking of the soul,
but of the body, as is evident from the question he starts with: "But some one will say, How are the
dead raised, and with what body do they come?" So also, in the conclusion of his argument, he leaves
no doubt of what he is speaking: "This corruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put
on immortality.” 1 Corinthians 15:35-53 Faustus denies this; and the God whom Paul declares to be
"immortal, incorruptible, to whom aone is glory and honor,” 1 Timothy 1:17 he makes corruptible.
For in this monstrous and horrible fiction of theirs, the substance and nature of God was in danger of
being wholly corrupted by the race of darkness, and to save the rest part actually was corrupted. And to
crown al this, he tries to deceive the ignorant who are not learned in the sacred Scriptures, by making
this profession: | assuredly believe the Apostle Paul; when he ought to have said, | assuredly do not
believe.



4\. But Faustus has a proof to show that Paul changed his mind, and, in writing to the Corinthians,
corrected what he had written to the Romans; or else that he never wrote the passage which appears as
his, about Jesus Christ being born of the seed of David according to the flesh. And what is this proof?
If the passage, he says, in the Epistle to the Romansistrue, "the Son of God, who was made of the seed
of David according to the flesh,” what he says to the Corinthians cannot be true, "Henceforth know
we no man after the flesh; yea, though we have known Christ after the flesh, yet now henceforth know
we Him no more." We must therefore show that both these passages are true, and not opposed to one
another. The agreement of the manuscripts proves both to be genuine. In some L atin versions the word
"born" is used instead of "made," which is not so literal arendering, but gives the same meaning. For
both these trand ations, aswell asthe original, teach that Christ was of the seed of David after the flesh.
We must not for a moment suppose that Paul corrected himself on account of a change of opinion.
Faustus himself felt the impropriety and impiety of such an explanation, and preferred to say that the
passage was spurious, instead of that Paul was mistaken.

5\. Asregards our writings, which are not arule of faith or practice, but only a help to edification, we
may suppose that they contain some things falling short of the truth in obscure and recondite matters,
and that these mistakes may or may not be corrected in subsequent treatises. For we are of those of
whom the apostle says: "And if you be otherwise minded, God shall reveal even thisunto you." Philip-
pians 3:15 Such writings are read with the right of judgment, and without any obligation to believe. In
order to leave room for such profitable discussions of difficult questions, there is a distinct boundary
line separating al productions subsequent to apostolic times from the authoritative canonical books
of the Old and New Testaments. The authority of these books has come down to us from the apostles
through the successions of bishops and the extension of the Church, and, from a position of lofty su-
premacy, claims the submission of every faithful and pious mind. If we are perplexed by an apparent
contradiction in Scripture, it is not alowable to say, The author of this book is mistaken; but either
the manuscript is faulty, or the trandlation is wrong, or you have not understood. In the innumerable
books that have been written latterly we may sometimes find the same truth as in Scripture, but there
is not the same authority. Scripture has a sacredness peculiar to itself. In other books the reader may
form his own opinion, and perhaps, from not understanding the writer, may differ from him, and may
pronounce in favor of what pleases him, or against what he dislikes. In such cases, amanisat liberty to
withhold his belief, unless there is some clear demonstration or some canonical authority to show that
the doctrine or statement either must or may be true. But in consequence of the distinctive peculiarity
of the sacred writings, we are bound to receive as true whatever the canon shows to have been said by
even one prophet, or apostle, or evangelist. Otherwise, not a single page will be left for the guidance
of human fallibility, if contempt for the wholesome authority of the canonical books either puts an end
to that authority altogether, or involvesit in hopeless confusion.

6\. With regard, then, to this apparent contradiction between the passage which speaks of the Son of
God being of the seed of David, to the words, "Though we have known Christ after the flesh, yet now
henceforth know we Him no more," even though both gquotations were not from the writings of one
apostle, — though one were from Paul, and the other from Peter, or Isaiah, or any other apostle or
prophet — such isthe equality of canonical authority, that it would not be allowable to doubt of either.



For the utterances of Scripture, harmonious as if from the mouth of one man, commend themselvesto
the belief of the most accurate and clear-sighted piety, and demand for their discovery and confirmation
the calmest intelligence and the most ingenious research. In the case before us both quotations are from
the canonical, that is, the genuine epistles of Paul. We cannot say that the manuscript is faulty, for the
best L atin translations substantially agree; or that the translations are wrong, for the best texts have the
same reading. So that, if any oneis perplexed by the apparent contradiction, the only conclusion is that
he does not understand. Accordingly it remains for me to explain how both passages, instead of being
contradictory, may be harmonized by one rule of sound faith. The piousinquirer will find all perplexity
removed by a careful examination.

7\. That the Son of God was made man of the seed of David, is not only said in other places by Paul,
but istaught elsewherein sacred Scripture. As regards the words, " Though we have known Christ after
the flesh, yet now henceforth know we Him no more," the context shows what isthe apostle's meaning.
Here, or elsewhere, he viewswith an assured hope, asif it were already present and in actual possession,
our future life, which is now fulfilled in our risen Head and Mediator, the man Christ Jesus. Thislife
will certainly not be after the flesh, even as Christ's life is now not after the flesh. For by flesh the
apostle here means not the substance of our bodies, in which sense the Lord used the word when, after
Hisresurrection, He said, "Handle me, and see, for aspirit has not flesh and bones, asyou see me have,"
Luke 24:39 but the corruption and mortality of flesh, which will then not be in us, as now it isnot in
Christ. The apostle uses the word flesh in the sense of corruption in the passage about the resurrection
quoted before: "Flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, neither shall corruption inherit
incorruption.” So, after the event described in the next verse, "Behold, | show you a mystery; we shall
all rise, but we shall not all be changed. In a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump (for
the trumpet shall sound); and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed. For this
corruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put onimmortality,” 1 Corinthians 15:50-53
— then flesh, in the sense of the substance of the body, will, after this change, no longer have flesh,
in the sense of the corruption of mortality; and yet, as regards its own nature, it will be the same flesh,
the same which rises and which is changed. What the Lord said after His resurrection istrue, "Handle
me, and see; for aspirit has not flesh and bones, as you see me have;" and what the apostle saysistrue,
"Flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God." Thefirst is said of the bodily substance, which
exists as the subject of the change: the second is said of the corruption of the flesh, which will cease
to exist, for, after its change, flesh will not be corrupted. So, "we have known Christ after the flesh,”
that is, after the mortality of flesh, before His resurrection; "now henceforth we know Him no more,”
because, as the same apostle says, "Christ being risen from the dead, dies no more, and death has no
more dominion over Him." Romans 6:9 The words, "we have known Christ after the flesh," strictly
speaking, imply that Christ was after the flesh, for what never was cannot be known. And it is not "we
have supposed,” but "we have known." But not to insist on aword, in case some one should say that
known is used in the sense of supposed, it is astonishing, if one could be surprised at want of sightina
blind man, that these blind people do not perceivethat if what the apostle says about not knowing Christ
after the flesh provesthat Christ had not flesh, then what he says in the same place of not knowing any
one henceforth after the flesh proves that all those here referred to had not flesh. For when he speaks
of not knowing any one, he cannot intend to speak only of Christ; but in his realization of the future



life with those who are to be changed at the resurrection, he says, "Henceforth we know no man after
the flesh;" that is, we have such an assured hope of our future incorruption and immortality, that the
thought of it makes us rejoice even now. So he says elsewhere: "If you then be risen with Christ, seek
those things that are above, where Christ sits at the right hand of God. Set your affections upon things
above, and not on things on the earth." Colossians 3:1-2 It is true we have not yet risen as Christ has,
but we are said to have risen with Him on account of the hope which we have in Him. So again he
says. "According to His mercy He saved us, by the washing of regeneration.” Titus 3:5 Evidently what
we obtain in the washing of regeneration is not the salvation itself, but the hope of it. And yet, because
this hope is certain, we are said to be saved, asif the salvation were already bestowed. Elsewhereitis
said explicitly: "We groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption, even the redemption of our body.
For we are saved by hope. But hope which is seen is not hope; for what a man sees, why does he yet
hope for? But if we hope for what we see not, then do we with patience wait for it." Romans 8:23-25
The apostle says not, "we are to be saved,” but, "We are now saved,” that is, in hope, though not yet in
reality. And in the same way it isin hope, though not yet in reality, that we now know no man after the
flesh. This hopeisin Christ, in whom what we hope for as promised to us has aready been fulfilled.
He isrisen, and death has no more dominion over Him. Though we have known Him after the flesh,
before His death, when there wasin His body that mortality which the apostle properly callsflesh, now
henceforth know we Him no more; for that mortal of His has now put on immortality, and Hisflesh, in
the sense of mortality, no longer exists.



8\. The context of the passage containing this clause of which our adversaries make such a bad use,
brings out its real meaning. "The love of Christ," we read, "constrains us, because we thus judge, that
if one died for al, then al died; and He died for all, that they which live should not henceforth live
unto themselves, but to Him who died for them, and rose again. Therefore henceforth know we no man
after the flesh; and though we have known Christ after the flesh, yet now henceforth know we Him no
more." Thewords, "that they which live should not henceforth live unto themsel ves, but unto Him who
died for them, and rose again,” show plainly that the resurrection of Christ isthe ground of the apostle's
statement. To live not to themselves, but to Him, must mean to live not after the flesh, in the hope of
earthly and perishable goods, but after the spirit, in the hope of resurrection, — aresurrection already
accomplished in Christ. Of those, then, for whom Christ died and rose again, and who live henceforth
not to themselves, but to Him, the Apostle says that he knows no one after the flesh, on account of the
hope of future immortality to which they were looking forward — a hope which in Christ was already
areality. So, though he has known Christ after the flesh, before His death, now he knows Him no more;
for he knows that He has risen, and that death has no more dominion over Him. And because in Christ
we al are even now in hope, though not in reality, what Christ is, he adds: "Therefore if any man bein
Christ, heis anew creature: old things are passed away; behold, all things have become new. And all
things are of God, who has reconciled us to Himself by Christ." 2 Corinthians 5:14-18 What the new
creature — that is, the people renewed by faith— hopes for regarding itself, it has already in Christ;
and the hope will also hereafter be actually realized. And, as regards this hope, old things have passed
away, because we are no longer in the times of the Old Testament, expecting a temporal and carnal
kingdom of God; and all things have become new, making the promise of the kingdom of heaven,
where there shall be no death or corruption, the ground of our confidence. But in the resurrection of
the dead it will not be as a matter of hope, but in reality, that old things shall pass away, when the
last enemy, death, shall be destroyed; and all things shall become new when this corruptible has put
on incorruption, and this mortal has put on immortality. This has already taken place in Christ, whom
Paul accordingly, in reality, knew no longer after the flesh. But not yet in reality, but only in hope, did
he know no one after the flesh of those for whom Christ died and rose again. For, as he says to the
Ephesians, we are aready saved by grace. The whole passage isto the purpose: "But God, who isrich
in mercy, for His great love wherewith He loved us, even when we were dead in sins, has quickened
us together with Christ, by whose grace we have been saved." The words, "has quickened us together
with Christ," correspond to what he said to the Corinthians, "that they which live should no longer live
to themselves, but to Him that died for them and rose again." And in the words, "by whose grace we
have been saved," he speaks of the thing hoped for as already accomplished. So, in the passage quoted
above, he says explicitly, "We have been saved by hope." And here he proceeds to specify future events
asif aready accomplished. "And has raised us up together," he says, "and has made us sit together in
heavenly placesin Christ Jesus." Christ is certainly aready seated in heavenly places, but we not yet.
But asin an assured hope we already possess the future, he says that we sit in heavenly places, not in
ourselves, but in Him. And to show that it isstill future, in case it should be thought that what is spoken
of as accomplished in hope has been accomplished in reality, he adds, "that He might show in the ages
to come the exceeding riches of His grace in Hiskindness towards usin Christ Jesus." Ephesians 2:4-7
So al'so we must understand the following passage: "For when we were in the flesh, the motions of sins,



which were by the law, did work in our membersto bring forth fruit unto death.” Romans 7:5 He says,
"when we werein the flesh,” asif they were no longer in the flesh. He meansto say, when we were in
the hope of fleshly things, referring to the time when the law, which can be fulfilled only by spiritual
love, was in force, in order that by transgression the offense might abound, that after the revelation of
the New Testament, grace and the gift by grace might much more abound. And to the same effect he
says elsewhere, "They which are in the flesh cannot please God;" and then, to show that he does not
mean those not yet dead, he adds, "But you are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit.” Romans 8:8-9 The
meaning is, those who are in the hope of fleshly good cannot please God; but you are not in the hope
of fleshly things, but in the hope of spiritual things, that is, of the kingdom of heaven, where the body
itself, which now is natural, will, by the change in the resurrection, be, according to the capacity of its
nature, a spiritual body. For "it is sown a natural body, it will be raised a spiritual body." If, then, the
apostle knew no one after the flesh of those who were said to be not in the flesh, because they were
not in the hope of fleshly things, although they still were burdened with corruptible and mortal flesh;
how much more significantly could he say of Christ that he no longer knew Him after the flesh, seeing
that in the body of Christ what they hoped for had aready been accomplished! Surely it is better and
more reverential to examine the passages of sacred Scripture so as to discover their agreement with
one another, than to accept some as true, and condemn others as false, whenever any difficulty occurs
beyond the power of our weak intellect to solve. Asto the apostle in his childhood understanding as a
child, thisis said merely as aniillustration. 1 Corinthians 13:11 And when he was a child he was not a
spiritual man, as he was when he produced for the edification of the churches those writings which are
not, as other books, merely a profitable study, but which authoritatively claim our belief as part of the
ecclesiastical canon.
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Reply to Faustus, Book Xl |

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee has read the Hebrew prophets closely and reports, with some satisfaction, that he
finds no Christ in them; worse, he says, the prophets own lives disqualify them as witnesses. Book X11
isAugustine's answer, and it turns quickly from rebuttal into a sustained reading of the Old Testament
asfigure— Noah's ark, the two sons of Abraham, Jacob's|adder, Moses rod, therock in the wilderness,
each unfolded as a shadow of Christ and his Church. What is at stake is whether the God of Israel and
the Father of Jesus are one God at al, and Augustine knows it.

Faustus denies that the prophets predicted Christ. Augustine proves such prediction from the
New Testament, and expounds at length the principal typesof Christ in the Old Testament.

1\. Faustus said: Why do | not believe the prophets? Rather why do you believe them? On account,
you will reply, of their prophecies about Christ. For my part, | have read the prophets with the most
eager attention, and have found no such prophecies. And surely it shows a weak faith not to believe
in Christ without proofs and testimonies. Indeed, you yourselves are accustomed to teach that Chris-
tian faith is so ssimple and absolute as not to admit of laborious investigations. Why, then, should you
destroy the smplicity of faith by buttressing it with evidences, and Jewish evidences too? Or if you
are changing your opinion about evidences, what more trustworthy witness could you have than God
Himself testifying to His own Son when He sent Him on earth — not by a prophet or an interpreter
— by avoice immediately from heaven: "This is my beloved Son, believe Him?' Matthew 3:17 And
again Hetestifies of Himself: "I cameforth from the Father, and have comeinto the world;" John 16:28
and in many similar passages. When the Jews quarrelled with this testimony, saying "You bear witness
of yourself, your witness is not true," He replied: "Although | bear witness of myself, my witness is
true. Itiswritten in your law, The witness of two men istrue. | am onethat bear witness of myself, and
the Father who sent me bears witness of me." John 8:13-18 He does not mention the prophets. Again
He appeals to the testimony of His own works, saying, "If you believe not me, believe the works;"
John 10:38 not, "If you believe not me, believe the prophets.” Accordingly we require no testimonies
concerning our Saviour. All we look for in the prophets is prudence and virtue, and a good example,
which, you are well aware, are not to be found in the Jewish prophets. This, no doubt, explains your
referring me at once to their predictions as a reason for believing them, without a word about their
actions. This may be good policy, but it is not in harmony with the declaration of Scripture, that it is
impossible to gather grapes from thorns, or figs from thistles. This may serve meanwhile asabrief and
sufficient reply to the question, why we do not believe the prophets. The fact that they did not prophesy



of Christ is abundantly proved in the writings of our fathers. | shall only add this, that if the Hebrew
prophets knew and preached Christ, and yet lived such vicious lives, what Paul says of the wise men
among the Gentiles might be applied to them: "Though they knew God, they glorified Him not as God,
nor were thankful; but they became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was darkened.”
Romans 1:21 You see the knowledge of great thingsisworth little, unless the life corresponds.

2\. _Augustine_replied: The meaning of all thisis, that the Hebrew prophets foretold nothing of Christ,
and that, if they did, their predictions are of no use to us, and they themselves did not live suitably to
the dignity of such prophecies. We must therefore prove the fact of the prophecies; and their use for
the truth and steadfastness of our faith; and that the lives of the prophets were in harmony with their
words. In this threefold discussion, it would take along time under the first head to quote from all the
books the passages in which Christ may be shown to have been predicted. Faustus' frivolity may be
met effectually by the weight of one great authority. Although Faustus does not believe the prophets, he
professes to believe the apostles. Above, asif to satisfy the doubts of some opponent, he declares that
he assuredly believes the Apostle Paul. Let us then hear what Paul says of the prophets. His words are:
"Paul, aservant of Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle, separated unto the gospel of God, which He had
promised before by His prophetsin the holy Scriptures, concerning His Son, who was made of the seed
of David according to the flesh." Romans 1:1-3 What more does Faustus wish? Will he maintain that
the apostle is speaking of some other prophets, and not of the Hebrew prophets? In any case, the gospel
spoken of as promised was concerning the Son of God, who was made for Him of the seed of David
according to the flesh: and to this gospel the apostle saysthat he was separated. So that the M anichaean
heresy is opposed to faith in the gospel, which teaches that the Son of God was made of the seed of
David according to the flesh. Besides, there are many passages where the apostle plainly testifies in
behalf of the Hebrew prophets, with an authority by which the necks of these proud Manichasans are
broken.

3\. "I speak the truth in Christ," says the apostle, "I lie not, my conscience bearing me witness in the
Holy Ghost, that | have great heaviness and continual sorrow of heart. For | could wish that myself
were accursed from Christ, for my brethren, my kinsmen according to the flesh: who are Israglites; to
whom pertains the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the giving of the law, and the service
and the promises; whose are the fathers, and of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is
over all, God blessed forever." Romans 9:1-5 Here is the most abundant and express testimony and the
most solemn commendation. The adoption here spoken of is evidently through the Son of God; as the
apostle saysto the Galatians: "In the fullness of time, God sent forth His Son, made of awoman, made
under the law, that He might redeem them that were under the law, that we might receive the adoption
of sons." Galatians 4:4-5 And the glory spoken of is chiefly that of which he saysin the same Epistleto
the Romans. "What advantage has the Jew? Or what profit is there in circumcision? Much every way:
chiefly, because unto them were committed the oracles of God." Romans 3:1-2 Can the Manichaeans
tell usof any oracles of God committed to the Jews besides those of the Hebrew prophets? And why are
the covenants said to belong especially to the Israglites, but because not only was the Old Testament
given to them, but also the New was prefigured in the Old? Our opponents often display much ignorant
ferocity in attacking the dispensation of the law given to the Israelites, not understanding that God



wishes us to be not under the law, but under grace. They are here answered by the apostle himself,
who, in speaking of the advantages of the Jews, mentions this as one, that they had the giving of the
law. If the law had been bad, the apostle would not have referred to it in praise of the Jews. And if
Christ had not been preached by the law, the Lord Himself would not have said, "1 you believe M oses,
you would have believed me, for he wrote of me;" John 5:46 nor would He have borne the testimony
He did after His resurrection, saying, "All things must needs be fulfilled that were written in the law
of Moses, and in the Prophets, and in the Psalms, concerning me." Luke 24:44

4\. But because the Manichaeans preach another Christ, and not Him whom the apostles preached, but
afalse Christ of their own false contrivance, in imitation of whose falsehood they themselves speak
lies, though they may perhaps be believed when they are not ashamed to profess to be the followers
of adeceiver, that has befallen them which the apostle asserts of the unbelieving Jews: "When Moses
isread, aveil isupon their heart." Neither will this veil which keeps them from understanding Moses
be taken away from them till they turn to Christ; not a Christ of their own making, but the Christ of
the Hebrew prophets. For, as the apostle says, "When you shall turn to the Lord, the veil shall be taken
away." 2 Corinthians 3:15-16 We cannot wonder that they do not believe in the Christ who rose from
the dead, and who said, "All things must needs be fulfilled which were written in the law of Moses, and
in the prophets, and in the Psalms, concerning me;" for this Christ has Himself told us what Abraham
said to a hard-hearted rich man when he was in torment in hell, and asked Abraham to send some
one to his brothers to teach them, that they might not come too into that place of torment. Abraham'’s
reply was. "They have Moses and the prophets, let them hear them." And when the rich man said that
they would not believe unless some one rose from the dead, he received this most truthful answer: "1f
they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they believe even though one rose from the dead.”
Luke 16:27-31 Wherefore, the Manichasans will not hear Moses and the prophets, and so they do not
believe Christ, though He rose from the dead. Indeed, they do not even believe that Christ rose from
the dead. For how can they believe that He rose, when they do not believe that He died? For, again,
how can they believe that He died, when they deny that He had a mortal body?

5\. But weregject those fal se teacherswhose Christ isfalse, or rather, whose Christ never existed. For we
have a Christ true and truthful, foretold by the prophets, preached by the apostles, who in innumerable
places refer to the testimonies of the law and the prophets in support of their preaching. Paul, in one
short sentence, gives the right view of this subject. "Now," he says, "the righteousness of God without
the law is manifested, being witnessed by the law and the prophets.” Romans 3:21 What prophets, if
not of Israel, to whom, as he expressly says, pertain the covenants, and the giving of the law, and the
promises? And what promises, but about Christ? Elsewhere, speaking of Christ, he says concisely:
"All the promises of God are in Him yea." 2 Corinthians 1:20 Paul tells me that the giving of the law
pertained to the Israelites. He also tells me that Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to every
one that believes. He also tells me that all the promises of God are in Christ yea. And you tell me that
the prophets of Israel foretold nothing of Christ. Shall | believe the absurdities of Manichaaus relating
avain and long fable in opposition to Paul? Or shall | believe Paul when he forewarns us: "If any man
preach to you another gospel than that which we have preached, let him be accursed?”



6\. Our opponents may perhaps ask us to point out passages where Christ is predicted by the prophets
of Israel. One would think they might be satisfied with the authority of the apostles, who declare that
what we read in the writings of the Hebrew prophets was fulfilled in Christ, or with that of Christ
Himself, who says that these things were written of Him. Whoever is unable to point out the passages
should lay the blame on his own ignorance; for the apostles and Christ and the sacred Scriptures are
not chargeable with falsehood. However, one instance out of many may be adduced. The apostle, in
the verses following the passage quoted above, says. "The word of God cannot fail. For they are not all
Israel which are of Israel; neither, because they are the seed of Abraham, are they all children: but, In
Isaac shall your seed be called: that is, they which are the children of the flesh, these are not the children
of God; but the children of promise are counted for the seed.” Romans 9:6-8 What can our opponent
say against this, in view of the declaration made to Abraham: "In your seed shall al the nations of
the earth be blessed?' At the time when the apostle gave the following exposition of this promise, "To
Abraham and to his seed were the promises made. He says not, To seed, as of many, but as of one, To
your seed, whichis Christ," Galatians 3:16 adoubt on this point might then have been lessinexcusable,
for at that time all nations had not yet believed on Christ, who is preached as of the seed of Abraham.
But now that we see the fulfillment of what we read in the ancient prophecy — now that all nations
are actually blessed in the seed of Abraham, to whom it was said thousands of years ago, "In your seed
shall all nations be blessed,"— it ismere obstinate folly to try to bring in another Christ, not of the seed
of Abraham, or to hold that there are no predictions of Christ in the prophetical books of the children
of Abraham.

7\. To enumerate all the passagesin the Hebrew prophetsreferring to our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,
would exceed the limits of avolume, not to speak of the brief replies of which thistreatise consists. The
whole contents of these Scriptures are either directly or indirectly about Christ. Often the referenceis
allegorical or enigmatical, perhapsin averba alusion, or in a historical narrative, requiring diligence
in the student, and rewarding him with the pleasure of discovery. Other passages, again, are plain; for,
without the help of what is clear, we could not understand what is obscure. And even the figurative
passages, when brought together, will be found so harmonious in their testimony to Christ as to put to
shame the obtuseness of the sceptic.

8\. In the creation God finished His works in six days, and rested on the seventh. The history of the
world contains six periods marked by the dealings of God with men. The first period isfrom Adam to
Noah; the second, from Noah to Abraham; the third, from Abraham to David; the fourth, from David
to the captivity in Babylon; the fifth, from the captivity to the advent of lowliness of our Lord Jesus
Christ; the sixth is now in progress, and will end in the coming of the exalted Saviour to judgment.
What answers to the seventh day is the rest of the saints — not in this life, but in another, where the
rich man saw Lazarus at rest while he was tormented in hell; where there is no evening, because there
is no decay. On the sixth day, in Genesis, man isformed after the image of God; in the sixth period of
the world there is the clear discovery of our transformation in the renewing of our mind, according to
the image of Him who created us, as the apostle says. Colossians 3:10 As awife was made for Adam
from his side while he slept, the Church becomes the property of her dying Saviour, by the sacrament
of the blood which flowed from His side after His death. The woman made out of her husband's side



iscalled Eve, or Life, and the mother of living beings; and the Lord says in the Gospel: "Except aman
eat my flesh and drink my blood, he has no life in him." John 6:53 The whole narrative of Genesis, in
the most minute details, is a prophecy of Christ and of the Church with reference either to the good
Christians or to the bad. There is a significance in the words of the apostle when he calls Adam "the
figure of Him that was to come;" Romans 5:14 and when he says, "A man shall leave his father and
mother, and shall cleaveto hiswife, and they two shall be oneflesh. Thisisagreat mystery; but | speak
concerning Christ and the Church." Ephesians 5:31-32 This points most obviously to the way in which
Christ left His Father; for "though He was in the form of God, and thought it not robbery to be equal
with God, He emptied Himself, and took upon Him the form of a servant.” Philippians 2:6-7 And so,
too, He left His mother, the synagogue of the Jews which cleaved to the carnality of the Old Testament,
and was united to the Church His holy bride, that in the peace of the New Testament they two might
be one flesh. For though with the Father He was God, by whom we were made, He becamein the flesh
partaker of our nature, that we might become the body of which He isthe head.

9\. AsCain'ssacrifice of thefruit of the ground isrejected, while Abel's sacrifice of hissheep and thefat
thereof is accepted, so the faith of the New Testament praising God in the harmless service of graceis
preferred to the earthly observances of the Old Testament. For though the Jews were right in practising
these things, they were guilty of unbelief in not distinguishing the time of the New Testament when
Christ came, from the time of the Old Testament. God said to Cain, "If you offer well, yet if you divide
not well, you have sinned." If Cain had obeyed God when He said, "Be content, for to you shall be its
reference, and you shall rule over it," he would have referred his sin to himself, by taking the blame
of it, and confessing it to God; and so assisted by supplies of grace, he would have ruled over hissin,
instead of acting as the servant of sin in killing his innocent brother. So also the Jews, of whom all
these things are a figure, if they had been content, instead of being turbulent, and had acknowledged
the time of salvation through the pardon of sinsby grace, and heard Christ saying, " They that are whole
need not a physician, but they that are sick; | came not to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance;”
Matthew 9:12-13 and, "Every one that commits sin is the servant of sin;" and, "If the Son make you
free, you shall be free indeed," John 8:34, 36 — they would in confession have referred their sin to
themselves, saying to the Physician, as it is written in the Psalm, "I said, Lord, be merciful to me;
heal my soul, for | have sinned against You." And being made free by the hope of grace, they would
have ruled over sin as long as it continued in their mortal body. But now, being ignorant of God's
righteousness, and wishing to establish a righteousness of their own, proud of the works of the law,
instead of being humbled on account of their sins, they have not been content; and in subjection to
sin reigning in their mortal body, so as to make them obey it in the lusts thereof, they have stumbled
on the stone of stumbling, and have been inflamed with hatred against him whose works they grieved
to see accepted by God. The man who was born blind, and had been made to see, said to them, "We
know that God hears not sinners; but if any man serve Him, and do Hiswill, him He hears;" John 9:31
asif he had said, God regards not the sacrifice of Cain, but he regards the sacrifice of Abel. Abel, the
younger brother, iskilled by the elder brother; Christ, the head of the younger people, iskilled by the
elder people of the Jews. Abel diesin thefield; Christ dies on Calvary.



10\. God asks Cain where hisbrother is, not asif He did not know, but as ajudge asksaguilty criminal.
Cain replies that he knows not, and that he is not his brother's keeper. And what answer can the Jews
give at thisday, when we ask them with the voice of God, that is, of the sacred Scriptures, about Christ,
except that they do not know the Christ that we speak of ? Cain'signorance was pretended, and the Jews
are deceived in their refusal of Christ. Moreover, they would have been in a sense keepers of Christ,
if they had been willing to receive and keep the Christian faith. For the man who keeps Christ in his
heart does not ask, like Cain, Am | my brother's keeper? Then God saysto Cain, "What have you done?
The voice of your brother's blood cries unto me from the ground.” So the voice of God in the Holy
Scriptures accuses the Jews. For the blood of Christ has aloud voice on the earth, when the responsive
Amen of those who believein Him comes from all nations. Thisis the voice of Christ's blood, because
the clear voice of the faithful redeemed by His blood is the voice of the blood itself.



11\. Then God says to Cain: "You are cursed from the earth, which has opened its mouth to receive
your brother's blood at your hand. For you shall till the earth, and it shall no longer yield unto you its
strength. A mourner and an abject shall you be on the earth.” It is not, Cursed is the earth, but, Cursed
are you from the earth, which has opened its mouth to receive your brother's blood at your hand. So
the unbelieving people of the Jews is cursed from the earth, that is, from the Church, which in the
confession of sins has opened its mouth to receive the blood shed for the remission of sins by the hand
of the people that would not be under grace, but under the law. And this murderer is cursed by the
Church; that is, the Church admits and avows the curse pronounced by the apostle: "Whoever are of
the works of the law are under the curse of the law." Galatians 3:10 Then, after saying, Cursed are you
from the earth, which has opened its mouth to receive your brother's blood at your hand, what follows
is not, For you shall till it, but, You shall till the earth, and it shall not yield to you its strength. The
earth heis to till is not necessarily the same as that which opened its mouth to receive his brother's
blood at his hand. From this earth he is cursed, and so he tills an earth which shall no longer yield to
him its strength. That is, the Church admits and avows the Jewish people to be cursed, because after
killing Christ they continueto till the ground of an earthly circumcision, an earthly Sabbath, an earthly
passover, while the hidden strength or virtue of making known Christ, which thistilling contains, is not
yielded to the Jewswhile they continuein impiety and unbelief, for it isrevealed in the New Testament.
While they will not turn to God, the veil which is on their minds in reading the Old Testament is not
taken away. This veil istaken away only by Christ, who does not do away with the reading of the Old
Testament, but with the covering which hides its virtue. So, at the crucifixion of Christ, the veil was
rent in two, that by the passion of Christ hidden mysteries might be revealed to believers who turn to
Him with a mouth opened in confession to drink His blood. In this way the Jewish people, like Cain,
continuetilling theground, in the carnal observance of thelaw, which doesnot yield to themitsstrength,
because they do not perceive in it the grace of Christ. So too, the flesh of Christ was the ground from
which by crucifying Him the Jews produced our salvation, for He died for our offenses. But thisground
did not yield to them its strength, for they were not justified by the virtue of His resurrection, for He
arose again for our justification. Asthe apostle says. "He was crucified in weakness, but He lives by the
power of God." 2 Corinthians 13:4 Thisis the power of that ground which is unknown to the ungodly
and unbelieving. When Christ rose, He did not appear to those who had crucified Him. So Cain was
not allowed to see the strength of the ground which he tilled to sow his seed in it; as God said, "You
shall till the ground, and it shall no longer yield unto you its strength.”

12\. "Groaning and trembling shall you be on the earth." Here no one can fail to see that in every land
where the Jews are scattered they mourn for the loss of their kingdom, and are in terrified subjection
to the immensely superior number of Christians. So Cain answered, and said: "My case is worsg, if
You drive me out this day from the face of the earth, and from Your face shall | be hid, and | shall
be a mourner and an outcast on the earth; and it shall be that every one that finds me shall slay me."
Here he groans indeed in terror, lest after losing his earthly possession he should suffer the death of
the body. This he calls a worse case than that of the ground not yielding to him its strength, or than
that of spiritual death. For his mind is carnal; for he thinks little of being hid from the face of God,
that is, of being under the anger of God, were it not that he may be found and slain. Thisisthe carnd
mind that tills the ground, but does not obtain its strength. To be carnally minded is death; but he, in



ignorance of this, mourns for the loss of his earthly possession, and isin terror of bodily death. But
what does God reply? "Not so,” He says; "but whosoever shall kill Cain, vengeance shall be taken on
him sevenfold."” That is, It is not as you say, not by bodily death shall the ungodly race of carnal Jews
perish. For whoever destroys them in this way shall suffer sevenfold vengeance, that is, shall bring
upon himself the sevenfold penalty under which the Jewslie for the crucifixion of Christ. So to theend
of the seven days of time, the continued preservation of the Jewswill be aproof to believing Christians
of the subjection merited by those who, in the pride of their kingdom, put the Lord to death.

13\. "And the Lord God set a mark upon Cain, lest any one finding him should slay him." It is a most
notable fact, that all the nations subjugated by Rome adopted the heathenish ceremonies of the Roman
worship; whilethe Jewish nation, whether under Pagan or Christian monarchs, has never lost the sign of
their law, by which they are distinguished from all other nations and peoples. No emperor or monarch
who finds under his government the people with this mark kills them, that is, makes them cease to be
Jaws, and as Jews to be separate in their observances, and unlike the rest of the world. Only when a
Jaw comes over to Christ, he is no longer Cain, nor goes out from the presence of God, nor dwells
in the land of Nod, which is said to mean commotion. Against this evil of commotion the Psalmist
prays, " Suffer not my feet to be moved;" and again, "L et not the hands of the wicked remove me;" and,
"Those that trouble me will rejoicewhen | am moved:" and, "The Lord isat my right hand, that | should
not be moved;" and so in innumerable places. This evil comes upon those who leave the presence of
God, that is, His loving-kindness. Thus the Psalmist says, "I said in my prosperity, | shall never be
moved." But observe what follows, "Lord, by Your favor You have given strength to my honor; You
hid Your face, and | was troubled;" which teaches us that not in itself, but by participation in the light
of God, can any soul possess beauty, or honor, or strength. The Manichasans should think of this, to
keep them from the blasphemy of identifying themselves with the nature and substance of God. But
they cannot think, because they are not content. The Sabbath of the heart they are strangers to. If they
were content, as Cain was told to be, they would refer their sin to themselves; that is, they would lay
the blame on themselves, and not on arace of darkness that no one ever heard of, and so by the grace
of God they would prevail over their sin. But now the Manichaans, and al who oppose the truth by
their various heresies, leave the presence of God, like Cain and the scattered Jews, and inhabit the
land of commotion, that is, of carnal disquietude, instead of the enjoyment of God, that is instead of
Eden, which isinterpreted Feasting, where Paradise was planted. But not to depart too much from the
argument of thistreatise | must limit myself to afew, short remarks under this head.

14\. Omitting therefore many passages in these Books where Christ may be found, but which require
longer explanation and proof, although the most hidden meanings are the sweetest, convincing testimo-
ny may be obtained from the enumeration of such things as the following:— That Enoch, the seventh
from Adam, pleased God, and was translated, as there is to be a seventh day of rest into which all will
be translated who, during the sixth day of the world's history, are created anew by the incarnate Word.
That Noah, with his family is saved by water and wood, as the family of Christ is saved by baptism,
as representing the suffering of the cross. That this ark is made of beams formed in a square, as the
Church is constructed of saints prepared unto every good work: for a square stands firm on any side.
That the length is six timesthe breadth, and ten times the height, like ahuman body, to show that Christ



appeared in a human body. That the breadth reaches to fifty cubits; as the apostle says, "Our heart is
enlarged,” 2 Corinthians 6:11 that is, with spiritual love, of which he says again, "The love of God is
shed abroad in our heart by the Holy Ghost, which is given unto us." Romans 5:5 For in the fiftieth
day after His resurrection, Christ sent His Holy Spirit to enlarge the hearts of His disciples. That it is
three hundred cubitslong, to make up six timesfifty; asthere are six periodsin the history of the world
during which Christ has never ceased to be preached — in five foretold by the prophets, and in the
sixth proclaimed in the gospel. That it is thirty cubits high, a tenth part of the length; because Christ
is our height, who in his thirtieth year gave His sanction to the doctrine of the gospel, by declaring
that He came not to destroy the law, but to fulfil it. Now the ten commandments are to be the heart of
the law; and so the length of the ark is ten times thirty. Noah himself, too, was the tenth from Adam.
That the beams of the ark are fastened within and without with pitch, to signify by compact union the
forbearance of love, which keeps the brotherly connection from being impaired, and the bond of peace
from being broken by the offenses which try the Church either from without or from within. For pitch
is a glutinous substance, of great energy and force, to represent the ardor of love which, with great
power of endurance, bears al things in the maintenance of spiritual communion.

15\. That all kinds of animals areinclosed in the ark; asthe Church contains all nations, which was also
set forth in the vessel shown to Peter. That clean and unclean animals are in the ark; as good and bad
take part in the sacraments of the Church. That the clean are in sevens, and the unclean in twos; not
because the bad are fewer than the good, but because the good preserve the unity of the Spirit in the
bond of peace; and the Spirit is spoken of in Scripture as having a sevenfold operation, as being "the
Holy Spirit of wisdom and understanding, of counsel and might, of knowledge and piety, and of the
fear of God." Isaiah 11:2-3 So also the number fifty, which is connected with the advent of the Holy
Spirit, ismade up of seven times seven, and one over; whenceit is said, "Endeavoring to keep the unity
of the Spirit in the bond of peace." Ephesians 4:3 The bad, again, are in twos, as being easily divided,
from their tendency to schism. That Noah, counting hisfamily, was the eighth; because the hope of our
resurrection has appeared in Christ, who rose from the dead on the eighth day, that is, on the day after
the seventh, or Sabbath day. This day was the third from His passion; but in the ordinary reckoning of
days, it is both the eighth and the first.

16\. That the whole ark together isfinished in a cubit above; as the Church, the body of Christ gathered
into unity, israised to perfection. So Christ saysin the Gospel: "He that gathers not with me, scatters.”
Matthew 12:30 That the entrance is on the side; as no man enters the Church except by the sacrament
of the remission of sins which flowed from Christ's opened side. That the lower spaces of the ark are
divided into two and three chambers: as the multitude of all nationsin the Church is divided into two,
as circumcised and uncircumcised; or into three, as descended from the three sons of Noah. And these
parts of the ark are called lower, because in this earthly state there is a difference of races, and above
we are completed in one. _Above there is no diversity; for Christ isall and in al, finishing us, as it
were, in one cubit above with heavenly unity.



17\. That the flood came seven days after Noah entered the ark; as we are baptized in the hope of the
future rest, which was denoted by the seventh day. That all flesh on the face of the earth, outside the
ark, was destroyed by the flood; as, beyond the communion of the Church, though the water of baptism
is the same, it is efficacious only for destruction, and not for salvation. That it rained for forty days
and forty nights; as the sacrament of heavenly baptism washes away all the guilt of the sins against the
ten commandments throughout all the four quarters of the world (four times ten isforty), whether that
guilt has been contracted in the day of prosperity or in the night of adversity.

18\. That Noah was five hundred years old when God told him to make the ark, and six hundred when
he entered the ark; which shows that the ark was made during one hundred years, which seem to cor-
respond to the years of an age of the world. So the sixth age is occupied with the construction of the
Church by the preaching of the gospel. The man who avails himself of the offer of salvation is made
like a square beam, fitted for every good work, and forms part of the sacred fabric. Again, it was the
second month of the six hundredth year when Noah entered the ark, and in two months there are sixty
days, so that here, asin every multiple of six, we have the number denoting the sixth age.

19\. That mention is made of the twenty seventh day of the month; as we have already seen the sig-
nificance of the square in the beams. Here especialy it is significant; for as twenty-seven is the cube
of three, there is a trinity in the means by which we are, as it were, squared, or fitted for every good
work. By the memory we remember God; by the understanding we know Him; by the will we love
Him. That in the seventh month the ark rested; reminding us again of the seventh day of rest. And here
again, to denote the perfection of those at rest, the twenty-seventh day of the month is mentioned for
the second time. So what is promised in hope isrealized in experience. There is here a combination of
seven and eight; for the water rose fifteen cubits above the mountains, pointing to a profound mystery
in baptism — the sacrament of our regeneration. For the seventh day of rest is connected with the eighth
of resurrection. For when the saints receive again their bodies after the rest of the intermediate state,
the rest will not cease; but rather the whole man, body and soul united, renewed in the immortal health,
will attain to the realization of his hopein the enjoyment of eternal life. Thus the sacrament of baptism,
like the waters of Noah, rises above all the wisdom of the proud. Seven and eight are also combined
in the number of one hundred and fifty, made up of seventy and eighty, which was the number of days
during which the water prevailed, pointing out the deep import of baptism in consecrating the new man
to hold the faith of rest and resurrection.

20\. That the raven sent out after forty days did not return, being either prevented by the water or
attracted by some floating carcass; as men defiled by impure desire, and therefore eager for things
outside in the world, are either baptized, or are led astray into the company of those to whom, as they
are outside the ark, that is, outside the Church, baptism is destructive. That the dove when sent forth
found no rest, and returned; as in the New Testament rest is not promised to the saints in this world.
The dove was sent forth after forty days, a period denoting the length of human life. When again sent
forth after seven days, denoting the sevenfold operation of the Spirit, the dove brought back a fruitful
olive branch; as some even who are baptized outside of the Church, if not destitute of the fatness of
charity, may come after al, as it were in the evening, and be brought into the one communion by the
mouth of the dove in the kiss of peace. That, when again sent forth after seven days, the dove did not



return; as, at the end of the world, the rest of the saints shall no longer be in the sacrament of hope, as
now, while in the communion of the Church, they drink what flowed from the side of Christ, but in the
perfection of eternal safety, when the kingdom shall be delivered up to God and the Father, and when,
in that unclouded contemplation of unchangeable truth, we shall no longer need natural symbols.

21\. There are many other points which we cannot take notice of even in this cursory manner. Why in
the six hundred and first year of Noah's life — that is, after six hundred years were completed — the
covering of the ark is removed, and the hidden mystery, as it were, disclosed. Why the earth is said to
have dried on the twenty-seventh day of the second month; as if the number fifty-seven denoted the
completion of therite of baptism. For the twenty-seventh day of the second month is the fifty-seventh
day of the year; and the number fifty-seven is seven times eight, which are the numbers of the spirit
and the body, with one over, to denote the bond of unity. Why they leave the ark together, though they
entered separately. For it is said: "Noah went in, and his sons, and his wife, and his sons wives with
him, into the ark;" the men and the women being spoken of separately; which denotes the time when
the flesh lusts against the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh. But they go forth, Noah and his wife,
and his sons and their wives — the men and women together. For in the end of the world, and in the
resurrection of thejust, the body will be united to the spirit in perfect harmony, undisturbed by the wants
and the passions of mortality. Why, after leaving the ark, only clean animals are offered in sacrifice to
God, though both clean and unclean were in the ark.

22\. Then, again, it issignificant that when God speaksto Noah, and beginsanew, asit were, in order, by
repetition in various forms, to draw attention to the figure of the Church, the sons of Noah are blessed,
and told to replenish the earth, and all animals are given to them for food; as was said to Peter of the
vessel, "Kill and eat." That they are told to pour out the blood when they eat; that the former life may
not be kept shut up in the conscience, but may be, asit were, poured out in confession. That God makes
the bow, which appearsin the clouds only when the sun shines, the sign of His covenant with men, and
with every living thing, that He will not destroy them with aflood; as those do not perish by the flood,
in separation from the Church, who in the clouds of God — that is, in the prophets and in all the sacred
Scriptures — discern the glory of Christ, instead of seeking their own glory. The worshippers of the
sun, however, need not pride themselves on this; for they must understand that the sun, as also alion,
alamb, and a stone, are used as types of Christ because they have some resemblance, not because they
are of the same substance.

23\. Again, the sufferings of Christ from His own nation are evidently denoted by Noah being drunk
with the wine of the vineyard he planted, and his being uncovered in his tent. For the mortality of
Christ'sflesh was uncovered, to the Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks foolishness; but to them
that are called, both Jews and Greeks, both Shem and Japhet, the power of God and the wisdom of
God. Because the foolishness of God iswiser than men, and the weakness of God is stronger than men.
1 Corinthians 1:23-25

Moreover, the two sons, the eldest and the youngest, carrying the garment backwards, are a figure of
the two peoples, and the sacrament of the past and completed passions of the Lord. They do not see
the nakedness of their father, because they do not consent to Christ's death; and yet they honor it with a



covering, as knowing whence they were born. The middle son isthe Jewish people, for they neither held
thefirst place with the apostles, nor believed subsequently with the Gentiles. They saw the nakedness of
their father, because they consented to Christ's death; and they told it to their brethren outside, for what
was hidden in the prophets was disclosed by the Jews. And thus they are the servants of their brethren.
For what else is this nation now but a desk for the Christians, bearing the law and the prophets, and
testifying to the doctrine of the Church, so that we honor in the sacrament what they disclose in the
letter?



24\. Again, every one must be impressed, and be either enlightened or confirmed in the faith, by the
blessing of the two sons who honored the nakedness of their father, though they turned away their
faces, as displeased with the evil done by the vine. "Blessed," he says, "be the Lord God of Shem." For
although God is the God of al nations, even the Gentiles acknowledge Him to be in a peculiar sense
the God of Israel. And how is this to be explained but by the blessing of Japhet? The occupation of
all the world by the Church among the Gentiles was exactly foretold in the words: "Let God enlarge
Japhet, and let him dwell in the tents of Shem.” That is for the Manichasan to attend to. You see what
the state of the world actually is. The very thing that you are astonished and grieved at in usisthis, that
God is enlarging Japhet. Is He not dwelling in the tents of Shem?— that is, in the churches built by
the apostles, the sons of the prophets. Hear what Paul saysto the believing Gentiles: "You were at that
time without Christ, being aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers from the covenants;
having no hope of the promise, and without God in the world." In these words there is a description of
the state of Japhet before he dwelt in the tents of Shem. But observe what follows: "Now then;" he says,
"you are no more strangers and foreigners, but fellow citizens with the saints, and of the household of
God, being built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ Himsalf being the chief
corner-stone." Here we have Japhet enlarged, and dwelling in the tents of Shem. These testimonies
are taken from the epistles of the apostles, which you yourselves acknowledge, and read, and profess
to follow. You occupy an unhappy middle position in a building of which Christ is not the chief cor-
ner-stone. For you do not belong to the wall of those who, like the apostles, being of the circumcision,
believed in Christ; nor to the wall of those who, being of the uncircumcision, like al the Gentiles,
are joined in the unity of faith, asin the fellowship of the corner-stone. However, al who accept and
read any books of our canon in which Christ is spoken of as having been born and having suffered
in the flesh, and who do not unite with us in a common veiling with the sacrament of the mortality,
uncovered by the passion, but without the knowledge of piety and charity make known that from which
we al are born — although they differ among themselves, whether as Jews and heretics, or as heretics
of one kind or other — are till all useful to the Church, as being al alike servants, either in bearing
witness to or in proving some truth. For of hereticsit is said: "There must be heresies, that those who
are approved among you may be manifested.” 1 Corinthians 11:19 Go on, then, with your objections
to the Old Testament Scriptures! Go on, you servants of Ham! You have despised the flesh from which
you were born when uncovered. For you could not have called yourselves Christians unless Christ had
come into the world, as foretold by the prophets, and had drunk of His own vine that cup which could
not pass from Him, and had slept in His passion, as in the drunkenness of the folly which iswiser than
men; and so, in the hidden counsel of God, the disclosure had been made of that infirmity of mortal
flesh which is stronger than men. For unless the Word of God had taken on Himself this infirmity, the
name of Christian, in which you also glory, would not exist in the earth. Go on, then, as | have said.
Declarein mockery what we may honor with reverence. Let the Church use you as her servantsto make
manifest those members who are approved. So particular are the predictions of the prophets regarding
the state and the sufferings of the Church, that we can find a place even for you in what is said of the
destructive error by which the reprobate are to perish, while the approved are to be manifested.

25\. You say that Christ was not foretold by the prophets of Israel, when, in fact, their Scriptures teem
with such predictions, if you would only examine them carefully, instead of treating them with levi-



ty. Who in Abraham leaves his country and kindred that he may become rich and prosperous among
strangers, but He who, leaving the land and country of the Jews, of whom He was born in the flesh, is
now extending His power, as we see, among the Gentiles? Who in Isaac carried the wood for His own
sacrifice, but He who carried His own cross? Who is the ram for sacrifice, caught by the hornsin a
bush, but He who was fastened to the cross as an offering for us?

26\. Who in the angel striving with Jacob, on the one hand is constrained to give him ablessing, asthe
weaker to the stronger, the conquered to the conqueror, and on the other hand puts his thigh-bone out of
joint, but He who, when He suffered the people of Israel to prevail against Him, blessed those among
them who believed, while the multitude, like Jacob's thigh-bone, halted in their carnality? Who is the
stone placed under Jacob's head, but Christ the head of man? And in its anointing the very name of
Christ is expressed, for, as all know, Christ means anointed. Christ refers to this in the Gospel, and
declaresit to be atype of Himself, when He said of Nathanael that he was an I sraelite indeed, in whom
was no guile, and when Nathanael, resting his head, as it were, on this Stone, or on Christ, confessed
Him as the Son of God and the King of Israel anointing the Stone by his confession, in which he
acknowledged Jesus to be Christ. On this occasion the Lord made appropriate mention of what Jacob
saw in hisdream "Verily | say unto you, You shall see heaven opened, and the angels of God ascending
and descending upon the Son of man." John 1:47-51 This Jacob saw, who in the blessing was called
Israel, when he had the stone for apillow, and had the vision of theladder reaching from earth to heaven,
on which the angels of God were ascending and descending. Genesis 28:11-18 The angels denote the
evangelists, or preachers of Christ. They ascend when they rise above the created universe to describe
the supreme majesty of the divine nature of Christ as being in the beginning God with God, by whom
all things were made. They descend to tell of His being made of a woman, made under the law, that
He might redeem them that were under the law. Christ is the ladder reaching from earth to heaven, or
from the carnal to the spiritual: for by His assistance the carnal ascend to spirituality; and the spiritua
may be said to descend to nourish the carnal with milk when they cannot speak to them asto spiritual,
but asto carnal. 1 Corinthians 3:1-3 There is thus both an ascent and a descent upon the Son of man.
For the Son of man is above as our head, being Himself the Saviour; and He is below in His body, the
Church. Heistheladder, for He says, "I am theway." We ascend to Him to see Him in heavenly places;
we descend to Him for the nourishment of His weak members. And the ascent and descent are by Him
aswell asto Him. Following His example, those who preach Him not only rise to behold Him exalted,
but let themselves down to give a plain announcement of the truth. So the apostle ascends, "Whether
we be beside ourselves, it is to God;" and descends, "Whether we be sober, it is for your sake." And
by whom did he ascend and descend? "For the love of Christ constrains us: for we thus judge, that if
one died for all, then al died; and that He died for al, that they which live should no longer live unto
themselves, but unto Him that died for them, and rose again." 2 Corinthians 5:13-15

27\. The man who does not find pleasure in these views of sacred Scripture is turned away to fables,
because he cannot bear sound doctrine. The fables have an attraction for childish minds in people of
all ages; but we who are of the body of Christ should say with the Psalmist; "O Lord, the wicked have
spoken to me pleasing things, but they are not after Your law." In every page of these Scriptures, whilel
pursue my search as ason of Adam in the sweat of my brow, Christ either openly or covertly meets and



refreshes me. Where the discovery islaborious my ardor isincreased, and the spoil obtained is eagerly
devoured, and is hidden in my heart for my nourishment.

28\. Christ appearsto mein Joseph, who was persecuted and sold by his brethren, and after histroubles
obtained honor in Egypt. We have seen the troubles of Christ inthe world, of which Egypt wasafigure,
in the sufferings of the martyrs. And now we see the honor of Christ in the same world which He sub-
duesto Himself, in exchange for the food which He bestows. Christ appearsto mein therod of Moses,
which became a serpent when cast on the earth as a figure of His death, which came from the serpent.
Again, when caught by the tail it became arod, as a figure of His return after the accomplishment of
His work in His resurrection to what He was before, destroying death by His new life, so asto leave
no trace of the serpent. We, too, who are His body, glide along in the same mortality through the folds
of time; but when at last the tail of this course of thingsislaid hold of by the hand of judgment that it
shall go no further, we shall be renewed, and rising from the destruction of death, the last enemy, we
shall be the sceptre of government in the right hand of God.

29\. Of the departure of Israel from Egypt, let us hear what the apostle himself says: "1 would not,
brethren, that you should be ignorant that all our fathers were under the cloud, and al passed through
the sea, and were all baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea, and did all eat the same spiritual
meat, and did all drink of the same spiritual drink. For they drank of the spiritual rock which followed
them, and that rock was Christ." 1 Corinthians 10:1-4 The explanation of one thing isakey to the rest.
For if the rock is Christ from its stability, is not the manna Christ, the living bread which came down
from heaven, which gives spiritual life to those who truly feed on it? The Israglites died because they
received thefigure only inits carnal sense. The apostle, by calling it spiritual food, showsitsreference
to Chrigt, as the spiritual drink is explained by the words, "That rock was Christ," which explain the
whole. Then is not the cloud and the pillar Christ, who by His uprightness and strength supports our
feebleness; who shines by night and not by day, that they who see not may see, and that they who see
may be made blind? In the clouds and the Red Sea there is the baptism consecrated by the blood of
Christ. The enemies following behind perish, as past sins are put away.



30\. The Israelites are led through the wilderness, as those who are baptized are in the wilderness
while on the way to the promised land, hoping and patiently waiting for that which they see not. In
the wilderness are severe trials, lest they should in heart return to Egypt. Still Christ does not leave
them; the pillar does not go away. The bitter waters are sweetened by wood, as hostile people become
friendly by learning to honor the cross of Christ. The twelve fountains watering the seventy palm trees
are afigure of apostolic grace watering the nations. As seven is multiplied by ten, so the decalogue is
fulfilled in the sevenfold operation of the Spirit. The enemy attempting to stop them in their way is
overcome by Moses stretching out his hands in the figure of the cross. The deadly bites of serpentsare
healed by the brazen serpent, which waslifted up that they might look at it. The Lord Himself givesthe
explanation of this: "AsMoses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of man be lifted
up, that whosoever believes in Him may not perish, but have everlasting life." John 3:14 So in many
other things we may find a protest against the obstinacy of unbelieving hearts. In the passover alamb
is killed, representing Christ, of whom it is said in the Gospel, "Behold the Lamb of God, who takes
away the sin of the world!" John 1:29 In the passover the bones of the lamb were not to be broken;
and on the cross the bones of the Lord were not broken. The evangelist, in reference to this, quotes
the words, "A bone of Him shall not be broken." John 19:36 The posts were marked with blood to
keep away destruction, as people are marked on their foreheads with the sign of the Lord's passion for
their salvation. The law was given on the fiftieth day after the passover; so the Holy Spirit came on the
fiftieth day after the passion of the Lord. The law is said to have been written with the finger of God,;
and the Lord says of the Holy Spirit, "With the finger of God | cast out devils." Luke 11:20 Such are
the Scripturesin which Faustus, after shutting his eyes, declaresthat he can see no prediction of Christ.
But we need not wonder that he should have eyesto read and yet no heart to understand, since, instead
of knocking in devout faith at the door of the heavenly secret, he dares to act in profane hostility. So
let it be, for so it ought to be. Let the gate of salvation be shut to the proud. The meek, to whom God
teaches Hisways, will find all these thingsin the Scriptures, and those things which he does not see he
will believe from what he sees.

31\. Hewill see Jesus|eading the people into the land of promise; for this name was given to the |eader
of Israel, not at first, or by chance, but on account of the work to which he was called. He will see
the cluster from the land of promise hanging from a wooden pole. He will see in Jericho, asin this
perishing world, an harlot, one of those of whom the Lord says that they go before the proud into the
kingdom of heaven, putting out of her window a scarlet line symbolic of blood, as confession is made
with the mouth for the remission of sins. He will see the walls of Jericho, like the frail defences of the
world, fall when compassed seven times by the Ark of the Covenant; as now in the course of the seven
days of time the covenant of God compasses the whole globe, that in the end, death, the last enemy,
may be destroyed, and the Church, like one single house, be saved from the destruction of the ungodly,
purified from the defilement of fornication by the window of confession in the blood of remission.

32\. He will see the times of the judges precede those of the kings, as the judgment will precede the
kingdom. And under both the judges and the kings he will see Christ and the Church repeatedly prefig-
ured in many and various ways. Who was in Samson, when he killed the lion that met him as he went
to get a wife among strangers, but He who, when going to call His Church from among the Gentiles,



said, "Be of good cheer, | have overcome the world?' John 16:33 What means the hive in the mouth of
the dlain lion, but that, aswe see, the very laws of the earthly kingdom which once raged against Christ
have now lost their fierceness, and have become a protection for the preaching of gospel sweetness?
What is that woman boldly piercing the temples of the enemy with a wooden nail, but the faith of the
Church casting down the kingdom of the devil by the cross of Christ? What is the fleece wet while
the ground was dry, and again the fleece dry while the ground was wet, but the Hebrew nation at first
possessing alone in its typical institution Christ the mystery of God, while the whole world was in
ignorance? And now the whole world has this mystery revealed, while the Jews are destitute of it.

33\. To mention only afew thingsin the times of the kings, at the very outset does not the changein the
priesthood when Eli was rejected and Samuel chosen, and in the kingdom when Saul was rejected and
David chosen, clearly predict the new priesthood and kingdom to comein our Lord Jesus Christ, when
the old, which was a shadow of the new, was rejected? Did not David, when he ate the show-bread,
which it was not lawful for any but the prieststo eat, prefigure the union of the kingdom and priesthood
in one person, Jesus Christ? In the separation of the ten tribes from the temple while two were left, is
there not afigure of what the apostle asserts of the whole nation: "A remnant is saved by the election
of grace."? Romans 11:5

34\. Inthetime of famine, Elijahisfed by ravensbringing bread in the morning and fleshin the evening;
but the Manichaaans cannot in this perceive Christ, who, as it were, hungers for our salvation, and to
whom sinners come in confession, having now the first-fruits of the Spirit, while in the end, that isto
say in the evening of the age, they will have the resurrection of their bodies aso. Elijahis sent to be fed
by awidow woman of another nation, who was going to gather two sticks before she died, denoting the
two wooden beams of the cross. Her meal and oil are blessed, as the fruit and cheerfulness of charity
do not diminish by expenditure, for God loves a cheerful giver. 2 Corinthians 9:7

35\. The children that mocked Elisha by calling out Baldhead, are devoured by wild beasts, as those
who in childish folly scoff at Christ crucified on Calvary are destroyed by devils. Elisha sends his
servants to lay his staff on the dead body, but it does not revive; he comes himself, and lays himself
exactly upon the dead body, and it revives: asthe Word of God sent the law by His servant, without any
profit to mankind dead in sins; and yet it was not sent without purpose by Him who knew the necessity
of its being first sent. Then He Himself came, conformed Himself to us by participation in our death,
and we were revived. When they were cutting down wood with axes, the iron, flying off the wood,
sank to the bottom of the river, and came up again when the wood was thrown in by Elisha. So, when
Christ's bodily presence was cutting down the unfruitful trees among the unbelieving Jews, according
to the saying of John, "Behold, the axeislaid to the roots of the tree," Matthew 3:10 by the death they
inflicted, Christ was separated from His body, and descended to the depths of the infernal world; and
then, when His body was laid in the tomb, like the wood on the water, His spirit returned, like theiron
to the handle, and He rose. The reader will observe how many things of this kind are omitted for the
sake of brevity.

36\. Asregardsthe departure to Babylon, where the Spirit of God by the prophet Jeremiah enjoinsthem
to go, telling them to pray for the people in whose land they dwell as strangers, because in their peace



they would find peace, and to build houses, and plant vineyards and gardens — the figurative meaning
is plain, when we consider that the true Israglites, in whom is no guile, passed over in the ministry of
the apostles with the ordinances of the gospel into the kingdom of the Gentiles. So the apostle, like
an echo of Jeremiah, saysto us, "l will first of all that prayer, supplications, intercessions and giving
of thanks be made for all men, and for those in authority, that we may live a quiet and peaceable life
in al godliness and charity; for thisis good and acceptable in the sight of God our Saviour, who will
have al men to be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the truth.” 1 Timothy 2:1-4 Accordingly
the basilicas of Christian congregations have been built by believers as abodes of peace, and vineyards
of the faithful have been renewed, and gardens planted, where chief among the plants is the mustard
tree, in whose wide-spreading branches the pride of the Gentiles, like the birds of heaven, inits soaring
ambition, takes shelter. Again, in the return from captivity after seventy years, according to Jeremiah's
prophecy, and in the restoration of the temple, every believer in Christ must see a figure of our return
as the Church of God from the exile of this world to the heavenly Jerusalem, after the seven days of
time have fulfilled their course. Joshua the high priest, after the captivity, who rebuilt the temple, was
afigure of Jesus Chrigt, the true High Priest of our restoration. The prophet Zechariah saw this Joshua
in afilthy garment; and after the devil who stood by to accuse him was defeated, the filthy garment
was taken from him, and a dress of honor and glory given him. So the body of Jesus Christ, which is
the Church, when the adversary is conquered in the judgment at the end of the world, will pass from
the pains of exileto the glory of everlasting safety. Thisis the song of the Psalmist at the dedication of
his house: "You have turned for me my mourning into gladness; You have removed my sackcloth, and
girded me with gladness, that my glory may sing praise unto You, and not be silent.”

37\. Itisimpossible, in adigression like this, to refer, however briefly, to al the figurative predictions
of Christ which areto befound in the law and the prophets. Will it be said that these things happened in
the regular course of things, and that it is a mere ingenious fancy to make them typical of Christ? Such
an objection might come from Jews and Pagans; but those who wish to be considered Christians must
yield to the authority of the apostle when he says, "All these things happened to them for an example;”
and again, "These things are our examples." For if two men, Ishmael and Isaac, are types of the two
covenants, can it be supposed that there is no significance in the vast number of particulars which have
no historical or natural value? Suppose we were to see some Hebrew characters written on the wall
of a noble building, should we be so foolish as to conclude that, because we cannot understand the
characters, they are not intended to be read, and are mere painting, without any meaning? So, whoever
with a candid mind reads all these things that are contained in the Old Testament Scriptures, must feel
constrained to acknowledge that they have a meaning.



38\. As an example of those particulars which have no meaning at all if not a symbolic one: Granting
that it was necessary that woman should be made as an help meet for man, what natural reason can
be assigned for her being taken from his side while he slept? Granting that an ark was required in
order to escape from the flood, why should it have precisely these dimensions, and why should they be
recorded for the devout study of future generations? Granting that the animals were brought into the
ark to preserve the various races, why should there be seven clean and two unclean? Granting that the
ark must have a door, why should it be in the side, and why should this fact be committed to writing?
Abraham iscommanded to sacrifice his son: wemay allow that this proof of hisobediencewasrequired
in order to make it conspicuous in al ages, we may alow, too, that it was a proper thing for the son
to carry the wood instead of the aged father, and that in the end the fatal stroke was forbidden, lest
the father should be left childless. But what had the shedding of the ram's blood to do with Abraham's
trial? Or if it was necessary to complete the sacrifice, was the ram any the better of being caught by the
hornsin abush? The human mind, that isto say, arational mind, isled by the consideration of the way
in which these apparently superfluous things are blended with what is necessary, first to acknowledge
their significance, and then to try to discover it.

39\. The Jaws themselves, who scoff at the crucified Saviour in whom we believe, and who conse-
guently will not allow that Christ is predicted in the sayings and actions recorded in the Old Testament,
are compelled to come to us for an explanation of those things which, if not explained, must appear
trifling and ridiculous. Thisled Philo, a Jew of great learning, whom the Greeks speak of asrivalling
Plato in elogquence, to attempt to explain some things without any reference to Christ, in whom he did
not believe. His attempt only shows the inferiority of all ingenious speculations, when made without
keeping Christ in view, to whom all the predictions really point. So true is that saying of the apostle:
"When they shall turntothe Lord, the veil shall betaken away." 2 Corinthians 3:16 For instance, Noah's
ark is, according to Philo, atype of the human body, member by member: with thisview, he shows that
the numerical proportions agree perfectly. For there is no reason why a type of Christ should not be
atype of the human body, too, since the Saviour of mankind appeared in a human body, though what
is typical of a human body is not necessarily typical of Christ. Philo's explanation fails, however, as
regards the door in the side of the ark. He actually, for the sake of saying something, makes this door
represent the lower apertures of the body. He has the hardihood to put this in words, and on paper.
Indeed, he knew not the door and could not understand the symbol. Had he turned to Christ the veil
would have been taken away, and he would have found the sacraments of the Church flowing from
the side of Christ's human body. For, according to the announcement, "They two shall be one flesh,"
some thingsin the ark which isatype of Christ, refer to Christ, and some to the Church. This contrast
between the explanations which keep Christ in view, and all other ingenious perversions, is the same
in every particular of all the figuresin Scripture.

40\. The Pagans, too, cannot deny our right to give a figurative meaning to both words and things,
especialy as we can point to the fulfillment of the types and figures. For the Pagans themselves try to
find in their own fables figures of natural and religious truth. Sometimes they give clear explanations,
while at other times they disguise their meaning, and what is sacred in the temples becomes a jest in
the theatres. They unite adisgraceful licentiousness to a degrading superstition.



41\. Besides thiswonderful agreement between the types and the things typified, the adversary may be
convinced by plain prophetic intimations, such asthis: "In your seed shall al nations be blessed.” This
was said to Abraham, Genesis 22:18 and again to | saac, Genesis 26:4 and again to Jacob. Genesis 28:14
Hence the significance of thewords "I am the God of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob." Exodus 3:6 God
fulfills His promise to their seed in blessing all nations. With a like significance, Abraham himself,
when he made his servant swear, told him to put his hand under his thigh; Genesis 24:2 for he knew
that thence would come the flesh of Christ, in whom we have now, not the promise of blessing to all
nations, but the promise fulfilled.

42\. | should like to know, or rather, it would be well not to know, with what blindness of mind Faustus
reads the passage where Jacob callshis sons, and says, "Assemble, that | may tell you the thingsthat are
to happen in the last day. Assemble and hear, you sons of Jacob; give ear to Isragl, your father." Surely
these are the words of a prophet. What, then, does he say of his son Judah, of whose tribe Christ came
of the seed of David according to the flesh, as the apostle teaches? "Judah," he says, "your brethren
shall praise you: your hand shall be upon the backs of your enemies; the sons of your father shall bow
down to you. Judah isalion's cub; my son and offspring: bowing down, you have gone up: you sleep as
alion, and as ayoung lion, who will rouse him up? A prince shall not depart from Judah, nor a leader
from hisloins, till those things come which have been laid up for him. He also is the desire of nations:
binding hisfoal unto the vine, and his ass's colt with sackcloth, he shall wash his garment in wine, and
his clothes in the blood of grapes: his eyes are bright with wine, and his teeth whiter than milk." There
is no falsehood or obscurity in these words when we read them in the clear light of Christ. We see His
brethren the apostles and all His joint-heirs praising Him, seeking, not their own glory, but His. We
see His hands on the backs of His enemies, who are bent and bowed to the earth by the growth of the
Christian communities in spite of their opposition. We see Him worshipped by the sons of Jacob, the
remnant saved according to the election of grace. Christ, who was born as an infant, is the lion's cub,
asit is added, My son and offspring, to show why this whelp, in whose praise it is said, "The lion's
cub is stronger than the herd," Proverbs 30:30 is even in infancy stronger than its elders. We see Christ
ascending the cross, and bowing down when He gave up His spirit. We see Him sleeping as a lion,
because in death itself He was not the conquered, but the conqueror, and as alion's cub; for the reason
of Hisbirth and of His death was the same. And He is raised from the dead by Him whom no man has
seen or can see; for the words, "Who will raise Him up?' point to an unknown power. A prince did not
depart from Judah, nor a leader from his loins, till in due time those things came which had been laid
up in the promise. For we learn from the authentic history of the Jews themselves, that Herod, under
whom Christ was born, wastheir first foreign king. So the sceptre did not depart from the seed of Judah
till the things laid up for him came. Then, as the promise is not only to the believing Jews, it is added:
"He is the desire of the nations." Christ bound His foa — that is, His people — to the vine, when
He preached in sackcloth, crying, "Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand." The Gentiles made
subject to Him are represented by the ass's colt, on which He also sat, leading it into Jerusalem, that
is, the vision of peace teaching the meek Hisways. We see Him washing His garmentsin wine; for He
is one with the glorious Church, which He presents to Himself, not having spot or wrinkle; to whom
asoitissaid by Isaiah: "Though your sins be as scarlet, | will make them white as snow." Isaiah 1:18
How is this done but by the remission of sins? And the wine is none other than that of which it issaid



that it is "shed for many, for the remission of sins." Christ is the cluster that hung on the pole. So it is
added, "and His clothes in the blood of the grape.” Again, what is said of His eyes being bright with
wine, is understood by those members of His body who are enabled, in holy aberration of mind from
the current of earthly things, to gaze on the eternal light of wisdom. So Paul says in a passage quoted
before: "If we be beside ourselves, it isto God." Those are the eyes bright with wine. But he adds: "If
we be sober, it isfor your sakes." The babes needing to be fed with milk are not forgotten, asis denoted
by the words, "His teeth are whiter than milk."

43\. What can our deluded adversaries say to such plain examples, which leave no room for perverse
denial, or evenfor sceptical uncertainty?1 call onthe Manichaaansto begintoinquireinto these subjects,
and to admit the force of these evidences, on which | have no time to dwell; nor do | wish to make a
selection, in casetheignorant reader should think there are no others, while the Christian student might
blame me for the omission of many points more striking than those which occur to me at the moment.
You will find many passages which require no such explanation as has been given here of Jacob's
prophecy. For instance, every reader can understand the words, "He was led as alamb to the slaughter,”
and the whol e of that plain prophecy, "With His stripes we are healed"— "He bore our sins.” Isaiah liii
We have a poetical gospel inthewords:. "They pierced my hands and feet. They have told all my bones.
They look and stare upon me. They divided my garments among them, and cast lots on my vesture."
The blind even may now see the fulfillment of the words: "All the ends of the earth shall remember
and turn unto the Lord, and all kingdoms of the nations shall worship before Him." The words in the
Gospel, "My soul is sorrowful, even unto death,” "My soul is troubled," are a repetition of the words
inthe Psalm, "I slept in trouble.” And who made Him sleep? Whose voices cried, Crucify him, crucify
him? The Psalm tells us: "The sons of men, their teeth are spears and arrows, and their tongue a sharp
sword." But they could not prevent His resurrection, or His ascension above the heavens, or Hisfilling
the earth with the glory of His name; for the Psalm says. "Be Thou exalted, O God, above the heavens,
and let Your glory be above al the earth.” Every one must apply these wordsto Christ: "The Lord said
to me, You are my Son, this day have | begotten You. Ask of me, and | will give You the heathen for
Your inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for Your possession.” And what Jeremiah says of
wisdom plainly appliesto Christ: " Jacob delivered it to hisson, and Israel to hischosen one. Afterwards
He appeared on earth, and conversed with men."



44\. The same Saviour isspoken of in Daniel, where the Son of man appears before the Ancient of days,
and receives a kingdom without end, that all nations may serve Him. Daniel 7:13-14 In the passage
quoted from Daniel by the Lord Himself, "When you shall see the abomination of desolation, spoken
of by Daniel the prophet, standing in the holy place, let him that reads understand,” Matthew 24:15
the number of weeks points not only to Christ, but to the very time of His advent. With the Jews, who
look to Christ for salvation as we do, but deny that He has come and suffered, we can argue from
actual events. Besides the conversion of the heathen, now so universal, as prophesied of Christ in their
own Scriptures, there are the events in the history of the Jews themselves. Their holy place is thrown
down, the sacrifice has ceased, and the priest, and the ancient anointing; which was all clearly foretold
by Daniel when he prophesied of the anointing of the Most Holy. Daniel 9:24-27 Now, that all these
things have taken place, we ask the Jews for the anointed Most Holy, and they have no answer to give.
But it is from the Old Testament that the Jews derive all the knowledge they have of Christ and His
advent. Why do they ask John whether he is Christ? Why do they say to the Lord, "How long do you
make us to doubt? If you are the Christ, tell us plainly." Why do Peter and Andrew and Philip say to
Nathanael, "We have found Messias, which isinterpreted Christ," but because this name was known to
them from the prophecies of their Scriptures? In no other nation were the kings and priests anointed,
and called Anointed or Christs. Nor could this symbolic anointing be discontinued till the coming of
Him who was thus prefigured. For among all their anointed ones the Jews looked for one who was to
save them. But in the mysterious justice of God they were blinded; and thinking only of the power of
the Messiah, they did not understand His weakness, in which He died for us. In the book of Wisdom it
is prophesied of the Jews: "Let us condemn him to an ignominious death; for he will be proved in his
words. If heistruly the Son of God, He will aid him; and deliver him from the hand of his enemies.
Thusthey thought, and erred; for their wickedness blinded them." Wisdom 2:18-21 These words apply
also to those who, in spite of all these evidences, in spite of such a series of prophecies, and of their
fulfillment, still deny that Christ is foretold in the Scriptures. As often as they repeat this denial, we
can produce fresh proofs, with the help of Him who has made such provision against human perversity,
that proofs already given need not be repeated.

45\. Faustus has an evasive objection, which he no doubt thinks a most ingenious way of eluding the
force of the clearest evidence of prophecy, but of which one is unwilling to take any notice, because
answering it may give it an appearance of importance which it does not really possess. What could be
more irrational than to say that it is weak faith which will not believe in Christ without evidence? Do
our adversaries, then, believe in testimony about Christ? Faustus wishes us to believe the voice from
heaven as distinguished from human testimony. But did they hear this voice? Has not the knowledge
of it come to us through human testimony? The apostle describes the transmission of this knowledge,
when he says: "How shall they call on Him on whom they have not believed? And how shall they
believe in Him of whom they have not heard? And how shall they hear without a preacher? And how
shall they preach except they be sent? Asit iswritten, "How beautiful are the feet of them who publish
peace, who bring good tidings!" Romans 10:14-15 Clearly, in the preaching of the apostles there was
a reference to prophetic testimony. The apostles quoted the predictions of the prophets, to prove the
truth and importance of their doctrines. For although their preaching was accompanied with the power
of working miracles, the miracles would have been ascribed to magic, as some even now venture to



insinuate, unless the apostles had shown that the authority of the prophets was in their favor. The tes-
timony of prophets who lived so long before could not be ascribed to magical arts. Perhaps the reason
why Faustus will not have us believe the Hebrew prophets as witnesses of the true Christ, is because
he believes Persian heresies about afalse Christ.

46\. According to the teaching of the Catholic Church, the Christian mind must first be nourished in
simple faith, in order that it may become capable of understanding things heavenly and eternal. Thus
it issaid by the prophet: "Unless ye believe, you shall not understand.” Simple faith is that by which,
before we attain to the height of the knowledge of the love of Christ, that we may be filled with all
the fullness of God, we believe that not without reason was the dispensation of Christ's humiliation, in
which He was born and suffered as man, foretold so long before by the prophets through a prophetic
race, a prophetic people, a prophetic kingdom. This faith teaches us, that in the foolishness which is
wiser than men, and in the weakness which is stronger than men, is contained the hidden means of
our justification and glorification. There are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge, which are
opened to no one who despi ses the nourishment transmitted through the breast of his mother that is, the
milk of apostolic and prophetic instruction; or who, thinking himself too old for infantile nourishment,
devours heretical poison instead of the food of wisdom, for which he rashly thought himself prepared.
To require simple faith is quite consistent with requiring faith in the prophets. The very use of simple
faith isto believe the prophets at the outset, while the understanding of the person who speaks in the
prophetsis attained after the mind has been purified and strengthened.

47\. But, itissaid, if the prophetsforetold Christ, they did not live in away becoming their office. How
can you tell whether they did or not? You are bad judges of what it isto live well or ill, whose justice
consistsin giving relief to aninanimate melon by eating it, instead of giving food to the starving beggar.
It isenough for the babes in the Catholic Church, who do not yet know the perfect justice of the human
soul, and the difference between the justice aimed at and that actually attained, to think of those men
according to the wholesome doctrine of the apostles, that the just lives by faith. "Abraham believed
God, and it was counted to him for righteousness. For the scripture, foreseeing that God would justify
the Gentiles by faith, preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In your seed shall al nations
be blessed." Galatians 3:6, 8 These are the words of the apostle. If you would, at his clear well-known
voice, wake up from your unprofitable dreams, you would follow in the footsteps of our father Abraham,
and would be blessed, along with all nations, in his seed. For, as the apostle says, "Hereceived the sign
of circumcision, aseal of the righteousness of the faith which he had, yet being uncircumcised, that he
might be the father of all that believein uncircumcision; that he might be the father of circumcision not
only to those who are of the circumcision, but also to those who follow the footsteps of the faith of our
father Abraham in uncircumcision.” Romans 4:11-12 Since the righteousness of Abraham'sfaith isthus
set forth as an example to us, that we too, being justified by faith, may have peace with God, we ought
to understand his manner of life, without finding fault with it; lest, by a premature separation from
mother-Church, we prove abortions, instead of being brought forth in due time, when the conception
has arrived at completeness.

48\. Thisis abrief reply to Faustus in behalf of the character of the patriarchs and prophets. It is the
reply of the babes of our faith, among whom | would reckon myself, inasmuch as | would not find



fault with the life of the ancient saints, even if | did not understand its mystical character. Their lifeis
proclaimed to us with approval by the apostlesin their Gospel, as they themselves in their prophecy
foretold the future apostles, that the two Testaments, like the seraphim, might cry to one another, "Holy,
holy, holy isthe Lord God of hosts." Isaiah 6:3 When Faustus, instead of the vague general accusation
which he makes here, condemns particular actions in the lives of the patriarchs and the prophets, the
Lord their God, and ours also, will assist meto reply suitably and appropriately to the separate charges.
For the present, the reader must choose whether to believe the commendation of the Apostle Paul or
the accusations of Faustus the Manichaaan.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XI11

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee presses a shrewd objection: Gentile converts came to Christ through their own
poets and philosophers, not through Hebrew scriptures, so why should the Church now be shackled
to prophets that mean nothing to them? Augustine's reply in this book is that the prophecies matter
precisely because they were not written for those who now believe them. A Gentile finding his own
conversion foretold in abook belonging to aforeign and hostile peopl e encounters something no pagan
oracle could offer — testimony from witnesses who had no interest in flattering him. The argument
turns on the strangeness of the Old Testament to its Christian readers, not its familiarity.

Faustusassertsthat even if the Old Testament could be shown to contain predictions, it would be
of interest only tothe Jews, pagan liter ature subserving the same purposefor Gentiles. Augustine
showsthe value of prophesy for Gentilesand Jews alike.

1\. Faustus_said: We are asked how we worship Christ when we reject the prophets, who declared the
promise of Hisadvent. It isdoubtful whether, on examination, it can be shown that the Hebrew prophets
foretold our Christ, that is, the Son of God. But wereit so, what doesit matter to us? If these testimonies
of the prophets that you speak of were the means of converting any one from Judaism to Christianity,
and if he should afterwards neglect these prophets, he would certainly be in the wrong, and would be
chargeable with ingratitude. But we are by nature Gentiles, of the uncircumcision; as Paul says, born
under another law. Those whom the Gentiles call poets were our first religious teachers, and from them
we were afterwards converted to Christianity. We did not first become Jews, so asto reach Christianity
through faith in their prophets; but were attracted solely by the fame, and the virtues, and the wisdom of
our liberator Jesus Christ. If | werestill inthereligion of my fathers, and a preacher were to come using
the prophets as evidencein favor of Christianity, | should think him mad for attempting to support what
is doubtful by what is till more doubtful to a Gentile of another religion atogether. He would require
first to persuade me to believe the prophets, and then through the prophets to believe Christ. And to
prove the truth of the prophets, other prophets would be necessary. For if the prophets bear witness to
Christ, who bears witness to the prophets? You will perhaps say that Christ and the prophets mutually
support each other. But a Pagan, who has nothing to do with either, would believe neither the evidence
of Christ to the prophets, nor that of the prophetsto Christ. If the Pagan becomes a Christian, he hasto
thank his own faith, and nothing else. Let us, for the sake of illustration, suppose ourselves conversing
with aGentileinquirer. Wetell him to believe in Christ, because He is God. He asks for proof. We refer
him to the prophets. He asks, What prophets? We reply, The Hebrew. He smiles, and says that he does



not believe them. We remind him that Christ testifies to them. He replies, laughing, that we must first
make him believe in Christ. The result of such a conversation is that we are silenced, and the inquirer
departs, thinking us more zeal ous than wise. Again, | say, the Christian Church, which consists more of
Gentilesthan of Jews, can owe nothing to Hebrew witnesses. If, asis said, any prophecies of Christ are
to befound in the Sibyl, or in Hermes, called Trismegistus, or Orpheus, or any heathen poet, they might
aid the faith of those who, like us, are converts from heathenism to Christianity. But the testimony of
the Hebrews is useless to us before conversion, for then we cannot believe them; and superfluous after,
for we believe without them.

2\. _Augustine_replied: After thelong reply of last book, a short answer may suffice here. To one who
hasread that reply, it must seem insanity in Faustusto persist in denying that Christ was foretold by the
Hebrew prophets, when the Hebrew nation was the only one in which the name Christ had a peculiar
sacredness as applied to kings and priests; in which sense it continued to be applied till the coming
of Him whom those kings and priests typified. Where did the Manichaaan learn the name of Christ?
If from Manichaaus, it is very strange that Africans, not to speak of others, should believe the Persian
Manichaaus, since Faustus finds fault with the Romans and Greeks, and other Gentiles, for believing
the Hebrew prophets as bel onging to another race. According to Faustus, the predictions of the Sibyl, or
Orpheus, or any heathen poet, are more suitablefor leading Gentilesto believein Christ. Heforgets that
none of these are read in the churches, whereas the voice of the Hebrew prophets, sounding everywhere,
draws swarms of peopleto Christianity. When it is so evident that men are everywhere led to Christ by
the Hebrew prophets, it is great absurdity to say that those prophets are not suitable for the Gentiles.

3\. Christ as foretold by the Hebrew prophets does not please you; but this is the Christ in whom the
Gentile nations believe, with whom, according to you, Hebrew prophecy should have no weight. They
receive the gospel which, as Paul says, "God had promised before by His prophets in the Holy Scrip-
tures of His Son, who was made of the seed of David according to the flesh." Romans 1:2-3 So we
read in Isaiah: "There shall be a Root of Jesse, which shall riseto reign in the nations; in Him shall the
Gentilestrust." Isaiah 11:10 And again: "Behold, avirgin shall conceive and bear a son, and they shall
call Hisname Emmanuel,” Isaiah 7:14 whichis, being interpreted, God with us. Nor let the M anichaean
think that Christ is foretold only as a man by the Hebrew prophets; for this is what Faustus seems to
insinuate when he says, "Our Christ is the Son of God," as if the Christ of the Hebrews was not the
Son of God. We can prove Christ the virgin's son of Hebrew prophecy to be God. For the Lord Himself
teaches the carnal Jews not to think that, because He is foretold as the son of David, He is therefore
no more than that. He asks. "What think ye of Christ? Whose son is He?' They reply: "Of David."
Then, to remind them of the name Emmanuel, God with us, He says. "How does David in the Spirit
call Him Lord, saying, The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand, till I make Your enemiesYour
footstool ?* Matthew 22:42-44 Here, then, Christ appears as God in Hebrew prophecy. What prophecy
can the Manichaaans show with the name of Christinit?

4\. Manichaeaus indeed was not a prophet of Christ, but calls himself an apostle, which is a shameless
falsehood; for it is well known that this heresy began not only after Tertullian, but after Cyprian. In
al his letters Manichaaus begins thus: "Manichaaus, an apostle of Jesus Christ." Why do you believe
what Manichaeaus says of Christ? What evidence does he give of his apostleship? This very name of



Christ isknown to us only from the Jews, who, in their application of it to their kings and priests, were
not individually, but nationally, prophets of Christ and Christ's kingdom. What right has he to use this
name, who forbids you to believe the Hebrew prophets, that he may make you the heretical disciples
of afalse Christ, as he himself isafalse and heretical apostle? And if Faustus quotes as evidencein his
own support some prophets who, according to him, foretell Christ, how will he satisfy his supposed
inquirer, who will not believe either the prophets or Faustus? Will he take our apostles as witnesses?
Unless he can find some apostles in life, he must read their writings, and these are all against him.
They teach our doctrine that Christ was born of the Virgin Mary, that He was the Son of God, of the
seed of David according to the flesh. He cannot pretend that the writings have been tampered with, for
that would be to attack the credit of his own witnesses. Or if he produces his own manuscripts of the
apostolic writings, he must also obtain for them the authority of the churches founded by the apostles
themselves, by showing that they have been preserved and transmitted with their sanction. It will be
difficult for aman to make me believe him on the evidence of writings which derive al their authority
from his own word, which | do not believe.

5\. But perhaps you believe the common report about Christ. Faustus makes a feeble suggestion of this
kind as alast resource, to escape being obliged either to produce his worthless authorities, or to come
under the power of those opposed to him. Well, if report is your authority, you should consider the
consequences of trusting to such evidence. There are many bad things reported of you which you do
not wish peopleto believe. Isit reasonable to make the same evidence true about Christ and fal se about
yourselves? In fact, you deny the common report about Christ. For the report most widely spread, and
which every one has heard repeated, is that which distinctly asserts that Christ was born of the seed
of David, according to the promise made in the Hebrew Scriptures to Abraham and Isaac and Jacob:
"In your seed shall all nations be blessed.” You will not admit this Hebrew testimony, but you do not
seem to have any other. The authority of our books, which is confirmed by the agreement of so many
nations, supported by a succession of apostles, bishops, and councils, is against you. Your books have
no authority, for it isan authority maintained by only afew, and these the worshippers of an untruthful
God and Christ. If they are not following the example of the beings they worship, their testimony must
be against their own false doctrine. And, once more, common report gives a very bad account of you,
and invariably asserts, in opposition to you, that Christ was of the seed of David. You did not hear the
voice of the Father from heaven. You did not see the works by which Christ borewitnessto Himself. The
books which tell of these things you profess to receive, that you may maintain a delusive appearance
of Christianity; but when anything is quoted against you, you say that the books have been tampered
with. You quote the passage where Christ says, "If you believe not me, believe the works;" and again,
"I am one that bear witness of myself, and the Father that sent me bears witness of me;" but you will
not let us quote in reply such passages as these: " Search the Scriptures; for in them ye think that you
have eternal life, and they are they that testify of me;" "If you believed Moses, you would believe me,
for he wrote of me;" "They have Moses and the prophets, let them hear them;" "If they hear not Moses
and the prophets, neither will they believe though one rose from the dead.” What have you to say for
yourselves? Where is your authority? If you reject these passages of Scripture, in spite of the weighty
authority in their favor, what miracles can you show? However, if you did work miracles, we should be
on our guard against receiving their evidencein your case; for the Lord hasforewarned us. "Many false



Christs and false prophets shall arise, and shall do many signs and wonders, that they may deceive, if
it were possible, the very elect: behold, | have told you before." Matthew 24:24-25 This shows that the
established authority of Scripture must outweigh every other; for it derives new confirmation from the

progress of events which happen, as Scripture proves, in fulfillment of the predictions made so long
before their occurrence.



6\. Are, then, your doctrines so manifestly true, that they require no support from miracles or from any
testimony? Show us these self-evident truths, if you have anything of the kind to show. Your legends,
aswe have aready seen, arelong and silly, old wives fables for the amusement of women and children.
The beginning is detached from the rest, the middle is unsound, and the end is a miserable failure. If
you begin with the immortal, invisible, incorruptible God, what need was there of His fighting with
the race of darkness? And as for the middle of your theory, what becomes of the incorruptibility and
unchangeableness of God, when His membersin fruits and vegetables are purified by your mastication
and digestion? And for the end, isit just that the wretched soul should be punished with lasting con-
finement in the mass of darkness, because its God is unable to cleanse it of the defilement contracted
from evil external to itself in the fulfillment of His own commission?You are at aloss for areply. See
the worthlessness of your boasted manuscripts, numerous and valuable asyou say they are! Alasfor the
toils of the antiquaries! Alas for the property of the unhappy owners! Alas for the food of the deluded
followers! Destitute as you are of Scripture authority, of the power of miracles, of moral excellence,
and of sound doctrine, depart ashamed, and return penitent, confessing that true Christ, who is the
Saviour of all who believe in Him, whose name and whose Church are now displayed as they were
of old foretold, not by some being issuing from subterranean darkness, but by a nation in a distinct
kingdom established for this purpose, that there those things might be figuratively predicted of Christ
which are now in reality fulfilled, and the prophets might foretell in writing what the apostles now
exhibit in their preaching.

7\. Let ussuppose, then, aconversation with aheatheninquirer, in which Faustus described us as making
a poor appearance, though his own appearance was much more deplorable. If we say to the heathen,
Believein Christ, for Heis God, and, on hisasking for evidence, produce the authority of the prophets,
if he says that he does not believe the prophets, because they are Hebrew and he is a Gentile, we can
prove the truth of the prophets from the actual fulfillment of their prophecies. He could scarcely be
ignorant of the persecutions suffered by the early Christians from the kings of thisworld; or if he was
ignorant, he could be informed from history and the records of imperial laws. But thisis what we find
foretold long ago by the prophet, saying, "Why do the heathen rage, and the people imagine a vain
thing? The kings of the earth set themselves, and the princes take counsel together against the Lord,
and against His Christ." The rest of the Psalm shows that thisis not said of David. For what follows
might convince the most stubborn unbeliever: "The Lord said to me, You are my Son; this day have
| begotten You. Ask of me, and | will give You the heathen for Your inheritance, and the ends of the
earth for Your possession.” This never happened to the Jews, whose king, David was, but isnow plainly
fulfilled in the subjection of al nationsto the name of Christ. Thisand many similar prophecies, which
it would take too long to quote, would surely impress the mind of the inquirer. He would see these very
kings of the earth now happily subdued by Christ, and all nations serving Him; and he would hear the
words of the Psalm in which this was so long before predicted: "All the kings of the earth shall bow
down to Him; al nations shall serve Him." And if he were to read the whole of that Psalm, which is
figuratively applied to Solomon, hewould find that Christ isthe true King of peace, for Solomon means
peaceful; and he would find many things in the Psalm applicable to Christ, which have no reference at
all to the literal King Solomon. Then there is that other Psalm where God is spoken of as anointed by
God, the very word anointed pointing to Christ, showing that Christ is God, for God is represented as



being anointed. In reading what is said in this Psalm of Christ and of the Church, he would find that
what isthere foretold isfulfilled in the present state of the world. He would see the idols of the nations
perishing from off the earth, and he would find that this is predicted by the prophets, as in Jeremiah,
"Then shall you say unto them, The gods that have not made the heavens and the earth shall perish from
the earth, and from under heaven;" Jeremiah 10:11 and again, "O Lord, my strength, and my fortress,
and my refuge in the day of affliction, the Gentiles shall come unto You from the ends of the earth, and
shall say, Surely our fathers have inherited lies, vanity, and things wherein there is no profit. Shall a
man make gods unto himself, and they are no gods? Therefore, behold, | will at that time cause them
to know, | will cause them to know mine hand and my might; and they shall know that | am the Lord."
Jeremiah 16:19-21 Hearing these prophecies, and seeing their actual fulfillment, | need not say that
he would be affected; for we know by experience how the hearts of believers are confirmed by seeing
ancient predictions now receiving their accomplishment.

8\. In the same prophet the inquirer would find clear proof that Christ isnot merely one of the great men
that have appeared in the world. For Jeremiah goes on to say: " Cursed be the man that trustsin man, and
makes flesh his arm, and whose heart departs from the Lord: for he shall be like the heath in the desert,
and shall not see when good comes; but shall inhabit the parched places of the wilderness, inasalt land
not inhabited. Blessed is the man that trusts in the Lord, and whose hope the Lord is: for he shall be
as atree beside the water, that spreads out its roots by the river: he shall not fear when heat comes, but
his leaf shall be green; he shall not be careful in the year of drought, neither shall cease from yielding
fruit." Jeremiah 17:5-8 On hearing this curse pronounced in the figurative language of prophecy on
him that trusts in man, and the blessing in similar style on him that trusts in God, the inquirer might
have doubts about our doctrine, in which we teach not only that Christ is God, so that our trust is not
in man, but also that He is man because He took our nature. So some err by denying Christ's humanity,
while they allow His divinity. Others, again, assert His humanity, but deny His divinity, and so either
becomeinfidels or incur the guilt of trusting in man. Theinquirer, then, might say that the prophet says
only that Christ is God, without any reference to His human nature; whereas, in our apostolic doctrine,
Christ is not only God in whom we may safely trust, but the Mediator between God and man— the
man Jesus. The prophet explains this in the words in which he seems to check himself, and to supply
the omission: "His heart,” he says"is sorrowful throughout; and Heis man, and who shall know Him?"
Jeremiah 17:9 He is man, in order that in the form of a servant He might heal the hard in heart, and
that they might acknowledge as God Him who became man for their sakes, that their trust might be
not in man, but in God-man. He is man taking the form of a servant. And who shall know Him? For
"Hewasin theform of God, and thought it not robbery to be equal to God." Philippians 2:6 Heis man,
for "the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us." And who shall know Him? For "in the beginning
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God." John 1:1 And truly His heart was
sorrowful throughout. For even as regards His own disciples His heart was sorrowful, when He said,
"Have | been so long time with you, and yet have ye not known me?* "Have | been so long time with
you" answers to the words "He is man," and "Have ye not known me?' to "Who shall know Him?"'
And the person is none other but He who says, "He that has seen me has seen the Father." John 14:9 So
that our trust is not in man, to be under the curse of the prophet, but in God-man, that is, in the Son of



God, the Saviour Jesus Christ, the Mediator between God and man. In the form of a servant the Father
is greater than He; in the form of God He is equal with the Father.

9\. In Isaiah we read: "The pride of man shall be brought low; and the Lord alone shall be exalted in
that day. And they shall hide the workmanship of their hands in the clefts of the rocks, and in dens
and caves of the earth, from fear of the Lord, and from the glory of His power, when He shall arise
to shake terribly the earth. For in that day a man shall cast away his idols of gold and silver, which
they have made to worship, as useless and hurtful.” Isaiah 2:17-20 Perhaps the inquirer himself, who,
as Faustus supposes, would laugh and say that he does not believe the Hebrew prophets, has hid idols
made with hands in some cleft, or cave, or den. Or he may know afriend, or neighbor, or fellow-citizen
who has done this from the fear of the Lord, who by the severe prohibition of the kings of the earth,
now serving and bowing down to him, as the prophet predicted, shakes the earth, that is, breaks the
stubborn heart of worldly men. The inquirer is not likely to disbelieve the Hebrew prophets, when he
finds their predictions fulfilled, perhapsin his own person.

10\. One might rather fear that the inquirer, in the midst of such copious evidence, would say that the
Christians composed those writings when the events described had already begun to take place, in order
that those occurrences might appear to be not dueto amerely human purpose, but asif divinely foretold.
One might fear this, wereit not for the widely spread and widely known people of the Jews; that Cain,
with the mark that he should not be killed by any one; that Ham, the servant of hisbrethren, carrying as
aload the books for their instruction. From the Jewish manuscripts we prove that these things were not
written by us to suit the event, but were long ago published and preserved as prophecies in the Jewish
nation. These prophecies are now explained in their accomplishment: for even what is obscure in them
— because these things happened to them as an example, and were written for our benefit, on whom
the ends of the world have come — is now made plain; and what was hidden in the shadows of the
futureisnow visiblein the light of actual experience.



11\. Theinquirer might bring forward as adifficulty the fact that those in whose books these prophecies
are found are not united with usin the gospel. But when convinced that this also is foretold, he would
feel how strong the evidence is. The prophecies of the unbelief of the Jews no one can avoid seeing,
no one can pretend to be blind to them. No one can doubt that Isaiah spoke of the Jews when he said,
"The ox knows his owner, and the ass his master's crib; but Israel has not known, and my people has
not considered;" Isaiah 1:3 or again, in the words quoted by the apostle, "I have stretched out my hands
all the day to a wicked and gainsaying people;" and especially where he says, "God has given them
the spirit of remorse, eyes that they should not see, and ears that they should not hear, and should not
understand,” and many similar passages. If the inquirer objected that it was not the fault of the Jews if
God blinded them so that they did not know Christ, we should try in the simplest manner possible to
make him understand that this blindnessis the just punishment of other secret sins known to God. We
should prove that the apostle recognizes this principle when he says of some persons, "God gave them
up to the lusts of their own hearts, and to a reprobate mind, to do things not convenient;" Romans 1:28
and that the prophets themselves speak of this. For, to revert to the words of Jeremiah, "Heis man, and
who shall know Him?" lest it should be an excuse for the Jews that they did not know — for if they
had known, as the apostle says, "they would not have crucified the Lord of glory,” 1 Corinthians 2:8
— the prophet goes on to show that their ignorance was the result of secret criminality; for he says: "I
the Lord search the heart and try the reins, to give to every one according to his ways, and according
to the fruits of his doings."

12\. If the next difficulty in the mind of the inquirer arose from the divisions and heresies among
those called Christians, he would learn that this too is taken notice of by the prophets. For, as if it
was natural that, after being satisfied about the blindness of the Jews, this objection from the divisions
among Christians should occur, Jeremiah, observing thisorder in his prophecy, immediately addsin the
passage already quoted: "The partridge is clamorous, gathering what it has not brought forth, making
riches without judgment.” For the partridge is notoriously quarrelsome, and is often caught from its
eagerness in quarreling. So the heretics discuss not to find the truth, but with a dogged determination
to gain the victory one way or another, that they may gather, as the prophet says, what they have not
brought forth. For those whom they lead astray are Christians already born of the gospel, whom the
Christian profession of the heretics misleads. Thus they make riches not with judgment, but with in-
considerate haste. For they do not consider that the followerswhom they gather astheir riches are taken
from the genuine original Christian society, and deprived of its benefits; and as the apostle describes
these hereticsin the words: " As Jannes and Jambres withstood Moses, so they also resist the truth: men
of corrupt minds, reprobate concerning the faith. But they shall proceed no further: for their folly shall
be manifest to all men, astheirsalso was." 2 Timothy 3:8 So the prophet goes on to say of the partridge,
which gathers what it has not brought forth: "In the midst of his days they shall leave him, and in the
end he shall beafool;" that is, hewho at first misled people by apromising display of superior wisdom,
shall beafool, that is, shall be seen to be afool. He will be seen when hisfolly is manifest to all men,
and to those to whom he was at first awise man he will then be afool.

13\. Asif anticipating that the inquirer would ask next by what plain mark a young disciple, not yet
able to distinguish the truth among so many errors, might find the true Church of Christ, since the



clear fulfillment of so many predictions compelled him to believe in Christ, the prophet answers this
question in what follows, and teaches that the Church of Christ, which he describes prophetically, is
conspicuously visible. His words are: "A glorious high throne is our sanctuary.” Jeremiah 17:12 This
glorious throne is the Church of which the apostle says: "The temple of God is holy, which temple
you are." 1 Corinthians 3:17 The Lord also, foreseeing the conspicuousness of the Church asahelp to
young disciples who might be misled, says, "A city that is set on an hill cannot be hid." Matthew 5:14
Since, then, aglorious high throne is our sanctuary, no attention is to be paid to those who would lead
us into sectarianism, saying, "Lo, hereis Christ,” or "Lo there." Lo here, |o there, speaks of division;
but the true city is on a mountain, and the mountain is that which, as we read in the prophet Daniel,
grew from alittle stone till it filled the whole earth. Daniel 2:34-35 And no attention should be paid
to those who, professing some hidden mystery confined to a small number, say, Behold, He isin the
chamber; behold, in the desert: for acity set on an hill cannot be hid, and a glorious high throne is our
sanctuary.

14\. After considering these instances of the fulfillment of prophecy about kings and people acting as
persecutors, and then becoming believers, about the destruction of idols, about the blindness of the
Jews, about their testimony to the writings which they have preserved, about thefolly of heretics, about
the dignity of the Church of true and genuine Christians, the inquirer would most reasonably receivethe
testimony of these prophets about the divinity of Christ. No doubt, if we were to begin by urging him
to believe prophecies yet unfulfilled, he might justly answer, What have | to do with these prophets, of
whose truth | have no evidence? But, in view of the manifest accomplishment of so many remarkable
predictions, no candid person would despise either the things which were thought worthy of being
predicted in those early timeswith so much solemnity, or those who made the predictions. To none can
we trust more safely, as regards either events long past or those still future, than to men whose words
are supported by the evidence of so many notable predictions having been fulfilled.

15\. If any truth about God or the Son of God istaught or predicted in the Sibyl or Sibyls, or in Orpheus,
or in Hermes, if there ever was such a person, or in any other heathen poets, or theologians, or sages,
or philosophers, it may be useful for the refutation of Pagan error, but cannot lead usto believe in these
writers. For while they spoke, because they could not help it, of the God whom we worship, they either
taught their fellow-countrymen to worship idols and demons, or allowed them to do so without daring
to protest against it. But our sacred writers, with the authority and assistance of God, were the means
of establishing and preserving among their people a government under which heathen customs were
condemned as sacrilege. If any among this peoplefell into idolatry or demon-worship, they were either
punished by the laws, or met by the awful denunciations of the prophets. They worshipped one God, the
maker of heaven and earth. They had rites; but these riteswere prophetic, or symbolic of thingsto come,
and were to cease on the appearance of the things signified. The whole state was one great prophet,
with its king and priest symbolically anointed which was discontinued, not by the wish of the Jews
themselves, who were in ignorance through unbelief, but only on the coming of Him who was God,
anointed with spiritual grace above His fellows, the holy of holies, the true King who should govern
us, the true Priest who should offer Himself for us. In a word, the predictions of heathen ingenuity



regarding Christ's coming are as different from sacred prophecy as the confession of devils from the
proclamation of angels.



16\. By such arguments, which might be expanded if we were discussing with one brought up in hea-
thenism, and might be supported by proofs in still greater number, the inquirer whom Faustus has
brought before us would certainly be led to believe, unless he preferred his sins to his salvation. As a
believer, he would be taken to be cherished in the bosom of the Catholic Church, and would be taught
in due course the conduct required of him. He would see many who do not practise the required duties,
but this would not shake his faith, even though these people should belong to the same Church and
partake of the same sacraments as himself. He would understand that few share in the inheritance of
God, while many partake in its outward signs; that few are united in holiness of life, and in the gift of
love shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit who is given to us, which is a hidden spring that no
stranger can approach; and that many join in the solemnity of the sacrament, which he that eats and
drinks unworthily eats and drinks judgment to himself, while he who neglects to eat it shall not have
life in him, John 6:54 and so shall never reach eternal life. He will understand, too, that the good are
called few as compared with the multitude of the evil, but that as scattered over the world there are very
many growing among the tares, and mixed with the chaff, till the day of harvest and of purging. Asthis
is taught in the Gospel, so is it foretold by the prophets. We read, "As a lily among thorns, so is my
bel oved among the daughters;” Song of Songs 2:2 and again, "1 have dwelt in the tabernacles of Kedar;
peaceful among them that hated peace;" and again, "Mark in the forehead those who sigh and cry for
the iniquities of my people, which are done in the midst of them.” Ezekiel 9:1 The inquirer would be
confirmed by such passages; and being now afellow-citizen with the saintsand of the household of God,
no longer an alien from Israel, but an Israelite indeed, in whom is no guile, would learn to utter from a
guileless heart the words which follow in the passage of Jeremiah already quoted, "O Lord, the patience
of Isradl: let all that forsake You be dismayed.” After speaking of the partridge that is clamorous, and
gathers what it has not brought forth; and after extolling the city set on an hill which cannot be hid, to
prevent heretics from drawing men away from the Catholic Church; after the words, "A glorious high
throneisour sanctuary,” he seemsto ask himself, What do we make of all those evil men who are found
mixed with the Church, and who become more numerous as the Church extends, and as all nations are
united in Christ? And then follow the words, "O Lord, the patience of Israel." Patience is necessary to
obey the command, " Suffer both to grow together till the harvest." Matthew 13:30 Impatience towards
the evil might lead to forsaking the good, who in the strict sense are the body of Christ, and to forsake
them would be to forsake Him. So the prophet goes on to say, "L et al that forsake You be dismayed; let
those who have departed to the earth be confounded.” The earthisman trusting in himself, and inducing
othersto trust in him. So the prophet adds:. "L et them be overthrown, for they have forsaken the Lord,
the fountain of life." Thisisthe cry of the partridge, that it has got the fountain of life, and will giveit;
and so men are gathered to it, and depart from Christ, asif Christ, whose name they had professed, had
not fulfilled His promise. The partridge gathers those whom it has not brought forth. And in order to
do this, it declares, The salvation which Christ promisesiswith me; | will giveit. In opposition to this
the prophet says: "Heal me, O Lord, and | shall be healed; save me, and | shall be saved." So we read
in the apostle, "Let no man glory in men;" 1 Corinthians 3:21 or in the words of the prophet, "You are
my praise." Jeremiah 17:14 Such is a specimen of instruction in apostolic and prophetic doctrine, by
which aman may be built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets.



17\. Faustus has not told us how he would prove the divinity of Christ to the heathen, whom he makes
to say: | believe neither the prophetsin support of Christ, nor Christ in support of the prophets. It would
be absurd to suppose that such a man would believe what Christ says of Himself, when he disbelieves
what He says of others. For if he thinks Him unworthy of credit in one case, he must think Him so in
all, or at least more so when speaking of Himself than when speaking of others. Perhaps, failing this,
Faustus would read to him the Sibyls and Orpheus, and any heathen prophecies about Christ that he
could find. But how could he do this, when he confesses that he knows none? His words are: "If, as
is said, any prophecies of Christ are to be found in the Sibyl, or in Hermes, called Trismegistus, or
Orpheus, or any heathen poet." How could he read writings of which he knows nothing, and which he
supposes to exist only from report, to one who will not believe either the prophets or Christ? What,
then, would he do? Would he bring forward Manichaeus as awitness to Christ? The opposite of thisis
what the Manichaaans do. They take advantage of the widespread fragrance of the name of Christ to
gain acceptance for Manichaaus, that the edge of their poisoned cup may be sweetened with this honey.
Taking hold of the promises of Christ to His disciples that He would send the Paraclete, that is, the
Comforter or Advocate, they say that this Paraclete is Manichaaus, or in Manichaaus, and so steal an
entrance into the minds of men who do not know when He who was promised by Christ really came.
Those who have read the canonical book called the Acts of the Apostles find a reference to Christ's
promise, and an account of its fulfillment. Faustus, then, has no proof to give to the inquirer. It is not
likely that any one will be so infatuated as to take the authority of Manichaaus when he rejects that of
Christ. Would he not reply in derision, if not in anger, Why do you ask me to believe Persian books,
when you forbid meto believe Hebrew books? The Manichaaan has no hold on theinquirer, unlessheis
already in someway convinced of thetruth of Christianity. When he finds him willing to believe Christ,
then he deludes him with the representation of Christ given by Manichaaus. So the partridge gathers
what it has not brought forth. When will you whom he gathers leave him? When will you see him to
be afool, who tells you that Hebrew testimony isworthlessin the case of unbelievers, and superfluous
to believers?

18\. If believers are to throw away al the books which have led them to believe, | see no reason why
they should continue reading the Gospel itself. The Gospel, too, must be worthlessto thisinquirer, who,
according to Faustus pitiful supposition, rejectswith ridiculethe authority of Christ. And to the believer
it must be superfluous, if true notices of Christ are superfluous to believers. And if the Gospel should
be read by the believer, that he may not forget what he has believed, so should the prophets, that he may
not forget why he believed. For if he forgetsthis hisfaith cannot be firm. By this principle, you should
throw away the books of Manichaaus, on the authority of which you already believethat light — that is,
God — fought with darkness, and that, in order to bind darkness, the light was first swallowed up and
bound, and polluted and mangled by darkness, to be restored, and liberated, and purified, and healed
by your eating, for which you are rewarded by not being condemned to the mass of darkness for ever,
along with that part of the light which cannot be extricated. Thisfiction issufficiently published by your
practice and your words. Why do you seek for the testimony of books, and add to the embarrassment
of your God by the consumption of strength in the needless task of writing manuscripts? Burn all your
parchments, with their finely-ornamented binding; so you will berid of auseless burden, and your God
who suffers confinement in the volume will be set free. What a mercy it would be to the members of



your God, if you could boil your books and eat them! There might be a difficulty, however, from the
prohibition of animal food. Then the writing must share in the impurity of the sheepskin. Indeed, you
are to blame for this, for, like what you say was done in the first war between light and darkness, you
brought what was clean in the pen in contact with the uncleanness of the parchment. Or perhaps, for
the sake of the colors, we may put it the other way; and so the darkness would be yours, in the ink
which you brought against the light of the white pages. If these remarksirritate you, you should rather
be angry with yourselves for believing doctrines of which these are the necessary consequences. As
for the books of the apostles and prophets, we read them as a record of our faith, to encourage our
hope and animate our love. These books are in perfect harmony with one another; and their harmony,
like the music of a heavenly trumpet, wakens us from the torpor of worldliness, and urges us on to the
prize of our high calling. The apostle, after quoting from the prophets the words, "The reproaches of
them that reproached You fell on me," goes on to speak of the benefit of reading the prophets: "For
whatsoever things were written beforetime were written for our learning; that we, through patience and
comfort of the Scriptures, might have hope." Romans 15:4 If Faustus deniesthis, we can only say with
Paul, "1f any one shall preach to you another doctrine than that you have received, et him be accursed.”
Galatians 1.9
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Reply to Faustus, Book X1V

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee sets a neat trap: either Moses cursed Christ knowingly and was malicious, or he
did so ignorantly and was no prophet. Deuteronomy 21:23 — "Cursed is every one that hangs on a
tree" — is hislever, and he presses it hard, asking what blessing then remains for the apostles or for
any Christian crucified for the Name. Augustine's reply, which unfolds across this book, accepts the
verse asit stands and arguesthat Christ truly bore the curse of the Law on our behalf, so that the offense
Faustus finds in Moses turns out to be the very hinge of the atonement. The exchange preserves arare
thing: a Manichaean voice at length, answered sentence by sentence.

Faustus abhors M oses for the awful curse he has pronounced upon Christ. Augustine expounds
the Christian doctrine of the suffering Saviour by comparing Old and New Testament passages.

1\. Faustus said: If you ask why we do not believe Moses, it is on account of our love and reverence
for Christ. The most reckless man cannot regard with pleasure a person who has cursed his father. So
we abhor Moses, not so much for his blasphemy of everything human and divine, asfor the awful curse
he has pronounced upon Christ the Son of God, who for our salvation hung on the tree. Whether M oses
did this intentionally or not is your concern. Either way, he cannot be excused, or considered worthy
of belief. Hiswords are, "Cursed is every one that hangs on atree." Deuteronomy 21:23 You tell meto
believe this man, though, if he was inspired, he must have cursed Christ knowingly and intentionally;
and if hediditinignorance, he cannot have been divine. Take either alternative. M oses was no prophet,
and while cursing in his usual manner, he fell ignorantly into the sin of blasphemy against God. Or
he was indeed divine, and foresaw the future; and from ill-will to our salvation, he directs the venom
of his malediction against Him who was to accomplish that salvation on atree. He who thus injures
the Son cannot surely have seen or known the Father. He who knew nothing of the final ascension of
the Son, cannot surely have foretold His advent. Moreover, the extent of the injury inflicted by this
curse is to be considered. For it denounces all the righteous men and martyrs, and sufferers of every
kind, who have died in this way, as Peter and Andrew, and the rest. Such a cruel denunciation could
never have come from Moses if he had been a prophet, unless he was a bitter enemy of these sufferers.
For he pronounces them cursed not only of men but of God. What hope, then, of blessing remains
to Christ, or his apostles, or to us if we happen to be crucified for Christ's sake? It indicates great
thoughtlessness in Moses, and the want of all divine inspiration, that he overlooked the fact that men
are hung on atree for very different reasons, some for their crimes, and others who suffer in the cause
of God and of righteousness. In this thoughtless way lie heaps all together without distinction under



the same curse; whereas if he had had any sense, not to say inspiration, if he wished to single out the
punishment of the cross from all others as specially detestable, he would have said, Cursed is every
guilty and impious person that hangs on atree. This would have made a distinction between the guilty
and the innocent. And yet even this would have been incorrect, for Christ took the malefactor from the
cross along with himself into the Paradise of his Father. What becomes of the curse on every one that
hangs on a tree? Was Barabbas, the notorious robber, who certainly was not hung on a tree, but was
set free from prison at the request of the Jews, more blessed than the thief who accompanied Christ
from the cross to heaven? Again, there is a curse on the man that worships the sun or the moon. Now
if under a heathen monarch | am forced to worship the sun, and if from fear of this curse refuse, shall
I incur this other curse by suffering the punishment of crucifixion? Perhaps Moses was in the habit of
cursing everything good. We think no more of his denunciation than of an old wife's scolding. So we
find him pronouncing acurse on all youths of both sexes, when he says: " Cursed is every onethat raises
not up aseed in Israel." Deuteronomy 25:5-10 Thisis aimed directly at Jesus, who, according to you,
was born among the Jaws, and raised up no seed to continue his family. It points too at his disciples,
some of whom he took from the wives they had married, and some who were unmarried he forbade to
take wives. We have good reason, you see, for expressing our abhorrence of the daring style in which
Moses hurls his maledictions against Christ, against light, against chastity, against everything divine.
You cannot make much of the distinction between hanging on atree and being crucified, as you often
try to do by way of apology; for Paul repudiates such a distinction when he says, " Christ has redeemed
us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us; asit iswritten, Cursed is every one that hangs
on atree." Galatians 3:10

2\. _Augustine_replied: The pious Faustus is pained because Christ is cursed by Moses. His love for
Christ makes him hate M oses. Before explaining the sacred import and the piety of the words, " Cursed
isevery onethat hangson atree,”" | would ask these pious people why they are angry with Moses, since
his curse does not affect their Christ. If Christ hung on the tree, He must have been fastened to it with
nails, the marks of which He showed to His doubting disciple after His resurrection. Accordingly He
must have had a vulnerable and mortal body, which the Manichasans deny. Call the wounds and the
marks false, and it follows that His hanging on the tree was false. This Christ is not affected by the
curse, and there is no occasion for thisindignation against the person uttering the curse. If they pretend
to be angry with Moses for cursing what they call the false death of Christ, what are we to think of
themselves, who do not curse Christ, but, what is much worse, make Him aliar? If it iswrong to curse
mortality, it isamuch more heinous offense to sully the purity of truth. But let us make these heretical
cavils an occasion for explaining this mystery to believers.

3\. Death comes upon man as the punishment of sin, and so isitself called sin; not that a man sinsin
dying, but because sin is the cause of his death. So the word tongue, which properly means the fleshy
substance between the teeth and the palate, is applied in a secondary sense to the result of the tongue's
action. In this sense we speak of a Latin tongue and a Greek tongue. The word hand, too, means both
the members of the body we use in working, and the writing which is done with the hand. In this sense
we speak of writing as being proved to be the hand of a certain person, or of recognizing the hand of a
friend. The writing is certainly not amember of the body, but the name hand is given to it becauseit is



the hand that doesit. So sin means both a bad action deserving punishment, and death the consequence
of sin. Christ has no sin in the sense of deserving death, but He bore for our sakes sin in the sense
of death as brought on human nature by sin. Thisis what hung on the tree; this is what was cursed by
Moses. Thuswas death condemned that its reign might cease, and cursed that it might be destroyed. By
Christ's taking our sin in this sense, its condemnation is our deliverance, while to remain in subjection
to sin isto be condemned.

4\. What does Faustus find strange in the curse pronounced on sin, on death, and on human mortality,
which Christ had on account of man's sin, though He Himself was sinless? Christ's body was derived
from Adam, for Hismother theVirgin Mary wasachild of Adam. But God said in Paradise, "On the day
that you eat, you shall surely die." Thisisthe curse which hung on thetree. A man may deny that Christ
was cursed who deniesthat He died. But the man who believes that Christ died, and acknowledges that
deathisthefruit of sin, andisitself called sin, will understand who it isthat iscursed by Moses, when he
hears the apostle saying "For our old man is crucified with Him." Romans 6:6 The apostle boldly says
of Christ, "He was made a curse for us;" for he could also venture to say, "He died for all." "He died,"
and "He was cursed," are the same. Death is the effect of the curse; and all sin is cursed, whether it
means the action which merits punishment, or the punishment which follows. Christ, though guiltless,
took our punishment, that He might cancel our guilt, and do away with our punishment.

5\. These things are not my conjectures, but are affirmed constantly by the apostle, with an emphasis
sufficient to rouse the careless and to silence the gainsayers. "God," he says, "sent His Son in the
likeness of sinful flesh, that by sin He might condemn sin in the flesh." Romans 8:3 Christ's flesh was
not sinful, because it was not born of Mary by ordinary generation; but because death is the effect of
sin, thisflesh, in being mortal, had the likeness of sinful flesh. Thisiscalled sinin the following words,
"that by sin He might condemn sin in the flesh." Again he says: "He has made Him to be sin for us
who knew no sin, that we might be made the righteousness of God in Him." 2 Corinthians 5:21 Why
should not Moses call accursed what Paul calls sin? In this prediction the prophet claims a share with
the apostle in the reproach of the heretics. For whoever finds fault with the word cursed in the prophet,
must find fault with the word sin in the apostle; for curse and sin go together.

6\. If we read, "Cursed of God is every one that hangs on atree," the addition of the words "of God"
creates no difficulty. For had not God hated sin and our death, He would not have sent His Son to bear
and to abolish it. And there is nothing strange in God's cursing what He hates. For His readiness to
give us the immortality which will be had at the coming of Christ, isin proportion to the compassion
with which He hated our death when it hung on the cross at the death of Christ. And if Moses curses
every one that hangs on atree, it is certainly not because he did not foresee that righteous men would
be crucified, but rather because He foresaw that heretics would deny the death of the Lord to be real,
and would try to disprove the application of this curse to Christ, in order that they might disprove the
reality of His death. For if Christ's death was not real, nothing cursed hung on the cross when He was
crucified, for the crucifixion cannot have been real. Moses cries from the distant past to these heretics:
Your evasion in denying the reality of the death of Christ is useless. Cursed is every one that hangs
on atree; not this one or that, but absolutely every one. What! The Son of God? Yes, assuredly. This
is the very thing you object to, and that you are so anxious to evade. You will not allow that He was



cursed for us, because you will not allow that He died for us. Exemption from Adam'’s curse implies
exemption from his death. But as Christ endured death as man, and for man; so also, Son of God as
Hewas, ever living in His own righteousness, but dying for our offenses, He submitted as man, and for
man, to bear the curse which accompanies death. And as He died in the flesh which He took in bearing
our punishment, so also, while ever blessed in His own righteousness, He was cursed for our offenses,
in the death which He suffered in bearing our punishment. And these words"every one" areintended to
check the ignorant officiousness which would deny the reference of the curse to Christ, and so, because
the curse goes along with death, would lead to the denia of the true death of Christ.



7\. Thebeliever in thetrue doctrine of the gospel will understand that Christ isnot reproached by M oses
when he speaks of Him as cursed, not in His divine majesty, but as hanging on the tree as our substitute,
bearing our punishment, any more than He is praised by the Manichaaans when they deny that He had
amortal body, so asto suffer real death. In the curse of the prophet thereis praise of Christ's humility,
while in the pretended regard of the heretics there is a charge of falsehood. If, then, you deny that
Christ was cursed, you must deny that He died; and then you have to meet, not Moses, but the apostles.
Confess that He died, and you may also confess that He, without taking our sin, took its punishment.
Now the punishment of sin cannot be blessed, or else it would be a thing to be desired. The curseis
pronounced by divine justice, and it will be well for us if we are redeemed from it. Confess then that
Christ died, and you may confess that He bore the curse for us; and that when Moses said, "Cursed is
every one that hangs on atree,” he said in fact, To hang on atree isto be mortal, or actually to die. He
might have said, "Cursed is every one that is mortal," or "Cursed is every one dying;" but the prophet
knew that Christ would suffer on the cross, and that heretics would say that He hung on the tree only
in appearance, without really dying. So he exclaims, Cursed; meaning that He really died. He knew
that the death of sinful man, which Christ though sinless bore, came from that curse, "If you touch it,
you shall surely die." Thus also, the serpent hung on the pole was intended to show that Christ did not
feign death, but that the real death into which the serpent by his fatal counsel cast mankind was hung
on the cross of Christ's passion. The Manichaaans turn away from the view of this real death, and so
they are not healed of the poison of the serpent, as we read that in the wilderness as many as looked
were healed.

8\. Itistrue, someignorantly distinguish between hanging on atree and being crucified. So someexplain
this passage as referring to Judas. But how do they know whether he hung himself from wood or from
stone? Faustus is right in saying that the apostle obliges us to refer the words to Christ. Such ignorant
Catholics are the prey of the Manichaeans. Such they get hold of and entangle in their sophistry. Such
were we when wefell into this heresy, and adhered to it. Such were we, when, not by our own strength,
but by the mercy of God, we were rescued.

9\. What attacks on divine things does Faustus speak of when he charges Moses with sparing nothing
human or divine? He makes the charge without stopping to prove it. We know, on the contrary, that
M oses gave due praise to everything really divine, and in human affairswas ajust ruler, considering his
times and the grace of his dispensation. It will be time to prove this when we see any proof of Faustus
charges. It may be clever to make such charges cautiously, but there is great incaution in the cleverness
which ruins its possessor. It is good to be clever on the side of truth, but it is a poor thing to be clever
in opposition to the truth. Faustus says that M oses spared nothing human or divine; not that he spared
no god or man. If he said that Moses did not spare God, it could easily be shown in reply that Moses
everywhere does honor to the true God, whom he declares to be the Maker of heaven and earth. Again,
if he said that Moses spared none of the gods, he would betray himself to Christians as a worshipper
of the false gods that Moses denounces; and so he would be prevented from gathering what he has
not brought forth, by the brood taking refuge under the wings of the Mother Church. Faustus tries to
ensnare the babes, by saying that Moses spared nothing divine, wishing not to frighten Christians with
aprofession of belief in the gods, which would be plainly opposed to Christianity, and at the sametime



appearing to take the side of the Pagans against us; for they know that Moses has said many plain and
pointed things against the idols and gods of the heathen, which are devils.

10\. If the Manichaaans disapprove of Moses on this account, let them confess that they are worshippers
of idols and devils. This, indeed, may be the case without their being aware of it. The apostle tells us
that "in the last days some shall depart from the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and to doctrines
of devils, speaking liesin hypocrisy." 1 Timothy 4:1-2 Whence but from devils, who are fond of false-
hood, could the idea have comethat Christ's sufferings and death were unreal, and that the marks which
He showed of His wounds were unreal? Are these not the doctrines of lying devils, which teach that
Christ, the Truth itself, was a deceiver? Besides, the Manichasans openly teach the worship, if not of
devils, till of created things, which the apostle condemns in the words, " They worshipped and served
the creature rather than the Creator." Romans 1:25

11\. Asthereis an unconscious worship of idols and devilsin the fanciful legends of the Manichaeans,
so they knowingly serve the creature in their worship of the sun and moon. And in what they call their
service of the Creator they really serve their own fancy, and not the Creator at all. For they deny that
God created those things which the apostle plainly declares to be the creatures of God, when he says
of food, "Every creature of God is good, and nothing to be refused, if it is received with thanksgiving."
1 Timothy 4:4 Thisis sound doctrine, which you cannot bear, and so turn to fables. The apostle praises
the creature of God, but forbids the worship of it; and in the same way Moses gives due praise to the
sun and moon, while at the same time he states the fact of their having been made by God, and placed
by Him in their courses — the sun to rule the day, and the moon to rule the night. Probably you think
M oses spared nothing divine, simply because he forbade the worship of the sun and moon, whereasyou
turn towardsthemin all directionsin your worship. But the sun and moon take no pleasurein your false
praises. Itisthedevil, thetransgressor, that delightsin fal se praises. The powers of heaven, who have not
fallen by sin, wish their Creator to be praised in them; and their true praise isthat which does no wrong
totheir Creator. Heiswronged when they are said to be Hismembers, or parts of His substance. For He
is perfect and independent, underived, not divided or scattered in space, but unchangeably self-existent,
self-sufficient, and blessed in Himself. In the abundance of His goodness, He by His word spoke, and
they were made: He commanded, and they were created. And if earthly bodies are good, of which the
apostle spoke when he said that no food is unclean, because every creature of God is good, much more
the heavenly bodies, of which the sun and moon are the chief; for the apostle says again, "The glory of
the terrestrial is one, and the glory of the celestial is another.” 1 Corinthians 15:40

12\. Moses, then, casts no reproach on the sun and moon when he prohibits their worship. He praises
them as heavenly bodies; while he aso praises God as the Creator of both heavenly and earthly, and
will not allow of His being insulted by giving the worship due to Him to those who are praised only as
dependent upon Him. Faustus prides himself on the ingenuity of his objection to the curse pronounced
by Moses on the worship of the sun and moon. He says, "If under a heathen monarch | am forced to
worship the sun, and if from fear of this curse | refuse, shall | incur this other curse by suffering the
punishment of crucifixion?' No heathen monarch is forcing you to worship the sun: nor would the
sun itself force you, if it were reigning on the earth, as neither does it now wish to be worshipped. As
the Creator bears with blasphemerstill the judgment, so these celestial bodies bear with their deluded



worshippers till the judgment of the Creator. It should be observed that no Christian monarch could
enforce the worship of the sun. Faustus instances a heathen monarch, for he knows that their worship
of the sun is a heathen custom. Yet, in spite of this opposition to Christianity, the partridge takes the
name of Christ, that it may gather what it has not brought forth. The answer to this objection is easy,
and the force of truth will soon break the horns of this dilemma. Suppose, then, a Christian threatened
by royal authority with being hung on atree if he will not worship the sun. If | avoid, you say, the
curse pronounced by the law on the worshipper of the sun, | incur the curse pronounced by the same
law on him that hangs on atree. So you will be in a difficulty; only that you worship the sun without
being forced by anybody. But a true Christian, built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets,
distinguishes the curses, and the reasons of them. He sees that one refers to the mortal body which
is hung on the tree, and the other to the mind which worships the sun. For though the body bows in
worship, — which aso is a heinous offense — the belief or imagination of the object worshipped is
an act of the mind. The death implied in both cursesis in one case the death of the body, and in the
other the death of the soul. It is better to have the cursein bodily death — which will be removed in the
resurrection, — than the curse in the death of the soul, condemning it along with the body to eternal
fire. The Lord solves this difficulty in the words: "Fear not them that kill the body, but cannot kill the
soul; but fear him who has power to cast both soul and body into hell-fire." Matthew 10:28 In other
words, fear not the curse of bodily death, which in timeisremoved; but fear the curse of spiritual death,
which leads to the eternal torment of both soul and body. Be assured, Cursed is every one that hangs
on atreeisno old wife'srailing, but a prophetical utterance. Christ, by the curse, takes the curse away,
as He takes away death by death, and sin by sin. In the words, "Cursed is every one that hangs on a
tree," there is no more blasphemy than in the words of the apostle, "He died," or, "Our old man was
crucified along with Him," Romans 6:6 or, "By sin He condemned sin," Romans 8:3 or, "He made Him
to besin for uswho knew no sin," 2 Corinthians 5:21 and in many similar passages. Confess, then, that
when you exclaim against the curse of Christ, you exclaim against His death. If thisisnot an old wife's
railing on your part, it is devilish delusion, which makes you deny the death of Christ because your
own souls are dead. You teach people that Christ's death was feigned, making Christ your leader in the
falsehood with which you use the name of Christian to mislead men.

13\. If Faustus thinks Moses an enemy of continence or virginity because he says, "Cursed is everyone
that raises not up seed in Israel," let them hear the words of Isaiah: " Thus says the Lord to all eunuchs;
To them who keep my precepts, and choose the things that please me, and regard my covenant, will
I give in my house and within my walls a place and a name better than of sons and of daughters; |
will give them an everlasting name, that shall not be cut off." Isaiah 56:4-5 Though our adversaries
disagree with Moses, if they agree with Isaiah it is something gained. It is enough for us to know that
the same God spoke by both Moses and Isaiah, and that every one is cursed who raises not up seed in
Israel, both then when begetting children in marriage (for the continuation of the people was a civil
duty), and now because no one spiritually born should rest content without seeking spiritual increase
in the production of Christians by preaching Christ, each one according to his ability. So that the times
of both Testaments are briefly described in the words, "Cursed is every one that raises not up seed in
Israel."
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Reply to Faustus, Book XV

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee has a memorable image ready: the Church is Christ's bride, and a faithful wife
does not accept love-letters or gifts from other suitors — so why does the Catholic Church still read
the letters of the God of the Hebrews, who bribes his followers with Canaan, silver, and full granaries?
Augustine, who had spent nine years among the M anichees before his conversion, knows exactly where
thisargument bites. Book XV of thelong reply he composed around 400 turns Faustus's bridal metaphor
against him, insisting that the Old Testament's earthly promises are figuresthe Manichees aretoo coarse
to read, and that their claim to be Christ's true bride is the real presumption. The exchange preserves,
unusually, the opponent's own words at length before the rebuttal — one of the fullest surviving voices
of Latin Manichaeism.

Faustus rejects the Old Testament because it leaves no room for Christ. Christ the one Bride-
groom suffices for His Bride the Church. Augustine answers as well as he can, and reproves the
Manichaeans with presumption in claiming to be the Bride of Christ.

1\. Faustus said: Why do we not receive the Old Testament? Because when avessel is full, what is
poured on it is not received, but allowed to run over; and a full stomach rejects what it cannot hold.
So the Jews, satisfied with the Old Testament, reject the New; and we who have received the New
Testament from Chrigt, reject the Old. You receive both because you are only half filled with each, and
the oneis not completed, but corrupted by the other. For vessels half filled should not befilled up with
anything of a different nature from what they already contain. If it contains wine, it should be filled
up with wine, honey with honey, vinegar with vinegar. For to pour gall on honey, or water on wine, or
alkalies on vinegar, is not addition, but adulteration. This is why we do not receive the Old Testament.
Our Church, the bride of Christ, the poor bride of arich bridegroom, is content with the possession of
her husband, and scorns the wealth of inferior lovers, and despises the gifts of the Old Testament and of
its author, and from regard to her own character, receives only the letters of her husband. We leave the
Old Testament to your Church, that, like a bride faithless to her spouse, delights in the letters and gifts
of another. Thislover who corrupts your chastity, the God of the Hebrewsin his stone tabl ets promises
you gold and silver, and abundance of food, and the land of Canaan. Such low rewards have tempted
you to be unfaithful to Christ, after all the rich dowry bestowed by him. By such attractions the God of
the Hebrews gains over the bride of Christ. You must know that you are cheated, and that these promises
are false. This God isin poverty and beggary, and cannot do what he promises. For if he cannot give
these things to the synagogue, his proper wife, who obeys him in al things like a servant, how can he



bestow them on you who are strangers, and who proudly throw off his yoke from your necks? Go on,
then, as you have begun, join the new cloth to the old garment, put the new wine in old bottles, serve
two masters without pleasing either, make Christianity a monster, half horse and half man; but allow
us to serve only Christ, content with his immortal dower, and imitating the apostle who says, "Our
sufficiency is of God, who has made us able ministers of the New Testament.” 2 Corinthians 3:5-6 In
the God of the Hebrews we have no interest whatever; for neither can he perform his promises, nor do
wedesirethat he should. Theliberality of Christ has made usindifferent to the flatteries of this stranger.
This figure of the relation of the wife to her husband is sanctioned by Paul, who says: "The woman
that has a husband is bound to her husband aslong as he lives; but if her husband die, sheisfreed from
the law of her husband. So, then, if while her husband lives she be joined to another man, she shall
be called an adulteress; but if her husband be dead, she is not an adulteress, though she be married to
another man." Romans 7:2-3 Here he shows that there is a spiritual adultery in being united to Christ
before repudiating the author of the law, and counting him, as it were, as dead. This applies chiefly to
the Jews who believe in Christ, and who ought to forget their former superstition. We who have been
converted to Christ from heathenism, look upon the God of the Hebrews not merely as dead, but as
never having existed, and do not need to be told to forget him. A Jew, when he believes, should regard
Adonai as dead; a Gentile should regard his idol as dead; and so with everything that has been held
sacred before conversion. One who, after giving up idolatry, worships both the God of the Hebrews
and Christ, islike an abandoned woman, who after the death of one husband marries two others.

2\. Augustine_replied: Let all who have given their hearts to Christ say whether they can listen pa-
tiently to these things, unless Christ Himself enable them. Faustus, full of the new honey, rejects the
old vinegar; and Paul, full of the old vinegar, has poured out half that the new honey may be poured
in, not to be kept, but to be corrupted. When the apostle calls himself a servant of Jesus Christ, called
to be an apostle, separated unto the gospel of God, this is the new honey. But when he adds, "which
He promised before by His prophets in the Holy Scriptures of His Son, who was made of the seed of
David according to the flesh," Romans 1:1-3 thisisthe old vinegar. Who could bear to hear this, unless
the apostle himself consoled us by saying: "There must be heresies, that they which are approved may
be made manifest among you?' 1 Corinthians 11:19 Why should we repeat what we said already? —
that the new cloth and the old garment, the new wine and the old bottles, mean not two Testaments,
but two lives and two hopes, — that the relation of the two Testamentsis figuratively described by the
Lord when He says: "Therefore every scribe instructed in the kingdom of God is like an householder
bringing out of his treasure things new and old." Matthew 13:52 The reader may remember this as
said before, or he may find it on looking back. For if any one tries to serve God with two hopes, one
of earthly felicity, and the other of the kingdom of heaven, the two hopes cannot agree; and when
the latter is shaken by some affliction, the former will be lost too. Thusit is said, No man can serve
two masters; which Christ explains thus: "You cannot serve God and Mammon." Matthew 6:24 But
to those who rightly understand it, the Old Testament is a prophecy of the New. Even in that ancient
people, the holy patriarchs and prophets, who understood the part they performed, or which they were
instrumental in performing, had this hope of eternal life in the New Testament. They belonged to the
New Testament, because they understood and loved it, though revealed only in figure. Those belonging
to the Old Testament were the people who cared for nothing else but the temporal promises, without



understanding them as significant of eternal things. But all this has already been more than enough
insisted on.

3\. Itisamazingly bold in the impious and impure sect of the Manichaeans to boast of being the chaste
bride of Christ. All the effect of such a boast on the really chaste members of the holy Church is to
remind them of the apostle's warning against deceivers. "1 have joined you to one husband, to present
you as achaste virgin to Christ. But | fear lest, as the serpent deceived Eve by his guile, so your minds
also should be corrupted from the purity which isin Christ." 2 Corinthians 11:2-3 What else do those
preachers of another gospel than that which we have received try to do, but to corrupt us from the
purity which we preserve for Christ, when they stigmatize the law of God as old, and praise their own
falsehoods as new, asif all that isnew must be good, and all that isold bad? The Apostle John, however,
praises the old commandment, and the A postle Paul bids us avoid noveltiesin doctrine. As an unworthy
son and servant of the Catholic Church, the true bride of the true Christ, | too, as appointed to give out
food to my fellow-servants, would speak to her aword of counsel. Continue ever to shun the profane
errors of the Manichaeans, which have been tried by the experience of your own children, and con-
demned by their recovery. By that heresy | was once separated from your fellowship, and after running
into danger which ought to have been avoided, | escaped. Restored to your service, my experience may
perhaps be profitable to you. Unless your true and truthful Bridegroom, from whose side you were
made, had obtained the remission of sins through His own real blood, the gulf of error would have
swallowed me up; | should have become dust, and been devoured by the serpent. Be not misled by the
name of truth. The truth isin your own milk, and in your own bread. They have the name only, and
not the thing. Your full-grown children, indeed, are secure; but | speak to your babes, my brothers, and
sons, and masters, whom you, the virgin mother, fertile as pure, cherishesinto life under your anxious
wings, or nourishes with the milk of infancy. | call upon these, your tender offspring, not to be seduced
by noisy vanities, but rather to pronounce accursed any one that preaches to them another gospel than
that which they havereceived in you. | call upon these not to leave the true and truthful Christ, inwhom
arehid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge; not to forsake the abundance of His goodnesswhich
He haslaid up for them that fear Him, and has wrought for them that trust in Him. How can they expect
to find truthful words in one who preaches an untruthful Christ? Scorn the reproaches cast on you, for
you know well that the gift which you desire from your Bridegroom is eterna life, for He Himself is
eternal life.



4\ It isasilly falsehood that you have been seduced to another God, who promises abundance of food
and the land of Canaan. For you can perceive how the saints of old, who were also your children,
were enlightened by these figures which were prophecies of you. Thou needest not regard the poor jest
against the stone tablets, for the stony heart of which they werein old times afigureis not in you. For
you are an epistle of the apostles, "written not with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God; not on
tables of stone, but on the fleshy tables of the heart." 2 Corinthians 3:2-3 Our opponents ignorantly
think that these words arein their favor, and that the apostle finds fault with the dispensation of the Old
Testament, whereas they are the words of the prophet. This utterance of the apostles was a fulfillment
of thelong anterior utterances of the prophet whom the Manichaeansreject, for they believe the apostles
without understanding them. The prophet says: "I will take awvay from them the stony heart, and | will
give them a heart of flesh." Ezekiel 11:19 What is this but "Not on tables of stones but on the fleshy
tables of the heart"? For by the heart of flesh and the fleshy tablesis not meant a carnal understanding:
but as flesh feels, whereas a stone cannot, the insensibility of stone signifies an unintelligent heart, and
the sensibility of flesh signifies an intelligent heart. Instead, then, of scoffing at you, they deserve to
be ridiculed who say that earth, and wood, and stones have sense, and that their life is more intelligent
than animal life. So, not to speak of the truth, even their own fiction obligesthem to confessthat the law
written on tables of stone was purer than their sacred parchments. Or perhaps they prefer sheepskin to
stone, because their legends make stones the bones of princes. In any case, the ark of the Old Testament
was a cleaner covering for the tables of stone than the goatskin of their manuscripts. Laugh at these
things, while pitying them, to show their falsehood and absurdity. With a heart no longer stony, you
can see in these stone tablets a suitableness to that hard-hearted people; and at the same time you can
find even there the stone, your Bridegroom, described by Peter as "aliving stone, rejected by men, but
chosen of God, and precious.” To them He was "a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense;" but to
you, "the stone which the builders rejected has become the head of the corner." 1 Peter 2:4-8 Thisis
all explained by Peter, and is quoted from the prophets, with whom these heretics have nothing to do.
Fear not, then, to read these tablets — they are from your Husband; to others the stone was a sign of
insensibility, but to you of strength and stability. With the finger of God these tablets were written; with
the finger of God your Lord cast out devils; with the finger of God drive away the doctrines of lying
devils which sear the conscience. With these tablets you can confound the seducer who calls himself
the Paraclete, that he may impose upon you by a sacred name. For on the fiftieth day after the passover
the tables were given; and on the fiftieth day after the passion of your Bride-groom — of whom the
passover was atype — the finger of God, the Holy Spirit, the promised Paraclete, was given. Fear not
the tablets which convey to you ancient writings now made plain. Only be not under the law, lest fear
prevent your fulfilling it; but be under grace, that love, which isthe fulfilling of the law, may bein you.
For it wasin areview of these very tablets that the friend of your Bridegroom said: "For you shall not
commit adultery, You shall not murder, You shall not covet, and if there be any other commandment, it
is contained in this word, You shall love your neighbor as yourself. Love works no ill to his neighbor;
therefore love is the fulfilling of the law." Romans 13:9-10 One table contains the precept of love to
God, and the other of love to man. And He who first sent these tablets Himself came to enjoin those
precepts on which hang the law and the prophets. Matthew 22:37-40 In the first precept is the chastity
of your espousals; in the second is the unity of your members. In the one you are united to divinity; in



the other you gather a society. And these two precepts are identical with the ten, of which three relate
to God, and seven to our neighbor. Such is the chaste tablet in which your Lover and your Beloved of
old prefigured to you the new song on a psaltery of ten strings, Himself to be extended on the cross
for you, that by sin He might condemn sin in the flesh, and that the righteouness of the law might be
fulfilled in you. Such is the conjugal tablet, which may well be hated by the unfaithful wife.

5\. | turn now to you, you deluded and deluding congregation of Manichaaus, — wedded to so many
elements, or rather prostituted to so many devils, and impregnated with blasphemous falsehoods —
do you dare to slander as unchaste the marriage of the Catholic Church with your Lord? Behold your
lovers, one balancing creation, and the other bearing it up like Atlas. For one, by your account, holds
the sources of the elements, and hangs the world in space; while the other keeps him up by kneeling
down and carrying the weight on his shoulders. Where are those beings? And if they are so occupied,
how can they cometo visit you, to spend an idle hour in getting their shoulders or their fingersrelieved
by your soft, soothing touch? But you are deceived by evil spirits which commit adultery with you,
that you may conceive falsehoods and bring forth vanities. Well may you reject the message of the true
God, as opposed to your parchments, where in the vain imaginations of awanton mind you have gone
after so many false gods. The fictions of the poets are more respectable than yours, in this at least,
that they deceive no one; while the fables in your books, by assuming an appearance of truth, mislead
the childish, both young and old, and pervert their minds. As the apostle says, they have itching ears,
and turn away from hearing the truth to listen to fables. 2 Timothy 4:4 How should you bear the sound
doctrine of these tables, where the first commandment is, "Hear, O Israel, the Lord your God is one
Lord," Deuteronomy 6:4 when your corrupt affections find shameful delight in so many false deities?
Do you not remember your love-song, where you describe the chief ruler in perennial majesty, crowned
with flowers, and of fiery countenance? To have even one such lover is shameful; for achaste wife seeks
not a husband crowned with flowers. And you can not say that this description or representation has
atypical meaning, for you are wont to praise Manichaaus for nothing more than for speaking to you
the simple naked truth without the disguise of figures. So the God of your song isareal king, bearing
a sceptre and crowned with flowers. When he wears a crown of flowers, he ought to put aside his
sceptre; for effeminacy and majesty are incongruous. And then he is not your only lover; for the song
goesonto tell of twelve seasons clothed in flowers, and filled with song, throwing their flowers at their
father's face. These are twelve great gods of yours, three in each of the four regions surrounding the
first deity. How this deity can beinfinite, when heisthus circumscribed, no one can say. Besides, there
are countless principalities, and hosts of gods, and troops of angels, which you say were not created by
God, but produced from His substance.



6\. You are thus convicted of worshipping gods without number; for you can not bear the sound doc-
trine which teaches that there is one Son of one God, and one Spirit of both. And these, instead of
being without number, are not three Gods; for not only is their substance one and the same, but their
operation by means of this substance is aso one and the same, while they have a separate manifestation
in the material creation. These things you do not understand, and cannot receive. You are full, as you
say, for you are steeped in blasphemous absurdities. Will you continue burying yourself under such
crudities? Sing on, then, and open your eyes, if you can, to your own shame. In this doctrine of lying
devils you are invited to fabulous dwellings of angels in a happy clime, and to fragrant fields where
nectar flowsfor ever from trees and hills, in seas and rivers. These are the fictions of your foolish heart,
which revelsin such idlefancies. Such expressions are sometimes used as figurative descriptions of the
abundance of spiritual enjoyments; and they lead the mind of the student to inquire into their hidden
meaning. Sometimes there is a material representation to the bodily senses, as the fire in the bush, the
rod becoming a serpent, and the serpent arod, the garment of the Lord not divided by His persecutors,
the anointing of Hisfeet or of Hishead by adevout woman, the branches of the multitude preceding and
following Him when riding on the ass. Sometimes, either in sleep or in atrance, the spirit isinformed by
means of figures taken from material things, as Jacob's ladder, and the stone in Daniel cut out without
hands and growing into amountain, and Peter'svessel, and al that John saw. Sometimesthefiguresare
only in the language; asin the Song of Songs, and in the parable of a householder making a marriage
for his son, or that of the prodigal son, or that of the man who planted a vineyard and let it out to
husbandmen. Thou boastest of Manichaeus as having come last, not to use figures, but to explain them.
His expositions throw light on ancient types, and leave no problem unsolved. This idea is supported
by the assertion that the ancient types, in vision or in action or in words, had in view the coming of
Manichaeus, by whom they were all to be explained; while he, knowing that no one is to follow him,
makes use of a style free from all figurative expressions. What, then, are those fields, and shady hills,
and crowns of flowers, and fragrant odors, in which the desires of your fleshly mind take pleasure?
If they are not significant figures, they are either idle fancies or delirious dreams. If they are figures,
away with the impostor who seduces you with the promise of naked truth, and then mocks you with
idletales. Hisministers and hiswretched deluded followers are wont to bait their hook with that saying
of the apostle, "Now we see through a glass in a figure, but then face to face." 1 Corinthians 13:9 As
if, forsooth, the Apostle Paul knew in part, and prophesied in part, and saw through aglassin afigure;
whereas all thisis removed at the coming of Manichaeaus, who brings that which is perfect, and reveals
the truth face to face. O fallen and shameless! still to continue uttering such folly, still feeding on the
wind, still embracing the idols of your own heart. Have you, then, seen face to face the king with the
sceptre, and the crown of flowers, and the hosts of gods, and the great worldholder with six faces and
radiant with light, and that other exalted ruler surrounded with troops of angels, and the invincible
warrior with aspear in hisright hand and a shield in hisleft, and the famous sovereign who moves the
three wheels of fire, water, and wind, and Atlas, chief of all, bearing the world on his shoulders, and
supporting himself on hisarms? These, and athousand other marvels, have you seen faceto face, or are
your songs doctrines learned from lying devils, though you know it not? Alas! Miserable prostitute to
these dreams, such are the vanities which you drink up instead of the truth; and, drunk with this deadly
poison, you dare with thisjest of the tablets to affront the matronly purity of the spouse of the only Son



of God; because no longer under the tutorship of the law, but under the control of grace, neither proud
in activity nor crouching in fear, she lives by faith, and hope, and love, the Isragl in whom thereis no
guile, who hears what is written: "The Lord your God is one God." This you hear not, and art gone a
whoring after a multitude of false gods.

7\. Of necessity these tables are against you, for the second commandment is, "You shall not take the
name of the Lord your God in vain;" whereas you attribute the vanity of falsehood to Christ Himself,
who, to remove the vanity of the fleshly mind, rose in atrue body, visible to the bodily eye. So also the
third commandment about the rest of the Sabbath isagainst you, for you are tossed about by amultitude
of restless fancies. How these three commandments relate to the love of God, you have neither the
power nor the will to understand. Shamefully headstrong and turbulent, you have reached the height
of folly, vanity, and worthlessness; your beauty is spoiled, and your order perished. | know you, for
| was once the same. How shall 1 now teach you that these three precepts relate to the love of God,
of whom, and by whom, and in whom are all things? How can you understand this, when your per-
nicious doctrines prevent you from understanding and from obeying the seven precepts relating to the
love of our neighbor, which is the bond of human society? The first of these preceptsis, "Honor your
father and mother;" which Paul quotes as the first commandment with promise, and himself repeats
the injunction. But you are taught by your doctrine of devils to regard your parents as your enemies,
because their union brought you into the bonds of flesh, and laid impure fetters even on your god. The
doctrine that the production of children is an evil, directly opposes the next precept, "You shall not
commit adultery;" for those who believe this doctrine, in order that their wives may not conceive, are
led to commit adultery even in marriage. They take wives, as the law declares, for the procreation of
children; but from this erroneous fear of polluting the substance of the deity, their intercourse with their
wivesisnot of alawful character; and the production of children, which isthe proper end of marriage,
they seek to avoid. As the apostle long ago predicted of you, you indeed forbid to marry, for you seek
to destroy the purpose of marriage. Your doctrine turns marriage into an adulterous connection, and
the bed-chamber into a brothel. This false doctrine leads in a similar way to the transgression of the
commandment, "You shall not kill." For you do not give bread to the hungry, from fear of imprisoning
in flesh the member of your God. From fear of fancied murder, you actually commit murder. For if
you were to meet a beggar starving for want of food, by the law of God to refuse him food would be
murder; while to give food would be murder by the law of Manichaaus. Not one commandment in the
decalogue do you observe. If you were to abstain from theft, you would be guilty of allowing bread or
food, whatever it might be, to undergo the misery of being devoured by a man of no merit, instead of
running off with it to the laboratory of the stomach of your elect; and so by theft saving your god from
the imprisonment with which heis threatened, and also from that from which he already suffers. Then,
if you are caught in the theft, will you not swear by this god that you are not guilty? For what will he
do to you when you say to him, | swore by you falsely, but it was for your benefit; a regard for your
honor would have been fatal to you? So the precept, You shall not bear false witness, will be broken, not
only in your testimony, but in your oath, for the sake of the liberation of the members of your god. The
commandment, "You shall not covet your neighbor's wife," is the only one which your false doctrine
does not oblige you to break. But if it isunlawful to covet our neighbor's wife, what must it be to excite
covetousness in others? Remember your beautiful gods and goddesses presenting themselves with the



purpose of exciting desire in the male and female leaders of darkness, in order that the gratification of
this passion might effect the liberation of thisgod, who isin confinement everywhere, and who requires
the assistance of such self-degradation. The last commandment, "You shall not covet the possessions
of your neighbor," it iswholly impossible for you to obey. Does not this god of yours delude you with
the promise of making new worlds in aregion belonging to another, to be the scene of your imaginary
triumph after your imaginary conquest? In the desire for the accomplishment of these wild fancies,
while at the same time you believe that this land of darknessisin the closest neighborhood with your
own substance, you certainly covet the possessions of your neighbor. Well indeed may you dislike the
tables which contain such good precepts in opposition to your false doctrine. The three relating to the
love of God you entirely set aside. The seven by which human society is preserved you keep only
from aregard to the opinion of men, or from fear of human laws; or good customs make you averse
to some crimes; or you are restrained by the natural principle of not doing to another what you would
not have done to yourself. But whether you do what you would not have done to yourself, or refrainest
from doing what you would not have done to yourself, you see the opposition of the heresy to the law,
whether you act according to it or not.



8\. The true bride of Christ, whom you have the audacity to taunt with the stone tablets, knows the
difference between the |etter and the spirit, or in other words, between law and grace; and serving God
no longer in the oldness of the letter, but in newness of spirit, sheisnot under the law, but under grace.
Sheisnot blinded by a spirit of controversy, but learns meekly from the apostle what is this law which
we are not to be under; for "it was given," he says, "on account of transgression, till the seed should
come to whom the promise was made.” Galatians 3:19 And again: "It entered, that the offense might
abound; but where sin abounded, grace has much more abounded.” Romans 5:20 Not that the law is
sin, though it cannot give life without grace, but rather increases the guilt; for "where there is no law,
there is no transgression.” Romans 4:15 The letter without the spirit, the law without grace, can only
condemn. So the apostle explains his meaning, in case any should not understand: "What shall we say
then? Is the law sin? God forbid. For | had not known sin but by the law. For | had not known lust
unless the law had said, You shall not covet. But sin, taking occasion by the commandment, deceived
me, and by it Slew me. Therefore the law is holy, and the commandment holy, and just, and good. Was
then that which is good made death unto me? God forbid. But sin, that it might appear sin, wrought
death in me by that which is good." Romans 7:7-13 She at whom you scoff knows what this means; for
she asks earnestly, and seeks humbly, and knocks meekly. She sees that no fault is found with the law,
when it is said, "The letter kills, but the spirit gives life," any more than with knowledge, when it is
said, "Knowledge puffs up, but love edifies.” 1 Corinthians 8:1 The passage runs thus: "We know that
we all have knowledge. Knowledge puffs up, but love edifies." The apostle certainly had no desire to
be puffed up; but he had knowledge, because knowledge joined with love not only does not puff up, but
strengthens. So the letter when joined with the spirit, and the law when joined with grace, is no longer
the letter and the law in the same sense as when by itself it kills by abounding sin. In this sense the law
is even called the strength of sin, because its strict prohibitions increase the fatal pleasure of sin. Even
thus, however, the law is not evil; but "sin, that it may appear sin, works death by that which is good."
So things that are not evil may often be hurtful to certain people. The Manichaeans, when they have
sore eyes, will shut out their god the sun. The bride of Christ, then, is dead to the law, that is, to sin,
which abounds more from the prohibition of the law; for the law apart from grace commands, but does
not enable. Being dead to the law in this sense, that she may be married to another who rose from the
dead, she makesthis distinction without any reproach to the law, which would be blasphemy against its
author. Thisisyour crime; for though the apostle tells you that the law is holy, and the commandment
holy, and just, and good, you do not acknowledge it as the production of a good being. Its author you
make to be one of the princes of darkness. Here the truth confronts you. They are the words of the
Apostle Paul: "The law is holy, and the commandment holy, and just, and good.” Such isthe law given
by Him who appointed for a great symbolic use the tablets which you foolishly deride. The same law
which was given by Moses becomes through Jesus Christ grace and truth; for the spirit isjoined to the
letter, that the righteousness of the law might begin to be fulfilled, which when unfulfilled only added
the guilt of transgression. The law which is holy, and just, and good, is the same law by which sin
works death, and to which we must die, that we may be married to another who rose from the dead.
Hear what the apostle adds: "But sin, that it might appear sin, wrought death in me by that which is
good, that sin by the commandment might become exceeding sinful.” Deaf and blind, do you not now
hear and see? "Sin wrought death in me," he says, "by that which is good.” The law is aways good:



whether it hurts those who are destitute of grace, or benefits those who are filled with grace, itself is
always good; asthe sun is aways good, for every creature of God is good, whether it hurts weak eyes
or gladdens the sight of the healthy. Grace fits the mind for keeping the law, as health fits the eyes for
seeing the sun. And as healthy eyes die not to the pleasure of seeing the sun, but to that painful effect
of the rays which beat upon the eye so as to increase the darkness; so the mind, healed by the love of
the spirit, dies not to the justice of the law, but to the guilt and transgression which followed on the
law in the absence of grace. Soitissaid "Thelaw isgood, if used lawfully;" and immediately after of
the same law, "Knowing this, that the law is not made for a righteous man." The man who delightsin
righteousness itself, does not require the restraint of the letter.

9\. Thebride of Christ rejoicesin the hope of full salvation, and desiresfor you ahappy conversion from
fablesto truth. She desiresthat the fear of Adoneus, as if he were a strange lover, may not prevent your
escape from the seductions of the wily serpent. Adonai is a Hebrew word, meaning Lord, as applied
only to God. In the same way the Greek word _latria_means service, in the sense of the service of God;
and Amen meanstrue, in aspecial sacred sense. Thisisto belearned only from the Hebrew Scriptures,
or from atrandation. The Church of Christ understands and loves these names, without regarding the
evils of those who scoff because they are ignorant. What she does not yet understand, she believes
may be explained, as similar things have already been explained to her. If she is charged with loving
Emmanuel, she laughs at the ignorance of the accuser, and holds fast by the truth of this name. If she
is charged with loving Messiah, she scorns her powerless adversary, and clings to her anointed Master.
Her prayer for you s, that you also may be cured of your errors, and be built upon the foundation of the
apostles and prophets. The monstrosity with which you ignorantly charge the true doctrine, isrealy to
be found in the world which, according to your fanciful stories, is made partly of your god and partly
of the world of darkness. This world, half savage and half divine, is worse than monstrous. The view
of such follies should make you humble and penitent, and should lead you to shun the serpent, who
seducesyou into such errors. If you do not believe what M oses says of the guile of the serpent, you may
be warned by Paul, who, when speaking of presenting the Church as a chaste virgin to Christ, says, "l
fear lest, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his craftiness, your minds also should be corrupted from
the simplicity and purity which isin Christ." 2 Corinthians 11:2-3 In spite of this warning, you have
been so misled, so infatuated by the serpent's fatal enchantments, that while he has persuaded other
hereticsto believe various fal sehoods, he has persuaded you to believe that he is Christ. Others, though
fallen into the maze of manifold error, still admit the truth of the apostle's warning. But you are so far
gone in corruption, and so lost to shame, that you hold as Christ the very being by whom the apostle
declares that Eve was beguiled, and against whom he thus seeks to put the virgin bride of Christ on her
guard. Your heart is darkened by the deceiver, who intoxicates you with dreams of glittering groves.
What are these promises but dreams? What reason is there to believe them true? O drunken, but not
with winel

10\. You have theimpious audacity to accuse the God of the prophets of not fulfilling His promises even
to His servants the Jews. Thou dost not mention, however, any promise that is unfulfilled; otherwise it
might be shown, either that the promise has been fulfilled, and so that you do not understand it, or that
itisyet to befulfilled, and so that you do not believe it. What promise has been fulfilled to you, to make



it probable that you will obtain new worlds gained from the region of darkness? If there are prophets
who predict the Manichasanswith praise, and if it is said that the existence of the sect isafulfillment of
this prediction, it must first be proved that these predictions were not forged by Manichaaus in order to
gain followers. He does not consider falsehood sinful. If he declaresin praise of Christ that He showed
false marks of wounds in His body, he can have no scruple about showing false predictions in his
sheepskin volumes. Assuredly there are predictions of the Manichaaans, less clear in the prophets, and
most explicit in the apostle. For example: "The Spirit," he says, "speaks expresdly, that in the last times
some shall depart from the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and to doctrines of devils, speaking
lies in hypocrisy, having their conscience seared, forbidding to marry, abstaining from meats, which
God has created to be received with thanksgiving by believers, and those who know the truth. For every
creature of God isgood, and nothing to berefused, if it be received with thanksgiving." 1 Timothy 4:1-4
The fulfillment of thisin the Manichaeansis as clear asday to all that know them, and has aready been
proved as fully astime permits.



11\. Shewhom the apostle warns against the guile of the serpent by which you have been corrupted, that
he may present her asachastevirgin to Christ, her only husband, acknowledges the God of the prophets
asthetrue God, and her own God. So many of His promises have already been fulfilled to her, that she
looks confidently for the fulfillment of the rest. Nor can any one say that these prophecies have been
forged to suit the present time, for they are found in the books of the Jews. What could be more unlikely
than that all nations should be blessed in Abraham's seed, as it was promised? And yet how plainly is
this promise now fulfilled! Thelast promise is made in the following short prophecy: "Blessed are they
that dwell in Your house: they shall ever praise You." When tria is past, and death, the last enemy, is
destroyed, there will be rest in the constant occupation of praising God, where there shall be no arrivals
and no departures. So the prophet says elsewhere: "Praise the Lord, O Jerusalem; celebrate your God,
O Zion: for He has strengthened the bars of your gates, He has blessed your children within you." The
gates are shut, so that none can go in or out. The Bridegroom Himself saysin the Gospel, that He will
not open to the foolish virgins though they knock. This Jerusalem, the holy Church, the bride of Christ,
is described fully in the Revelation of John. And that which commends the promises of future bliss
to the belief of this chaste virgin is, that now she is in possession of what was foretold of her by the
same prophets. For sheisthus described: "Hearken, O daughter, and regard, and incline your ear; forget
also your own people, and your father's house. For the King has greatly desired your beauty; and Heis
your God. The daughters of Tyre shall worship Him with gifts; the rich among the people shall entreat
your favor. The daughter of the Kingisall glorious within; her clothing is of wrought gold. The virgins
following her shall be brought unto the King: her companions shall be brought unto you; with gladness
and regjoicing shall they be brought into the temple of the King. Instead of your fathers, children shall
be born to you, whom you shall make princes over all the earth. Your name shall be remembered to all
generations:. therefore shall the people praise you for ever and ever." Unhappy victim of the serpent's
guile, the inward beauty of the daughter of the King is not for you even to think of. For this purity of
mind isthat which you have lost in opening your eyesto |ove and worship the sun and moon. And so by
the just judgment of God you are estranged from the tree of life, which is eternal and internal wisdom;
and with you nothing is called or accounted truth or wisdom but that light which enters the eyes opened
to evil, and which in your impure mind expands and shapes itself into fanciful images. These are your
abominable whoredoms. Still the truth calls on you to reflect and return. Return to me, and you shall
be cleansed and restored, if your shame leads you to repentance. Hear these words of the true Truth,
who neither with feigned shapes fought against the race of darkness, nor with feigned blood redeemed
you.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XVI

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee makes a generous-sounding offer: he will happily accept prophecies of Christ
from Moses, or from any pagan seer for that matter, the way one plucks a flower from athorn or takes
fish from the sea without drinking the brine. Augustine will have none of it. Against this connoisseur's
Christianity, which sifts scripture for useful fragments and discards the Law as paganism, he presses
the harder claim that Moses must be received whole or not at all — that the writings testify to Christ
not in extractable verses but in their entire shape. The sixteenth book is where the quarrel over how to
read the Old Testament comes to its sharpest point in the long anti-Manichean campaign.

Faustus willing to believe not only that the Jewish but that all Gentile prophetswrote of Christ,
if it should be proved; but hewould nonethelessinsist upon rejecting their super stitions. Augus-
tine maintainsthat all Moseswroteisof Christ, and that hiswritings must be either accepted or
rejected asawhole.

1\. Faustus said: You ask why we do not believe Moses, when Christ says, "M oses wrote of me; and
if you believed M oses, you would also believeme." | should be glad if not only Moses, but all prophets,
Jaw and Gentile, had written of Christ. It would be no hindrance, but a help to our faith, if we could
cull testimonies from all hands agreeing in favor of our God. You could extract the prophecies of Christ
out of the superstition which we should hate as much as ever. | am quite willing to believe that M oses,
though so much the opposite of Christ, may seem to have written of Him. No one but would gladly
find a flower in every thorn, and food in every plant, and honey in every insect, although we would
not feed on insects or on grass, nor wear thorns as a crown. No one but would wish pearls to be found
in every deep, and gems in every land, and fruit on every tree. We may eat fish from the sea without
drinking the water. We may take the useful, and reject what is hurtful. And why may we not take the
prophecies of Christ from areligion the rites of which we condemn as useless? This need not make
us liable to be led into the bondage of the errors; for we do not hate the unclean spirits less because
they confessed plainly and openly that Jesus was the Son of God. If any similar testimony isfound in
Moses, | will accept it. But | will not on this account be brought into subjection to his law, which to
my mind is pure Paganism. There is no reason whatever for thinking that | can have any objections to
receiving prophecies of Christ from every spirit.

2\. Since you have proved that Christ declared that Moses wrote of him, | should be very grateful if
you would show me what he has written. | have searched the Scriptures, as we are told to do, and



have found no prophecies of Christ, either because there are none, or because | could not understand
them. The only escape from this perplexity was in one or other of two conclusions. Either this verse
must be spurious, or Jesus aliar. Asit is not consistent with piety to suppose God aliar, | preferred to
attribute falsehood to the writers, rather than to the Author, of truth. Moreover, He Himself tells that
those who came before him were thieves and robbers, which appliesfirst of all to Moses. And when, on
the occasion of His speaking of His own majesty, and calling Himself the light of the world, the Jews
angrily regjoined, "You bear witness of yourself, your witnessisnot true,” | do not find that He appealed
to the prophecies of Moses, as might have been expected. Instead of this, as having no connection with
the Jews, and receiving no testimony from their fathers, He replied: "It is written in your law, that the
testimony of two men istrue. | am one who bear witness of myself, and the Father who sent me bears
witness of me." He referred to the voice from heaven which all had heard: "This is my beloved Son,
believe Him." | think it likely that if Christ had said that Moses wrote of Him, the ingenious hostility
of the Jews would have led them at once to ask what He supposed Moses to have written. The silence
of the Jews is a proof that Jesus never made such a statement.

3\. My chief reason, however, for suspecting the genuineness of this verse is what | said before, that
in al my search of the writings of Moses | have found no prophecy of Christ. But now that | have
found in you areader of superior intelligence, | hope to learn something; and | promise to be grateful
if no feeling of ill-will prevents you from giving me the benefit of your higher attainments, as your
lofty style of reproof entitles me to expect from you. | ask for instruction in whatever the writings of
Moses contain about our God and Lord which has escaped me in reading. | beseech you not to use the
ignorant argument that Christ affirms Moses to have written of Him. For suppose you had not to deal
with me, asin my case there is an obligation to believe Him whom | profess to follow, but with a Jew
or a Gentile, in reply to the statement that Moses wrote of Christ, they will ask for proofs. What shall
we say to them? We cannot quote Christ's authority, for they do not believe in Him. We must point out
what Moses wrote.

4\. What, then, shall we point to? Shall it be that passage which you often quote where the God of M oses
says to him: "l will raise up unto them from among their brethren a prophet like you?' Deuterono-
my 18:15 But the Jew can see that this does not refer to Christ, and there is every reason against our
thinking that it does. Christ was not a prophet, nor was He like Moses: for M oses was aman, and Christ
was God; Moseswas asinner, and Christ sinless; Moseswas born by ordinary generation, and Christ of
avirgin according to you, or, as| hold, not born at all: Moses, for offending his God, was put to death
on the mountain; and Christ suffered voluntarily, and the Father was well pleased in Him. If we were
to assert that Christ was a prophet like Moses, the Jew would either deride us as ignorant or pronounce
us untruthful.

5\. Or shall we take another favorite passage of yours: "They shall see their life hanging, and shall not
believe their life?' Deuteronomy 28:66 You insert the words "on atree," which are not in the original.
Nothing can be easier than to show that this has no reference to Christ. Mosesis uttering dire threaten-
ingsin casethe people should depart from hislaw, and saysamong other thingsthat they would be taken
captive by their enemies, and would be expecting death day and night, having no confidencein thelife
allowed them by their conquerors, so that their life would hang in uncertainty from fear of impending



danger. This passage will not do, we must try others. | cannot admit that the words, "Cursed is every
one that hangs on a tree," refer to Christ, or when it is said that the prince or prophet must be killed
who should try to turn away the people from their God, or should break any of the commandments.
Deuteronomy 13:5 That Christ did this | am obliged to grant. But if you assert that these things were
written of Christ, it may be asked in reply, What spirit dictated these propheciesin which Moses curses
Christ and orders him to be killed? If he had the Spirit of God, these things are not written of Christ;
if they are written of Christ, he had not the Spirit of God. The Spirit of God would not curse Christ, or
order Him to bekilled. To vindicate Moses, you must confess that these passages too have no reference
to Christ. So, if you have no othersto show, there are none. If there are none, Christ could not have said
that there were; and if Christ did not say so, that verseis spurious.

6\. The next verse too is suspicious, "If you believed Moses, you would also believe me;" for the reli-
gion of Mosesis so entirely different from that of Christ, that if the Jews believed one, they could not
believe the other. Moses strictly forbids any work to be done on Sabbath, and gives as areason for this
prohibition that God made the world and all that is therein in six days, and rested on the seventh day,
whichis Sabbath; and therefore blessed or sanctified it as Hishaven of repose after toil, and commanded
that breaking the Sabbath should be punished with death. The Jews, in obedience to Moses, insisted
strongly on this, and so would not even listen to Christ when He told them that God always works, and
that no day is appointed for the intermission of His pure and unwearied energy, and that accordingly He
Himself had to work incessantly even on Sabbath. "My Father," he says, "works always, and | too must
work." John 5:17 Again, Moses places circumcision among the rites pleasing to God, and commands
every maleto be circumcised in the foreskin of hisflesh, and declaresthat thisisanecessary sign of the
covenant which God made with Abraham, and that every male not circumcised would be cut off from
his tribe, and from his part in the inheritance promised to Abraham and to his seed. Genesis 17:9-14
In this observance, too, the Jews were very zeal ous, and consequently could not believe in Christ, who
made light of these things, and declared that a man when circumcised became twofold a child of hell.
Matthew 23:15 Again, Moses is very particular about the distinction in animal foods, and discourses
like an epicure on the merits of fish, and birds, and quadrupeds, and orders some to be eaten as clean,
and others which are unclean not to be touched. Among the unclean he reckons the swine and the hare,
and fish without scales, and quadrupeds that neither divide the hoof nor chew the cud. In this also the
Jaws carefully obeyed Moses, and so could not believe in Christ, who taught that all food is alike, and
though he allowed no animal food to hisown disciples, gave full liberty to thelaity to eat whatever they
pleased, and taught that men are polluted not by what goes into the mouth, but by the evil thingswhich
come out of it. In these and many other things the doctrine of Jesus, as everybody knows, contradicts
that of Moses.

7\. Not to enumerateall the points of difference, it isenough to mention thisonefact, that most Christian
sects, and, asiswell known, the Catholics, pay no regard to what is prescribed in the writings of Moses.
If this does not originate in some error, but in the doctrine correctly transmitted from Christ and His
disciples, you surely must acknowledge that the teaching of Jesusis opposed to that of Moses, and that
the Jews did not believe in Christ on account of their attachment to Moses. How can it be otherwise
than false that Jesus said to the Jews, "If you believed Moses, you would believe me also,” when it



is perfectly clear that their belief in Moses prevented them from believing in Jesus, which they might
have done if they had left off believing in Moses? Again | ask you to show me anything that Moses
wrote of Christ.



8\. Elsewhere Faustus says: When you find no passage to point to, you use this weak and inappro-
priate argument, that a Christian is bound to believe Christ when he says that Moses wrote of Him,
and that whoever does not believe thisis not a Christian. It would be far better to confess at once that
you cannot find any passage. This argument might be used with me, because my reverence for Christ
compels meto believe what He says. Still it may be a question whether thisis Christ's own declaration,
requiring absolute belief, or only the writer's, to be carefully examined. And disbelief in falsehood is
no offense to Christ, but to impostors. But of whatever use this argument may be with Christians, it is
wholly inapplicablein the case of the Jew or Gentile, with whom we are supposed to be discussing. And
even with Christians the argument is objectionable. When the Apostle Thomas wasin doubt, Christ did
not spurn him from Him. Instead of saying, "Believe, if you are a disciple; whoever does not believeis
not adisciple,” Christ sought to heal the wounds of his mind by showing him the marks of the wounds
in Hisown body. Doesit become you then to tell methat | am not a Christian because | am in doubt, not
about Christ, but about the genuineness of aremark attributed to Christ? But, you say, He calls those
especially blessed, who have not seen, and yet have believed. If you think that this refers to believing
without the use of judgment and reason, you are welcome to this blind blessedness. | shall be content
with rational blessedness.

9\. _Augustine_replied: Your idea of taking any prophecies of Christ to be found in Moses, as afish
out of the sea, while you throw away the water from which the fish is taken, is a clever one. But since
all that Moses wrote is of Christ, or relates to Christ, either as predicting Him by words and actions,
or asillustrating His grace and glory, you, with your faith in the untrue and untruthful Christ from the
writings of Manichaaus, and your unbelief in Moses, will not even eat the fish. Moreover, though you
are sincere in your hostility to Moses, you are hypocritical in your praise of fish. For how can you say
that there is no harm in eating a fish taken out of the sea, when your doctrine is that such food is so
hurtful, that you would rather starve than make use of it? If all flesh isunclean, asyou say it is, and if
the wretched life of your god is confined in al water or plants, from which it isliberated by your using
them for food, according to your own vile superstition, you must throw away the fish you have praised,
and drink the water and eat the thistles you speak of as useless. Asfor your comparison of the servant
of God to devils, asif his prophecies of Christ resembled their confession, the servant does not refuse
to bear the reproach of his master. If the Master of the house was called Beelzebub, how much more
they of His household! Matthew 10:25 You have learned this reproach from Christ's enemies; and you
are worse than they were. They did not believe that Jesus was Christ, and therefore thought Him an
impostor. But the only doctrine you believe in is that which dares to make Christ aliar.

10\. What reason have you for saying that the law of Mosesis pure Paganism?Isit becauseit speaks of a
temple, and an altar of sacrifices, and priests? But all these names are found also in the New Testament.
"Destroy,” Christ says, "this temple, and in three days | will raise it up;" John 2:19 and again, "When
you offer your gift at the altar;" Matthew 5:24 and again, "Go, show yourself to the priest, and offer
for yourself a sacrifice as Moses commanded, for a testimony unto them." Matthew 8:4 What these
things prefigured the Lord Himself partly tells us, when He calls His own body the temple; and we
learn also from the apostle, who says, "The temple of God is holy, which temple you are;" 1 Corinthi-
ans 3:17 and again, "l beseech you therefore by the mercies of God, that you present your bodies a



living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God;" Romans 12:1 and in similar passages. As the same apostle
says, in words which cannot be too often quoted, these things were our examples, for they were not
the work of devils, but of the one true God who made heaven and earth, and who, though not needing
such things, yet, suiting His requirements to the time, made ancient observances significant of future
realities. Since you pretend to abhor Paganism, though it is only that you may lead astray by your
deception unlearned Christians or those not established in the faith, show us any authority in Christian
books for your worship and service of the sun and moon. Your heresy is more like Paganism than the
law of Moses is. For you do not worship Christ, but only something that you call Christ, afiction of
your own fancy; and the gods you serve are either the bodies visible in the heavens, or hosts of your
own contrivance. If you do not build shrines for these worthlessidols, the creatures of the imagination,
you make your hearts their temple.

11\. You ask me to show what Moses wrote of Christ. Many passages have already been pointed out.
But who could point out all? Besides, when any quotation is made, you are ready perversely to try to
givethe words another meaning; or if the evidenceistoo strong to beresisted, you will say that you take
the passage as a sweet fish out of the salt water, and that you will not therefore consent to drink all the
brine of the books of Moses. It will be enough, then, to take those passages in the Hebrew law which
Faustus has chosen for criticism, and to show that, when rightly understood, they apply to Christ. For if
the things which our adversary ridicules and condemns are made to prove that he himself is condemned
by Christian truth, it will be evident that either the mere quotation or the careful examination of the
other passages will be enough to show their agreement with Christian faith. Well, then, O you full of
all subtlety, when the Lord in the Gospel says, "If you believed Moses, you would believe me also, for
he wrote of me," John 5:46 there is no occasion for the great perplexity you pretend to be in, or for
the alternative of either pronouncing this verse spurious or calling Jesus aliar. The verse is as genuine
asitswords are true. | preferred, says Faustus, to attribute falsehood to the writers, rather than to the
Author of truth. What sort of faith can you have in Christ as the author of truth, when your doctrineis
that His flesh and His death, His wounds and their marks, were feigned? And where is your authority
for saying that Christ is the author of truth, if you dare to attribute falsehood to those who wrote of
Him, whose testimony has come down to us with the confirmation of those immediately succeeding
them? You have not seen Christ, nor has He conversed with you as with the apostles, nor called you
from heaven as He did Saul. What knowledge or belief can we have of Christ, but on the authority of
Scripture? Or if there is falsehood in the Gospel which has been widely published among all nations,
and has been held in such high sacredness in all churches since the name of Christ was first preached,
where shall we find a trustworthy record of Christ? If the Gospel is called in question in spite of the
general consent regarding it, there can be no writing which a man may not call spurious if he does not
wish to believe it.

12\. You go on to quote Christ's words, that all who came before Him were thieves and robbers. How
do you know that these were Christ's words, but from the Gospel? You profess faith in these words,
asif you had heard them from the mouth of the Lord Himself. But if any one declares the verse to be
spurious, and denies that Christ said this, you will have, in reply, to exert yourself in vindication of the
authority of the Gospel. Unhappy being! What you refuse to believe iswritten in the same place as that



which you quote as spoken by the Lord Himself. We believe both, for we believe the sacred narrative
in which both are contained. We believe both that Moses wrote of Christ, and that all that came before
Christ were thieves and robbers. By their coming He means their not being sent. Those who were sent,
as Moses and the holy prophets, came not before Him, but with Him. They did not proudly wish to
precede Him, but were the humble bearers of the message which He uttered by them. According to
the meaning which you give to the Lord's words, it is plain that with you there can be no prophets.
And so you have made a Christ for yoursel ves who should prophesy a Christ to come. If you have any
prophets of your own, they will have, of course, no authority, as not being recognized by any others;
but if there are any that you dare to quote as prophesying that Christ would come in an unreal body,
and would suffer an unreal death, and would show to His doubting disciples unreal marks of wounds,
not to speak of the abominable nature of such prophecies, and of the evident untruthfulness of those
who commend falsehood in Christ, by your own interpretation those prophets must have been thieves
and robbers, for they could not have spoken of Christ as coming in any manner unless they had come
before Him. If by those who came before Christ we understand those who would not come with Him
— that is, with the Word of God — but without being sent by God brought their own falsehoods to
men, you yourselves, although you are born in thisworld after the death and the resurrection of Christ,
are thieves and robbers. For, without waiting for His illumination that you might preach Histruth, you
have come before Him to preach up your own deceits.



13\. In the passage where we read of the Jews saying to Christ, You bear witness of yourself, your wit-
nessis not true, you do not see that Christ replies by saying that Moses wrote of Him, simply because
you have not got the eye of piety to see with. The answer of Christ isthis: "It is written in your law,
that the testimony of two men istrue; | am one who bear witness of myself, and the Father that sent me
bears witness of me." John 8:17-18 What does this mean, if rightly understood, but that this number
of witnesses required by the law was fixed upon and consecrated in the spirit of prophecy, that even
thus might be prefigured the future revelation of the Father and Son, whose spirit is the Holy Spirit of
the inseparable Trinity? So it is written: "In the mouth of two or three witnesses shall every word be
established.” Deuteronomy 19:15 As a matter of fact, one witness generally speaks the truth, while a
number tell lies. And the world, in its conversion to Christianity, believed one apostle preaching the
gospel rather than the mistaken multitude who persecuted him. There was aspecial reason for requiring
this number of witnesses, and in His answer the Lord implied that Moses prophesied of Him. Do you
carp at Hissaying _your law_ instead of the law of God? But, as every one knows, thisis the common
expression in Scripture. Your law meansthe law given to you. So the apostle speaks of hisgospel, while
at the same time he declares that he received it not from man, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.
You might as well say that Christ denies God to be His Father, when He uses the words your Father
instead of our Father. Again, you should refuse to believe the voice which you alude to as having come
from heaven, Thisis my beloved Son, believe Him, because you did not hear it. But if you believe this
because you find it in the sacred Scriptures, you will aso find there what you deny, that Moses wrote
of Christ, besides many other things that you do not acknowledge as true. Do you not see that your
own mischievous argument may be used to prove that this voice never came from heaven? To your
own destruction, and to the detriment of the welfare of mankind, you try to weaken the authority of
the gospel, by arguing that it cannot be true that Christ said that Moses wrote of Him; because if He
had said this, the ingenious hostility of the Jews would have led them at once to ask what He supposed
Moses to have written of Him. In the same way, it might be impiously argued that if that voice had
really come from heaven, all the Jewswho heard it would have believed. Why are you so unreasonable
as not to consider that, as it was possible for the Jews to remain hardened in unbelief after hearing the
voice from heaven, so it was possible for them, when Christ said that Moses wrote of Him, to refrain
from asking what Moses wrote, because in their ingenious hostility they were afraid of being proved
to be in the wrong?

14\. Besides that this argument is an impious assault on the gospel, Faustus himself is aware of its
feebleness, and therefore insists more on what he calls his chief difficulty — that in al his search of
the writings of Moses he has found no prophecies of Christ. The obvious reply is, that he does not
understand. And if any one asks why he does not understand, the answer isthat he reads with ahostile,
unbelieving mind; he does not search in order to know, but thinks he knows when he isignorant. This
vainglorious presumption either blindsthe eye of hisunderstanding so asto prevent his seeing anything,
or distorts hisvision, so that his remarks of approval or disapproval are misdirected. | ask, he says, for
instruction in whatever the writings of M oses contain about our God and L ord, which has escaped mein
reading. | reply at oncethat it has all escaped him, for all iswritten of Christ. Aswe cannot go through
thewhole, | will, with the help of God, comply with your request, to the extent | have already promised,
by showing that the passages which you specially criticise refer to Christ. You tell me not to use the



ignorant argument that Christ affirms Mosesto have written of Him. But if | use thisargument, it is not
because | am ignorant, but because | am abeliever. | acknowledge that this argument will not convince
aGentile or aJew. But, in spite of all your evasions, you are obliged to confess that it tells against you,
who boast of possessing akind of Christianity. You say, Suppose you had not to deal with me, asin my
casethereisan obligation to believe Him whom | professto follow, but with aJew or aGentile. Thisis
asmuch asto say that you, at any rate, with whom | have at present to do, are satisfied that Moseswrote
of Christ; for you are not bold enough to discard altogether the well-grounded authority of the Gospel
where Christ'sown declaration isrecorded. Even when you attack this authority indirectly, you feel that
you are attacking your own position. You are aware that if you refuse to believe the Gospel, which isso
generally known and received, you must fail utterly in the attempt to substitute for it any trustworthy
record of the sayings and doings of Christ. You are afraid that the loss of the Christian name might
lead to the exposure of your absurdities to universal scorn and condemnation. Accordingly you try to
recover yourself, by saying that your profession of Christianity obliges you to believe these words of
the Gospel. So you, at any rate, which is all that we need care for just now, are caught and dainin this
death blow to your errors. You are forced to confess that Moses wrote of Christ, because the Gospel,
which your profession obliges you to believe, states that Christ said so. As regards a discussion with a
Jaw or a Gentile, | have already shown aswell as| could how | think it should be conducted.

15\. | till hold that there is areference to Christ in the passage which you select for refutation, where
God saysto Moses, "l will raise up unto them from among their brethren aprophet like you." Deuteron-
omy 18:15 The string of showy antitheses with which you try to ornament your dull discourse does not
at all affect my belief of this truth. You attempt to prove, by a comparison of Christ and Moses, that
they are unlike, and that therefore the words, "I will raise up a prophet like you," cannot be understood
of Christ. You specify a number of particulars in which you find a diversity: that the one is man, and
the other God; that one is a sinner, the other sinless; that one is born of ordinary generation, the other,
aswe hold, of avirgin, and, as you hold, not even of avirgin; the one incurs God's anger, and is put to
death on a mountain, the other suffers voluntarily, having throughout the approval of His Father. But
surely thingsmay be said to belike, although they are not likein every respect. Besides the resemblance
between things of the same nature, as between two men, or between parents and children, or between
men in general, or any species of animals, or in trees, between one olive and another, or one laurel
and another, there is often aresemblance in things of a different nature, as between awild and atame
olive, or between wheat and barley. These things are to some extent allied. But there is the greatest
possible distance between the Son of God, by whom all things were made, and a beast or a stone.
And yet in the Gospel we read, "Behold the Lamb of God," John 1:29 and in the apostle, "That rock
was Christ." 1 Corinthians 10:4 This could not be said except on the supposition of some resemblance.
What wonder, then, if Christ condescended to become like Moses, when He was made like the lamb
which God by Moses commanded His peopleto eat as atype of Christ, enjoining that its blood should
be used as a means of protection, and that it should be called the Passover, which every one must admit
to be fulfilled in Christ? The Scripture, | acknowledge, shows points of difference; and the Scripture
also, as | call on you to acknowledge, shows points of resemblance. There are points of both kinds,
and one can be proved as well as the other. Christ is unlike man, for He is God; and it is written of
Him that Heis"over all, God blessed forever." Romans 9:5 Christ is aso like man, for He is man; and



it is likewise written of Him, that He is the "Mediator between God and man, the man Christ Jesus."
1 Timothy 2:5 Christ is unlike a sinner, for He is ever holy; and He is like a sinner, for "God sent His
Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, that by sin He might condemn sin in the flesh.” Romans 8:3 Christ
isunlike aman born in ordinary generation, for He was born of avirgin; and yet Heislike, for He too
was born of awoman, to whom it was said, "That holy thing which shall be born of you shall be called
the Son of God." Luke 1:35 Christ is unlike a man, who dies on account of his own sin, for He died
without sin, and of His own free-will; and again, Heislike, for He too died areal death of the body.

16\. You ought not to say, in disparagement of Moses, that he was a sinner, and that he was put to death
on amountain because his God was angry with him. For Moses could glory in the Lord as his Saviour,
who is also the Saviour of him who says, "Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners, of whom
| am chief." 1 Timothy 1:15 Moses, indeed, is accused by the voice of God, because his faith showed
signs of weakness when he was commanded to draw water out of the rock. Numbers 9:10-12 In this
he may have sinned as Peter did, when from the weakness of his faith he became afraid in the midst
of the waves. Matthew 14:30 But we cannot think from this, that he who, as the Gospel tells us, was
counted worthy to be present with the Lord along with holy Elias on the mount of transfiguration, was
separated from the eternal fellowship of the saints. The sacred history showsin what favor he was with
God even after hissin. But since you may ask why God speaks of this sin as deserving the punishment
of death, and as | have promised to point out prophecies of Christ in those passages which you select
for criticism, | will try, with the Lord's help, to show that what you object to in the death of Moses s,
when rightly understood, prophetical of Christ.



17\. We often find in the symbolic passages of Scripture, that the same person appears in different
characters on different occasions. So, on this occasion, Moses represents and prefigures the Jewish
people as placed under the law. As, then, Moses, when he struck the rock with his rod, doubted the
power of God, so the people who were under the law given by Moses, when they nailed Christ to the
cross, did not believe Him to be the power of God. And as water flowed from the smitten rock for those
that were thirsty, so life comes to believers from the stroke of the Lord's passion. The testimony of the
apostle is clear and decisive on this point, when he says, "Thisrock was Christ." 1 Corinthians 10:4 In
the command of God, that the death of the flesh of Moses should take place on the mountain, we see
the divine appointment that the carnal doubt of the divinity of Christ should die on Christ's exaltation.
Astherock is Christ, so isthe mountain. The rock isthe fortitude of His humiliation; the mountain the
height of His exaltation. For as the apostle says, "This rock was Christ,” so Christ Himself says, "A
city set upon an hill cannot be hid," Matthew 5:14 showing that He is the hill, and believers the city
built upon the glory of His name. The carnal mind lives when, like the smitten rock, the humiliation of
Christ on the cross is despised. For Christ crucified isto the Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks
foolishness. And the carnal mind dieswhen, like the mountain-top, Christ isseenin Hisexaltation. "For
to them that are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ is the power of God, and the wisdom of God."
1 Corinthians 1:23-24 Moses therefore ascended the mount, that in the death of the flesh he might be
received by the living spirit. If Faustus had ascended, he would not have uttered carnal objectionsfrom
adead mind. It wasthe carnal mind that made Peter dread the smiting of therock, when, on the occasion
of the Lord's foretelling His passion, he said, "Be it far from You, Lord; spare Yourself." And thissin
too was severely rebuked, when the Lord replied, "Get behind me, Satan; you are an offense unto me:
for you savor not the things which be of God, but those which be of men." Matthew 16:22-23 And
where did this carnal distrust die but in the glorification of Christ, as on a mountain height? If it was
alive when Peter timidly denied Chrigt, it was dead when he fearlessly preached Him. It was aive in
Saul, when, in his aversion to the offense of the cross, he made havoc of the Christian faith, and where
but on this mountain had it died, when Paul was ableto say, "I live no longer, but Christ livesin me?”
Galatians 2:20

18\. What other reason has your heretical folly to give for thinking that there is no prophecy of Christ
inthewords, "I will raise up unto them a Prophet from among their brethren, like you?' Your showing
Christ to be unlike Mosesis no reason; for we can show that in other respects He islike. How can you
object to Christ'sbeing called aprophet, since He condescended to be aman, and actually foretold many
future events? What is a prophet, but one who predicts events beyond human foresight? So Christ says
of Himself: "A prophet is not without honor, save in his own country." Matthew 13:57 But, turning
from you, since you have already acknowledged that your profession of Christianity obliges you to
believe the Gospdl, | address myself to the Jew, who enjoys the poor privilege of liberty from the yoke
of Christ, and who therefore thinksit allowable to say: Your Christ spoke falsely; Moses wrote nothing
of him.

19\. Let the Jews say what prophet is meant in this promise of God to Moses: "I will raise up unto
them a Prophet from among their brethren, like you." Many prophets appeared after Moses; but onein
particular is here pointed out. The Jews will perhaps naturally think of the successor of Moses, who



led into the promised land the people that Moses had brought out of Egypt. Having this successor of
Moses in his mind, he may perhaps laugh at me for asking to what prophet the words of the promise
refer, since it is recorded who followed Moses in ruling and leading the people. When he has laughed
at my ignorance, as Faustus supposes him to do, | will still continue my inquiries, and will desire my
laughing opponent to give me a serious answer to the question why Moses changed the name of this
successor, who was preferred to himself asthe leader of the people into the promised land, to show that
the law given by Moses not to save, but to convince the sinner, cannot lead us into heaven, but only the
grace and truth which are by Jesus Christ. This successor was called Osea, and Moses gave him the
name of Jesus. Why then did he give him this name when he sent him from the valley of Pharan into
the land into which he was to lead the people? The true Jesus says, "If | go and prepare aplace for you,
I will come again, and receive you unto myself." John 14:3 | will ask the Jew if the prophet does not
show the prophetical meaning of these things when he says, "God shall come from Africa, and the Holy
One from Pharan." Does this not mean that the holy God would come with the name of him who came
from Africaby Pharan, that is, with the name of Jesus? Then, again, it isthe Word of God Himself who
speaks when He promises to provide this successor to Moses, speaking of him as an angel — a name
commonly given in Scripture to those carrying any message. The words are: "Behold | send my angel
before your face, to preserve you in the way, and to bring you into the land which | have sworn to give
you. Take heed unto him, and obey, and beware of unbelief in him; for he will not take anything from
you wrongfully, for my name isin him." Exodus 23:20-21 Consider these words. Let the Jew, not to
speak of the Manichasan, say what other angel he can find in Scripture to whom these words apply, but
this leader who was to bring the people into the land of promise. Then let him inquire who it was that
succeeded Moses, and brought in the people. He will find that it was Jesus, and that this was not his
name at first, but after his name was changed. It follows that He who said, "My nameisin him," isthe
true Jesus, the leader who brings His people into the inheritance of eternal life, according to the New
Testament, of which the Old was a figure. No event or action could have a more distinctly prophetical
character than this, where the very name is a prediction.

20\. It follows that this Jew, if he wishes to be a Jew inwardly, in the spirit, and not in the letter, if he
wishes to be thought a true Israglite, in whom is no guile, will recognize in this dead Jesus, who led
the people into the land of mortality, a figure of the true living Jesus, whom he may follow into the
land of life. In this way, he will no longer in a hostile spirit resist so plain a prophecy, but, influenced
by the allusion to the Jesus of the Old Testament, he will be prepared to listen meekly to Him whose
name he bore, and who leads to the true land of promise; for He says, "Blessed are the meek, for they
shall inherit the land." Matthew 5:4 The Gentile also, if his heart is not too stony, if heis one of those
stones from which God raises up children unto Abraham, must allow it to be wonderful that in the
ancient books of the people of whom Jesus was born, so plain a prophecy, including His very name, is
found recorded; and must remark at the same time, that it is not any man of the name of Jesuswho is
prophesied of, but adivine person, because God said that His name wasin that man who was appointed
to rule the people, and to lead them into the kingdom, and who by a change of name was called Jesus.
In His being sent with this new name, He brings a great and divine message, and is therefore called
an Angel, which, as every tyro in Greek knows, means messenger. No Gentile, therefore, if he were
not perverse and obstinate, would despise these books merely because he is not subject to the law of



the Hebrews, to whom the books belong; but would think highly of the books, no matter whose they
were, on finding in them prophecies of such ancient date, and of what he sees now taking place. Instead
of despising Christ Jesus because He is foretold in the Hebrew Scriptures, he would conclude that one
thought worthy of being the subject of prophetic description, whoever the writers might be, for so many
ages before His coming into the world — sometimes in plain announcements, sometimes in figure by
symbolic actions and utterances— must claim to be regarded with profound admiration and reverence,
and to be followed with implicit reliance. Thus the facts of Christian history would prove the truth of
the prophecy, and the prophecy would prove the claims of Christ. Call thisfancy, if itisnot actually the
case that men all over the world have been led, and are now led, to believe in Christ by reading these
books.

21\. In view of the multitudes from all nations who have become zeal ous believersin these books, it is
laughably absurd to tell usthat it isimpossible to persuade a Gentile to learn the Christian faith from
Jawish books. Indeed, it isagreat confirmation of our faith that such important testimony is borne by
enemies. The believing Gentiles cannot suppose these testimonies to Christ to be recent forgeries; for
they find them in books held sacred for so many ages by those who crucified Christ, and still regarded
with the highest veneration by those who every day blaspheme Christ. If the prophecies of Christ were
the production of the preachers of Christ, we might suspect their genuineness. But now the preacher
expoundsthetext of the blasphemer. In thisway the Most High God ordersthe blindness of the ungodly
for the profit of the saint, in His righteous government bringing good out of evil, that those who by their
own choice live wickedly may be, in Hisjust judgment, made the instruments of Hiswill. So, lest those
that were to preach Christ to the world should be thought to have forged the prophecies which speak
of Christ asto be born, to work miracles, to suffer unjustly, to die, to rise again, to ascend to heaven, to
publish the gospel of eternal life among all nations, the unbelief of the Jews has been made of signa
benefit to us; so that those who do not receive in their heart for their own good these truths, carry, in
their handsfor our benefit the writings in which these truths are contained. And the unbelief of the Jews
increases rather than lessens the authority of the books, for this blindnessisitself foretold. They testify
to the truth by their not understanding it. By not understanding the books which predict that they would
not understand, they prove these books to be true.



22\. In the passage, "You shall see your life hanging, and shall not believe your life," Deuterono-
my 28:16 Faustusis deceived by the ambiguity of the words. The words may be differently interpreted;
but that they cannot be understood of Christ isnot said by Faustus, nor can be said by anyone who does
not deny that Christ islife, or that He was seen by the Jews hanging on the cross, or that they did not
believe Him. Since Christ Himself says, "l am the life," John 14:6 and since there is no doubt that He
was seen hanging by the unbelieving Jews, | see no reason for doubting that this was written of Christ;
for, as Christ says, Moseswrote of Him. Since we have already refuted Faustus arguments by which he
triesto show that the words, "1 will raise up from among their brethren aprophet like you," do not apply
to Christ, because Christ is not like Moses, we need not insist on this other prophecy. Since, in the one
case, hisargument isthat Christ is unlike Moses, so here he ought to argue that Christ is not the life, or
that He was not seen hanging by the unbelieving Jews. But as he has not said this, and as no one will
now venture to say so, there should be no difficulty in accepting thistoo as a prophecy of our Lord and
Saviour Jesus Chrigt, uttered by His servant. These words, says Faustus, occur in a chapter of curses.
But why should it be the less a prophecy because it occursin the midst of prophecies? Or why should
it not be a prophecy of Christ, although the context does not seem to refer to Christ? Indeed, among
all the curses which the Jews brought on themselves by their sinful pride, nothing could be worse than
this, that they should see their Life — that is, the Son of God — hanging, and should not believe their
Life. For the curses of prophecy are not hostile imprecations, but announcements of coming judgment.
Hostile imprecations are forbidden, for it is said, "Bless, and curse not." Romans 12:14 But prophetic
announcements are often found in the writings of the saints, aswhen the Apostle Paul says: " Alexander
the coppersmith has done me much evil; the Lord shall reward him according to his works." 2 Timo-
thy 4:14 So it might be thought that the apostle was prompted by angry feeling to utter thisimprecation:
"l would that they were even made eunuchs that trouble you." Galatians 5:12 But if we remember who
the writer is, we may see in this ambiguous expression an ingenious style of benediction. For there
are eunuchs which have made themsel ves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's sake. Matthew 19:12 If
Faustus had a pious appetite for Christian food, he would have found a similar ambiguity in the words
of Moses. By the Jews the declaration, "You shall see your life hanging, and shall not believe your
life," may have been understood to mean that they would see their life to be in danger from the threats
and plots of their enemies, and would not expect to live. But the child of the Gospel, who has heard
Christ say, "He wrote of me," distinguishes in the ambiguity of the prophecy between what is thrown
to swine and what is addressed to man. To his mind the thought immediately suggests itself of Christ
hanging asthelife of man, and of the Jews not believing in Him for this very reason, that they saw Him
hanging. As to the objection that these words, "You shall see your life hanging, and shall not believe
your life," are the only words referring to Christ in a passage containing maledictions not applicable
to Christ, some might grant that thisistrue. For this prophecy might very well occur among the curses
pronounced by the prophet upon the ungodly people, for these curses are of different kinds. But |, and
those who with me consider more closely the saying of the Lord in His Gospel, which is not, He wrote
also of me, as admitting that M oses wrote other things not referring to Christ, but, "He wrote of me," as
teaching that in searching the Scriptures we should view them asintended solely to illustrate the grace
of Christ, see areference to Christ in the rest of the passage also. But it would take too much time to
explain this here.



23\. So far from these words of Faustus' quotation being proved not to refer to Christ by their occurring
among the other curses, these curses cannot be rightly understood except as prophecies of the glory of
Christ, in which lies the happiness of man. And what is true of these curses is still more true of this
quotation. If it could be said of Moses that his words have a different meaning from what was in his
mind, | would rather suppose him to have prophesied without knowing it, than allow that the words,
"You shall see your life hanging, and shall not believe your life," are not applicable to Christ. So the
words of Caiaphas had a different meaning from what he intended, when, in his hostility to Christ, he
said that it was expedient that one man should die for the people, and that the whole nation should not
perish, where the Evangelist added that he said this not of himself, but, since he was high priest, he
prophesied. John 11:49-51 But M oses was not Caiaphas; and therefore when Moses said to the Hebrew
people, "You shall seeyour life hanging, and shall not believe your life," he not only spoke of Christ, as
he certainly did, even though he spoke without knowing the meaning of what he said, but he knew that
he spoke of Christ. For he was a most faithful steward of the prophetic mystery, that is, of the priestly
unction which gives the knowledge of the name of Christ; and in this mystery even Caiaphas, wicked
as he was, was able to prophesy without knowing it. The prophetic unction enabled him to prophesy,
though his wicked life prevented him from knowing it. Who then can say that there are no prophecies
of Christ in Moses, with whom began that unction to which we owe the knowledge of Christ's name,
and by which even Caiaphas, the persecutor of Christ, prophesied of Christ without knowing it?

24\. We have dready said as much as appeared desirable of the curse pronounced on every one that
hangs on a tree. Enough has been said to show that the command to kill any prophet or prince who
tried to turn away the children of Israel from their God, or to break any commandment, is not directed
against Christ. The more we consider the words and actions of our Lord Jesus Christ, the more clearly
will thisappear; for Christ never tried to turn away any of the Israelitesfrom their God. The God whom
M oses taught the people to love and serve, is the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob, whom the
Lord Jesus Christ speaks of by this name, using the namein refutation of the Sadducees, who denied the
resurrection of the dead. He says, " Of the resurrection of the dead, have ye not read what God said from
the bush to Moses, | am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob? God is not the
God of the dead, but of theliving; for al live unto Him." In the same words with which Christ answered
the Sadducees we may answer the Manichaaans, for they too deny the resurrection, though in adifferent
way. Again, when Christ said, in praise of the centurion’'sfaith, "Verily | say unto you, | have not found
so great faith, no, not in Israel,” He added, "And | say unto you, that many shall come from the east
and from the west, and shall sit down with Abraham, and I saac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven;
but the children of the kingdom shall go into outer darkness." Matthew 8:10-12 If, then, as Faustus
must admit, the God of whom Maoses spoke was the God of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, of whom
Christ also spoke, as these passages prove, it follows that Christ did not try to turn away the people
from their God. On the contrary, He warned them that they would go into outer darkness, because He
saw that they were turned away from their God, in whose kingdom He says the Gentiles called from
the whole world will sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob; implying that they would believe
in the God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob. So the apostle aso says: "The Scripture, foreseeing
that God would justify the Gentiles by faith, preached the gospel beforehand to Abraham, saying, In
your seed shall al nations be blessed." Galatians 3:8 It is implied that those who are blessed in the



seed of Abraham shall imitate the faith of Abraham. Christ, then, did not try to turn away the I sraglites
from their God, but rather charged them with being turned away. The idea that Christ broke one of the
commandments given by Moses is not a new one, for the Jews thought so; but it is a mistake, for the
Jews were in the wrong. Let Faustus mention the commandment which he supposes the Lord to have
broken, and we will point out his mistake, aswe have done already, when it was required. Meanwhileit
isenough to say, that if the Lord had broken any commandment, He could not have found fault with the
Jews for doing so. For when the Jews blamed His disciples for eating with unwashen hands, in which
they transgressed not a commandment of God, but the traditions of the elders, Christ said, "Why do
ye aso transgress the commandment of God, that you may observe your traditions?' He then quotes a
commandment of God, which we know to have been given by Moses. "For God said," He adds, "Honor
your father and mother, and he that curses father or mother shall die the death. But ye say, Whoever
shall say to hisfather or mother, It isagift, by whatsoever you might be profited by me, is not obliged
to honor his father. So ye make the word of God of none effect by your traditions.” Matthew 15:3-6
From this several things maybe learned: that Christ did not turn away the Jews from their God; that He
not only did not Himself break God's commandments, but found fault with those who did so; and that
it was God Himself who gave these commandments by Moses.

25\. Infulfillment of our promisethat we would prove the reference to Christ in those passages sel ected
by Faustus from the writings of Moses for adverse criticism, since we cannot here point out the ref-
erence to Christ which we believe to exist in all the writings of Moses, it becomes our duty to show
that this commandment of Moses, that every prophet or prince should be killed who tried to turn away
the people from their God, or to break any commandment, refers to the preservation of the faith which
is taught in the Church of Christ. Moses no doubt knew in the spirit of prophecy, and from what he
himself heard from God, that many heretics would arise to teach errors of all kinds against the doctrine
of Christ, and to preach another Christ than thetrue Christ. For thetrue Christ isHe that wasforetold in
the prophecies uttered by Moses himself, and by the other holy men of that nation. Moses accordingly
commanded that whoever tried to teach another Christ should be put to death. In obedience to this
command, the voice of the Catholic Church, aswith the spiritual two-edged sword of both Testaments,
puts to death all who try to turn us away from our God, or to break any of the commandments. And
chief among these is Manichaaus himself; for the truth of the law and the prophets convinces him of
error astrying to turn us away from our God, the God of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, whom Christ
acknowledges, and as trying to break the commandments of the law, which, even when they are only
figurative, we regard as prophetic of Christ.



26\. Faustus uses an argument which iseither very deceitful or very stupid. And as Faustusis not stupid,
it isprobable that he used the argument intentionally, with the design of misleading the careless reader.
He says: If these things are not written of Christ, and if you cannot show any others, it follows that
there are none at all. The proposition istrue; but it remains to be proved, both that these things are not
written of Christ, and that no other can be shown. Faustus has not proved this; for we have shown both
how these things are to be understood of Christ, and that there are many other things which have no
meaning but as applied to Christ. So it does not follow, as Faustus says, that nothing was written by
Moses of Christ. Let us repeat Faustus argument: If these things are not written of Christ, and if you
cannot show any others, it follows that there are none at all. Perfectly so. But as both these things and
many others have been shown to be written of Christ, or with reference to Christ, the true conclusion
isthat Faustus argument is worthless. In the passages quoted by Faustus, he has tried, though without
success, to show that they were not written of Christ. But in order to draw the conclusion that there are
none at all, he should first have proved that no others can be shown. Instead of this, he takesfor granted
that the readers of his book will be blind, or the hearers deaf, so that the omission will be overlooked,
and runs on thus: If there are none, Christ could not have asserted that there were any. And if Christ did
not make thisassertion, it follows that thisverseis spurious. Here isaman who thinks so much of what
he says himself, that he does not consider the possibility of another person saying the opposite. Where
isyour wit? Isthis all you could say for a bad cause? But if the badness of the cause made you utter
folly, the bad cause was your own choice. To prove your antecedent false, we have only to show some
other things written of Christ. If there are some, it will not be true that there are none. And if there are
some, Christ may have asserted that there were. And if Christ may have asserted this, it follows that
thisverse of the Gospel is not spurious. Coming back, then, to Faustus' proposition, If you cannot show
any other, it follows that there are none at all, it requires to be proved that we cannot show any other.
We need only refer to what we showed before, as sufficient to prove the truth of the text in the Gospel,
in which Christ says, "If you believed Moses, you would aso believe me; for he wrote of me." And
even though from dullness of mind we could find nothing written of Christ by Moses, still, so strong
is the evidence in support of the authority of the Gospel, that it would be incumbent on us to believe
that not only some things, but everything written by Moses, refersto Christ; for He says not, He wrote
also of me, but, He wrote of me. The truth then isthis, that even though there were doubts, which God
forbid, of the genuineness of this verse, the doubt would be removed by the number of testimonies to
Christ which we find in Moses; while, on the other hand, even if we could find none, we should till
be bound to believe that these are to be found, because no doubts can be admitted regarding any verse
in the Gospel.

27\. Asto your argument that the doctrine of Moses was unlike that of Christ, and that therefore it was
improbable that if they believed Moses, they would believe Christ too; and that it would rather follow
that their belief in onewould imply of necessity opposition to the other — you could not have said thisif
you had turned your mind's eye for amoment to see men all the world over, when they are not blinded
by a contentious spirit, learned and unlearned, Greek and barbarian, wise and unwise, to whom the
apostle called himself a debtor, Romans 1:14 believing in both Christ and Moses. If it wasimprobable
that the Jews would believe both Christ and Moses, it is still more improbable that all the world would
do so. But as we see all nations believing both, and in a common and well-grounded faith holding the



agreement of the prophecy of the one with the gospel of the other, it was no impossible thing to which
this one nation was called, when Christ said to them, "If you believed Moses, you would also believe
me." Rather we should be amazed at the guilty obstinacy of the Jews, who refused to do what we see
the whole world has done.

28\. Regarding the Sabbath and circumcision, and the distinction in foods, in which you say the teaching
of Moses differs from what Christians are taught by Christ, we have already shown that, as the apostle
says, "all those things were our examples.” 1 Corinthians 10:6 The differenceis not in the doctrine, but
in thetime. There was atime when it was proper that these things should be figuratively predicted; and
there is now a different time when it is proper that they should be openly declared and fully accom-
plished. It isnot surprising that the Jews, who understood the Sabbath in a carnal sense, should oppose
Christ, who began to open up its spiritual meaning. Reply, if you can, to the apostle, who declares that
therest of the Sabbath was ashadow of something future. Colossians 2:16-17 If the Jews opposed Christ
because they did not understand what the true Sabbath is, there is no reason why you should oppose
Him, or refuse to learn what true innocence is. For on that occasion when Jesus appears especialy
to set aside the Sabbath, when His disciples were hungry, and pulled the ears of grain through which
they were passing, and ate them, Jesus, in replying to the Jews, declared His disciples to be innocent.
"If you knew," He said "what this means, | will have mercy, and not sacrifice, you would not have
condemned the innocent.” Matthew 12:7 They should rather have pitied the wants of the disciples, for
hunger forced them to do what they did. But pulling ears of grain, which isinnocence in the teaching
of Christ, ismurder in the teaching of Manichaeus. Or wasit an act of charity in the apostlesto pull the
ears of grain, that they might in eating set free the members of God, as in your foolish notions? Then
it must be cruelty in you not to do the same. Faustus reason for setting aside the Sabbath is because
he knows that God's power is exercised without cessation, and without weariness. It isfor those to say
this, who believe that all times are the production of an eternal act of God's will. But you will find it
difficult to reconcile this with your doctrine, that the rebellion of the race of darkness broke your god's
rest, which was also disturbed by a sudden attack of the enemy; or perhaps God never had rest, as he
foresaw thisfrom eternity, and could not feel at ease in the prospect of so dire a conflict, with such loss
and disaster to his members.

29\. Unless Christ had considered this Sabbath— which in your want of knowledge and of piety you
laugh at — one of the prophecies written of Himself, He would not have borne such a testimony to it
as He did. For when, as you say in praise of Christ, He suffered voluntarily, and so could choose His
own time for suffering and for resurrection, He brought it about that His body rested from all itsworks
on Sabbath in the tomb, and that His resurrection on the third day, which we call the Lord's day, the
day after the Sabbath, and therefore the eighth, proved the circumcision of the eighth day to be also
prophetical of Him. For what does circumcision mean, but the eradication of the mortality which comes
from our carnal generation? So the apostle says: "Putting off from Himself His flesh, He made a show
of principalities and powers, triumphing over them in Himself." Colossians 2:15 The flesh here said to
be put off isthat mortality of flesh on account of which the body is properly called flesh. The flesh is
the mortality, for in the immortality of the resurrection there will be no flesh; asit iswritten, "Flesh and
blood shall not inherit the kingdom of God." You are accustomed to argue from these words against our



faith in the doctrine of the resurrection of the body, which has already taken placein the Lord Himself.
You keep out of view the following words, in which the apostle explains his meaning. To show what he
here means by flesh, he adds, "Neither shall corruption inherit incorruption.” For this body, which from
its mortality is properly called flesh, is changed in the resurrection, so as to be no longer corruptible
and mortal. Thisisthe apostl€'s statement, and not a supposition of ours, as his next words prove. "L 0"
he says, "l show you a mystery: we shall all rise again, but we shall not all be changed. In a moment,
in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump; for the last trumpet shall sound, and the dead shall rise
incorruptible, and we shall be changed. For this corruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal
must put on immortality.” 1 Corinthians 15:50-59 To put on immortality, the body puts off mortality.
Thisisthe mystery of circumcision, which by the law took place on the eighth day; and on the eighth
day, the Lord's day, the day after the Sabbath, was fulfilled in its true meaning by the Lord. Hence it
is said, "Putting off His flesh, He made a show of principalities and powers." For by means of this
mortality the hostile powers of hell ruled over us. Christ is said to have made a show or example of
these, because in Himself, our Head, He gave an example which will be fully realized in the liberation
of His whole body, the Church, from the power of the devil at the last resurrection. Thisis our faith.
And according to the prophetic declaration quoted by Paul, "The just shall live by faith." Thisis our
judtification. Even Pagans believe that Christ died. But only Christians believe that Christ rose again.
"If you confess with your mouth," says the apostle, "that Jesusis the Lord, and believest in your heart
that God raised Him from the dead, you shall be saved.” Romans 10:9 Again, because we are justified
by faithin Christ's resurrection, the apostle says, "He died for our offenses, and rose again for our justi-
fication." Romans 4:25 And because this resurrection by faith in which we are justified was prefigured
by the circumcision of the eighth day, the apostle says of Abraham, with whom the observance began,
"Hereceived the sign of circumcision, aseal of the righteousness of faith." Romans 4:11 Circumcision,
then, is one of the prophecies of Christ, written by Moses, of whom Christ said, "He wrote of me." In
the words of the Lord, "Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you compass sea and
land to make one proselyte; and when he is made, you make him twofold more the child of hell than
yourselves," Matthew 23:15 it isnot the circumcision of the proselyte which is meant, but hisimitation
of the conduct of the scribes and Pharisees, which the Lord forbids His disciples to imitate, when He
says. "The scribes and Pharisees sit on Moses' seat: what they say unto you, do; but do not after their
works; for they say, and do not." Matthew 23:2-3 These words of the Lord teach us both the honor due
to the teaching of Moses, in whose seat even bad men were obliged to teach good things, and the reason
of the proselyte becoming a child of hell, which was not that he heard from the Pharisees the words of
the law, but that he copied their example. Such a circumcised proselyte might have been addressed in
the words of Paul: "Circumcision verily profits, if you keep the law." Romans 2:26 Hisimitation of the
Phariseesin not keeping the law made him achild of hell. And he was twofold more than they, probably
because of his neglecting to fulfill what he voluntarily undertook, when, not being born a Jew, he chose
to become a Jew.



30\. Your scoff is very inappropriate, when you say that Moses discusses like a glutton what should
be eaten, and commands some things to be freely used as clean, and other things as unclean to be not
even touched. A glutton makes no distinction, except in choosing the sweetest food. Perhaps you wish
to commend to the admiration of the uninitiated the innocence of your abstemious habits, by appearing
not to know, or to have forgotten, that swine's flesh tastes better than mutton. But asthistoo waswritten
by Moses of Christ in figurative prophecy, in which the flesh of animals signifies those who are to be
united to the body of Christ, which is the Church, or who are to be cast out, you are typified by the
unclean animals; for your disagreement with the Catholic faith shows that you do not ruminate on
the word of wisdom, and that you do not divide the hoof, in the sense of making a correct distinction
between the Old Testament and the New. But you show still more audacity in adopting the erroneous
opinions of your Adimantus.

31\. Youfollow Adimantusin saying that Christ made no distinctionin food, except in entirely prohibit-
ing the use of animal food to Hisdisciples, while He allowed thelaity to eat anything that is eatable; and
declared that they were not polluted by what entersinto the mouth, but that the unseemly things which
come out of the mouth are the things which defile a man. These words of yours are unseemly indeed,
for they express notorious falsehood. If Christ taught that the evil things which come out of the mouth
are the only things that defile a man, why should they not be the only things to defile His disciples,
so as to make it unnecessary that any food should be forbidden or unclean? Isit only the laity that are
not polluted by what goes into the mouth, but by what comes out of it? In that case, they are better
protected from impurity than the saints, who are polluted both by what goesin and by what comes out.
But as Christ, comparing Himself with John, who came neither eating nor drinking, saysthat He came
eating and drinking, | should like to know what He ate and drank. When exposing the perversity which
found fault with both, He says: "John came neither eating nor drinking; and you say, He has a devil.
The Son of man comes eating and drinking; and you say, Behold a glutton and a wine-bibber, afriend
of publicans and sinners." Matthew 11:18-19 We know what John ate and drank. For it is not said that
he drank nothing, but that he drank no wine or strong drink; so he must have drunk water. He did not
live without food, but his food was locusts and wild honey. Matthew 3:4 When Christ says that John
did not eat or drink, He means that he did not use the food which the Jews used. And because the Lord
used thisfood, Heis spoken of, in contrast with John, as eating and drinking. Will it be said that it was
bread and vegetables which the Lord ate, and which John did not eat? It would be strange if one was
said not to eat, because he used |ocusts and honey, while the other is said to eat simply because he used
bread and vegetables. But whatever may be thought of the eating, certainly no one could be called a
wine-bibber unless he used wine. Why then do you call wine unclean? It is not in order to subdue the
body by abstinencethat you prohibit these things, but because they are unclean, for you say that they are
the poisonous filth of the race of darkness; whereas the apostle says, "To the pure al things are pure.”
Titus 1:15 Christ, according to this doctrine, taught that all food was alike, but forbade His disciples
to use what the Manichaeans call unclean. Where do you find this prohibition? You are not afraid to
deceive men by falsehood; but in God's righteous providence, you are so blinded that you provide us
with the means of refuting you. For | cannot resist quoting for examination the whole of that passage
of the Gospel which Faustus uses against Moses; that we may see from it the falsehood of what was
said first by Adimantus, and here by Faustus, that the L ord Jesus forbade the use of animal food to His



disciples, and allowed it to the laity. After Christ's reply to the accusation that His disciples ate with
unwashen hands, we read in the Gospel as follows: "And He called the multitude, and said to them,
Hear and understand. Not that which goesinto the mouth defiles aman: but that which comes out of the
mouth, this defiles aman. Then came His disciples, and said to Him, Knowest Thou that the Pharisees
were offended after they heard this saying?' Here, when addressed by His disciples, He ought certainly,
according to the Manichaaans, to have given them special instructions to abstain from animal food, and
to show that His words, "Not that which goes into the mouth defiles a man, but that which goes out of
the mouth,” applied to the multitude only. L et us hear, then, what, according to the evangelist, the Lord
replied, not to the multitude, but to His disciples: "But He answered and said, Every plant which my
heavenly Father has not planted shall be rooted up. Let them alone: they be blind leaders of the blind.
And if the blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the ditch.” The reason of thiswas, that in their desire
to observetheir own traditions, they did not understand the commandments of God. Asyet the disciples
had not asked the Master how they were to understand what He had said to the multitude. But now they
do so; for the evangelist adds: "Then answered Peter and said to Him, Declare unto us this parable.”
This shows that Peter thought that when the Lord said, "Not that which goes into the mouth defiles a
man, but that which goes out of the mouth,” He did not speak plainly and literally, but, as usual, wished
to convey some instruction under the guise of a parable. When His disciples, then, put this question
in private, does He tell them, as the Manichasans say, that all animal food is unclean, and that they
must never touch it? Instead of this, He rebukes them for not understanding His plain language, and for
thinking it a parable when it was not. We read: "And Jesus said, Are ye al so yet without understanding?
Do not ye yet understand, that whatsoever enters in at the mouth goes into the belly, and is cast out
into the drought? But those things which proceed out of the mouth come forth from the heart, and they
defile the man. For out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false
witness, blasphemies. These are the things which defile aman: but to eat with unwashen hands defiles
not aman." Matthew 15:16-20



32\. Here we have acomplete exposure of the falsehood of the Manichaaans: for it isplain that the Lord
did not in this matter teach one thing to the multitude, and another in private to His disciples. Here is
abundant evidence that the error and deceit are in the Manichaaans, and not in Moses, nor in Christ,
nor in the doctrine taught figuratively in one Testament and plainly in the other — prophesied in one,
and fulfilled in the other. How can the Manichaaans say that the Catholics regard none of the things
that Moses wrote, when in fact they observe them al, not now in the figures, but in what the figures
wereintended to foretell? No one would say that one who reads the Scripture subsequently to itsbeing
written does not observe it because he does not form the letters which he reads. The letters are the
figures of the sounds which he utters; and though he does not form the letters, he cannot read without
examining them. The reason why the Jews did not believe in Christ, was because they did not observe
even the plain literal precepts of Moses. So Christ says to them: "You pay tithe of mint and cummin,
and omit the weightier matters of the law, mercy and judgment. You strain out a gnat and swallow a
camel. These ought ye to have done, and not to leave the other undone.” Matthew 23:23-24 So also He
told them that by their traditions they made of none effect the commandment of God to give honor to
parents. On account of this pride and perversity in neglecting what they understood, they were justly
blinded, so that they could not understand the other things.

33\. You see, my argument is not that if you are a Christian you must believe Christ when He says that
Moses wrote of Him, and that if you do not believe this you are no Christian. The account you give of
yourself in asking to be dealt with as a Jew or a Gentile is your own affair. My endeavor isto leave no
avenue of error open to you. | have shut you out, too, from that precipice to which you rush as a last
resort, when you say that these are spurious passages in the Gospel; so that, freed from the pernicious
influence of this opinion, you may be reduced to the necessity of believing in Christ. You say you wish
to be taught like the Christian Thomas, whom Christ did not spurn from Him because he doubted of
Him, but, in order to heal the wounds of his mind, showed him the marks of the wounds in His own
body. These are your own words. It iswell that you desire to be taught as Thomas was. | feared you
would make out this passage too to be spurious. Believe, then, the marks of Christ'swounds. For if the
marks were real, the wounds must have been real. And the wounds could not have been real, unlessHis
body had been capable of real wounds; which upsets at once the whole error of the Manichaaans. If you
say that the marks were unreal which Christ showed to His doubting disciple, it follows that He must
be a deceitful teacher, and that you wish to be deceived in being taught by Him. But as no one wishes
to be deceived, while many wish to deceive, it is probable that you would rather imitate the teaching
which you ascribe to Christ than the learning you ascribe to Thomas. If, then, you believe that Christ
deceived a doubting inquirer by false marks of wounds, you must yourself be regarded, not as a safe
teacher, but as a dangerous impostor. On the other hand, if Thomas touched the real marks of Christ's
wounds, you must confess that Christ had a real body. So, if you believe as Thomas did, you are no
more a Manichaean. If you do not believe even with Thomas, you must be |eft to your infidelity.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XV

Augustine of Hippo
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STROMATA 422

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee mounts a curious attack on the Sermon on the Mount: Matthew cannot have
heard Jesus say he cameto fulfill thelaw, since Matthew was still at histax booth when the words were
spoken, and the Gospel that bears his name gives him away by writing "he saw aman” instead of "he
saw me." Augustine, answering around 400, finds it rich that a sect trusting Manichaeus at his word
should strain at the testimony of an evangelist. The seventeenth book presses further into the sermon
itself, where Faustus argues that Christ's very warning — "think not that | have come to destroy the
law" — proves he was doing precisely that, since no one denies what no one suspects. What followsis
Augustine's patient unknotting of that inference, one clause at atime.

Faustusre ects Christ's declaration that He came not to destroy the law and the prophets but to
fulfill them, on theground that it isfound only in M atthew, who was not present when the wor ds
purport to have been spoken. Augustine rebukesthefolly of refusing to believe Matthew and yet
believing M anichaaus, and shows what the passage of scripturereally means.



1\. _Faustus said: You ask why we do not receive the law and the prophets, when Christ said that he
came not to destroy them, but to fulfill them. Where do we learn that Jesus said this? From Matthew,
who declares that he said it on the mount. In whose presence was it said? In the presence of Peter,
Andrew, James, and John — only these four; for the rest, including Matthew himself, were not yet
chosen. Is it not the case that one of these four — John, namely — wrote a Gospel? It is. Does he
mention this saying of Jesus? No. How, then, does it happen that what is not recorded by John, who
was on the mount, is recorded by Matthew, who became afollower of Christ long after He came down
from the mount? In the first place, then, we must doubt whether Jesus ever said these words, since the
proper witnessis silent on the matter, and we have only the authority of alesstrustworthy witness. But,
besides this, we shall find that it is not Matthew that has imposed upon us, but some one else under his
name, asis evident from the indirect style of the narrative. Thus we read: "As Jesus passed by, He saw
aman, named Matthew, sitting at the receipt of custom, and called him; and he immediately rose up,
and followed Him." Matthew 9:9 No one writing of himself would say, He saw a man, and called him;
and he followed Him; but, He saw me, and called me, and | followed Him. Evidently this was written
not by Matthew himself, but by some one else under his name. Since, then, the passage already quoted
would not betrue even if it had been written by Matthew, since he was not present when Jesus spoke on
the mount; much more is its falsehood evident from the fact that the writer was not Matthew himself,
but some one borrowing the names both of Jesus and of Matthew.

2\. The passageitself, inwhich Christ tellsthe Jews not to think that He cameto destroy thelaw, israther
designed to show that He did destroy it. For, had He not done something of the kind, the Jewswould not
have suspected Him. Hiswords are: "Think not that | have come to destroy the law." Suppose the Jews
had replied, What actions of yours might lead usto suspect this?Isit because you expose circumcision,
breakest the Sabbath, discardest sacrifices, makest no distinction in foods? This would be the natural
answer to thewords, Think not. The Jews had the best possible reason for thinking that Jesus destroyed
the law. If this was not to destroy the law, what is? But, indeed, the law and the prophets consider
themselves already so faultlessly perfect, that they have no desireto befulfilled. Their author and father
condemns adding to them as much as taking away anything from them; as we read in Deuteronomy:
"These precepts which | deliver unto you this day, O Israel, you shall observe to do; you shall not turn
aside from them to the right hand or to the left; you shall not add thereto nor diminish from it, that your
God may blessyou." Deuteronomy 12:32 Whether, therefore, Jesus turned aside to the right by adding
to the law and the prophets in order to fulfill them, or to the left in taking away from them to destroy
them, either way he offended the author of the law. So this verse must either have some other meaning,
or be spurious.

3\. _Augustine_replied: What amazing folly, to disbelieve what Matthew records of Christ, while you
believe Manichaaus! If Matthew is not to be believed because he was not present when Christ said, "l
came not to destroy the law and the prophets, but to fulfill,” was Manichaaus present, was he even born,
when Christ appeared among men? According, then, to your rule, you should not believe anything that
Manichaaus says of Christ. On the other hand, we refuse to believe what Mani chaeus says of Christ; not
because hewas not present asawitness of Christ'swordsand actions, but because he contradicts Christ's
disciples, and the Gospel which rests on their authority. The apostle, speaking in the Holy Spirit, tells



us that such teachers would arise. With reference to such, he says to believers: "If any man preaches
to you another gospel than that you have received, let him be accursed.” Galatians 1:9 If no one can
say what istrue of Christ unless he has himself seen and heard Him, no one now can be trusted. But if
believers can now say what istrue of Christ because the truth has been handed down inword or writing
by those who saw and heard, why might not Matthew have heard the truth from his fellow disciple
John, if John was present and he himself was not, as from the writings of John both we who are born so
long after and those who shall be born after us can learn the truth about Christ? In thisway, the Gospels
of Luke and Mark, who were companions of the disciples, as well as the Gospel of Matthew, have the
same authority as that of John. Besides, the Lord Himself might have told Matthew what those called
before him had already been witnesses of. Your ideais, that John should have recorded this saying of
the Lord, as he was present on the occasion. Asiif it might not happen that, since it was impossible to
write all that be heard from the Lord, he set himself to write some, omitting this among others. Does
he not say at the close of his Gospel: "And there are also many other things which Jesus did, the which,
if they should be written every one, | suppose that even the world itself could not contain the books
that should be written"? John 21:25 This proves that he omitted many things intentionally. But if you
choose John as an authority regarding the law and the prophets, | ask you only to believe his testimony
to them. It is John who writes that Isaiah saw the glory of Christ. John 12:41 It isin his Gospel we
find the text already treated of: "If you believed Moses, you would aso believe me; for he wrote of
me." John 5:46 Your evasions are met on every side. You ought to say plainly that you do not believe
the gospel of Christ. For to believe what you please, and not to believe what you please, isto believe
yourselves, and not the gospel.

4\. Faustusthinks himself wonderfully clever in proving that Matthew was not the writer of this Gospel,
because, when speaking of hisown election, he says not, He saw me, and said to me, Follow me; but, He
saw him, and said to him, Follow me. This must have been said either in ignorance or from a design to
mislead. Faustus can hardly be so ignorant as not to have read or heard that narrators, when speaking of
themselves, often use a construction as if speaking of another. It is more probable that Faustus wished
to bewilder those more ignorant than himself, in the hope of getting hold on not a few unacquainted
with these things. It is needless to resort to other writings to quote examples of this construction from
profane authorsfor theinformation of our friends, and for the refutation of Faustus. Wefind examplesin
passages quoted above from Moses by Faustus himself, without any denial, or rather with the assertion,
that they were written by Moses, only not written of Christ. When Moses, then, writes of himself, does
he say, | said this, or | did that, and not rather, Moses said, and Moses did? Or does he say, The Lord
called me, The Lord said to me, and not rather, The Lord called Moses, The Lord said to Moses, and
so on? So Matthew, too, speaks of himself in the third person. And John does the same; for towards the
end of hisbook he says: "Peter, turning, saw the disciple whom Jesus |oved, who also lay on His breast
at supper, and who said to the Lord, Who is it that shall betray You?' Does he say, Peter, turning, saw
me? Or will you argue from this that John did not write this Gospel ? But he adds a little after: "This
is the disciple that testifies of Jesus, and has written these things, and we know that his testimony is
true." John 21:20-24 Does he say, | am the disciple who testify of Jesus, and who have written these
things, and we know that my testimony istrue? Evidently this styleis common in writers of narratives.
There are innumerabl e instances in which the Lord Himself usesit. "When the Son of man," He says,



"comes, shall He find faith on the earth?' Luke 18:8 Not, When | come, shall | find? Again, "The Son
of man came eating and drinking;" Matthew 11:19 not, | came. Again, "The hour shall come, and now
is, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and they that hear shall live;" John 5:25 not,
My voice. And so in many other places. This may suffice to satisfy inquirers and to refute scoffers.

5\. Every one can see the weakness of the argument that Christ could not have said, "Think not that
| have come to destroy the law and the prophets: | came not to destroy, but to fulfill,” unless He had
done something to create a suspicion of thiskind. Of course, we grant that the unenlightened Jews may
have looked upon Christ as the destroyer of the law and the prophets; but their very suspicion makesit
certain that the true and truthful One, in saying that He came not to destroy the law and the prophets,
referred to no other law than that of the Jews. Thisis proved by the words that follow: "Verily, verily, |
say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law till all
be fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shall break one of the least of these commandments, and shall teach
men so, shall be called theleast in the kingdom of heaven. But whosoever shall do and teach them, shall
be called great in the kingdom of heaven.” This applied to the Pharisees, who taught the law in word,
while they broke it in deed. Christ says of the Pharisees in another place, "What they say, that do; but
do not after their works: for they say, and do not." Matthew 23:3 So here also He adds, "For | say unto
you, Unless your righteousness exceeds the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees, you shall not
enter into the kingdom of heaven;" Matthew 5:17-20 that is, Unless you shall both do and teach what
they teach without doing, you shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven. This law, therefore, which
the Pharisees taught without keeping it, Christ says He came not to destroy, but to fulfill; for this was
the law connected with the seat of Moses in which the Pharisees sat, who because they said without
doing, are to be heard, but not to be imitated.



6\. Faustus does not understand, or pretends not to understand, what it isto fulfill the law. He supposes
the expression to mean the addition of wordsto the law, regarding which it is written that nothing isto
be added to or taken away from the Scriptures of God. From this Faustus argues that there can be no
fulfillment of what is spoken of as so perfect that nothing can be added to it or taken from it. Faustus
requires to be told that the law is fulfilled by living as it enjoins. "Love is the fulfilling of the law,"
Romans 13:10 as the apostle says. The Lord has vouchsafed both to manifest and to impart this love,
by sending the Holy Spirit to His believing people. So it is said by the same apostle: "The love of
God is shed abroad in our heart by the Holy Ghost, which is given unto us." Romans 5:5 And the Lord
Himself says. "By this shall all men know that you are my disciples, if you have |ove one to another.”
John 13:35 Thelaw, then, isfulfilled both by the observance of its precepts and by the accomplishment
of its prophecies. For "the law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ." John 1:7
The law itself, by being fulfilled, becomes grace and truth. Grace is the fulfillment of love, and truth
is the accomplishment of the prophecies. And as both grace and truth are by Christ, it follows that He
came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it; not by supplying any defects in the law, but by obedience
to what iswritten in the law. Christ's own words declare this. For He does not say, One jot or one tittle
shall in no wise pass from the law till its defects are supplied, but "till all be fulfilled."

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Vol. IV).
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Reply to Faustus, Book XVII1

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichaean presses a sharp question: if Christ came not to destroy the law but to fulfill it,
why do we not circumcise, keep the Sabbath, and refuse pork? Augustine's ei ghteenth book against him
takes up that taunt in earnest, and much of itsinterest liesin watching him refuse the easy escape — he
will not concede that the Old Testament is abolished, nor that its rites were ever shameful, but insists
that fulfillment isastranger thing than either continuation or destruction. The polemical setting matters:
Faustus was the most articulate Manichaean of the age, and Augustine, who had once sat under his
teaching at Carthage, is here answering the man whose eloquence had failed him twenty years before.
Among the anti-Manichaean writings, thisis where the argument turns most directly on the Sermon on
the Mount.

Therelation of Christ to prophecy, continued.

1\. Faustus said: "I came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it." If these are Christ's words, unless
they have some other meaning, they are as much against you as against me. Your Christianity aswell as
mineisbased on the belief that Christ cameto destroy the law and the prophets. Your actions provethis,
even though in wordsyou deny it. It ison thisground that you disregard the precepts of the law and the
prophets. It is on this ground that we both acknowledge Jesus as the founder of the New Testament, in
which isimplied the acknowledgment that the Old Testament is destroyed. How, then, can we believe
that Christ said these words without first confessing that hitherto we have been wholly in error, and
without showing our repentance by entering on a course of obedience to the law and the prophets,
and of careful observance of their requirements, whatever they may be? This done, we may honestly
believe that Jesus said that he came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it. Asit is, you accuse me of
not believing what you do not believe yourself, and what therefore is false.

2\. But grant that we have been in the wrong hitherto. What is to be done now? Shall we come under
the law, since Christ has not destroyed, but fulfilled it? Shall we by circumcision add shame to shame,
and believe that God is pleased with such sacraments? Shall we observe the rest of the Sabbath, and
bind ourselvesin the fetters of Saturn? Shall we glut the demon of the Jews, for heis not God, with the
slaughter of bulls, rams, and goats, not to say of men; and adopt, only with greater cruelty, in obedience
to thelaw and the prophets, the practices on account of which we abandoned idolatry? Shall we, in fine,
cal the flesh of some animals clean, and that of others unclean, among which, according to the law
and the prophets, swine's flesh has a particular defilement? Of course you will allow that as Christians



we must not do any of these things, for you remember that Christ says that a man when circumcised
becomestwofold achild of hell. Matthew 23:15 It isplain also that Christ neither observed the Sabbath
himself, nor commanded it to be observed. And regarding foods, he says expressly that man is not de-
filed by anything that goesinto his mouth, but rather by the things which come out of it. Matthew 15:11
Regarding sacrifices, too, he often says that God desires mercy, and not sacrifice. Matthew 9:13 What
becomes, then, of the statement that he came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it? If Christ said this,
he must have meant something else, or, what is not to be thought of, he told a lie, or he never said it.
No Christian will allow that Jesus spoke falsely; therefore he must either not have said this, or said it
with another meaning.

3\. For my part, as a Manichaaan, this verse has little difficulty for me, for at the outset | am taught to
believe that many things which passin Scripture under the name of the Saviour are spurious, and that
they must therefore be tested to find whether they are true, and sound, and genuine; for the enemy who
comes by night has corrupted almost every passage by sowing tares among the wheat. So | am not
alarmed by these words, notwithstanding the sacred name affixed to them; for | still claim the liberty
to examine whether this comes from the hand of the good sower, who sows in the day-time, or of
the evil one, who sows in the night. But what escape from this difficulty can there be for you, who
receive everything without examination, condemning the use of reason, which is the prerogative of
human nature, and thinking it impiety to distinguish between truth and falsehood, and as much afraid
of separating between what is good and what is not as children are of ghosts? For suppose a Jew or any
one acquainted with these words should ask you why you do not keep the precepts of the law and the
prophets, since Christ says that he came not to destroy but to fulfill them: you will be obliged either
to join in the superstitious follies of the Jews, or to declare this verse false, or to deny that you are a
follower of Christ.

4\. _Augustine_replied: Since you continue repeating what has been so often exposed and refuted, we
must be content to repeat the refutation. The things in the law and the prophets which Christians do
not observe, are only the types of what they do observe. These types were figures of things to come,
and are necessarily removed when the things themselves are fully revealed by Christ, that in this very
removal the law and the prophets may be fulfilled. So it is written in the prophets that God would
give a new covenant, "not as | gave to their fathers." Jeremiah 31:32 Such was the hardness of heart
of the people under the Old Testament, that many precepts were given to them, not so much because
they were good, as because they suited the people. Still, in al these things the future was foretold and
prefigured, although the people did not understand the meaning of their own observances. After the
manifest appearance of the things thus signified, we are not required to observe the types; but we read
them to see their meaning. So, again, it isforetold in the prophets, "I will take away their stony heart,
and will give them a heart of flesh," Ezekiel 11:19 — that is, a sensible heart, instead of an insensible
one. To this the apostle alludes in the words: "Not in tables of stone, but in the fleshy tables of the
heart." 2 Corinthians 2:3 The fleshy tables of the heart are the same as the heart of flesh. Since, then,
the removal of these observancesisforetold, the law and the prophets could not have been fulfilled but
by this removal. Now, however, the prediction is accomplished, and the fulfillment of the law and the
prophetsis found in what at first sight seems the very opposite.



5\. We are not afraid to meet your scoff at the Sabbath, when you call it thefetters of Saturn. Itisasilly
and unmeaning expression, which occurred to you only because you are in the habit of worshipping
the sun on what you call Sunday. What you call Sunday we call the Lord's day, and on it we do not
worship the sun, but the Lord's resurrection. And in the same way, the fathers observed the rest of the
Sabbath, not because they worshipped Saturn, but because it was incumbent at that time, for it was a
shadow of things to come, as the apostle testifies. Colossians 2:17 The Gentiles, of whom the apostle
says that they "worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator,” Romans 1:25 gave the
names of their gods to the days of the week. And so far you do the same, except that you worship only
the two brightest luminaries, and not the rest of the stars, as the Gentiles did. Besides, the Gentiles
gave the names of their gods to the months. In honor of Romulus, whom they believed to be the son
of Mars, they dedicated the first month to Mars, and called it March. The next month, April, is named
not from any god, but from the word for opening, because the buds generally open in this month. The
third month is called May, in honor of Maia the mother of Mercury. The fourth is called June, from
Juno. The rest to December used to be named according to their number. The fifth and sixth, however,
got the names of July and August from men to whom divine honors were decreed; while the others,
from September to December, continued to be named from their number. January, again, isnamed from
Janus, and February from the rites of the Luperci called Februae Must we say that you worship the god
Mars in the month of March? But that is the month in which you hold the feast you call Bema with
great pomp. But if you think it allowable to observe the month of March without thinking of Mars,
why do you try to bring in the name of Saturn in connection with the rest of the seventh day enjoined
in Scripture, merely because the Gentiles call the day Saturday? The Scripture name for the day is
Sabbath, which means rest. Your scoff is as unreasonable asit is profane.

6\. Asregards animal sacrifices, every Christian knowsthat they were enjoined as suitable to a perverse
people, and not because God had any pleasure in them. Still, even in these sacrifices there were types
of what we enjoy; for we cannot obtain purification or the propitiation of God without blood. The
fulfillment of these typesisin Christ, by whose blood we are purified and redeemed. In these figures of
thedivine oracles, the bull represents Christ, because with the horns of His cross He scatters the wicked;
the lamb, from His matchless innocence; the goat, from His being made in the likeness of sinful flesh,
that by sin He might condemn sin. Romans 8:3 Whatever kind of sacrifice you choose to specify, | will
show you aprophecy of Christ init. Thus we have shown regarding circumcision, and the Sabbath, and
the distinction of food, and the sacrifice of animals, that all these things were our examples, and our
prophecies, which Christ came not to destroy, but to fulfill, by fulfilling what was thus foretold. Your
opponent is the apostle, whose opinion | givein his own words:. "All these things were our examples.”
1 Corinthians 10:6



7\. If you have learned from Manichaeus the willful impiety of admitting only those parts of the Gospel
which do not contradict your errors, whileyou reject therest, we have learned from the apostle the pious
caution of looking on every one as accursed that preaches to us another gospel than that which we have
received. Hence Catholic Christians look upon you as among the tares; for, in the Lord's exposition
of the meaning of the tares, they are not falsehood mixed with truth in the Scriptures, but children of
the wicked one — that is, people who imitate the deceitfulness of the devil. It is not true that Catholic
Christians believe everything; for they do not believe Manichaaus or any of the heretics. Nor do they
condemn the use of human reason; but what you call reasoning they prove to be fallacious. Nor do
they think it profane to distinguish truth from falsehood; for they distinguish between the truth of the
Catholic faith and the fal sehood of your doctrines. Nor do they fear to separate good from evil; but they
contend that evil, instead of being natural, is unnatural. They know nothing of your race of darkness,
which, you say, is produced from a principle of its own, and fights against the kingdom of God, and
of which your god seems really to be more frightened than children are of ghosts; for, according to
you, he covered himself with a veil, that he might not see his own members taken and plundered by
the assault of the enemy. To conclude, Catholic Christians are in no difficulty regarding the words of
Christ, though in one sense they may be said not to observe the law and the prophets; for by the grace
of Christ they keep the law by their love to God and man; and on these two commandments hang all
the law and the prophets. Matthew 22:40 Besides, they see in Christ and the Church the fulfillment
of all the prophecies of the Old Testament, whether in the form of actions, or of symbolic rites, or of
figurativelanguage. So we neither joinin superstitiousfollies, nor declare thisversefalse; nor deny that
we are followers of Christ; for on those principles which | have set forth to the best of my power, the
law and the prophets which Christ came not to destroy, but to fulfill, are no other than those recognized
by the Church.

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Val. IV).
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Reply to Faustus, Book XIX

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee concedes that Christ may indeed have said he came to fulfill the law and the
prophets — but only, he suggests, as a soothing word tossed to angry Jews, spoken loosely and about
which law was never quite specified. He then multiplieslaws and prophetsinto three sets apiece, hoping
to dlip the Hebrew scriptures out from under Christ's endorsement. Augustine takes up the challenge
here in Book XX, defending the unity of the two Testaments and setting out at length how the sacra-
ments of Israel were changed, not abolished, in Christ. It is one of the fullest statements anywhere in
his corpus of how a Christian should read the ceremonial law.

Faustusis willing to admit that Christ may have said that He came not to destroy the law and
the prophets, but to fulfill them; but if He did, it wasto pacify the Jews and in a modified sense.
Augustinereplies, and still further elaboratesthe Catholic view of prophecy and its fulfillment.

1\. Faustus_said: | will grant that Christ said that he came not to destroy the law and the prophets, but
to fulfill them. But why did Jesus say this? Wasit to pacify the Jews, who were enraged at seeing their
sacred institutions trampled upon by Christ, and regarded him as awild blasphemer, not to be listened
to, much less to be followed? Or was it for our instruction as Gentile believers, that we might learn
meekly and patiently to bear the yoke of commandment laid on our necks by the law and the prophets
of the Jews?You yourself can hardly suppose that Christ's words were intended to bring us under the
authority of the law and the prophets of the Hebrews. So that the other explanation which | have given
of the words must be the true one. Every one knows that the Jews were always ready to attack Christ,
both with words and with actual violence. Naturally, then, they would be enraged at the ideathat Christ
was destroying their law and their prophets; and, to appease them, Christ might very well tell them not
to think that he came to destroy the law, but that he came to fulfill it. There was no falsehood or deceit
inthis, for he used the word law in a general sense, not of any particular law.

2\. There are three laws. One is that of the Hebrews, which the apostle calls the law of sin and death.
Romans 8:2 The second is that of the Gentiles, which he calls the law of nature. "For the Gentiles,"
he says, "do by nature the things contained in the law; and, not having the law, they are a law into
themselves; who show the work of the law written on their hearts." Romans 2:14-15 The third law is
thetruth of which the apostle speaks when he says, " Thelaw of the spirit of lifein Christ Jesus has made
me free from thelaw of sin and death.” Romans 8:2 Since, then, there are three laws, we must carefully
inquire which of the three Christ spoke of when He said that He came not to destroy the law, but to



fulfill it. In the same way, there are prophets of the Jews, and prophets of the Gentiles, and prophets of
truth. With the prophets of the Jews, of course, every oneis acquainted. If any oneisin doubt about the
prophets of the Gentiles, let him hear what Paul says when writing of the Cretansto Titus: "A prophet
of their own has said, The Cretans are always liars, evil beasts, slow bellies." Titus 1:12 This proves
that the Gentiles also had their prophets. The truth also hasits prophets, as we learn from Jesus as well
as from Paul. Jesus says: "Behold, | send unto you wise men and prophets, and some of them you shall
kill in various places." Matthew 23:34 And Paul says: "The Lord Himself appointed first apostles, and
then prophets.” Ephesians 4:11

3\. As"the law and the prophets’ may have three different meanings, it is uncertain in what sense the
words are used by Jesus, though we may form a conjecture from what follows. For if Jesus had gone
on to speak of circumcision, and Sabbaths, and sacrifices, and the observances of the Hebrews, and had
added something as a fulfillment, there could have been no doubt that it was the law and the prophets
of the Jews of which He said that He came not to destroy, but to fulfill them. But Christ, without any
alusion to these, speaks only of commandments which date from the earliest times: "You shall not
kill; You shall not commit adultery; You shall not bear false witness." These, it can be proved, were of
old promulgated in the world by Enoch and Seth, and the other righteous men, to whom the precepts
were delivered by angels of lofty rank, in order to tame the savage nature of men. From this it appears
that Jesus spoke of the law and the prophets of truth. And so we find him giving a fulfillment of those
precepts already quoted. "You have heard,” He says, "that it was said by them of old time, You shall
not kill; but | say unto you, Be not even angry.” Thisis the fulfillment. Again: "You have heard that it
was said, You shall not commit adultery; but | say unto you, Do not lust even." Thisis the fulfillment.
Again: "It has been said, You shall not bear false witness; but | say unto you, Swear not." This too
is the fulfillment. He thus both confirms the old precepts and supplies their defects. Where He seems
to speak of some Jewish precepts, instead of fulfilling them, He substitutes for them precepts of an
opposite tendency. He proceeds thus: "You have heard that it has been said, An eye for an eye, and a
tooth for atooth; but | say unto you, Whosoever shall smite you on your right cheek, turn to him the
other also." Thisisnot fulfillment, but destruction. Again: "It has been said, You shall love your friend,
and hate your enemy; but | say unto you, Love your enemies, and pray for your persecutors.” Thistoo
is destruction. Again: "It has been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give her awriting
of divorcement; but | say unto you, That whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of
fornication, causes her to commit adultery, and is himself an adulterer if he afterwards marries another
woman." Matthew 5:21-44 These precepts are evidently destroyed because they are the precepts of
Moses; while the others are fulfilled because they are the precepts of the righteous men of antiquity. If
you agree to this explanation, we may allow that Jesus said that he came not to destroy the law, but to
fulfill it. If you disapprove of this explanation, give one of your own. Only beware of making Jesus a
liar, and of making yourself a Jew, by binding yourself to fulfill the law because Christ did not destroy
it.

4\. If one of the Nazareans, or Symmachians, as they are sometimes called, were arguing with me from
these words of Jesus that he came not to destroy the law, | should find some difficulty in answering
him. For it is undeniable that, at his coming, Jesus was both in body and mind subject to the influence



of the law and the prophets. Those people, moreover, whom | aludeto, practise circumcision, and keep
the Sabbath, and abstain from swine's flesh and such like things, according to the law, although they
professto be Christians. They are evidently misled aswell asyou, by thisversein which Christ saysthat
he came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it. It would not be easy to reply to such opponents without
first getting rid of this troublesome verse. But with you | have no difficulty, for you have nothing to go
upon; and instead of using arguments, you seem disposed, in mere mischief, to induce me to believe
that Christ said what you evidently do not yourself believe him to have said. On the strength of this
verse you accuse me of dullness and evasiveness, without yourself giving any indication of keeping
the law instead of destroying it. Do you too, like a Jew or a Nazarean, glory in the obscene distinction
of being circumcised? Do you pride yourself in the observance of the Sabbath? Can you congratul ate
yourself on being innocent of swine's flesh? Or can you boast of having gratified the appetite of the
Deity by the blood of sacrifices and the incense of Jewish offerings? If not, why do you contend that
Christ came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it?

5\. | give unceasing thanks to my teacher, who prevented me from falling into this error, so that | am
still a Christian. For 1, like you, from reading this verse without sufficient consideration, had almost
resolved to become a Jew. And with reason; for if Christ came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it,
and as avessel in order to be filled full must not be empty, but partly filled already, | concluded that
no one could become a Christian but an Israglite, nearly filled already with the law and the prophets,
and coming to Christ to befilled to the full extent of his capacity. | concluded, too, that in thus coming
he must not destroy what he already possesses; otherwise it would be a case, not of fulfilling, but of
emptying. Then it appeared that |, as a Gentile, could get nothing by coming to Christ, for | brought
nothing that he could fill up by his additions. This preparatory supply is found, on inquiry, to consist
of Sabbaths, circumcision, sacrifices, new moons, baptisms, feasts of unleavened bread, distinctions
of foods, drink, and clothes, and other things, too many to specify. This, then, it appeared, was what
Christ came not to destroy, but to fulfill. Naturally it must appear so: for what isalaw without precepts,
or prophets without predictions? Besides, thereis that terrible curse pronounced upon those who abide
not in al thingsthat are written in the book of the law to do them. Deuteronomy 27:15 With the fear of
this curse appearing to come from God on the one side, and with Christ on the other side, seeming, as
the Son of God, to say that he came not to destroy these things, but to fulfill them, what was to prevent
me from becoming a Jew? The wise instruction of Manichaaus saved me from this danger.

6\. But how can you ventureto quote thisverse against me? Or why should it be against me only, whenit
isasmuch against yourself? If Christ does not destroy the law and the prophets, neither must Christians
do so. Why then do you destroy them? Do you begin to perceive that you are no Christian? How can
you profane with all kinds of work the day pronounced sacred in the law and in al the prophets, on
which they say that God, the maker of the world, himself rested, without dreading the penalty of death
pronounced against Sabbath-breakers, or the curse on the transgressor? How can you refuse to receive
in your person the unseemly mark of circumcision, which the law and all the prophets declare to be
honorable, especially in the case of Abraham, after what was thought to be his faith; for does not the
God of the Jews proclaim that whosoever is without this mark of infamy shall perish from his people?
How can you neglect the appointed sacrifices, which were made so much of both by Moses and the



prophets under the law, and by Abraham in hisfaith? And how can you defile your souls by making no
distinction in foods, if you believe that Christ came not to destroy these things, but to fulfill them?Why
do you discard the annual feast of unleavened bread, and the appointed sacrifice of the lamb, which,
according to the law and the prophets, isto be observed for ever?Why, in aword, do you treat so lightly
the new moons, the baptisms, and the feast of tabernacles, and all the other carnal ordinances of the law
and the prophets, if Christ did not destroy them? | have therefore good reason for saying that, in order to
justify your neglect of these things, you must either abandon your profession of being Christ's disciple,
or acknowledge that Christ himself has already destroyed them; and from this acknowledgment it must
follow, either that this text is spurious in which Christ is made to say that he came not to destroy the
law, but to fulfill it, or that the words have an entirely different meaning from what you suppose.



7\. _Augustine_replied: If you allow, in consideration of the authority of the Gospel, that Christ said
that He came not to destroy the law and the prophets, but to fulfill them, you should show the same
consideration to the authority of the apostle, when he says, "All these things were our examples;" and
again of Christ, "He was not yea and nay, but in Him was yea; for al the promises of God arein Him
yea" 2 Corinthians 1:19-20 that is, they are set forth and fulfilled in Him. In thisway you will seeinthe
clearest light both what law Christ fulfilled, and how He fulfilled it. It is avain attempt that you make
to escape by your three kinds of law and your three kinds of prophets. It is quite plain, and the New
Testament |eaves no doubt on the matter, what law and what prophets Christ came not to destroy, but to
fulfill. Thelaw given by Mosesisthat which by Jesus Christ became grace and truth. John 1:17 The law
given by Moses is that of which Christ says, "He wrote of me." John 5:46 For undoubtedly thisis the
law which entered that the offense might abound; Romans 5:20 wordswhich you often ignorantly quote
as areproach to the law. Read what is there said of thislaw: "The law is holy, and the commandment
holy, and just, and good. Was then that which is good made death unto me? God forbid. But sin, that
it might appear sin, wrought death in me by that which is good."” Romans 7:12-13 The entrance of the
law made the offense abound, not because the law required what was wrong, but because the proud
and self-confident incurred additional guilt as transgressors after their acquai ntance with the holy, and
just, and good commandments of the law; so that, being thus humbled, they might learn that only by
grace through faith could they be freed from subjection to the law as transgressors, and be reconciled
to the law as righteous. So the same apostle says:. "For before faith came, we were kept under the law,
shut up unto the faith which was afterwards reveal ed. Therefore the law was our schoolmaster in Christ
Jesus; but after faith came, we are no longer under a schoolmaster.” That is, we are no longer subject
to the penalty of the law, because we are set free by grace. Before we received in humility the grace of
the Spirit, the letter was only death to us, for it required obedience which we could not render. Thus
Paul also says. "The letter kills, but the spirit gives life." 2 Corinthians 3:6 Again, he says: "For if a
law had been given which could have given life, verily righteousness should have been by the law; but
the Scripture has concluded all under sin, that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to
them that believe." Galatians 3:21-22 And once more: "What the law could not do, in that it was weak
through the flesh, God sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, that by sin He might condemn sinin
theflesh, that the righteousness of the law might befulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after
the Spirit." Romans 8:3-4 Here we see Christ coming not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it. Asthe law
brought the proud under the guilt of transgression, increasing their sin by commandments which they
could not obey, so the righteousness of the same law isfulfilled by the grace of the Spirit in those who
learn from Christ to be meek and lowly in heart; for Christ came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it.
Moreover, because even for those who are under grace it is difficult in this mortal life perfectly to keep
what iswritten in the law, You shall not covet, Christ, by the sacrifice of Hisflesh, as our Priest obtains
pardon for us. And in this also He fulfills the law; for what we fail in through weakness is supplied by
His perfection, who is the Head, while we are His members. Thus John says. "My little children, these
thingswrite | unto you, that you sin not; and if any man sin, we have an Advocate with the Father, Jesus
Christ the righteous: He is the propitiation for our sins." 1 John 2:1-2

8\. Christ also fulfilled the prophecies, because the promises of God were made good in Him. As the
apostle says in the verse quoted above, "The promises of God are in Him yea." Again, he says. "Now



| say that Jesus Christ was a minister of the circumcision for the truth of God, to confirm the promises
made unto the fathers." Romans 15:8 Whatever, then, was promised in the prophets, whether expressly
or in figure, whether by words or by actions, was fulfilled in Him who came not to destroy the law and
the prophets, but to fulfill them. You do not perceivethat if Christianswereto continuein the use of acts
and observances by which things to come were prefigured, the only meaning would be that the things
prefigured had not yet come. Either the thing prefigured has not come, or if it has, the figure becomes
superfluous or misleading. Therefore, if Christians do not practise some things enjoined in the Hebrews
by the prophets, this, so far from showing, as you think, that Christ did not fulfill the prophets, rather
showsthat He did. So completely did Christ fulfill what these types prefigured, that it isno longer pre-
figured. So the Lord Himself says: "The law and the prophets were until John." Luke 16:16 For the law
which shut up transgressors in increased guilt, and to the faith which was afterwards reveal ed, became
grace through Jesus Christ, by whom grace superabounded. Thus the law, which was not fulfilled in
the requirement of the letter, was fulfilled in the liberty of grace. In the same way, everything in the
law that was prophetic of the Saviour's advent, whether in words or in typical actions, became truth in
Jesus Christ. For "the law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ." John 1:17 At
Christ's advent the kingdom of God began to be preached; for the law and the prophets were until John:
the law, that its transgressors might desire salvation; the prophets, that they might foretell the Saviour.
No doubt there have been prophets in the Church since the ascension of Christ. Of these prophets Paul
says. "God has set some in the Church, first apostles, secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers," and so
on. 1 Corinthians 12:28 It is not of these prophetsthat it was said, " The law and the prophets were until
John," but of those who prophesied the first coming of Christ, which evidently cannot be prophesied
now that it has taken place.

9\. Accordingly, when you ask why a Christian is not circumcised if Christ came not to destroy the
law, but to fulfill it, my reply is, that a Christian is not circumcised precisely for this reason, that what
was prefigured by circumcision is fulfilled in Christ. Circumcision was the type of the removal of our
fleshly nature, which was fulfilled in the resurrection of Christ, and which the sacrament of baptism
teaches us to look forward to in our own resurrection. The sacrament of the new life is not wholly
discontinued, for our resurrection from the dead is still to come; but this sacrament has been improved
by the substitution of baptism for circumcision, because now a pattern of the eternal life which is to
come is afforded us in the resurrection of Christ, whereas formerly there was nothing of the kind. So,
when you ask why a Christian does not keep the Sabbath, if Christ came not to destroy the law, but to
fulfill it, my reply is, that a Christian does not keep the Sabbath precisely because what was prefigured
in the Sabbath isfulfilled in Christ. For we have our Sabbath in Him who said, "Come unto me, all you
that labor and are heavy laden, and | will give you rest. Take my yoke upon you, and learn of me; for |
am meek and lowly in heart, and you shall find rest unto your souls." Matthew 11:28-29

10\. When you ask why a Christian does not observe the distinction in food as enjoined in the law, if
Christ came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it, | reply, that a Christian does not observe this distinc-
tion precisely because what was thus prefigured is now fulfilled in Christ, who admits into His body,
which in His saints He has predestined to eternal life, nothing which in human conduct corresponds
to the characteristics of the forbidden animals. When you ask, again, why a Christian does not offer



sacrifices to God of the flesh and blood of slain animals, if Christ came not to destroy the law, but
to fulfill it, I reply, that it would be improper for a Christian to offer such sacrifices, now that what
was thus prefigured has been fulfilled in Christ's offering of His own body and blood. When you ask
why a Christian does not keep the feast of unleavened bread as the Jews did, if Christ came not to
destroy the law, but to fulfill it, | reply, that a Christian does not keep this feast precisely because what
was thus prefigured is fulfilled in Christ, who leads us to a new life by purging out the leaven of the
old life. 1 Corinthians 5:7 When you ask why a Christian does not keep the feast of the paschal lamb,
if Christ came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it, my reply is, that he does not keep it precisely
because what was thus prefigured has been fulfilled in the sufferings of Christ, the Lamb without spot.
When you ask why a Christian does not keep the feasts of the new moon appointed in the law, if Christ
came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it, | reply, that he does not keep them precisely because what
was thus prefigured isfulfilled in Christ. For the feast of the new moon prefigured the new creature, of
which the apostle says. "I therefore thereisany new creaturein Christ Jesus, the old things have passed
away; behold, all things have become new." 2 Corinthians 5:17 When you ask why a Christian does not
observethe baptismsfor variouskinds of uncleanness according to thelaw, if Christ came not to destroy
the law, but to fulfill it, | reply, that he does not observe them precisely because they were figures of
things to come, which Christ hasfulfilled. For He came to bury uswith Himself by baptism into death,
that as Christ rose again from the dead, so we also should walk in newness of life. Romans 6:4 When
you ask why Christians do not keep the feast of tabernacles, if the law is not destroyed, but fulfilled
by Chrigt, | reply that believers are God's tabernacle, in whom, as they are united and built together in
love, God condescends to dwell, so that Christians do not keep this feast precisely because what was
thus prefigured is now fulfilled by Christ in His Church.

11\. I touch upon these things merely in passing with the utmost brevity, rather than omit them al-
together. The subjects, taken separately, have filled many large volumes, written to prove that these
observances were typical of Christ. So it appears that al the things in the Old Testament which you
think are not observed by Christians because Christ destroyed the law, arein fact not observed because
Christ fulfilled the law. The very intention of the observances was to prefigure Christ. Now that Christ
has come, instead of its being strange or absurd that what was done to prefigure His advent should not
be done any more, it is perfectly right and reasonable. The typical observances intended to prefigure
the coming of Christ would be observed still, had they not been fulfilled by the coming of Christ; so
far isit from being the case that our not observing them now is any proof of their not being fulfilled by
Christ's coming. There can be no religious society, whether the religion be true or false, without some
sacrament or visible symbol to serve as a bond of union. The importance of these sacraments cannot
be overstated, and only scofferswill treat them lightly. For if piety requiresthem, it must be impiety to
neglect them.



12\. It is true, the ungodly may partake in the visible sacraments of godliness, as we read that Simon
Magus received holy baptism. Such are they of whom the apostle saysthat "they have the form of god-
liness, but deny the power of it." 2 Timothy 3:5 The power of godlinessisthe end of the commandment,
that is, love out of apure heart, and of agood conscience, and of faith unfeigned. 1 Timothy 1:5 So the
Apostle Peter, speaking of the sacrament of the ark, in which the family of Noah was saved from the
deluge, says, "So by asimilar figure baptism also savesyou." And lest they should rest content with the
visible sacrament, by which they had the form of godliness, and should deny its power in their lives by
profligate conduct, he immediately adds, "Not the putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the answer
of agood conscience." 1 Peter 3:21

13\. Thus the sacraments of the Old Testament, which were celebrated in obedience to the law, were
types of Christ who was to come; and when Christ fulfilled them by His advent they were done away,
and were done away because they were fulfilled. For Christ came not to destroy, but to fulfill. And now
that the righteousness of faith is revealed, and the children of God are called into liberty, and the yoke
of bondage which was required for a carnal and stiffnecked people is taken away, other sacraments are
instituted, greater in efficacy, more beneficia in their use, easier in performance, and fewer in number.

14\. And if the righteous men of old, who saw in the sacraments of their time the promise of a future
revelation of faith, which even then their piety enabled them to discern in the dim light of prophecy,
and by which they lived, for thejust can live only by faith; Romans 1:17 if, then, these righteous men of
old were ready to suffer, as many actually did suffer, all trials and tortures for the sake of those typical
sacraments which prefigured things in the future; if we praise the three children and Daniel, because
they refused to be defiled by meat from the king's table, from their regard for the sacrament of their
day; if wefeel the strongest admiration for the Maccabees, who refused to touch food which Christians
lawfully use; 2 Maccabbees vii how much more should a Christian in our day be ready to suffer all
things for Christ's baptism, for Christ's Eucharist, for Christ's sacred sign, since these are proofs of the
accomplishment of what the former sacraments only pointed forward to in the future! For what is till
promised to the Church, the body of Christ, is both clearly made known, and in the Saviour Himself,
the Head of the body, the Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus, has already been
accomplished. Is not the promise of eternal life by resurrection from the dead? This we see fulfilled
in the flesh of Him of whom it is said, that the Word became flesh and dwelt among us. John 1:14 In
former days faith was dim, for the saints and righteous men of those times all believed and hoped for
the same things, and all these sacraments and ceremonies pointed to the future; but now we have the
revelation of the faith to which the people were shut up under the law; Galatians 3:23 and what is now
promised to believersin the judgment is already accomplished in the example of Him who came not
to destroy the law and the prophets, but to fulfill them.

15\. It is a question among the students of the sacred Scriptures, whether the faith in Christ before
His passion and resurrection, which the righteous men of old learned by revelation or gathered from
prophecy, had the same efficacy asfaith has now that Christ has suffered and risen; or whether the actual
shedding of the blood of the Lamb of God, which was, as He Himself says, for many for the remission
of sins, Matthew 26:28 conferred any benefit in the way of purifying or adding to the purity of those
who looked forward in faith to the death of Christ, but left the world before it took place; whether, in



fact, Christ's death reached to the dead, so asto effect their liberation. To discuss this question here, or
to prove what has been ascertained on the subject, would take too long, besides being foreign from our
present purpose.

16\. Meanwhile it is sufficient to prove, in opposition to Faustus' ignorant cavils, how greatly they
mistake who conclude, from the change in signs and sacraments, that there must be a difference in
the things which were prefigured in the rites of a prophetic dispensation, and which are declared to be
accomplished in the rites of the gospel; or those, on the other hand, who think that as the things are
the same, the sacraments which announce their accomplishment should not differ from the sacraments
which foretold that accomplishment. For if in language the form of the verb changes in the number of
letters and syllables according to the tense, as _done_ signifies the past, and _to be done _ the future,
why should not the symbols which declare Christ's death and resurrection to be accomplished, differ
from those which predicted their accomplishment, as we see a difference in the form and sound of the
words, past and future, suffered and to suffer, risen and to rise? For material symbols are nothing else
than visible speech, which, though sacred, is changeable and transitory. For while God is eternal, the
water of baptism, and all that is material in the sacrament, is transitory: the very word "God," which
must be pronounced in the consecration, is a sound which passes in amoment. The actions and sounds
pass away, but their efficacy remains the same, and the spiritual gift thus communicated is eternal. To
say, therefore, that if Christ had not destroyed the law and the prophets, the sacraments of the law and
the prophets would continue to be observed in the congregations of the Christian Church, is the same
asto say that if Christ had not destroyed the law and the prophets, He would still be predicted as about
to be born, to suffer, and to rise again; whereas, in fact, it is proved that He did not destroy, but fulfill
those things, because the propheciesof Hisbirth, and passion, and resurrection, which were represented
in these ancient sacraments, have ceased, and the sacraments now observed by Christians contain the
announcement that He has been born, has suffered, has risen. He who came not to destroy the law
and the prophets, but to fulfill them, by this fulfillment did away with those things which foretold the
accomplishment of what is thus shown to be now accomplished. Precisely in the same way, he might
substitute for the expressions, "He is to be born, is to suffer, is to rise," which were in these times
appropriate, the expressions, "He has been born, has suffered, has risen,” which are appropriate now
that the others are accomplished, and so done away.



17\. Corresponding to this change in wordsis the change which naturally took place in the substitution
of new sacramentsinstead of those of the Old Testament. In the case of the first Christians, who came
to the faith as Jews, it was by degrees that they were brought to change their customs, and to have a
clear perception of the truth; and permission was given them by the apostle to preserve their hereditary
worship and belief, in which they had been born and brought up; and those who had to do with them
were reguired to make allowance for this reluctance to accept new customs. So the apostle circumcised
Timothy, the son of a Jewish mother and a Greek father, when they went among people of thiskind; and
he himself accommodated his practice to theirs, not hypocritically, but for a wise purpose. For these
practices were harmless in the case of those born and brought up in them, though they were no longer
required to prefigure things to come. It would have done more harm to condemn them as hurtful in the
case of those to whose time it was intended that they should continue. Christ, who came to fulfill all
these prophecies, found those people trained in their own religion. But in the case of those who had
no such training, but were brought to Christ, the corner-stone, from the opposite wall of circumcision,
there was no obligation to adopt Jewish customs. If, indeed, like Timothy, they chose to accommodate
themselves to the views of those of the circumcision who were still wedded to their old sacraments,
they were free to do so. But if they supposed that their hope and salvation depended on these works
of the law, they were warned against them as a fatal danger. So the apostle says: "Behold, | Paul say
unto you, that if you be circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing;" Galatians 5:2 that is, if they were
circumcised, as they were intending to be, in compliance with some corrupt teachers, who told them
that without these works of the law they could not be saved. For when, chiefly through the preaching
of the Apostle Paul, the Gentiles were coming to the faith of Christ, as it was proper that they should
come, without being burdened with Jewish observances — for those who were grown up were deterred
from the faith by fear of ceremonies to which they were not accustomed, especially of circumcision;
and if they who had not been trained from their birth to such observances had been made proselytesin
the usual way, it would have implied that the coming of Christ still required to be predicted as afuture
event — when, then, the Gentiles were admitted without these ceremonies, those of the circumcision
who believed, not understanding why the Gentiles were not required to adopt their customs, nor why
they themselves were still allowed to retain them, began to disturb the Church with carnal contentions,
because the Gentiles were admitted into the people of God without being made proselytes in the usual
way by circumcision and the other legal observances. Some also of the converted Gentiles were bent
on these ceremonies, from fear of the Jews among whom they lived. Against these Gentilesthe Apostle
Paul often wrote, and when Peter was carried away by their hypocrisy, he corrected him with abrotherly
rebuke. Galatians 2:14 Afterwards, when the apostles met in council, decreed that these works of the
law were not obligatory in the case of the Gentiles, Acts 15:6-11 some Christians of the circumcision
were displeased, because they failed to understand that these observances were permissible only in
those who had been trained in them before the revelation of faith, to bring to a close the prophetic life
in those who were engaged in it before the prophecy was fulfilled, lest by a compulsory abandonment
it should seem to be condemned rather than closed; while to lay these things on the Gentiles would
imply either that they were not instituted to prefigure Christ, or that Christ was still to be prefigured.
The ancient people of God, before Christ came to fulfill the law and the prophets, were required to
observe al these things by which Christ was prefigured. It was freedom to those who understood the



meaning of the observance, but it was bondage to those who did not. But the people in those latter
times who come to believe in Christ as having aready come, and suffered, and risen, in the case of
those whom this faith found trained to those sacraments, are neither required to observe them, nor
prohibited from doing so; while there is a prohibition in the case of those who were not bound by the
ties of custom, or by any necessity, to accommodate themselves to the practice of others, so that it
might become manifest that these things were instituted to prefigure Christ, and that after His coming
they were to cease, because the promises had been fulfilled. Some believers of the circumcision who
did not understand this were displeased with this tolerant arrangement which the Holy Spirit effected
through the apostles, and stubbornly insisted on the Gentiles becoming Jews. These are the people of
whom Faustus speaks under the name of Symmachians or Nazareans. Their number isnow very small,
but the sect still continues.

18\. The Manichaeans, therefore have no ground for saying, in disparagement of the law and the
prophets, that Christ came to destroy rather than to fulfill them, because Christians do not observe what
is there enjoined: for the only things which they do not observe are those that prefigured Christ, and
these are not observed because their fulfillmentisin Christ, and what isfulfilled isno longer prefigured;
the typical observances having properly come to a close in the time of those who, after being trained
in such things, had cometo believe in Christ astheir fulfillment. Do not Christians observe the precept
of Scripture "Hear, O Isragl; the Lord your God isone God;" "You shall not make unto you an image,"
and so on? Do make Christians not observe the precept, "You shall not take the name of the Lord your
God in vain?' Do Christians not observe the Sabbath, even in the sense of a true rest? Do Christians
not honor their parents, according to the commandment? Do Christians not abstain from fornication,
and murder, and theft, and false witness, from coveting their neighbor's wife, and from coveting his
property, — all of which things are written in the law? These moral precepts are distinct from typical
sacraments: theformer arefulfilled by the aid of divine grace, the latter by the accomplishment of what
they promise. Both are fulfilled in Christ, who has ever been the bestower of this grace, which isaso
now revealed in Him, and who now makes manifest the accomplishment of what He in former times
promised; for "the law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ." John 1:17 Again,
these things which concern the keeping of a good conscience are fulfilled in the faith which works by
love; Galatians 5:6 while types of the future pass away when they are accomplished. But even the types
are not destroyed, but fulfilled; for Christ, in bringing to light what the types signified, does not prove
them vain or illusory.

19\. Faustus, therefore, iswrong in supposing that the Lord Jesus fulfilled some precepts of righteous
men who lived before the law of Moses, such as, "You shall not kill," which Christ did not oppose, but
rather confirmed by His prohibition of anger and abuse; and that He destroyed some things apparently
peculiar to the Hebrew law, such as, "An eye for an eye, and a tooth for atooth," which Christ seems
rather to abolish than to confirm, when He says, "But | say unto you, that you resist not evil; but if any
one smite you on your right cheek, turn to him the other also," Matthew 5:38-39 and so on. But we say
that even these things which Faustus thinks Christ destroyed by enjoining the opposite, were suitable
to the times of the Old Testament, and were not destroyed, but fulfilled by Christ.



20\. In the first place let me ask our opponents if these ancient righteous men, Enoch and Seth, whom
Faustus mentions particularly, and any others who lived before Moses, or even, if you choose, before
Abraham, were angry with their brother without a cause, or said to their brother, Thou fool. If not, why
may they not have taught these things as well as preached them? And if they taught these things, how
can Christ be said to have fulfilled their righteousness or their teaching, any more than that of Moses,
by adding, "But | say unto you, if any man is angry with his brother, or if he says Racha, or if he says,
You fool, he shall be in danger of the judgment, or of the council, or of hell-fire," since these men did
these very things themselves, and enjoined them upon others? Will it be said that they were ignorant
of its being the duty of a righteous man to restrain his passion, and not to provoke his brother with
angry abuse; or that, knowing this, they were unable to act accordingly? In that case, they deserved
the punishment of hell, and could not have been righteous. But no one will venture to say that in their
righteousness there was such ignorance of duty, and such awant of self-control, asto make them liable
to the punishment of hell. How, then, can Christ be said to have fulfilled the law, by which these men
lived by means of adding things without which they could have had no righteousness at al? Will it be
said that a hasty temper and bad language are sinful only since the time of Christ, while formerly such
qualities of the heart and speech were allowable; as we find some institutions vary according to the
times, so that what is proper at one time is improper at another, and _vice versa?_You will not be so
foolish as to make this assertion. But even were you to do so, the reply will be that, according to this
idea, Christ came not to fulfill what was defective in the old law, but to institute a law which did not
previously exist; if it istrue that with the righteous men of old it was not a sin to say to their brother,
You fool, which Christ pronounces so sinful, that whoever does so is in danger of hell. So, then, you
have not succeeded in finding any law of which it can be said that Christ supplied its defect by these
additions.

21\. Will it be said that the law in these early times was incomplete as regards not committing adultery,
till it was completed by the Lord, who added that no one should look on awoman to lust after her? This
iswhat you imply in the way you quote the words, "You have heard that it has been said, You shall not
commit adultery: but | say unto you, Do not lust even." "Here," you say, "isthe fulfillment." But let us
take the words as they stand in the Gospel, without any of your modifications, and see what character
you give to those righteous men of antiquity. The words are: "You have heard that it has been said, you
shall not commit adultery; but | say unto you, that whosoever looks on a woman to lust after her, has
committed adultery with her already in his heart." Matthew 5:27-28 In your opinion, then, Enoch and
Seth, and the rest, committed adultery in their hearts; and either their heart was not the temple of God,
or they committed adultery in the temple of God. But if you dare not say this, how can you say that
Christ, when He came, fulfilled the law, which was already in the time of those men complete?



22\. Asregards not swearing, in which also you say that Christ completed the law given to these right-
eous men of antiquity, | cannot be certain that they did not swear, for we find that Paul the apostle
swore. With you, swearing is still a common practice, for you swear by the light, which you love as
flies do; for the light of the mind which lights every man that comes into the world, as distinct from
mere natural light, you know nothing of. You swear, too, by your master M anichaaus, whose namein his
own tongue was Manes. As the name Manes seemed to be connected with the Greek word for madness,
you have changed it by adding a suffix, which only makes matters worse, by giving the new meaning
of pouring forth madness. One of your own sect told me that the name Manichaaus was intended to be
derived from the Greek wordsfor pouring forth manna; for @egati&to pour. But, asitis, you only express
the idea of madness with greater emphasis. For by adding the two syllables, while you have forgotten
to insert another letter in the beginning of the word, you make it not Mannichaaus, but Manichaaus;
which must mean that he pours forth madness in his long unprofitable discourses. Again, you often
swear by the Paraclete — not the Paraclete promised and sent by Christ to His disciples, but this same
madness-pourer himself. Since, then, you are constantly swearing, | should like to know in what sense
you make Christ to have fulfilled this part of the law, which is one you mention as belonging to the
earliest times. And what do you make of the oaths of the apostle? For as to your authority, it cannot
weigh much with yourselves, not to speak of me or any other person. It istherefore evident that Christ's
words, "l have come not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it,” have not the meaning which you give them.
Christ makes no reference in these words to His comments on the ancient sayings which He quotes,
and of which His discourse was an explanation, but not a fulfillment.

23\. Thus, as regards murder, which was understood to mean merely the destruction of the body, by
which aman is deprived of life, the Lord explained that every unjust disposition to injure our brother
isakind of murder. So John also says, "He that hates his brother isamurderer.” 1 John 3:15And asit
was thought that adultery meant only the act of unlawful intercourse with awoman, the Master showed
that the lust He describesis also adultery. Again, because perjury isaheinous sin, whilethereisno sin
either in not swearing at all or in swearing truly, the Lord wished to secure us from departing from the
truth by not swearing at all, rather than that we should be in danger of perjury by being in the habit
of swearing truly. For one who never swears is less in danger of swearing falsely than one who isin
the habit of swearing truly. So, in the discourses of the apostle which are recorded, he never used an
oath, lest he should ever fall unawaresinto perjury from being in the habit of swearing. In hiswritings,
on the other hand, where he had more leisure and opportunity for caution, we find him using oaths in
severa places, to teach us that there is no sin in swearing truly, but that, on account of the infirmity
of human nature, we are best preserved from perjury by not swearing at all. These considerations will
also makeit evident that the things which Faustus supposes to be peculiar to M oses were not destroyed
by Christ, as he says they were.

24\. To take, for instance, this saying of the ancients, "You shall love your neighbor, and hate your
enemy," how does Faustus make out that thisis peculiar to Moses? Does not the Apostle Paul speak
of some men as hateful to God? Romans 1:30 And, indeed, in connection with this saying, the Lord
enjoins on us that we should imitate God. His words are: "That ye may be the children of your Father
in heaven, who makes the sun to rise upon the evil and the good, and sends rain on the just and the



unjust.” Matthew 5:45 In one sense we must hate our enemies, after the example of God, to whom Paul
says some men are hateful; while, at the same time, we must also love our enemies after the example of
God, who makesthe sun to rise on the evil and the good, and sends rain on the just and the unjust. If we
understand this, we shall find that the Lord, in explaining to those who did not rightly understand the
saying, You shall hate your enemy, made use of it to show that they should love their enemy, which was
anew ideato them. It would take too long to show the consistency of the two things here. But when the
M anichasans condemn without exception the precept, You shall hate your enemy, they may easily be
met with the question whether their god loves the race of darkness. Or, if we should love our enemies
now, because they have a part of good, should we not also hate them as having a part of evil? So even
in this way it would appear that there is no opposition between the saying of ancient times, You shall
hate your enemy, and that of the Gospel, L ove your enemies. For every wicked man should be hated as
far as he is wicked; while he should be loved as a man. The vice which we rightly hate in him isto be
condemned, that by its removal the human nature which we rightly love in him may be amended. This
is precisely the principle we maintain, that we should hate our enemy for what isevil in him, that is, for
his wickedness; while we aso love our enemy for that which is good in him, that is, for his nature as
asocia and rational being. The difference between us and the Manichaeans is, that we prove the man
to be wicked, not by nature, either his own or any other, but by his own will; whereas they think that a
man is evil on account of the nature of the race of darkness, which, according to them, was an object
of dread to God when he existed entire, and by which aso he was partly conquered, so that he cannot
be entirely set free. The intention of the Lord, then, is to correct those who, from knowing without
understanding what was said by them of old time, You shall hate your enemy, hated their fellow-men
instead of only hating their wickedness; and for this purpose He says, Love your enemies. Instead of
destroying what is written about hatred of enemies in the law, of which He said, "I have come not to
destroy the law, but to fulfill it,” He would have us learn, from the duty of loving our enemies, how it
is possible in the case of one and the same person, both to hate him for his sin, and to love him for his
nature. It istoo much to expect our perverse opponents to understand this. But we can silence them, by
showing that by their irrational objection they condemn their own god, of whom they cannot say that
he loves the race of darkness; so that in enjoining on every one to love his enemy, they cannot quote
his example. There would appear to be more love of their enemy in the race of darkness than in the
god of the Manichaaans. The story is, that the race of darkness coveted the domain of light bordering
on their territory, and, from adesire to possessiit, formed the plan of invading it. Nor isthereany sinin
desiring true goodness and blessedness. For the Lord says, "The kingdom of heaven suffers violence,
and theviolent takeit by force." Matthew 11:12 Thisfabul ous race of darkness, then, wished to take by
force the good they desired, for its beautiful and attractive appearance. But God, instead of returning
the love of those who wished to possess Him, hated it so asto endeavor to annihilate them. If, therefore,
the evil love the good in the desire to possess it, while the good hate the evil in fear of being defiled, |
ask the Manichaeans, which of these obeys the precept of the Lord, "Love your enemies'? If you insist
on making these precepts opposed to one another, it will follow that your god obeyed what is written
in the law of Moses, "You shall hate your enemy"; while the race of darkness obeyed what is written
in the Gospel, "Love your enemies.” However, you have never succeeded in explaining the difference
between the flies that fly in the day-time and the moths that fly at night; for both, according to you,



belong to the race of darkness. How isit that one kind love the light, contrary to their nature; while the
other kind avoid it, and prefer the darkness from which they sprung? Strange, that filthy sewers should
breed a cleaner sort than dark closets!

25\. Nor, again, is there any opposition between that which was said by them of old time, "An eye for
an eye, atooth for atooth,” and what the Lord says, "But | say unto you, that you resist not evil; but
if any one smites you on your right cheek, turn to him the other also,” and so on. The old precept as
well as the new is intended to check the vehemence of hatred, and to curb the impetuosity of angry
passion. For who will of his own accord be satisfied with arevenge equal to the injury? Do we not see
men, only slightly hurt, eager for slaughter, thirsting for blood, asif they could never make their enemy
suffer enough? If a man receives a blow, does he not summon his assailant, that he may be condemned
inthe court of law? Or if he prefersto return the blow, does he not fall upon the man with hand and heel,
or perhaps with aweapon, if he can get hold of one? To put a restraint upon a revenge so unjust from
its excess, the law established the principle of compensation, that the penalty should correspond to the
injury inflicted. So the precept, "an eyefor an eye, atooth for atooth,” instead of being abrand to kindle
afire that was quenched, was rather a covering to prevent the fire already kindled from spreading. For
thereisajust revenge due to the injured person from his assailant; so that when we pardon, we give up
what we might justly claim. Thus, in the Lord's prayer, we are taught to forgive others their debts that
God may forgive us our debts. There is no injustice in asking back a debt, though there is kindness in
forgiving it. But as, in swearing, one who swears, even though truly, isin danger of perjury, of which
one is in no danger who never swears; and while swearing truly is not a sin, we are further from sin
by not swearing; so that the command not to swear is a guard against perjury: in the same way since
itissinful to wish to be revenged with an unjust excess, though there is no sin in wishing for revenge
within the limits of justice, the man who wishesfor no revenge at all isfurther from the sin of an unjust
revenge. It issin to demand more than is due, though it isno sin to demand a debt. And the best security
against the sin of making an unjust demand is to demand nothing, especially considering the danger
of being compelled to pay the debt to Him who isindebted to none. Thus, | would explain the passage
as follows: It has been said by them of old time, You shall not take unjust revenge; but | say, Take no
revenge at al: hereisthe fulfillment. It is thus that Faustus, after quoting, "It has been said, You shall
not swear falsely; but | say unto you, swear not at al," adds: here is the fulfillment. I might use the
same expression if | thought that by the addition of these words Christ supplied a defect in the law, and
not rather that the intention of the law to prevent unjust revenge is best secured by not taking revenge
at all, in the same way as the intention to prevent perjury is best secured by not swearing at al. For if
"an eye for an eye" is opposed to "If any one smite you on the cheek, turn to him the other also,” is
there not as much opposition between "You shall perform unto the Lord your oath," and " Swear not at
al?' Matthew 5:33-34 If Faustus thinks that there is not destruction, but fulfillment, in the one case, he
ought to think the same of the other. For if "Swear not" is the fulfillment of "Swear truly,” why should
not "Take no revenge" be the fulfillment of "Take revenge justly"?



So, according to my interpretation, thereisin both cases aguard against sin, either of false swearing or
of unjust revenge; though, asregards giving up theright to revenge, thereisthe additional consideration
that, by forgiving such debts, we shall obtain the forgiveness of our debts. The old precept was required
in the case of a self-willed people, to teach them not to be extravagant in their demands. Thus, when
the rage eager for unrestrained vengeance, was subdued, there would be |eisure for any one so disposed
to consider the desirableness of having his own debt cancelled by the Lord, and so to be led by this
consideration to forgive the debt of hisfellow-servant.

26\. Again, we shall find on examination, that there is no opposition between the precept of the Lord
about not putting away awife, and what was said by them of old time: "Whosoever puts away hiswife,
let him give her awriting of divorcement.” The Lord explains the intention of the law, which required
a bill of divorce in every case where a wife was put away. The precept not to put away a wife is the
opposite of saying that a man may put away his wife if he pleases; which is not what the law says.
On the contrary, to prevent the wife from being put away, the law required this intermediate step, that
the eagerness for separation might be checked by the writing of the bill, and the man might have time
to think of the evil of putting away his wife; especially since, asit is said, among the Hebrews it was
unlawful for any but the scribes to write Hebrew: for the scribes claimed the possession of superior
wisdom; and if they were men of upright and pious character, their pursuits might justly entitle them to
make this claim. In requiring, therefore, that in putting away his wife, a man should give her awriting
of divorcement, the design wasthat he should be obliged to have recourse to those from whom he might
expect to receive a cautious interpretation of the law, and suitable advice against separation. Having no
other way of getting the bill written, the man should be obliged to submit to their direction, and to allow
of their endeavors to restore peace and harmony between him and his wife. In a case where the hatred
could not be overcome or checked, the bill would of course be written. A wife might with reason be put
away when wise counsel failed to restore the proper feeling and affection in the mind of her husband.
If thewifeisnot loved, sheisto be put away. And that she may not be put away, it isthe husband's duty
to love her. Now, while aman cannot be forced to love against hiswill, he may be influenced by advice
and persuasion. This was the duty of the scribe, as a wise and upright man; and the law gave him the
opportunity, by requiring the husband in all cases of quarrel to go to him, to get the bill of divorcement
written. No good or prudent man would write the bill unless it were a case of such obstinate aversion
as to make reconciliation impossible. But according to your impious notions, there can be nothing in
putting away awife; for matrimony, according to you, isacriminal indulgence. The word "matrimony"
shows that a man takes awife in order that she may become a mother, which would be an evil in your
estimation. According to you, thiswould imply that part of your god is overcome and captured by the
race of darkness, and bound in the fetters of flesh.

27\. But, to explain the point in hand: If Christ, in adding the words, "But | say unto you," to the quo-
tations He makes of ancient sayings, neither fulfilled the law of primitive times by His additions, nor
destroyed the law given to Moses by opposite precepts, but rather paid such deference to the Hebrew
law in all the quotations He made from it, as to make His own remarks chiefly explanatory of what the
law stated less distinctly, or a means of securing the design intended by the law, it follows that from
the words, "1 came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it" we are not to understand that Christ by His



precepts filled up what was wanting in the law; but that what the literal command failed in doing from
the pride and disobedience of men, isaccomplished by gracein those who are brought to repentance and
humility. The fulfillment is not in additional words, but in acts of obedience. So the apostle says "Faith
worksby love;" Galatians 5:6 and again, He that loves another hasfulfilled the law." Romans 13:8 This
love, by which also the righteousness of the law can be fulfilled was bestowed in its significance by
Christ in His coming, through the spirit which He sent according to His promise; and therefore He said,
"l came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it." Thisisthe New Testament in which the promise of the
kingdom of heaven is made to this love; which was typified in the Old Testament, suitably to the times
of that dispensation. So Christ says again; "A new commandment | give unto you, that you love one
another." John 13:34

28\. So we find in the Old Testament all or nearly all the counsels and precepts which Christ introduces
with the words "But | say unto you." Against anger it iswritten, "My eyes troubled because of anger;"
and again, "Better is he that conquers his anger, than he that takes a city." Proverbs 16:32 Against hard
words, "The stroke of awhip makes a wound; but the stroke of the tongue breaks the bones." Against
adultery in the heart, "You shall not covet your neighbor'swife." Exodus 20:17 It isnot, "You shall not
commit adultery;" but, "You shall not covet." The apostle, in quoting this, says. "I had not known lust,
unlessthelaw had said, You shall not covet." Romans 7:7 Regarding patience in not offering resistance,
aman is praised who "gives his cheek to him that smites him, and who is filled full with reproach."
Lamentations 3:30 Of love to enemiesit is said: "If your enemy hungers, feed him; if he thirsts, give
him drink." Proverbs 25:21 This aso is quoted by the apostle. Romans 12:20 In the Psalm, too, it is
said, "l was a peace maker among them that hated peace;” and in many similar passages. In connection
also with our imitating God in refraining from taking revenge, and in loving even the wicked, thereis
a passage containing a full description of God in this character; for it is written: "To You aone ever
belongs great strength, and who can withstand the power of Your arm? For the whole world before You
is as alittle grain of the balance; yea, as a drop of the morning dew that falls down upon the earth.
But You have mercy upon al, for You can do al things, and winkest at the sins of men, because of
repentance. For You love all things that are, and abhorrest nothing which You have made; for never
would You have made anything if You had hated it. And how could anything have endured, if it had
not been Your will? Or been preserved, if not called by You? But You spare all; for they are Yours, O
Lord, You lover of souls. For Your good Spirit isin all things; therefore chasten them little by little that
offend, and warnest them by putting them in remembrance wherein they have offended, that learning
their wickedness, they may believe in You, O Lord." Christ exhorts us to imitate this long-suffering
goodness of God, who makes the sun to rise upon the evil and the good, and sends rain on the just
and on the unjust; that we may not be careful to revenge, but may do good to them that hate us, and
so may be perfect, even as our Father in heaven is perfect. Matthew 5:44, 48 From another passage in
these ancient books we learn that, by not exacting the vengeance due to us, we obtain the remission
of our own sins; and that by not forgiving the debts of others, we incur the danger of being refused
forgiveness when we pray for the remission of our own debts: "He that revenges shall find vengeance
from the Lord, and He will surely keep his sin in remembrance. Forgive your neighbor the hurt that
he has done to you; so shall your sins also be forgiven when you pray. One man bears hatred against
another, and does he seek pardon of the Lord? He shows no mercy to a man who is like himself; and



does he ask forgiveness of hisown sins? If he that is but flesh nourishes hatred, and asks for favor from
the Lord, who will entreat for the pardon of hissins?' Sirach 28:1-5

29\. As regards not putting away a wife, there is no need to quote any other passage of the Old Tes-
tament than that referred to most appropriately in the Lord's reply to the Jews when they questioned
Him on this subject. For when they asked whether it is lawful for a man to put away his wife for any
reason, the Lord answered: "Have ye not read, that He that made them at the beginning made them
male and female, and said, For this cause shall aman leave hisfather and mother, and shall cleaveto his
wife, and they two shall be one flesh? Therefore they are no longer two, but one flesh. What therefore
God has joined, let no man put asunder." Matthew 19:4-6 Here the Jews, who thought that they acted
according to the intention of the law of Moses in putting away their wives, are made to see from the
book of Moses that a wife should not be put away. And, by the way, we learn here, from Christ's own
declaration, that God made and joined male and female; so that by denying this, the Manichaaans are
guilty of opposing the gospel of Christ aswell as the writings of Moses. And supposing their doctrine
to be true, that the devil made and joined male and female, we see the diabolical cunning of Faustus
in finding fault with Moses for dissolving marriages by granting a bill of divorce, and praising Christ
for strengthening the union by the precept in the Gospel. Instead of this, Faustus, consistently with his
own foolish and impious notions, should have praised Moses for separating what was made and joined
by the devil, and should have blamed Christ for ratifying abond of the devil's workmanship. To return,
let us hear the good Master explain how Moses, who wrote of the conjugal chastity in the first union
of male and female as so holy and inviolable, afterwards allowed the people to put awvay their wives.
For when the Jews replied, "Why did Moses then command to give awriting of divorcement, and to
put her away?' Christ said to them, "Moses, because of the hardness of your heart, suffered you to put
away your wives." Matthew 19:7-8 This passage we have already explained. The hardness must have
been great indeed which could not be induced to admit the restoration of wedded love, even though
by means of the writing an opportunity was afforded for advice to be given to this effect by wise and
upright men. Then the Lord quoted the same law, to show both what was enjoined on the good and
what was permitted to the hard; for, from what is written of the union of male and female, He proved
that awife must not be put away, and pointed out the divine authority for the union; and shows from the
same Scriptures that a bill of divorcement was to be given because of the hardness of the heart, which
might be subdued or might not.



30\. Since, then, all these excellent precepts of the Lord, which Faustus tries to prove to be contrary to
the old books of the Hebrews, are found in these very books, the only sense in which the Lord came
not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it, isthis, that besides the fulfillment of the prophetic types, which
are set aside by their actual accomplishment, the precepts also, in which the law is holy, and just, and
good, arefulfilled in us, not by the oldness of the letter which commands, and increases the offense of
the proud by the additional guilt of transgression, but by the newness of the Spirit, who aids us, and by
the obedience of the humble, through the saving grace which sets us free. For, while al these sublime
precepts are found in the ancient books, still the end to which they point is not there revealed; although
the holy men who foresaw the revelation lived in accordance with it, either veiling it in prophecy as
suited the time, or themselves discovering the truth thus veiled.

31\. I am disposed, after careful examination, to doubt whether the expression so often used by the Lord,
"the kingdom of heaven," can be found in these books. It is said, indeed, "L ove wisdom, that you may
reign forever." Wisdom 6:22 And if eternal life had not been clearly made known in the Old Testament,
the Lord would not have said, as He did even to the unbelieving Jews:. " Search the Scriptures, for in
them yethink that you have eternal life, and they are they that testify of me." John 5:39 And to the same
effect are the words of the Psalmist: "I shall not die, but live, and declare the works of the Lord."” And
again: "Enlighten my eyes, lest | sleep the sleep of death." Again, weread, "The souls of the righteous
are in the hand of the Lord, and pain shall not touch them;" and immediately following: "They arein
peace; and if they have suffered torture from men, their hope is full of immortality; and after a few
trouble, they shall enjoy many rewards." Wisdom 3:1-5 Again, in another place: "The righteous shall
live for ever, and their reward is with the Lord, and their concern with the Highest; therefore shall
they receive from the hand of the Lord a kingdom of glory and a crown of beauty." Wisdom 5:16-17
These and many similar declarations of eternal life, in more or less explicit terms, are found in these
writings. Even the resurrection of the body is spoken of by the prophets. The Pharisees, accordingly,
were fierce opponents of the Sadducees, who disbelieved the resurrection. Thiswe learn not only from
the canonical Acts of the Apostles, which the Manichaaans reject, because it tells of the advent of the
Paraclete promised by the Lord, but also from the Gospel, when the Sadducees question the L ord about
the woman who married seven brothers, one dying after the other, whose wife she would be in the
resurrection. Matthew 22:23-28 Asregards, then, eternal life and the resurrection of the dead, numerous
testimonies are to be found in these Scriptures. But | do not find there the expression, "the kingdom of
heaven." This expression belongs properly to the revelation of the New Testament, because in the res-
urrection our earthly bodies shall, by that change which Paul fully describes, become spiritual bodies,
and so heavenly, that thus we may possess the kingdom of heaven. And this expression was reserved
for Him whose advent as King to govern and Priest to sanctify His believing people, was ushered in by
all the symbolism of the old covenant, in its genealogies, its typical acts and words, its sacrifices and
ceremonies and feasts, and in all its prophetic utterances and events and figures. He came full of grace
and truth, in His grace helping us to obey the precepts, and in His truth securing the accomplishment
of the promises. He came not to destroy the law, but to fulfill it.

Source: Trandated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Val. IV).



Text sourced from New Advent (newadvent.org). Accessed September 2026.
Trandation: NPNF1 vol. 4 translation by Richard Stothert, 1872/1887; public domain. Author d. 430. — copyright pre-verified (author
pre-1900; PD English tranglation identified).

https://www.thestromata.com/texts/contra-faustum-book-Xix



Reply to Faustus, Book XX

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus, cornered on the charge of sun-worship, calmly maps the Manichaean godhead onto the visible
heavens: the Father in inaccessible light, the Son's power in the sun and His wisdom in the moon, the
Holy Spirit diffused through the atmosphere, and a suffering Jesus hanging from every tree. He then
turns the question back — where, after al, do Christians say their own God dwells, if not in light?
Augustine'sreply fillsthe rest of the book with adogged parallel between Manichaean cosmology and
the pagan pantheon, matching figure to figure until the disguise, as he sees it, falls away. It is one of
the fullest first-person statements of Manichaean belief that survives, preserved by the man who spent
nine yearsinside it and the rest of hislife dismantling it.

Faustusrepelsthe charge of sun-wor ship, and maintainsthat while the M anichaeans believe that
God's power dwellsin the sun and his wisdom in the moon, they yet wor ship one deity, Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. They arenot a schism of the Gentiles, nor a sect. Augustine emphasizesthe
charge of polytheism, and goesinto an elabor ate comparison of Manichaean and pagan mythol-

ogy.

1\. Faustus said: You ask why weworship the sun, if weare asect or separate religion, and not Pagans,
or merely a schism of the Gentiles. It may therefore be as well to inquire into the matter, that we may
see whether the name of Gentilesis more applicableto you or to us. Perhaps, in giving you in afriendly
way thissimple account of my faith, | shall appear to be making an apology for it, asif | were ashamed,
which God forbid, of doing homage to the divine luminaries. You may take it asyou please; but | shall
not regret what | have done if | succeed in conveying to some at least this much knowledge, that our
religion has nothing in common with that of the Gentiles.

2\. We worship, then, one deity under the threefold appellation of the Almighty God the Father, and
his son Christ, and the Holy Spirit. While these are one and the same, we believe also that the Father
properly dwellsin the highest or principal light, which Paul calls"light inaccessible,” 1 Timothy 6:16
and the Son in his second or visible light. And as the Son is himself twofold, according to the apostle,
who speaks of Christ as the power of God and the wisdom of God, 1 Corinthians 1:24 we believe that
His power dwells in the sun, and His wisdom in the moon. We aso believe that the Holy Spirit, the
third majesty, has His seat and His home in the whole circle of the atmosphere. By His influence and
spiritual infusion, the earth conceives and brings forth the mortal Jesus, who, as hanging from every
tree, is the life and salvation of men. Though you oppose these doctrines so violently, your religion



resembles ours in attaching the same sacredness to the bread and wine that we do to everything. This
isour belief, which you will have an opportunity of hearing more of, if you wish to do so. Meanwhile
there is some force in the consideration that you or any one that is asked where his God dwells, will
say that he dwellsin light; so that the testimony in favor of my worship is almost universal.

3\. Asto your calling us a schism of the Gentiles, and not a sect, | suppose the word schism applies to
those who have the same doctrines and worship as other people, and only choose to meet separately.
Theword sect, again, appliesto those whose doctrineis quite unlike that of others, and who have made
aform of divine worship peculiar to themselves. If this is what the words mean, in the first place, in
our doctrine and worship we have no resemblance to the Pagans. We shall see presently whether you
have. The Pagan doctrine is, that all things good and evil, mean and glorious, fading and unfading,
changeable and unchangeable, material and divine, have only one principle. In opposition to this, my
belief is that God is the principle of all good things, and _Hyle \[matters\] of the opposite. _Hyle
is the name given by our master in divinity to the principle or nature of evil. The Pagans accordingly
think it right to worship God with atars, and shrines, and images, and sacrifices, and incense. Here
also my practice differsentirely from theirs: for | look upon myself as areasonable temple of God, if |
am worthy to be so; and | consider Christ his Son as the living image of his living maesty; and | hold
amind well cultivated to be the true altar, and pure and simple prayers to be the true way of paying
divine honors and of offering sacrifices. |s this being a schism of the Pagans?

4\. Asregardsthe worship of the AlImighty God, you might call usaschism of the Jews, for all Jewsare
bold enough to profess this worship, were it not for the difference in the form of our worship, though
it may be questioned whether the Jews really worship the AImighty. But the doctrine | have mentioned
is common to the Pagansin their worship of the sun, and to the Jews in their worship of the Almighty.
Even in relation to you, we are not properly a schism, though we acknowledge Christ and worship
Him; for our worship and doctrine are different from yours. In a schism, little or no change is made
from the original; as, for instance, you, in your schism from the Gentiles, have brought with you the
doctrine of asingle principle, for you believe that al things are of God. The sacrifices you change into
love-feasts, theidolsinto martyrs, to whom you pray asthey do to their idols. You appease the shades of
the departed with wine and food. You keep the same holidays as the Gentiles; for example, the calends
and the solstices. In your way of living you have made no change. Plainly you are a mere schism; for
the only difference from the origina is that you meet separately. In this you have followed the Jews,
who separated from the Gentiles, but differed only in not having images. For they used temples, and
sacrifices, and altars, and a priesthood, and the whole round of ceremonies the same as those of the
Gentiles, only more superstitious. Like the Pagans, they believe in a single principle; so that both you
and the Jews are schisms of the Gentiles, for you have the same faith, and nearly the same worship,
and you call yourselves sects only because you meet separately. The fact is, there are only two sects,
the Gentiles and ourselves. We and the Gentiles are as contrary in our belief as truth and falsehood, day
and night, poverty and wealth, health and sickness. You, again, are not a sect in relation either to truth
or to error. You are merely a schism and a schism not of truth, but of error.

5\. _Augustine_replied: O hateful mixture of ignorance and cunning! Why do you put arguments in
the mouth of your opponent, which no one that knows you would use? We do not call you Pagans,



or a schism of Pagans; but we say that you resemble them in worshipping many gods. But you are
far worse than Pagans, for they worship things which exist, though they should not be worshipped:
for idols have an existence, though for salvation they are nought. So, to worship a tree with prayers,
instead of improving it by cultivation, is not to worship nothing, but to worship in awrong way. When
the apostle saysthat "the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons, and not to God,"
1 Corinthians 10:20 he means that these demons exist to whom the sacrifices are made, and with whom
he wishes us not to be partakers. So, too, heaven and earth, the sea and air, the sun and moon, and the
other heavenly bodies, are all objects which have a sensible existence. When the Pagans worship these
as gods, or as parts of one great God (for some of them identify the universe with the Supreme Deity),
they worship things which have an existence. In arguing with Pagans, we do not deny the existence of
these things, but we say that they should not be worshipped; and we recommend the worship of the
invisible Creator of all these things, in whom aone man can find the happiness which all allow that
he desires. To those, again, who worship what is invisible and immaterial, but still is created, as the
soul or mind of man, we say that happinessis not to be found in the creature even under thisform, and
that we must worship the true God, who is not only invisible, but unchangeable; for He alone is to be
worshipped, in the enjoyment of whom the worshipper finds happiness, and without whom the soul
must be wretched, whatever else it possesses. You, on the other hand, who worship things which have
no existence at all except in your fictitious legends, would be nearer true piety and religion if you were
Pagans, or if you were worshippers of what has an existence, though not a proper object of worship. In
fact, you do not properly worship the sun, though he carries your prayers with himin his course round
the heavens.

6\. Your statements about the sun himself are so false and absurd, that if he were to repay you for the
injury done to him, he would scorch you to death. First of all, you call the sun a ship, so that you are
not only astray worlds off, asthe saying is, but adrift. Next, while every one sees that the sun isround,
which is the form corresponding from its perfection to his position among the heavenly bodies, you
maintain that he is triangular, that is, that his light shines on the earth through a triangular window in
heaven. Hence it is that you bend and bow your heads to the sun, while you worship not this visible
sun, but some imaginary ship which you suppose to be shining through atriangul ar opening. Assuredly
this ship would never have been heard of, if the words required for the composition of heretical fictions
had to be paid for, like the wood required for the beams of a ship. All thisis comparatively harmless,
however ridiculous or pitiable. Very different isyour wicked fancy about youths of both sexes proceed-
ing from this ship, whose beauty excites eager desire in the princes and princesses of darkness; and so
the members of your god are released from this humiliating confinement in the members of the race of
darkness, by means of sinful passion and sensual appetite. And to these filthy rags of yours you would
unite the mystery of the Trinity; for you say that the Father dwells in a secret light, the power of the
Son in the sun, and His wisdom in the moon, and the Holy Spirit in the air.



7\. Asfor thisthreefold or rather fourfold fiction, what shall | say of the secret light of the Father, but
that you can think of no light except what you have seen? From your knowledge of visible light, with
which beasts and insects aswell asmen arefamiliar, you form some vagueideain your mind, and call it
the light in which God the Father dwells with His subjects. How can you distinguish between the light
by which we see, and that by which we understand, when, according to your ideas, to understand truth
isnothing el se than to form the conception of material forms, either finite or in some casesinfinite; and
you actually believe in these wild fancies? It is manifest that the act of my mind in thinking of your
region of light which has no existence, is entirely different from my conception of Alexandria, which
exists, though | have not seen it. And, again, the act of forming a conception of Alexandria, which
| have never seen, is very different from thinking of Carthage, which | know. But this difference is
insignificant as compared with that between my thinking of material things which | know from seeing
them, and my understanding justice, chastity, faith, truth, love, goodness, and things of this nature. Can
you describe this intellectual light, which gives us a clear perception of the distinction between itself
and other things, aswell as of the distinction between those things themselves? And yet even thisis not
the sensein which it can be said that God islight, for thislight is created, whereas God is the Creator;
the light is made, and He is the Maker; the light is changeable. For the intellect changes from dislike
to desire, from ignorance to knowledge, from forgetfulness to recollection; whereas God remains the
same in will, in truth, and in eternity. From God we derive the beginning of existence, the principle
of knowledge, the law of affection. From God all animals, rational and irrational, derive the nature of
their life, the capacity of sensation, the faculty of emotion. From God all bodies derive their subsistence
in extension, their beauty in number, and their order in weight. This light is one divine being, in an
inseparabl e triune existence; and yet, without supposing the assumption of any bodily form, you assign
to separate places parts of the immaterial, spiritual, and unchangeable substance. And instead of three
places for the Trinity, you have four: one, the light inaccessible, which you know nothing about, for
the Father; two, the sun and moon, for the Son; and again one, the circle of the atmosphere, for the
Holy Spirit. Of the inaccessible light of the Father | shall say nothing further at present, for orthodox
believers do not separate the Son and the Spirit from the Father in relation to thislight.

8\. It is difficult to understand how you have been taken with the absurd idea of placing the power of
the Son in the sun, and His wisdom in the moon. For, as the Son remains inseparably in the Father,
His wisdom and power cannot be separated from one another, so that one should be in the sun and the
other in the moon. Only material things can be thus assigned to separate places. If you only understood
this, it would have prevented you from taking the productions of a diseased fancy as the material for
so many fictions. But there is inconsistency and improbability as well as falsehood in your ideas. For,
according to you, the seat of wisdom is inferior in brightness to the seat of power. Now energy and
productiveness are the qualities of power, whereas light teaches and manifests; so that if the sun had
the greater heat, and the moon the greater light, these absurdities might appear to have some likelihood
to men of carnal minds, who know nothing except through material conceptions. From the connection
between great heat and motion, they might identify power with heat; while light from its brightness,
and as making things discernible, they might represent wisdom. But what folly as well as profanity, in
placing power in the sun, which excels so much in light, and wisdom in the moon, which is so inferior
in brightness! And while you separate Christ from Himself, you do not distinguish between Christ and



the Holy Spirit; whereas Christ is one, the power of God, and the wisdom of God, and the Spirit isa
distinct person. But according to you, the air, which you make the seat of the Spirit, fills and pervades
the universe. So the sun and moon in their course are always united to the air. But the moon approaches
the sun at one time, and recedes from it at another. So that, if we may believe you, or rather, if we may
allow ourselves to be imposed on by you, wisdom recedes from power by half the circumference of
acircle, and again approaches it by the other half. And when wisdom is full, it is at a distance from
power. For when the moon is full, the distance between the two bodiesis so great, that the moon rises
in the east while the sun is setting in the west. But as the loss of power produces weakness, the fuller
the moon is, the weaker must wisdom be. If, asis certainly true, the wisdom of God is unchangeable
in power, and the power of God unchangeable in wisdom, how can you separate them so as to assign
them to different places? And how can the place be different when the substance isthe same? I s this not
the infatuation of subjection to material fancies; showing such awant of power and wisdom that your
wisdom isasweak as your power isfoolish? This execrable absurdity would divide Christ between the
sun and the moon — His power in one, and His wisdom in the other; so that He would be incomplete
in both, lacking wisdom in the sun, and power in the moon, while in both He supplies youths, male
and female, to excite the affection of the princes and princesses of darkness. Such are the tenets which
you learn and profess. Such is the faith which directs your conduct. And can you wonder that you are
regarded with abhorrence?

9\. But besidesyour errorsregarding these conspicuous and familiar luminaries, which you worship not
for what they are, but for what your wild fancy makes them to be, your other absurdities are still worse
than this. Your illustrious World-bearer, and Atlas who helps to hold him up, are unreal beings. Like
innumerable other creatures of your fancy, they have no existence, and yet you worship them. For this
reason we say that you are worse than Pagans, while you resemble them in worshipping many gods. You
areworse, because, while they worship things which exist though they are not gods, you worship things
which are neither gods nor anything else, for they have no existence. The Pagans, too, have fables, but
they know them to be fables; and either ook upon them as amusing poetical fancies, or try to explain
them as representing the nature of things, or the life of man. Thusthey say that Vulcan islame, because
flamein common fire has an irregular motion: that Fortune is blind, because of the uncertainty of what
are called fortuitous occurrences. that there are three Fates, with distaff, and spindle, and fingers spin-
ning wool into thread, because there are three times— the past, already spun and wound on the spindle;
the present, which is passing through the fingers of the spinner; and the future, still in wool bound to the
distaff, and soon to pass through the fingers to the spindle, that is, through the present into the future:
and that Venus is the wife of Vulcan, because pleasure has a natural connection with heat; and that she
is the mistress of Mars, because pleasure is not properly the companion of warriors. and that Cupid
is a boy with wings and a bow, from the wounds inflicted by thoughtless, inconstant passion in the
hearts of unhappy beings. and so with many other fables. The great absurdity isin their continuing to
worship these beings, after giving such explanations; for the worship without the explanations, though
criminal, would be a less heinous crime. The very explanations prove that they do not worship that
God, the enjoyment of whom can alone give happiness, but things which He has created. And even in
the creature they worship not only the virtues, asin Minerva, who sprang from the head of Jupiter, and
who represents prudence — a quality of reason which, according to Plato, has its seat in the head —



but their vices, too, asin Cupid. Thus one of their dramatic poets says, " Sinful passion, in favor of vice,
made Love a god." Even bodily evils had temples in Rome, as in the case of pallor and fever. Not to
dwell onthe sin of the worshippers of theseidols, who arein away affected by the bodily forms, so that
they pay homage to them as deities, when they see them set up in some lofty place, and treated with
great honor and reverence, thereis greater sin in the very explanations which are intended as apologies
for these dumb, and deaf, and blind, and lifeless objects. Still, though, as | have said, these things are
nothing in the way of salvation or of usefulness, both they and the things they are said to represent
are real existences. But your First Man, warring with the five elements; and your Mighty Spirit, who
constructs the world from the captive bodies of the race of darkness, or rather from the members of
your god in subjection and bondage; and your World-holder, who has in his hand the remains of these
members, and who bewails the capture and bondage and pollution of the rest; and your giant Atlas, who
keeps up the World-holder on his shoulders, lest he should from weariness throw away his burden, and
S0 prevent the completion of the final imitation of the mass of darkness, which isto be the last scene
in your drama;,— these and countless other absurdities are not represented in painting or scul pture, or
in any explanation; and yet you believe and worship things which have no existence, while you taunt
the Christians with being credulousfor believing in realities with afaith which pacifies the mind under
itsinfluence. The objects of your worship can be shown to have no existence by many proofs, which |
do not bring forward here, because, though | could without difficulty discourse philosophically on the
construction of the world, it would take too long to do so here. One proof suffices. If these things are
real, God must be subject to change, and corruption, and contamination; a supposition as blasphemous
asitisirrational. All these things, therefore, are vain, and false, and unreal. Thus you are much worse
than those Pagans, with whom all are familiar, and who still preserve traces of their old customs, of
which they themselves are ashamed; for while they worship things which are not gods, you worship
things which do not exist.



10\. If you think that your doctrines are true because they are unlike the errors of the Pagans, and that
we arein error because we perhaps differ more from you than from them, you might as well say that a
dead man isin good health because heis not sick; or that good health is undesirable, because it differs
less from sickness than from death. Or if the Pagans should be viewed in many cases as rather dead
than sick, you might aswell praise the ashes in the tomb because they have no longer the human shape,
as compared with the living body, which does not differ so much from a corpse as from ashes. It is
thuswe are reproached for having more resemblance to the dead body of Paganism than to the ashes of
Manichadsm. But in division, it often happens that a thing is placed in different classes, according to
the point of resemblance on which the division proceeds. For instance, if animals are divided into those
that fly and those that cannot fly, in this division men and beasts are classed together as distinct from
birds, because they are both unable to fly. But if they are divided into rational and irrational, beasts
and birds are classed together as distinct from men, for they are both destitute of reason. Faustus did
not think of this when he said: There are in fact only two sects, the Gentiles and ourselves, for we
are directly opposed to them in our belief. The opposition he means is this, that the Gentiles believe
in a single principle, whereas the Manichaeans believe also in the principle of the race of darkness.
Certainly, according to this division we agree in general with the Pagans. But if we divide al who
have areligion into those who worship one God and those who worship many gods, the Manichaaans
must be classed along with the Pagans, and we along with the Jews. Thisis another distinction, which
may be said to make only two sects. Perhaps you will say that you hold all your gods to be of one
substance, which the Pagans do not. But you at |east resemble them in assigning to your gods different
powers, and functions, and employments. One does battle with the race of darkness; another constructs
the world from the part which is captured; another, standing above, has the world in his hand; another
holds him up from below; another turns the wheels of the fires and winds and waters beneath; another,
in his circuit of the heavens, gathers with his beams the members of your god from cesspools. Indeed,
your gods have innumerable occupations, according to your fabulous descriptions, which you neither
explain nor represent in avisible form. But again, if men were divided into those who believe that God
takes an interest in human affairs and those who do not, the Pagans and Jews, and you and all heretics
that have anything of Christianity, will be classed together, as opposed to the Epicureans, and any others
holding similar views. Asthisis a principle of importance, here again we may say that there are only
two sects, and you belong to the same sect as we do. You will hardly venture to dissent from usin the
opinion that God is concerned in human affairs, so that in this matter your opposition to the Epicureans
makes you side with us. Thus, according to the nature of the division, what isin one class at one time,
isin another at another time: things joined here are separated there: in some things we are classed with
others, and they with us; in other things we are classed separately, and stand alone. If Faustus thought
of this, he would not talk such eloguent nonsense.

11\. But what are we to make of these words of Faustus: The Holy Spirit, by hisinfluence and spiritual
infusion, makes the earth conceive and bring forth the mortal Jesus, who, as hanging from every tree,
isthelife and salvation of men? Letting pass for a moment the absurdity of this statement, we observe
the folly of believing that the mortal Jesus can be conceived through the power of the Holy Spirit by
the earth, but not by the Virgin Mary. Dare you compare the holiness of that chaste virgin's womb with
any piece of ground where trees and plants grow? Do you pretend to ook with abhorrence upon a pure



virgin, while you do not shrink from believing that Jesus is produced in gardens watered by the filthy
drains of a city? For plants of all kinds spring up and are nourished in such moisture. You will have
Jesus to be born in this way, while you cry out against the idea of His being born of avirgin. Do you
think flesh more unclean than the excrements which its nature rejects? I s the filth cleaner than the flesh
which expels it? Are you not aware how fields are manured in order to make them productive? Your
folly comes to this, that the Holy Spirit, who, according to you, despised the womb of Mary, makes
the earth conceive more fruitfully in proportion as it is carefully enriched with animal off-scourings.
Do you reply that the Holy Spirit preserves His incorruptible purity everywhere? | ask again, Why not
also in the virgin's womb? Passing from the conception, you maintain in regard to the mortal Jesus —
who, as you say, is born from the earth, which has conceived by the power of the Holy Spirit— that
He hangs in the shape of fruit from every tree: so that, besides this pollution, He suffers additional
defilement from the flesh of the countless animals that eat the fruit; except, indeed, the small amount
that is purified by your eating it. While we believe and confess Christ the Son of God, and the Word
of God, to have become flesh without suffering defilement, because the divine substance is not defiled
by flesh, asit is not defiled by anything, your fanciful notions would make Jesus to be defiled even as
hanging on the tree, before entering the flesh of any animal; for if He were not defiled, there would be
no need of His being purified by your eating Him. And if all trees are the cross of Christ, as Faustus
seems to imply when he says that Jesus hangs from every tree, why do you not pluck the fruit, and
so take Jesus down from hanging on the tree to bury Him in your stomach, which would correspond
to the good deed of Joseph of Arimathea, when he took down the true Jesus from the cross to bury
Him? John 19:38 Why should it be impious to take Christ from the tree, while it ispiousto lay Him in
the tomb? Perhaps you wish to apply to yourselves the words quoted from the prophet by Paul, "Their
throat is an open sepulchre:” Romans 3:13 and so you wait with open mouth till some one comesto use
your throat as the best sepulchre for Christ. Once more, how many Christs do you make? |s there one
whom you call the mortal Christ, whom the earth conceives and brings forth by the power of the Holy
Spirit; and another crucified by the Jews under Pontius Pilate; and athird whom you divide between the
sun and the moon? Or isit one and the same person, part of whom is confined in the trees, to bereleased
by the help of the other part which isnot confined? If thisisthe case, and you allow that Christ suffered
under Pontius Pilate, though it is difficult to see how he could have suffered without flesh, as you say
he did, the great question is, with whom he |eft those ships you speak of, that he might come down and
suffer these things, which he certainly could not have suffered without having a body of some kind. A
mere spiritual presence could not have made him liable to these sufferings, and in his bodily presence
he could not be at the same time in the sun, in the moon, and on the cross. So, then, if he had not a body,
he was not crucified; and if he had a body, the question is, where he got it: for, according to you, all
bodies belong to the race of darkness, though you cannot think of the divine substance except as being
material. Thus you must say either that Christ was crucified without a body; which is utterly absurd;
or that he was crucified in appearance and not in reality, which is blasphemy; or that al bodies do not
belong to the race of darkness, but that the divine substance has also a body, and that not an immortal
body, but liable to crucifixion and death, which, again, is altogether erroneous; or that Christ had a
mortal body from the race of darkness, so that, while you will not allow that Christ's body came from
the Virgin Mary, you derive it from the race of demons. Finally, asin Faustus' statement, in which he



alludesin the briefest manner possible to the lengthy stories of Manichasan invention, the earth by the
power of the Holy Spirit conceives and brings forth the mortal Jesus, who, hanging from every treeg, is
the life and salvation of men, why should this Saviour be represented by whatever is hanging, because
he hung on the tree, and not by whatever is born, because he was born? But if you mean that the Jesus
on the trees, and the Jesus crucified under Pontius Pilate, and the Jesus divided between the sun and
the moon, are all one and the same substance, why do you not give the name of Jesus to your whole
host of deities? Why should not your World-holder be Jesus too, and Atlas, and the King of Honour,
and the Mighty Spirit, and the First Man, and all the rest, with their various names and occupations?

12\. So, with regard to the Holy Spirit, how can you say that he is the third person, when the persons
you mention are innumerable? Or why is he not Jesus himself? And why does Faustus mislead people,
intrying to make out an agreement between himself and true Christians, from whom he differs only too
widely, by saying, We worship one God under the threefold appellation of the Almighty God the Father,
Christ his Son, and the Holy Spirit? Why is the appellation only threefold, instead of being manifold?
And why is the distinction in appellation only, and not in reality, if there are as many persons as there
are names? For it is not as if you gave three names to the same thing, as the same weapon may be
called a short sword, a dagger, or adirk; or as you give the name of moon, and the lesser ship, and the
luminary of night, and so on, to the same thing. For you cannot say that the First Man isthe same asthe
Mighty Spirit, or as the World-Holder, or as the giant Atlas. They are all distinct persons, and you do
not call any of them Christ. How can there be one Deity with opposite functions? Or why should not
Christ himself be the single person, if in one substance Christ hangs on the trees, and was persecuted
by the Jews, and exists in the sun and moon? The fact is, your fancies are al astray, and are no better
than the dreams of insanity.



13\. How can Faustusthink that we resembl e the M anichaeansin attaching sacrednessto bread and wine,
when they consider it sacrilege to taste wine? They acknowledge their god in the grape, but not in the
cup; perhaps they are shocked at his being trampled on and bottled. It isnot any bread and wine that we
hold sacred as a natural production, asif Christ were confined in grain or in vines, as the Manichaaans
fancy, but what istruly consecrated as a symbol. What is not consecrated, though it is bread and wine,
is only nourishment or refreshment, with no sacredness about it; athough we bless and thank God for
every gift, bodily as well as spiritual. According to your notion, Christ is confined in everything you
eat, and is released by digestion from the additional confinement of your intestines. So, when you eat,
your god suffers; and when you digest, you suffer from hisrecovery. When hefillsyou, your gainishis
loss. This might be considered kindness on his part, because he suffers in you for your benefit, were
it not that he gains freedom by escaping and leaving you empty. There is not the least resemblance
between our reverence for the bread and wine, and your doctrines, which have no truth in them. To
compare the two is even more foolish than to say, as some do, that in the bread and wine we worship
Ceres and Bacchus. | refer to this now, to show where you got your silly idea that our fathers kept the
Sabbath in honor of Saturn. For as there is no connection with the worship of the Pagan deities Ceres
and Bacchus in our observance of the sacrament of the bread and wine, which you approve so highly
that you wish to resemble usin it, so there was no subjection to Saturn in the case of our fathers, who
observed the rest of the Sabbath in a manner suitable to prophetic times.

14\. You might have found a resemblance in your religion to that of the Pagans as regards _Hyle
\[matter\], which the Pagans often speak of. You, on the contrary, maintain that you are directly op-
posed to them in your belief in the evil principle which your teacher in theology calls_Hyle . But here
you only show your ignorance, and, with an affectation of learning, use this word without knowing
what it means. The Greeks, when speaking of nature, give the name _Hyle to the subject-matter of
things, which has no form of its own, but admits of all bodily forms, and is known only through these
changeable phenomena, not being itself an object of sensation or perception. Some Gentiles, indeed,
erroneously make this matter co-eternal with God, as not being derived from Him, though the bodily
forms are. In this manifest error you resemble the Pagans, for you hold that _Hyle has a principle of
its own, and does not come from God. It is only ignorance that leads you to deny this resemblance. In
sayingthat _Hyle hasno form of itsown, and can takeitsformsonly from God, the Pagans come near
to the truth which we believe in contradistinction from your errors. Not knowing what _Hyle or the
subject-matter of thingsis, you make it the race of darkness, in which you place not only innumerable
bodily forms of five different kinds, but also a formative mind. Such, indeed, is your ignorance or
insanity, that you call thismind _Hyle , and make it give forms instead of taking them. If there were
such aformative mind as you speak of, and bodily elements capable of form, theword Hyle would
properly be applicable to the bodily elements, which would be the matter to be formed by the mind,
which you make the principle of evil. Even thiswould not be a quite accurate use of theword _Hyle ,
which has no form of any kind; whereas these elements, although capable of new forms, have aready
the form of elements, and belong to different kinds. Still this use of the word would not be so much
amiss, notwithstanding your ignorance; for it would thus be applied, as it properly is, to that which
takes form, and not to that which gives it. Even here, however, your folly and impiety would appear
in tracing so much that is good to the evil principle, from your not knowing that all natures of every



kind, all formsin their proportion, and all weights in their order, can come only from the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit. Asitis, you know neither what _Hyle is, nor what evil is. Would that | could
persuade you to refrain from misleading people still more ignorant than yourselves!

15\. Every one must see the folly of your boasting of superiority to the Pagans because they use altars
and temples, images and sacrifices and incense, in the worship of God, which you do not. Asif it were
not better to build an altar and offer sacrifice to a stone, which has some kind of existence, than to
employ a heated imagination in worshipping things which have no existence at al. And what do you
mean by saying that you are a rational temple of God? Can that be God's temple which is partly the
construction of the devil? And is this not true of you, asyou say that all your members and your whole
body were formed by the evil principle which you call _Hyle , and that part of this formative mind
dwellsin the body along with part of your god?And asthis part of your god is bound and confined, you
should be called the prison of God rather than his temple. Perhaps it is your soul that is the temple of
God, asyou haveit from the region of light. But you generally call your soul not atemple, but apart or
member of God. So, when you say you are the temple of God, it must be in your body, which, you say,
was formed by the devil. Thus you blaspheme the temple of God, calling it not only the workmanship
of Satan, but the prison-house of God. The apostle, on the other hand, says: " The temple of God isholy,
which temple you are." And to show that this refers not merely to the soul, he says expressly: "Do you
not know that your bodies are the temple of the Holy Ghost, which isin you, which you have of God?"
You call the workmanship of devils the temple of God, and there, to use Faustus words, you place
Christ, the Son of God, the living image of living majesty. Your impiety may well contrive a fabulous
temple for a fabulous Christ. The image you speak of must be so called, because it is the creature of
your imagination.

16\. If your mind is an altar, you see whose altar it is. You may see from the very doctrines and duties
in which you say you are trained. You are taught not to give food to a beggar; and so your altar smokes
with the sacrifice of cruelty. Such altarsthe Lord destroys; for in words quoted from the law Hetellsus
what offering pleases God: "I desire mercy, and not sacrifice." Observe on what occasion the Lord uses
these words. It was when, in passing through afield, the disciples plucked the ears of grain because
they were hungry. Your doctrine would lead you to call this murder. Your mind is an altar, not of God,
but of lying devils, by whose doctrines the evil conscience is seared as with a hot iron, 1 Timothy 4:2
calling murder what the truth callsinnocence. For in Hiswordsto the Jews, Christ by anticipation deals
afatal blow to you: "If you had known what this means, | desire mercy, and not sacrifice, you would
not have condemned the guiltless." Matthew 12:7

17\. Nor can you say that you honor God with sacrifices in the shape of pure and simple prayers: for,
in your low, dishonoring notions about the divine nature and substance, you make your god to be the
victim in the sacrifices of Pagans; so far are you from pleasing the true God with your sacrifices. For
you hold that God is confined not only in trees and plants, or in the human body, but also in the flesh of
animals, which contaminates Him with its impurity. And how can your soul give praise to God, when
you actually reproach Him by calling your soul a particle of His substance taken captive by the race
of darkness; as if God could not maintain the conflict except by this corruption of His members, and
this dishonorable captivity? Instead of honoring God in your prayers, you insult Him. For what sin did



you commit, when you belonged to Him, that you should be thus punished by the god you cry to, not
because you left Him sinfully of your own choice; for he himself gave you to His enemies, to obtain
peace for His kingdom?You are not even given as hostages to be honorably guarded. Nor isit aswhen
ashepherd lays a snare to catch awild beast: for he does not put one of his own membersin the snare,
but some animal from hisflock; and generally, so that the wild beast is caught before the animal is hurt.
You, though you are the members of your god, are given to the enemy, whose ferocity you keep off
from your god only by being contaminated with their impurity, infected with their corruptions, without
any fault of your own. You cannot in your prayers use thewords:. "Free us, O Lord, for the glory of Your
name; and for Your name's sake pardon our sins.” Your prayer is. "Free us by Your skill, for we suffer
here oppression, and torture, and pollution, only that You may mourn unmolested in Your kingdom."
These are words of reproach, not of entreaty. Nor can you use the words taught us by the Master of
truth: "Forgive us our debts, as we forgive our debtors.” Matthew 6:12 For who are the debtors who
have sinned against you? If it is the race of darkness, you do not forgive their debts, but make them be
utterly cast out and shut up in eternal imprisonment. And how can God forgive your debts, when He
rather sinned against you by sending you into such a state, than you against Him, whom you obeyed by
going?If thiswas not asinin Him, because He was compelled to do it, this excuse must apply you, now
that you have been overthrown in the conflict, more than to Him before the conflict began. You suffer
now from the mixture of evil, which was not the case with Him when nevertheless He was compelled
to send you. So either He requires that you should forgive Him his debt; or, if Heis not in debt to you,
till less are you to Him. It appears that your sacrifices and your pure and simple prayers are false and
vile blasphemies.



18\. How isit, by theway, that you use thewordstemple, altar, sacrifice, for the purpose of commending
your own practices? If such things can be spoken of as properly belonging to true religion, they must
constitute the true worship of the true God. And if there is such a thing as true sacrifice to the true
God, which isimplied in the expression divine honors, there must be some one true sacrifice of which
the rest are imitations. On the one hand, we have the spurious imitations in the case of false and lying
gods, that is, of devils, who proudly demand divine honors from their deluded votaries, as is or was
the case in the temples and idols of the Gentiles. On the other hand, we have the prophetic intima-
tions of one most true sacrifice to be offered for the sins of all believers, as in the sacrifices enjoined
by God on our fathers; along with which there was also the symbolic anointing typical of Christ, as
the name Christ itself means anointed. The animal sacrifices, therefore, presumptuously claimed by
devils, were an imitation of the true sacrifice which is due only to the one true God, and which Christ
alone offered on His altar. Thus the apostle says: " The sacrifices which the Gentiles offer, they offer to
devils, and not to God." 1 Corinthians 10:30 He does not find fault with sacrifices, but with offering to
devils. The Hebrews, again, in their animal sacrifices, which they offered to God in many varied forms,
suitably to the significance of the institution, typified the sacrifice offered by Christ. This sacrifice is
also commemorated by Christians, in the sacred offering and participation of the body and blood of
Christ. The Manichaaans understand neither the sinfulness of the Gentile sacrifices, nor the importance
of the Hebrew sacrifices, nor the use of the ordinance of the Christian sacrifice. Their own errorsarethe
offering they present to the devil who has deceived them. And thus they depart from the faith, giving
heed to seducing spirits, and to doctrines of devils, speaking liesin hypocrisy.

19\. It may be well that Faustus, or at least that those who are charmed with Faustus' writings, should
know that the doctrine of asingle principle did not come to us from the Gentiles; for the belief in one
true God, from whom every kind of nature is derived, isa part of the origina truth retained among the
Gentiles, notwithstanding their having fallen away to many false gods. For the Gentile philosophers
had the knowledge of God, because, as the apostle says, "the invisible things of God, from the creation
of the world, are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even His eternal power
and Godhead; so that they are without excuse." But, as the apostle adds, "when they knew God, they
glorified Him not as God, neither were thankful; but became vainin their imaginations, and their foolish
heart was darkened. Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools, and changed the glory of the
incorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds, and four-footed beasts,
and creeping things." Romans 1:20-23 These are the idols of the Gentiles, which they cannot explain
except by referring to the creatures made by God; so that this very explanation of their idolatry, on
which the more enlightened Gentiles were wont to pride themselves as a proof of their superiority,
shows the truth of the following words of the apostle: " They worshipped and served the creature rather
than the Creator, who is blessed forever." Romans 1:25 Where you differ from the Gentiles, you arein
error; where you resemble them, you are worse than they. You do not believe, as they do, in asingle
principle; and so you fall into the impiety of believing the substance of the one true God to be liable to
subjugation and corruption. As regards the worship of a plurality of gods, the doctrine of lying devils
has led the Gentiles to worship many idols, and you to worship many phantasms.



20\. We do not turn the sacrifices of the Gentilesinto love-feasts, as Faustus sayswe do. Our love-feasts
arerather asubstitute for the sacrifice spoken of by the Lord, in the words already quoted: "I will have
mercy, and not sacrifice." At our love-feasts the poor obtain vegetable or animal food; and so the crea-
ture of God isused, asfar asit issuitable, for the nourishment of man, who is also God's creature. You
have been led by lying devils, not in self-denial, but in blasphemous error, "to abstain from meatswhich
God has created to be received with thanksgiving of them which believe and know the truth. For every
creature of God isgood, and nothing to berefused, if it be received with thanksgiving." 1 Timothy 4:3-4
In return for the bounties of the Creator, you ungratefully insult Him with your impiety; and becausein
our love-feasts flesh is often given to the poor, you compare Christian charity to Pagan sacrifices. This
indeed, is another point in which you resemble some Pagans. You consider it a crime to kill animals,
because you think that the souls of men pass into them; which is an ideafound in the writings of some
Gentile philosophers, although their successors appear to have thought differently. But here again you
are most in error: for they dreaded slaughtering arelative in the animal; but you dread the slaughter of
your god, for you hold even the souls of animalsto be his members.

21\. As to our paying honor to the memory of the martyrs, and the accusation of Faustus, that we
worship them instead of idols, | should not care to answer such a charge, were it not for the sake of
showing how Faustus, in his desire to cast reproach on us, has overstepped the Manichasan inventions,
and has fallen heedlessly into a popular notion found in Pagan poetry, although he is so anxious to be
distinguished from the Pagans. For in saying that we have turned the idols into martyrs, he speaks of
our worshipping them with similar rites, and appeasing the shades of the departed with wine and food.
Do you, then, believe in shades? We never heard you speak of such things, nor have we read of themin
your books. In fact, you generally oppose such ideas: for you tell us that the souls of the dead, if they
are wicked, or not purified, are made to pass through various changes, or suffer punishment still more
severe; while the good souls are placed in ships, and sail through heaven to that imaginary region of
light which they died fighting for. According to you, then, no souls remain near the burying-place of
the body; and how can there be any shades of the departed? What and where are they? Faustus' love of
evil-speaking has made him forget his own creed; or perhaps he spokein his sleep about ghosts, and did
not wake up even when he saw hiswordsin writing. It istrue that Christians pay religious honor to the
memory of the martyrs, both to excite us to imitate them and to obtain a share in their merits, and the
assistance of their prayers. But we build altars not to any martyr, but to the God of martyrs, although
it isto the memory of the martyrs. No one officiating at the atar in the saints' burying-place ever says,
We bring an offering to you, O Peter! Or O Paul! Or O Cyprian! The offering is made to God, who gave
the crown of martyrdom, whileit isin memory of those thus crowned. The emotion isincreased by the
associations of the place, and love is excited both towards those who are our examples, and towards
Him by whose help we may follow such examples. We regard the martyrs with the same affectionate
intimacy that we feel towards holy men of God in thislife, when we know that their hearts are prepared
to endure the same suffering for the truth of the gospel. There is more devotion in our feeling towards
the martyrs, because we know that their conflict is over; and we can speak with greater confidence in
praise of those already victors in heaven, than of those still combating here. What is properly divine
worship, which the Greeks call _latria_, and for which there is no word in Latin, both in doctrine and
in practice, we give only to God. To this worship belongs the offering of sacrifices, as we see in the



word idolatry, which means the giving of thisworship to idols. Accordingly we never offer, or require
any one to offer, sacrifice to amartyr, or to aholy soul, or to any angel. Any one falling into this error
is instructed by doctrine, either in the way of correction or of caution. For holy beings themselves,
whether saints or angels, refuse to accept what they know to be due to God alone. We see thisin Paul
and Barnabas, when the men of Lycaoniawished to sacrifice to them as gods, on account of the miracles
they performed. They rent their clothes, and restrained the people, crying out to them, and persuading
them that they were not gods. We see it also in the angels, as we read in the Apocalypse that an angel
would not allow himself to be worshipped, and said to his worshipper, "I am your fellow-servant, and
of your brethen." Revelation 19:10 Those who claim this worship are proud spirits, the devil and his
angels, aswe seein all the temples and rites of the Gentiles. Some proud men, too, have copied their
example; as is related of some kings of Babylon. Thus the holy Daniel was accused and persecuted,
because when the king made a decree that no petition should be made to any god, but only to the king,
he was found worshipping and praying to his own God, that is, the one true God. Daniel vi Asfor those
who drink to excess at the feasts of the martyrs, we of course condemn their conduct; for to do so even
in their own houses would be contrary to sound doctrine. But we must try to amend what is bad as
well as prescribe what is good, and must of necessity bear for a time with some things that are not
according to our teaching. The rules of Christian conduct are not to be taken from the indulgences of
the intemperate or the infirmities of the weak. Still, even in this, the guilt of intemperanceis much less
than that of impiety. To sacrifice to the martyrs, even fasting, isworse than to go homeintoxicated from
their feast: to sacrificeto themartyrs, | say, which isadifferent thing from sacrificing to God in memory
of the martyrs, as we do constantly, in the manner required since the revelation of the New Testament,
for this belongs to the worship or _latria_which isdueto God alone. But it isvain to try to make these
heretics understand the full meaning of these words of the Psalmist: "He that offers the sacrifice of
praise glorifies me, and in this way will 1 show him my salvation." Before the coming of Christ, the
flesh and blood of this sacrifice were foreshadowed in the animals slain; in the passion of Christ the
types were fulfilled by the true sacrifice; after the ascension of Christ, this sacrifice is commemorated
in the sacrament. Between the sacrifices of the Pagans and of the Hebrews there is al the difference
that there is between a false imitation and a typical anticipation. We do not despise or denounce the
virginity of holy women because there were vestal virgins. And, in the same way, it is no reproach to
the sacrifices of our fathers that the Gentiles also had sacrifices. The difference between the Christian
and vestal virginity isgreat, yet it consists wholly in the being to whom the vow is made and paid; and
so the difference in the being to whom the sacrifices of the Pagans and Hebrews are made and offered
makes awide difference between them. In the one case they are offered to devils, who presumptuously
make this claim in order to be held as gods, because sacrifice is a divine honor. In the other case they
are offered to the one true God, as a type of the true sacrifice, which also was to be offered to Him in
the passion of the body and blood of Christ.



22\. Faustus is wrong in saying that our Jewish forefathers, in their separation from the Gentiles, re-
tained the temple, and sacrifices, and altars, and priesthood, and abandoned only graven images or
idals, for they might have sacrificed, as some do, without any graven image, to trees and mountains, or
even to the sun and moon and the stars. If they had thus rendered to these objects the worship called
_latria_, they would have served the creature instead of the Creator, and so would have falen into the
serious error of heathenish superstition; and even without idols, they would have found devils ready to
take advantage of their error, and to accept their offerings. For these proud and wicked spirits feed not,
as some foolishly suppose, on the smell of the sacrifice, and the smoke, but on the errors of men. They
enjoy not bodily refreshment, but a malevolent gratification, when they in any way deceive people,
or when, with a bold assumption of borrowed majesty, they boast of receiving divine honors. It was
not, therefore, only the idols of the Gentiles that our Jewish forefathers abandoned. They sacrificed
neither to the earth nor to any earthly thing, nor to the sea, nor to heaven, nor to the hosts of heaven,
but laid the victims on the altar of the one God, Creator of all, who required these offerings as a means
of foreshadowing the true victim, by whom He has reconciled us to Himself in the remission of sins
through our Lord Jesus Christ. So Paul, addressing believers, who are made the body of which Christ
is the Head, says. "l beseech you, therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, that you present your
bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God." Romans 12:1 The Manichasans, on the other hand,
say that human bodies are the workmanship of the race of darkness, and the prison in which the captive
deity is confined. Thus Faustus' doctrineis very different from Paul's. But since whosover preaches to
you another gospel than that you have received must be accursed, what Christ saysin Paul isthe truth,
while Manichaaus in Faustusis accursed.

23\. Faustus says al so, without knowing what he says, that we have retained the manners of the Gentiles.
But seeing that the just lives by faith, and that the end of the commandment is love out of a pure heart,
and a good conscience, and faith unfeigned, and that these three, faith, hope, and love, abide to form
thelife of believers, it isimpossible that there should be similarity in the manners of those who differ in
these three things. Those who believe differently, and hope differently, and love differently, must also
live differently. And if we resemblethe Gentilesin our use of such things asfood and drink, and houses
and clothes and baths, and those of us who marry, in taking and keeping wives, and in begetting and
bringing up children asour heirs, thereis till agreat difference between the man who uses these things
for some end of hisown, and the man who, in using them, gives thanks to God, having no unworthy or
erroneous ideas about God. For as you, according to your own heresy, though you eat the same bread
as other men, and live upon the produce of the same plants and the water of the same fountain, and are
clothed like others in wool and linen, yet lead a different life, not because you eat or drink, or dress
differently, but because you differ from others in your ideas and in your faith, and in all these things
have in view an end of your own — the end, namely, set forth in your false doctrines; in the same way
we, though we resemble the Gentiles in the use of this and other things, do not resemble them in our
life; for while the things are the same, the end is different: for the end we have in view is, according to
the just commandment of God, love out of a pure heart, and a good conscience, and faith unfeigned;
from which some having erred, are turned to vain jangling. In this vain jangling you bear the palm,
for you do not attend to the fact that so great is the difference of life produced by a different faith,
even when the things in possession and use are the same, that though your followers have wives, and



in spite of themselves get children, for whom they gather and store up wealth; though they eat flesh,
drink wine, bathe, reap harvests, gather vintages, engage in trade, and occupy high official positions,
you nevertheless reckon them as belonging to you, and not to the Gentiles, though in their actions they
approach nearer to the Gentiles than to you. And though some of the Gentilesin some things resemble
you more than your own followers — those, for instance, who in superstitious devotion abstain from
flesh, and wine, and marriage, — you still count your own followers, even though they use all these
things, and so are unlike you, as belonging to the flock of Manichaaus rather than those who resemble
you in their practices. You consider as belonging to you a woman that believes in Manichaaus, though
she is a mother, rather than a Sibyl, though she never marries. But you will say that many who are
called Catholic Christians are adulterers, robbers, misers, drunkards, and whatever else is contrary to
sound doctrine. | ask if none such are to be found in your company, which is aimost too small to be
called a company. And because there are some among the Pagans who are not of this character, do you
consider them as better than yourselves? And yet, in fact, your heresy is so blasphemous, that even
your followers who are not of such a character are worse than the Pagans who are. It is therefore no
impeachment to sound doctrine, which alone is Catholic, that many wish to take its name, who will
not yield to its beneficial influence. We must bear in mind the true meaning of the contrast which the
L ord makes between the little company and the mass of mankind, as spread over al the world; for the
company of saintsand believersis small, asthe amount of grain is small when compared with the heap
of chaff; and yet the good grain is quite sufficient far to outnumber you, good and bad together, for
good and bad are both strangers to the truth. In a word, we are not a schism of the Gentiles, for we
differ from them greatly for the better; nor are you, for you differ from them greatly for the worse.
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Faustusinsists the Manichees worship one God, not two: Hyle, the evil principle, isno more agod than
sicknessisakind of health, or poison akind of antidote. The analogies are deftly chosen, and Faustus
even concedes that Manichees do sometimes speak of the hostile nature as "god" — citing Paul's "the
god of this world has blinded the minds of them that believe not." Augustine seizes precisely on that
verse, noting that most readers punctuate it otherwise: afull stop after "God," so that it is the true God
who blinds unbelieving minds. The book turns on that comma.

Faustus denies that Manichaeans believe in two gods. Hyle no god. Augustine discusses at large
thedoctrine of God and Hyle, and fixes the charge of dualism upon the M anichaeans.



1\. Faustus_said: Do we believein one God or intwo? In one, of course. If we are accused of making
two gods, | reply that it cannot be shown that we ever said anything of the kind. Why do you suspect
us of this? Because, you say, you believe in two principles, good and evil. It istrue, we believe in two
principles; but one we call God, and the other _Hyle , or, to use common popular language, the devil.
If you think this means two gods, you may as well think that the health and sickness of which doctors
speak are two kinds of health, or that good and evil are two kinds of good, or that wealth and poverty
are two kinds of wealth. If | were describing two things, one white and the other black, or one hot and
the other cold, or one sweet and the other bitter, it would appear like idiocy or insanity in you to say
that | was describing two white things, or two hot things, or two sweet things. So, when | assert that
there are two principles, God and _Hyle_, you have no reason for saying that | believe in two gods. Do
you think that we must call them both gods because we attribute, asis proper, al the power of evil to
_Hyle , and al the power of good to God? If so, you may as well say that a poison and the antidote
must both be called antidotes, because each has a power of its own, and certain effects follow from the
action of both. So also, you may say that a physician and a poisoner are both physicians; or that ajust
and an unjust man are both just, because both do something. If thisis absurd, it is still more absurd
to say that God and _Hyle must both be gods, because they both produce certain effects. It is a very
childish and impotent way of arguing, when you cannot refute my statements, to make a quarrel about
names. | grant that we, too, sometimes call the hostile nature God; not that we believe it to be God, but
that this name is already adopted by the worshippers of this nature, who in their error supposeit to be
God. Thus the apostle says: "The god of this world has blinded the minds of them that believe not."
2 Corinthians 4:4 He calls him God, because he would be so called by his worshippers; adding that he
blinds their minds, to show that he is not the true God.

2\. _Augustine_replied: You often speak in your discourses of two gods, asindeed you acknowledge,
though at first you denied it. And you give as areason for thus speaking the words of the apostle: "The
god of thisworld has blinded the minds of them that believe not." Most of us punctuate this sentence
differently, and explain it as meaning that the true God has blinded the minds of unbelievers. They put
astop after the word God, and read the following words together. Or without this punctuation you may,
for the sake of exposition, changethe order of thewords, and read, "'In whom God has blinded the minds
of unbelievers of thisworld," which gives the same sense. The act of blinding the minds of unbelievers
may in one sense be ascribed to God, as the effect not of malice, but of justice. Thus Paul himself says
elsewhere, "Is God unjust, who takes vengeance?' Romans 3:5 and again, "What shall we say then?
Is there unrighteousness with God? God forbid. For Moses says, | will have mercy on whom | will
have mercy, and will have compassion on whom | will have compassion.” Observe what he adds, after
asserting the undeniable truth that there is no unrighteousness with God: "But what if God, willing to
show Hiswrath, and to make His power known, endured with much long-suffering the vessel s of wrath
fitted for destruction, and that He might manifest the riches of His grace towards the vessels of mercy,
which He has before prepared unto glory?" etc. Hereit evidently cannot be said that it is one God who
shows hiswrath, and makes known his power in the vessels of wrath fitted for destruction, and another
God who shows hisrichesin the vessels of mercy. According to the apostle's doctrine, it is one and the
same God who does both. Hence he says again, "For this cause God gave them up to the lusts of their
own heart, to uncleanness, to dishonor their own bodies between themselves;" and immediately after,



"For this cause God gave them up unto vile affections;" and again, "And even as they did not like to
retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over to areprobate mind." Here we see how the true and
just God blinds the minds of unbelievers. For in all these words quoted from the apostle no other God
isunderstood than He whose Son, sent by Him, came saying, "For judgment am | comeinto thisworld,
that they which see not might see, and that they which see might be made blind." John 9:39 Here, again,
it is plain to the minds of believers how God blinds the minds of unbelievers. For among the secret
things, which contain the righteous principles of God's judgment, there is a secret which determines
that the minds of some shall be blinded, and the minds of some enlightened. Regarding this, it iswell
said of God, "Your judgments are a great deep.” The apostle, in admiration of the unfathomable depth
of this abyss, exclaims: "O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and of the knowledge of God!
How unsearchable are His judgments, and His ways past finding out!" Romans 11:33

3\. You cannot distinguish between what God does in mercy and what He does in judgment, because
you can neither understand nor use the words of our Psalter: "I will sing of mercy and judgment unto
You, O Lord." Accordingly, whatever in the feebleness of your frail humanity seems amissto you, you
separate entirely from the will and judgment of God: for you are provided with another evil god, not
by a discovery of truth, but by an invention of folly; and to this god you attribute not only what you
do unjustly, but also what you suffer justly. Thus you assign to God the bestowal of blessings, and take
from Him the infliction of judgments, as if He of whom Christ says that He has prepared everlasting
fire for the wicked were a different being from Him who makes His sun to rise upon the evil and the
good, and sends rain on the just and on the unjust. Why do you not understand that this great goodness
and great severity belong to one God, but because you have not |earned to sing of mercy and judgment?
Is not He who causes the sun to rise on the evil and the good, and sends rain on the just and on the
unjust, the same who al so breaks off the natural branches, and engrafts contrary to nature the wild olive
tree? Does not the apostle, in reference to this, say of this one God: "You see, then, the goodness and
severity of God: to them which were broken off, severity; but toward you, goodness, if you continuein
His goodness?' Romans 11:17-24 Hereit isto be observed how the apostle takes away neither judicial
severity from God, nor free-will from man. It is a profound mystery, impenetrable by human thought,
how God both condemns the ungodly and justifies the ungodly; for both these things are said of Himin
thetruth of the Holy Scriptures. But isthe mysteriousness of the divine judgments any reason for taking
pleasure in cavilling against them? How much more becoming, and more suitable to the limitation of
our powers, to feel the same awe which the apostle felt, and to exclaim, " O the depth of the riches both
of the wisdom and of the knowledge of God! How unsearchable are His judgments, and His ways past
finding out!" How much better thus to admire what you cannot explain, than to try to make an evil god
in addition to the true God, simply because you cannot understand the one good God! For it is not a
question of names, but of actions.

4\. Faustus glibly defends himself by saying, "We speak not of two gods, but of God and _Hyle ." But
when you ask for the meaning of _Hyle , you find that it is in fact another god. If the Manichaaans
gave the name of _Hyle , as the ancients did, to the unformed matter which is susceptible of bodily
forms, we should not accuse them of making two gods. But it is pure folly and madness to give to
matter the power of forming bodies, or to deny that what has this power is God. When you give to



some other being the power which belongs to the true God of making the qualities and forms, by which
bodies, elements, and animals exist, according to their respective modes, whatever name you choose
to give to this being, you are chargeable with making another god. There are indeed two errorsin this
blasphemous doctrine. In the first place, you ascribe the act of God to a being whom you are ashamed
to call god; though you must call him god aslong as you make him do thingswhich only God can do. In
the second place, the good things done by a good God you call bad, and ascribe to an evil god, because
you feel a childish horror of whatever shocks the frailty of fallen humanity, and a childish pleasurein
the opposite. So you think snakes are made by an evil being; while you consider the sun so great a
good, that you believe it to be not the creature of God, but an emission from His substance. You must
know that the true God, in whom, alas, you have not yet come to believe, made both the snake along
with the lower creatures, and the sun along with other exalted creatures. Moreover, among still more
exalted creatures, not heavenly bodies, but spiritual beings, He has made what far surpasses the light
of the sun, and what no carnal man can perceive, much less you, who, in your condemnation of flesh,
condemn the very principle by which you determine good and evil. For your only idea of evil isfrom
the disagreeableness of some things to the fleshly sense; and your only idea of good is from sensual
gratification.



5\. When | consider the things lowest in the scale of nature, which are within our view, and which,
though earthly, and feeble, and mortal, are still the works of God, | am lost in admiration of the Cre-
ator, who is so great, in the great works and no less great in the small. For the divine skill seen in
the formation of all creatures in heaven and earth is aways like itself, even in those things that differ
from one another; for it is everywhere perfect, in the perfection which it gives to everything in its own
kind. We see each creature made not as a whole by itself, but in relation to the rest of the creation;
so that the whole divine skill is displayed in the formation of each, arranging each in its proper place
and order, and providing what is suitable for all, both separately and unitedly. See here, lowest in the
scale, the animals which fly, and swim, and walk, and creep. These are mortal creatures, whose life,
as it is written, "is as a vapor which appears for a little time." James 4:15 Each of these, according
to the capacity of its kind, contributes the measure appointed in the goodness of the Creator to the
compl eteness of thewhole, so that the lowest partake in the good which the highest possessin agreater
degree. Show me, if you can, any animal, however despicable, whose soul hatesits own flesh, and does
not rather nourish and cherish it, by its vital motion minister to its growth and direct its activity, and
exercise a sort of management over a little universe of its own, which it makes subservient to its own
preservation. Even in the discipline of his own body by arationa being, who brings his body under,
that earthly passion may not hinder his perception of wisdom, thereislove for hisown flesh, which he
then reduces to obedience, which isits proper condition. Indeed, you yourselves, although your heresy
teaches you a fleshly abhorrence of the flesh, cannot help loving your own flesh, and caring for its
safety and comfort, both by avoiding all injury from blows, and fals, and inclement weather, and by
seeking for the means of keeping it in health. Thusthelaw of natureistoo strong for your false doctrine.

6\. Looking at the flesh itself, do we not see in the construction of its vital parts, in the symmetry of
form, in the position and arrangement of the limbs of action and the organs of sensation, all acting
in harmony; do we not see in the adjustment of measures, in the proportion of numbers, in the order
of weights, the handiwork of the true God, of whom it is truly said, "You have ordered al thingsin
measure, and number, and weight"? Wisdom 11:21 If your heart was not hardened and corrupted by
falsehood, you would understand the invisible things of God from the things which He has made, even
in these feeble creatures of flesh. For who is the author of the things | have mentioned, but He whose
unity is the standard of all measure, whose wisdom is the model of al beauty, and whose law is the
rule of all order? If you are blind to these things, hear at |east the words of the apostle.

7\. For the apostle, in speaking of the love which husbands ought to have for their wives gives, as
an example, the love of the soul for the body. The words are: "He that loves his wife, loves himself:
for no man ever yet hated his own flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it, even as Christ the Church.”
Ephesians 5:28-29 Look at the whole animal creation, and you find in the instinctive self-preservation
of every animal thisnatural principle of lovetoitsown flesh. Itisso not only with men, who, when they
live aright, both provide for the safety of their flesh, and keep their carnal appetitesin subjection to the
use of reason; the brutes also avoid pain, and shrink from death, and escape asrapidly as they can from
whatever might break up the construction of their bodies, or dissolve the connection of spirit and flesh;
for the brutes, too, nourish and cherish their own flesh. "For no one ever yet," says the apostle, "hated
his own flesh, but nourishes and cherishesit, even as Christ the Church." See where the apostle begins,



and to what he ascends. Consider, if you can, the greatness which creation derives from its Creator,
embracing asit does the whole extent from the host of heaven down to flesh and blood, with the beauty
of manifold form, and the order of successive gradations.

8\. The same apostle again, when speaking of spiritual gifts as diverse, and yet tending to harmonious
action, to illustrate a matter so great, and divine, and mysterious, makes a comparison with the human
body — thus plainly intimating that this flesh is the handiwork of God. The whole passage, as found
in the Epistle to the Corinthians, is so much to the point, that though it islong, | think it not amiss to
insert it al: "Now concerning spiritua gifts, brethren, | would not have you ignorant. You know that
you were Gentiles, carried away unto these dumb idols, even as you were led. Wherefore | give you to
understand, that no man speaking by the Spirit of God calls Jesus accursed; and that no man can say
that Jesusisthe Lord, but by the Holy Ghost. Now there are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit. And
there are diversities of administrations, but the same Lord. And there are diversities of operations, but
it is the same God which works al in all. But the manifestation of the Spirit is given to every man to
profit withal. For to oneisgiven by the Spirit the word of wisdom; to another the word of knowledge by
the same Spirit; to another faith by the same Spirit; to another the gifts of healing by the same Spirit;
to another the working of miracles; to another prophecy; to another discerning of spirits; to another
various kinds of tongues; to another the interpretation of tongues: but all these works that one and the
self-same Spirit, dividing to every man severally as He will. For as the body is one, and has many
members, and all the members of that one body, being many, are one body: so also is Christ. For by
one Spirit are we all baptized into one body, whether we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or
free; and have been all made to drink into one Spirit. For the body is not one member, but many. If the
foot shall say, Because | am not the hand, | am not of the body; isit therefore not of the body? And if
the ear shall say, Because | am not the eye, | am not of the body; isit therefore not of the body? If the
whole body were an eye, where were the hearing? If the whole were hearing, where were the smelling?
But now has God set the members every one of them in the body, as it has pleased Him. And if they
were all one member, where were the body? But now are they many members, yet but one body. And
the eye cannot say unto the hand, | have no need of you; nor again the head to the feet, | have no need
of you. Nay, much more those members of the body, which seem to be more feeble, are necessary; and
those members of the body which we think to be less honorable, upon these we bestow more abundant
honor; and our uncomely parts have more abundant comeliness. For our comely parts have no need;
but God has tempered the body together, having given more abundant honor to that part which lacked:
that there should be no schism in the body, but that the members should have the same care one for
another. And whether one member suffer, all the members suffer with it; or one member be honored,
all the members rejoice with it." 1 Corinthians 12:1-26 Apart altogether from Christian faith, which
would lead you to believe the apostle, if you have common sense to perceive what is self-evident, let
each examine and see for himself the plain truth regarding those things of which the apostle speaks —
what greatness belongs to the least, and what goodness to the lowest; for these are the things which
the apostle extols, in order to illustrate by means of these common and visible bodily objects, unseen
spiritual realities of the most exalted nature.



9\. Whoever, then, deniesthat our body and its members, which the apostle so approves and extols, are
the handiwork of God, you see whom he contradicts, preaching contrary to what you have received.
So, instead of refuting his opinions, | may leave him to be accursed of all Christians. The apostle
says, God tempered the body. Faustus says, Not God, but _Hyle . Anathemas are more suitable than
arguments to such contradictions. You cannot say that God is here called the God of this world. And
if any one understands the passage where this expression does occur to mean that the devil blinds the
minds of unbelievers, we grant that he does so by hisevil suggestions, from yielding to which, menlose
the light of righteousness in God's righteous retribution. This is al in accordance with sacred Scrip-
ture. The apostle himself speaks of temptation from without: "I fear lest, as the serpent beguiled Eve
through his subtlety, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity and purity that isin Christ.”
2 Corinthians 11:3 To the same purpose are the words, "Evil communications corrupt good manners;"
1 Corinthians 15:33 and when he speaks of a man deceiving himself, "Whoever thinks himself to be
anything, when he is nothing, deceives himself;" Galatians 6:3 or again, in the passage already quoted
of the judgment of God, "God gave them over to a reprobate mind, to do those things which are not
convenient.” Romans 1:28 Similarly, in the Old Testament, after the words, "God did not create death,
nor has He pleasure in the destruction of the living," we read, "By the envy of the devil death entered
into the world." And again of death, that men may not put the blame from themselves, "The wicked
invite her with hands and voice; and thinking her a friend, they are drawn down." Wisdom 1:16 Else-
where, however, it issaid, "Good and evil, life and death, riches and poverty, are from the Lord God."
Sirach 11:14 This seems perplexing to people who do not understand that, apart from the manifest
judgment to follow hereafter upon every evil work, there is an actual judgment at the time; so that in
one action, besides the craft of the deceiver and the wickedness of the voluntary agent, thereisalso the
just penalty of the judge: for while the devil suggests, and man consents, God abandons. So, if you join
the words, _God of this world_, and understand that the devil blinds unbelievers by his mischievous
delusions, themeaning is not abad one. For theword God isnot used by itself, but with the qualification
_of thisworld_, that is, of wicked men, who seek to prosper only in this age. In this sense the world is
also called evil, whereit iswritten, "that He might deliver us from this present evil age." Galatians 1:4
In the same way, in the expression, "whose god is their belly," it is only in connection with the word
_whose_that the belly iscalled god. So also, in the Psalms, the devilswould not be called gods without
adding "of the nations." But in the passage we are now considering it is not said, The god of thisworld,
or, Whose god is their belly, or, The gods of the nations are devils; but smply, God has tempered the
body, which can be understood only of the true God, the Creator of al. Thereisno disparaging addition
here, asin the other cases. But perhaps Faustus will say that God tempered the body, not as the maker
of it, in the arrangement of its members, but by mixing His light with it. Thus Faustus would attribute
to some other being than God the construction of the body, and the arrangement of its members, while
God tempered the evil of the construction by the mixture of His goodness. Such are the inventionswith
which the Manichaeans cram feeble minds. But God, in aid of the feeble, by the mouth of the sacred
writers rebukes this opinion. For we read afew verses before: " God has placed the members every one
of them in the body, asit has pleased Him." Evidently, God is said to have tempered the body, because
He has constructed it of many members, which in their union preserve the variety of their respective
functions.



10\. Do the Manichasans suppose that the animals which, according to their wild notions, were con-
structed by _Hyle intherace of darkness, had not thisharmonious action of their members, commend-
ed by the apostle, before God mixed His light with them; so that then the head did say to the feet, or
the eye to the hand, | have no need of you? Thisis not and cannot be the Manichasan doctrine, for they
describe the animals as using all these members, and speak of them as creeping, walking, swimming,
flying, eachinitsown kind. They could all see, too, and hear, and use the other senses, and nourish and
cherish their own bodies with appropriate means and appliances. Hence, moreover, they had the power
of reproduction, for they are spoken of as having offspring. All these things, of which Faust speaks
disparagingly as the works of _Hyle , could not be done without that harmonious arrangement which
the apostle praises and ascribes to God. Is it not now plain who is to be followed, and who is to be
pronounced accursed? Indeed, the Manichaeans tell us of animals that could speak; and their speeches
were heard and understood and approved of by all creatures, whether creeping things, or quadrupeds,
or birds, or fish. Amazing and supernatural eloguence! Especialy as they had no grammarian or elo-
cutionist to teach them, and had not passed through the painful experience of the cane and the birch.
Why, Faustus himself began late in life to learn oratory, that he might discourse elogquently on these
absurdities; and with all his cleverness, after ruining his health by study, his preaching has gained a
mere handful of followers. What a pity that he was born in the light, and not in that region of darkness!
If he had discoursed there against the light, the whole animal creation, from the biped to the centipede,
from the dragon to the shell-fish, would have listened eagerly, and obeyed at once; whereas, when he
discourses here against the race of darkness, heis oftener called eloquent than learned, and oftener still
afalse teacher of the worst kind. And among the few Manichasans who extol him as a great teacher, he
has none of the lower animals as his disciples; and not even his horse is any the wiser for his master's
instructions, so that the mixture of a part of deity seems only to make the animals more stupid. What
absurdity is this! When will these deluded beings have the sense to compare the description in the
Manichaean fiction of what the animals were formerly in their own region, with what they are now in
this world? Then their bodies were strong, now they are feeble; then their power of vision was such
that they were induced to invade the region of God on account of the beauty which they saw, now it
is too weak to face the rays of the sun; then they had intelligence sufficient to understand a discourse
addressed to them, now they have no ability of the kind; then this astonishing and effective eloquence
was natural, now eloquence of the most meagrekind requiresdiligent study and preparation. How many
good things did the race of darkness lose by the mixture of good!

11\. Faustus has displayed his ingenuity, in the remarks to which | am now replying, by making for
himself along list of opposites — health and sickness, riches and poverty, white and black, cold and
hot, sweet and bitter. We need not say much about black and white. Or, if there is a character for good
or evil in colors, so that white must be ascribed to God and black to _Hyle ; if God threw awhite color
on the wings of birds, when Hyle , as the Manichaeans say, created them, where had the crows gone
to when the swans got whitened? Nor need we discuss heat and cold, for both are good in moderation,
and dangerous in excess. With regard to the rest, Faustus probably intended that good and evil, which
he might aswell have put first, should be understood as including the rest, so that health, riches, white,
hot, sweet, should belong to good; and sickness, poverty, black, cold, bitter, to evil. The ignorance and
folly of thisis obvious. It might look like reviling if | were to take up separately white and black, hot



and cold, sweet and bitter, health and sickness. For if white and sweet are both good, and black and
bitter evil, how is it that most grapes and all olives become black as they become sweet, and so get
good by getting evil? And if heat and health are both good, and cold and sickness evil, why do bodies
become sick when heated? Is it healthy to have fever? But | let these things pass, for they may have
been put down hastily, or they may have been given as merely instances of opposition, and not as being
good and bad, especially asit is nowhere stated that the fire among the race of darknessis cold, so that
heat in this case must unquestionably be evil.

12\. We pass on, then, to health, riches, sweetness, which Faustus evidently accounts good in his con-
trasts. Was there no health of body in the race of darkness where animals were born and grew up and
brought forth, and had such vitality, that when some that were with child were taken, asthe story is, and
were put in bonds in heaven, even the abortive offspring of a premature birth, falling from heaven to
earth, nevertheless lived, and grew, and produced the innumerabl e kinds of animals which now exist?
Or were there no riches where trees could grow not only in water and wind, but in smoke and fire,
and could bear such a rich produce, that animals, according to their severa kinds, sprang from the
fruit, and were provided with the means of subsistence from those fertile trees, and showed how well
fed they were by a numerous progeny? And all this where there was no toil in cultivation, and no
inclement change from summer to winter, for there was no sun to give variety to the seasons by his
annual course. There must have been perennial productiveness where the trees were not only born in
their own element, but had a supply of appropriate nourishment to make them constantly fertile; aswe
see orange-trees bearing fruit all the year round if they are well watered. The riches must have been
abundant, and they must have been secure from harm; for there could be no fear of hailstorms when
there were no light-gatherers who, in your fable, set the thunder in motion.



13\. Nor would the beings in this race of darkness have sought for food if it had not been sweet and
pleasant, so that they would have died from want. For we find that all bodies have their peculiar wants,
according to which food is either agreeable or offensive. If it is agreeable, it is said to be sweet or
pleasant; if it is offensive, it is said to be bitter or sour, or in some way disagreeable. In human beings
we find that one desires food which another dislikes, from a difference in constitution or habit or state
of health. Still more, animals of quite different make can find pleasure in food which is disagreeable
to us. Why else should the goats feed so eagerly on the wild olives? This food is sweet to them, asin
some sicknesses honey tastes bitter to us. To a thoughtful inquirer these things suggest the beauty of
the arrangement in which each finds what suits it, and the greatness of the good which extends from
the lowest to the highest, and from the material to the spiritual. Asfor the race of darkness, if an animal
sprung from any element fed on what was produced by that element, doubtless the food must have
been sweet from its appropriateness. Again, if thisanimal had found food of another element, the want
of appropriateness would have appeared in its offensiveness to the taste. Such offensivenessis called
sourness, or bitterness, or disagreeableness, or something of the kind; or if its adverse nature is such
as to destroy the harmony of the bodily constitution, and so take away life or reduce the strength, it
is called poison, simply on account of this want of appropriateness, while it may nourish the kind of
life to which it is appropriate. So, if a hawk eat the bread which is our daily food, it dies; and we die
if we eat hellebore, which cattle often feed on, and which may itself in a certain form be used as a
medicine. If Faustus had known or thought of this, he would not have given poison and antidote as an
example of the two natures of good and evil, as if God were the antidote and _Hyle the poison. For
the same thing, of one and the same nature, killsor cures, asit is used appropriately or inappropriately.
In the Manichaean legends, their god might be said to have been poison to the race of darkness; for he
so injured their bodies, that from being strong, they became utterly feeble. But then again, as the light
was itself taken, and subjected to loss and injury, it may be said to have been poison to itself.

14\. Instead of one good and one evil principle, you seem to make both good or both evil, or rather two
good and two evil; for they are good in themselves, and evil to one another. We may see afterwards
which isthe better or the worse; but meanwhile we may think of them as both good in themselves. Thus
God reigned in oneregion, while _Hyle reigned in the other. There was health in both kingdoms, and
rich produce in both; both had a numerous progeny, and both tasted the sweetness of pleasures suitable
to their respective natures. But the race of darkness, say the Manichaaans, excepting the part which was
evil to the light which it bordered on, was aso evil to itself. As, however, | have already pointed out
many good things in it, if you can point out its evils, there will still be two good kingdoms, though
the one where there are no evils will be the better of the two. What, then, do you call its evils? They
plundered, and killed, and devoured one another, according to Faustus. But if they did nothing else than
this, how could such numerous hosts be born and grow up to maturity? They must have enjoyed peace
and tranquillity too. But, allowing the kingdom where there is no discord to be the better of the two,
still they should both be called good, rather than one good and the other bad. Thus the better kingdom
will be that where they killed neither themselves nor one another; and the worse, or less good, where,
though they fought with one another, each separate animal preserved itsown naturein health and safety.
But we cannot make much difference between your god and the prince of darkness, whom no one
opposed, whose reign was acknowledged by all, and whose proposal s were unanimously agreed to. All



thisimplies great peace and harmony. Those kingdoms are happy where all agree heartily in obedience
to the king. Moreover, the rule of this prince extended not only to his own species, or to bipeds whom
you make the parents of mankind, but to all kinds of animals, who waited in his presence, obeying his
commands, and believing his declarations. Do you think people are so stupid as not to recognize the
attributes of deity in your description of this prince, or to think it possible that you can have another?
If the authority of this prince rested on his resources, he must have been very powerful; if on hisfame,
he must have been renowned; if on love, the regard must have been universal; if on fear, he must have
kept the strictest order. If some evils, then, were mixed with so many good things, who that knows the
meaning of wordswould call thisthe nature of evil? Besides, if you call thisthe nature of evil, because
it was not only evil to the other nature, but was aso evil in itself, was there no evil, think you, in the
dire necessity to which your god was subjected before the mixture with the opposite nature, so that he
was compelled to fight with it, and to send his own members to be swallowed up so mercilessly asto
be beyond the hope of complete recovery? This was a great evil in that nature before its mixture with
the only thing you allow to be evil. Your god must either have had it in his power not to be injured and
sullied by the race of darkness, in which case his own folly must have brought him into trouble; or if
his substance was liable to corruption, the object of your worship is not the incorruptible God of whom
the apostle speaks. 1 Timothy 1:17 Does not, then thisliability to corruption, even apart from the actual
experience, seem to you to be an evil in your god?

15\. Itisplain, moreover, that either he must have been destitute of prescience, — agreat defect, surely,
in the Deity, not to know what is coming; or if he had prescience, he can never have felt secure, but
must have been in constant terror, which you must allow to be a serious evil. There must have been the
fear at every moment, that the time might be come for that conflict in which his members suffered such
loss and contamination, that to liberate and purify them costs infinite labor, and, after all, can be done
only partialy. If it is going too far to attribute this state of alarm to the Deity himself, his members
at least must have dreaded the prospect of suffering all these evils. Then, again, if they were ignorant
of what was to happen, the substance of your god must have been so far wanting in prescience. How
many evils do you reckon in your chief good? Perhaps you will say that they had no fear, because they
foresaw, along with the suffering, their liberation and triumph. But still they must have feared for their
companions, if they knew that they were to be cut off from their kingdom, and bound for ever in the
mass of darkness.



16\. Had they not the charity to feel a kindly sympathy for those who were doomed to suffer eternal
punishment, without having committed any sin? These souls that were to be bound up with the mass,
were not they too part of your god? Were they not of the same origin, the same substance? They at |east
must have felt grief or fear in the prospect of their own eternal bondage. To say that they did not know
what was to happen, while the others did, is to make one and the same substance partly acquainted
with the future, and partly ignorant. How can you call this substance the pure, and perfect, and supreme
good, if there were such evilsin it, even before its mixture with the evil principle? You will have to
confess your two principles either both good or both evil. If you make two evils, you may make either
of them the worse, asyou please. But if you make two goods, we shall have to inquire which you make
the better. Meanwhile there is an end to your doctrine of two principles, one good and the other evil,
which are in fact two gods, one good and the other evil. But if hurting another is evil, they both hurt
one another. Perhaps the greater evil was in the principle that first began the attack. But if one began
the injury, the other returned it; and not by the law of compensation, an eye for an eye, which you are
foolish enough to find fault with, but with far greater severity. You must choose which you will call
the worse — the one that began the injury, or the one that had the will and the power to do still greater
injury. The onetried to get asharein the enjoyment of light; the other effected the entire overthrow of its
opponent. If the one had got what it desired, it would certainly have done no harmtoitself. But the other,
in the discomfiture of its adversary, did great mischief to part of itself; reminding us of the well-known
passi onate exclamation, which ison record as having been actually used, " Perish our friends, if that will
rid us of our enemies.” For part of your god was sent to suffer hopel ess contamination, that there might
be a covering for the massin which the enemy isto be buried for ever alive. So much will he continueto
be dreaded even when conquered and bound, that the security, such asit is, of one part of the deity must
be purchased by the eternal misery of the other parts. Such is the harmlessness of the good principle!
Your god, it appears, is guilty of the crime with which you charge the race of darkness — of injuring
both friends and enemies. The chargeis proved in the case of your god, by that final massin which his
enemies are confined, while his own subjects are involved in it. In fact, the principle that you call god
is the more injurious of the two, both to friends and to enemies. In the case of _Hyle_, there was no
desireto destroy the opposite kingdom, but only to possessit; and though some of its subjects were put
to death by the violence of others, they appeared again in other forms, so that in the alternation of life
and death they had intervals of enjoyment in their history. But your god, with all the omnipotence and
perfect excellence that you ascribe to him, dooms his enemies to eternal destruction, and his friends to
eternal punishment. And the height of insanity isin believing that while internal contest occasions the
injury of the membersof _Hyle , victory brings punishment to the members of God. What means this
folly? To use Faustus comparison of God and _Hyle to the antidote and poison, the antidote seems
to be more mischievous than the poison. We do not hear of _Hyle shutting up God for ever in amass
of darkness, or driving its own members into it; or, which isworst of all, slandering this unfortunate
remnant, as an excuse for not effecting its purification. For Manichaaus, in his Fundamental Epistle,
says that these souls deserved to be thus punished, because they allowed themselves to be led away
from their original brightness, and became enemies of holy light; whereas it was God himself that sent
them to lose themselves in the region of darkness, that light might be opposed to light: which was
unjust, if he forced them against their will; while, if they went willingly, he is ungrateful in punishing



them. These souls can never have been happy, if they were tormented with fear before the conflict, from
knowing that they were to become enemies to their origina principle, and then in the conflict were
hopelessly contaminated, and afterwards eternally condemned. On the other hand, they can never have
been divine, if beforethe conflict they were unaware of what was coming, from want of prescience, and
then showed feebleness in the conflict, and suffered misery afterwards. And what is true of them must
be true of God, since they are of the same substance. |sthere any hope of your seeing the folly of these
blasphemies? You attempt, indeed, to vindicate the goodness of God, by asserting that _Hyle when
shut up is prevented from doing any moreinjury to itself. _Hyle , it seems, isto get some good, when
it has no longer any good mixed with it. Perhaps, as God before the conflict had the evil of necessity,
when the good was unmixed with evil, so _Hyle after the conflict is to have the good of rest, when
the evil is unmixed with good. Your principles are thus either two evils, one worse than the other; or
two goods, both imperfect, but one better than the other. The better, however, isthe more miserable; for
if the issue of this great conflict is that the enemy gets some good by the cessation of mutual injuries
in _Hyle , while God's own subjects suffer the serious evil of being driven into the mass of darkness,
we may ask who has got the victory. The poison, we are to understand, is_Hyle , where, nevertheless,
animal life found a plentiful supply of the means of growth and productiveness; while the antidote is
God, who could condemn his own members, but could not restore them. In reality, it isas absurd to call
the one _Hyle , asit isto cal the other God. These are the follies of men who turn to fables because
they cannot bear sound doctrine.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXI|

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee proposes a tidy solution to the moral scandals of the Old Testament: the patri-
archs were saints, so the texts that show them lying, killing, and taking many wives must be forgeries
— and the true law is only the Decalogue's plain prohibitions, which pagans keep already. Augustine
will not have it. Book XXII is hislong, patient reply, running through Abraham's concubines, Jacob's
deceptions, Moses at the Egyptian's grave, Hosea's marriage, and David's adulteries, defending each by
intention, historical office, or figural meaning, and in the process working out the account of just war
and rightly-ordered lovethat later canonists and Aquinaswould draw on for centuries. Anyone who has
ever winced at apage of Judges will recognize the questions Faustusis asking, and will find Augustine
unwilling to answer them cheaply.

Faustus states his objections to the morality of the law and the prophets, and Augustine seeks
by the application of the type and the allegory to explain away the moral difficulties of the Old
Testament.

1\. Faustus_said: You ask why we blaspheme the law and the prophets. We are so far from professing
or feeling any hostility to the law and the prophets, that we are ready, if you will allow us, to declare
the falsehood of al the writings which make the law and the prophets appear objectionable. But this
you refuse to admit, and by maintaining the authority of your writers, you bring a perhaps unmerited
reproach upon the prophets; you slander the patriarchs, and dishonor the law. You are so unreasonable
as to deny that your writers are false, while you uphold the piety and sanctity of those who are de-
scribed in these writings as guilty of the worst crimes, and as leading wicked lives. These opinions are
inconsistent; for either these were bad characters, or the writers were untruthful.

2\. Supposing, then, that we agree in condemning the writers, we may succeed in vindicating the law
and the prophets. By the law must be understood not circumcision, or Sabbaths, or sacrifices, or the
other Jewish observances, but the true law, viz., You shall not kill, You shall not commit adultery, You
shall not bear false witness, and so on. To this law, promulgated throughout the world, that is, at the
commencement of the present constitution of the world, the Hebrew writers did violence, by infecting
it with the pollution of their disgusting precepts about circumcision and sacrifice. As a friend of the
law, you should join with me in condemning the Jews for injuring the law by this mixture of unsuitable
precepts. Plainly, you must be aware that these precepts are not the law, or any part of thelaw, sinceyou
claim to be righteous, though you make no attempt to keep the precepts. In seeking to lead a righteous



life, you pay great regard to the commandments which forbid sinful actions, while you take no notice
of the Jewish observances, which would be unjustifiable if they were one and the same law. You resent
asafoul reproach being called negligent of the precept, "You shall not kill," or "You shall not commit
adultery." And if you showed the same resentment at being called uncircumcised, or negligent of the
Sabbath, it would be evident that you considered both to be the law and the commandment of God. In
fact, however, you consider the honor and glory of keeping the one no way endangered by disregard of
the other. It is plain, as | have said, that these observances are not the law, but a disfigurement of the
law. If we condemn them, it is not as being genuine, but as spurious. In this condemnation there is no
reproach of the law, or of God its author, but only of those who published their shocking superstitions
under these names. If we sometimes abuse the venerable name of law in attacking the Jewish precepts,
the fault is yours, for refusing to distinguish between Hebrew observances and the law. Only restore
to the law its proper dignity, by removing these foul Israglitish blots; grant that these writers are guilty
of disfiguring the law, and you will see at once that we are the enemies not of the law, but of Judaism.
You are misled by the word law; for you do not know to what that name properly belongs.

3\. For my part, | see no reason for your thinking that we blaspheme your prophetsand patriarchs. There
would indeed be some ground for the charge, if we had been directly or remotely the authors of the
account given of their actions. But as this account is written either by themselves, in acriminal desire
to be famous for their misdeeds, or by their companions and coevals, why should you blame us? You
condemn them in abhorrence of the wicked actions of which they have voluntarily declared themselves
guilty, though there was no occasion for such aconfession. Or if the narrativeisonly amaliciousfiction,
let its authors be punished, let the books be condemned, let the prophetic name be cleared from this
foul reproach, let the patriarchs recover the respect due to their smplicity and purity of managers.

4\. These books, moreover, contain shocking calumnies against God himself. We aretold that he existed
from eternity in darkness, and admired the light when he saw it; that he was so ignorant of the future,
that he gave Adam acommand, not foreseeing that it would be broken; that his perception wasso limited
that he could not see Adam when, from the knowledge of his nakedness, he hid himself in a corner of
Paradise; that envy made him afraid lest his creature man should taste of thetree of life, and livefor ever;
that afterwards he was greedy for blood, and fat from all kinds of sacrifices, and jealous if they were
offered to any one but himself; that he was enraged sometimes against his enemies, sometimes against
his friends; that he destroyed thousands of men for a slight offense, or for nothing; that he threatened
to come with a sword and spare nobody, righteous or wicked. The authors of such bold libels against
God might very well slander the men of God. You must join with usin laying the blame on the writers
if you wish to vindicate the prophets.

5\. Again, we are not responsible for what is said of Abraham, that in his irrationa craving to have
children, and not believing God, who promised that his wife Sara should have a son, he defiled himself
with a mistress, with the knowledge of hiswife, which only made it worse; Genesis 16:2-4 or that, in
sacrilegious profanation of his marriage, he on different occasions, from avarice and greed, sold his
wife Sarafor the gratification of the kings Abimelech and Pharas, telling them that she was his sister,
because she was very fair. The narrative is not ours, which tells how Lot, Abraham's brother, after his
escape from Sodom, lay with his two daughters on the mountain Genesis 19:33, 35 (better for him to



have perished in the conflagration of Sodom, than to have burned with incestuous passion); or how
Isaac imitated hisfather's conduct, and called his wife Rebecca his sister, that he might gain a shameful
livelihood by her; Genesis 26:7 or how his son Jacob, husband of four wives— two full sisters, Rachel
and Leah, and their handmaids — led the life of a goat among them, so that there was a daily strife
among his women who should be the first to lay hold of him when he came from the field, ending
sometimes in their hiring him from one another for the night; or, again, how his son Judah slept with
his daughter-in-law Tamar, after she had been married to two of his sons, deceived, we are told, by
the harlot's dress which Tamar put on, knowing that her father-in-law was in the habit of associating
with such characters; Genesis xxxviii or how David, after having a number of wives, seduced the wife
of his soldier Uriah, and caused Uriah himself to be killed in the battle; 2 Samuel 11:4, 15 or how his
son Solomon had three hundred wives, and seven hundred concubines, and princesses without number;
1 Kings 11:1-3 or how the first prophet Hosea got children from a prostitute, and, what isworsg, it is
said that this disgraceful conduct was enjoined by God; Hosea 1:2-3 or how Moses committed murder,
Exodus 2:12 and plundered Egypt, Exodus 12:35-36 and waged wars, and commanded, or himself
perpetrated, many cruelties. Exodus 17:9 And he too was not content with one wife. We are neither
directly nor remotely the authors of these and similar narratives, which are found in the books of the
patriarchs and the prophets. Either your writers forged these things, or the fathers are really guilty.
Choose which you please; the crimein either case is detestable, for vicious conduct and falsehood are
equally hateful.

6\. _Augustine_ replied: You understand neither the symbols of the law nor the acts of the prophets,
because you do not know what holiness or righteousness means. We have repeatedly shown at great
length, that the precepts and symbols of the Old Testament contained both what was to be fulfilled in
obedience through the grace bestowed in the New Testament, and what was to be set aside as a proof
of its having been fulfilled in the truth now made manifest. For in the love of God and of our neighbor
is secured the accomplishment of the precepts of the law, while the accomplishment of its promises
is shown in the abolition of circumcision, and of other typical observances formerly practised. By the
precept men were led, through a sense of guilt to desire salvation; by the promise they were led to find
in the typical observances the assurance that the Saviour would come. The salvation desired was to be
obtained through the grace bestowed on the appearance of the New Testament; and the fulfillment of
the expectation rendered the types no longer necessary. The same law that was given by Moses became
grace and truth in Jesus Christ. By the grace in the pardon of sin, the precept is kept in forcein the case
of those supported by divine help. By the truth the symbolic rites are set aside, that the promise might,
in those who trust in the divine faithfulness, be brought to pass.

7\. Those, accordingly, who, finding fault with what they do not understand, call thetypical institutions
of the law disfigurements and excrescences, are like men displeased with things of which they do not
know the use. Asif a deaf man, seeing others move their lips in speaking, were to find fault with the
motion of the mouth as needless and unsightly; or asif a blind man, on hearing a house commended,
were to test the truth of what he heard by passing his hand over the surface of the wall, and on coming
to the windows were to cry out against them as flaws in the level, or were to suppose that the wall had
fallenin.



8\. How shall I make those whose minds are full of vanity understand that the actions of the prophets
were also mystical and prophetic? The vanity of their mindsis shown in their thinking that we believe
God to have once existed in darkness, because it iswritten, "Darkness was over the deep.” Genesis 1:2
As if we called the deep God, where there was darkness, because the light did not exist there before
God made it by Hisword. From their not distinguishing between the light which is God, and the light
which God made, they imagine that God must have been in darkness before He made light, because
darkness was over the deep before God said, "Let there be light, and there was light." In the New
Testament both these things are ascribed to God. For weread, "God islight, and in Him is no darkness
at al;" 1 John 1:5 and again, "God, who commanded the light to shine out of darkness, has shined in
our hearts." 2 Corinthians 4:6 So aso, in the Old Testament, the name "Brightness of eternal light"
Wisdom 7:26 is given to the wisdom of God, which certainly was not created, for by it all things were
made; and of the light which exists only as the production of this wisdom it is said, "You will light
my candle, O Lord; my God, You will enlighten my darkness." In the same way, in the beginning,
when darkness was over the deep, God said, "Let there be light, and there was light," which only the
light-giving light, which is God Himself, could have made.

9\. For as God is His own eternal happiness, and is besides the bestower of happiness, so He is His
own eternal light, and is also the bestower of light. He envies the good of none, for He is Himself the
source of happiness to all good beings; He fears the evil of none, for the loss of all evil beingsisin
their being abandoned by Him. He can neither be benefited by those on whom He Himself bestows
happiness, nor is He afraid of those whose misery is the doom awarded by His own judgment. Very
different, O Manichaaus, is the object of your worship. You have departed from God in the pursuit
of your own fancies, which of all kinds have increased and multiplied in your foolish roving hearts,
drinking in through the sense of sight the light of the heavenly bodies. Thislight, though it too is made
by God, is not to be compared to the light created in the minds of the pious, whom God brings out of
darknessinto light, as He brings them out of sinfulnessinto righteousness. Still less can it be compared
to that inaccessible light from which al kinds of light are derived. Nor is this light inaccessible to
all; for "blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God." Matthew 5:8 "God is light, and in Him
is no darkness at al;" but the wicked shall not see light, asis said in Isaiah. Isaiah 8:20 To them the
light-giving light is inaccessible. From the light comes not only the spiritual light in the minds of the
pious, but also the material light, which is not denied to the wicked, but is made to rise on the evil and
on the good.

10\. So, when darkness was over the deep, He who was light said, "L et there be light." From what light
thislight cameisclear; for thewords are, "God said.” What light isthat which was made, isnot so clear.
For there has been a friendly discussion among students of the sacred Scriptures, whether God then
made the light in the minds of the angels, or, in other words, these rational spirits themselves, or some
material light which existsin the higher regions of the universe beyond our ken. For on the fourth day
He made the visible luminaries of heaven. And it is also a question whether these bodies were made at
the same time astheir light, or were somehow kindled from the light made already. But whoever reads
the sacred writings in the pious spirit which is required to understand them, must be convinced that



whatever the light was which was made when, at the time that darkness was over the deep, God said,
"Let there belight,” it was created light, and the creating Light was the maker of it.

11\. Nor doesit follow that God, before Hemade light, abodein darkness, becauseit issaid that darkness
was over the deep, and then that the Spirit of God moved on the waters. The deep is the unfathomable
abyss of the waters. And the carnal mind might suppose that the Spirit abode in the darkness which
was over the deep, because it is said that He moved on the waters. Thisis from not understanding how
the light shines in darkness, and the darkness comprehends it not, till by the word of God those who
were darkness are made light, and it is said to them, "You were once darkness, but now are you light
in the Lord." Ephesians 5:8 But if rational minds which are in darkness through a sinful will cannot
comprehend the light of the wisdom of God, though it is present everywhere, because they are separated
from it not in place, but in disposition: why may not the Spirit of God have moved on the darkness of
the waters, when He moved on the waters, though at an immeasurable distance from it, not in place,
but in nature?

12\. In all this| know | am singing to deaf ears; but the Lord, from whom is the truth which we speak,
can open some ears to catch the strain. But what shall we say of those critics of the Holy Scriptures
who object to God's being pleased with His own works, and find fault with the words, "God saw the
light that it was good," asif this meant that God admired the light as something new? God's seeing His
works that they were good, means that the Creator approved of His own works as pleasing to Himself.
For God cannot be forced to do anything against His will, so that He should not be pleased with His
own work; nor can He do anything by mistake, so that He should regret having done it. Why should
the Manichaeans object to our God seeing Hiswork that it was good, when their god placed a covering
before himself when he mingled his own members with the darkness? For instead of seeing his work
that it isgood, he refusesto look at it becauseit is evil.

13\. Faustus speaks of our God as astonished, which is not said in Scripture; nor does it follow that
one must be astonished when he sees anything to be good. There are many good things which we
see without being astonished, as if they were better than we expected; we merely approve of them as
being what they ought to be. We can, however, give an instance of God being astonished, not from the
Old Testament, which the Manichasans assail with undeserved reproach, but from the New Testament,
which they profess to believe in order to entrap the unwary. For they acknowledge Christ as God, and
use this as a bait to entice Christ's followers into their snares. God, then, was astonished when Christ
was astonished. For we read in the Gospel, that when Christ heard the faith of a certain centurion, He
was astonished, and said to His disciples, "Verily | have not found so great faith, no, not in Isragl."
Matthew 8:10 We have already given our explanation of the words, "God saw that it was good." Better
men may give a better explanation. Meanwhile let the Manichaaans explain Christ's being astonished
at what He foresaw before it happened, and knew before He heard it. For though seeing a thing to be
good isquite different from being astonished at it, in this case there is some resemblance, for Jesus was
astonished at the light of faith which He Himself had created in the heart of the centurion; for Jesusis
the true light, which enlightens every man that comes into the world.



14\. Thusan irreligious Pagan might bring the same reproaches against Christ in the Gospel, as Faustus
brings against God in the Old Testament. He might say that Christ lacked foresight, not only because
He was astonished at the faith of the centurion, but because He chose Judas as a disciple who proved
disobedient to His commands; as Faustus objects to the precept given in Paradise, which, as it turned
out, was not obeyed. He might also cavil at Christ's not knowing who touched Him, when the woman
suffering from an issue of blood touched the hem of His garment; as Faustus blames God for not know-
ing where Adam had hid himself. If thisignorance isimplied in God's saying, "Where are you, Adam?"
Genesis 3:9 the same may be said of Christ'sasking, "Who touched me?' L uke 8:44-45 The Pagans also
might call Christ timid and envious, in not wishing five of theten virginsto gain eternal life by entering
into His kingdom, and in shutting them out, so that they knocked in vain in their entreaty to have the
door opened, asif forgetful of Hisown promise, "Knock, and it shall be opened unto you;" Matthew 7:7
as Faustus charges God with fear and envy in not admitting man after his sin to eterna life. Again, he
might call Christ greedy of the blood, not of beasts, but of men, because he said, "He that loses hislife
for my sake, shall keep it unto life eternal;" Matthew 10:39 as Faustus reproaches God in reference to
those animal sacrifices which prefigured the sacrifice of blood-shedding by which we areredeemed. He
might also accuse Christ of jealousy, because in narrating His driving the buyers and sellers out of the
temple, the evangelist quotes as applicable to Him the words, " The jeal ousy of Your house has eaten me
up;" John 2:17 as Faustus accuses God of jealousy in forbidding sacrifices to be offered to other gods.
He might say that Christ was angry with both His friends and His enemies: with His friends, because
Hesaid, "The servant that knows hislord'swill, and doesit not, shall be beaten with many stripes;" and
with His enemies, because He said, "If any one shall not receive you, shake off against him the dust of
your shoes; verily | say unto you, that it shall be more tolerable for Sodom in the day of judgment than
for that city;" Matthew 10:14-15 as Faustus accuses God of being angry at one time with His friends,
and at another with Hisenemies; both of whom are spoken of thus by the apostle: " They that have sinned
without law shall perish without law, and they that have sinned in the law shall be judged by the law."
Romans 2:12 Or he might say that Christ shed the blood of many without mercy, for aslight offense or
for nothing. For to a Pagan there would appear to be little or no harm in not having awedding garment
at the marriage feast, for which our King in the Gospel commanded a man to be bound hand and foot,
and cast into outer darkness; or in not wishing to have Christ for aking, which isthe sin of which Christ
says, "Those that would not have me to reign over them, bring hither and slay before me;" Luke 19:27
as Faustus blames God in the Old Testament for slaughtering thousands of human beings for dight
offenses, as Faustus calls them, or for nothing. Again, if Faustus finds fault with God's threatening to
come with the sword, and to spare neither the righteous nor the wicked, might not the Pagan find as
much fault with the words of the Apostle Paul, when he says of our God," He spared not His own Son,
but gave Him up for us al;" Romans 8:32 or of Peter, when, in exhorting the saints to be patient in
the midst of persecution and slaughter, he says, "It istime that judgment begin from the house of God;
and if it first begin at us, what shall the end be of them that believe not the gospel of the Lord? And
if the righteous scarcely be saved, where shall the ungodly and sinner appear?' 1 Peter 4:17-18 What
can be more righteous than the Only-Begotten, whom neverthel ess the Father did not spare? And what
can be plainer than that the righteous also are not spared, but chastised with manifold afflictions, asis
clearly implied in the words, "If the righteous scarcely are saved'? Asit is said in the Old Testament,



"Whom the Lord loves He corrects, and chastises every son whom He receives;" Proverbs 3:12 and, "If
we receive good at the hand of the Lord, shall we not also receive evil?* Job 2:10 So we read also in
the New Testament, "Whom | love | rebuke and chasten;" Revelation 3:19 and, "If we judge ourselves,
we shall not be judged of the Lord; but when we are judged, we are corrected of the Lord, that we may
not be condemned with the world." 1 Corinthians 11:31-32 If a Pagan were to make such objections
to the New Testament, would not the Manichaaans try to answer them, though they themselves make
similar objections to the Old Testament? But supposing them able to answer the Pagan, how absurd it
would be to defend in the one Testament what they find fault with in the other! But if they could not
answer the objections of the Pagan, why should they not allow in both Testaments, instead of in one
only, that what appears wrong to unbelievers, from their ignorance, should be believed to be right by
pious readers even when they also are ignorant?

15\. Perhaps our opponents will maintain that these parallel passages quoted from the New Testament
arethemselves neither authoritative nor true: for they claim theimpiousliberty of holding and teaching,
that whatever they deem favorable to their heresy was said by Christ and the apostles; while they have
the profane boldness to say, that whatever in the same writings is unfavorable to them is a spurious
interpolation. | have already at somelength, asfar astheintention of the present work required, exposed
the unreasonableness of this assault upon the authority of the whole of Scripture.

16\. At present | would call attention to the fact, that when the Manichaaans, athough they disguise
their blasphemous absurdities under the name of Christianity, bring such objections against the Chris-
tian Scriptures, we have to defend the authority of the divine record in both Testaments against the
Manichasans as much as against the Pagans. A Pagan might find fault with passages in the New Tes-
tament in the same way as Faustus does with what he calls unworthy representations of God in the
Old Testament; and the Pagan might be answered by the quotation of similar passages from his own
authors, as in Paul's speech at Athens. Acts 17:28 Even in Pagan writings we might find the doctrine
that God created and constructed the world, and that He is the giver of light, which does not imply that
before light was made He abode in darkness; and that when His work was finished He was el ated with
joy, which is more than saying that He saw that it was good; and that He made a law with rewards for
obedience, and punishmentsfor disobedience, by which they do not mean to say that God was ignorant
of the future, because He gave alaw to those by whom it was to be broken. Nor could they make asking
questions a proof of awant of foresight even in a human being; for in their books many questions are
asked only for the purpose of using the answers for the conviction of the persons addressed: for the
questioner knows not only what answer he desires, but what will actually be given. Again, if the Pagan
tried to make out God to be envious of any one, because He will not give happiness to the wicked, he
would find many passages in the writings of his own authorsin support of this principle of the divine
government.

17\. The only objection that a Pagan would make on the subject of sacrifice would refer to our reason
for finding fault with Pagan sacrifices, when in the Old Testament God is described as requiring men
to offer sacrifice to Him. If | wereto reply at length on this subject, | might prove to him that sacrifice
is due only to the one true God, and that this sacrifice was offered by the one true Priest, the Mediator
of God and man; and that it was proper that this sacrifice should be pre-figured by animal sacrifices,



in order to foreshadow the flesh and blood of the one sacrifice for the remission of sins contracted by
flesh and blood, which shall not inherit the kingdom of God: for the natural body will be endowed with
heavenly attributes, as the fire in the sacrifice typified the swallowing up of death in victory. Those
observances properly belonged to the people whose kingdom and priesthood were prophetic of the
King and Priest who should come to govern and to consecrate believersin all nations, and to lead them
into the kingdom of heaven, and the holy society of angelsand eternal life. And asthistrue sacrifice was
piously set forth in the Hebrew observances, so it wasimpiously caricatured by the Pagans, because, as
the apostle says, what they offer they offer to devils, and not to God. 1 Corinthians 10:20 The typical
rite of blood-shedding in sacrifice dates from the earliest ages, pointing forward from the outset of
human history to the passion of the Mediator. For Abel is mentioned in the sacred Scripture asthefirst
who offered such sacrifices. Genesis 4.4 We need not therefore wonder that fallen angels who occupy
the air, and whose chief sins are pride and falsehood, should demand from their worshippers by whom
they wished to be considered as gods what they knew to be due to God only. This deception wasfavored
by thefolly of the human heart, especially when regret for the dead led to the making of likenesses, and
so to the use of images. Wisdom 14:15 By the increase of this homage, divine honors came to be paid
to the dead as dwelling in heaven, while devilstook their place on earth as the objects of worship, and
required that their deluded and degraded votaries should present sacrifices to them. Thus the nature of
sacrifice as due only to God appears not only when God righteously claimsit, but al'so when afalse god
proudly arrogates it. If the Pagan was slow to believe these things, | should argue from the prophecies,
and point out that, though uttered long ago, they are now fulfilled. If he still remained in unbelief, this
is rather to be expected than to be wondered at; for the prophecy itself intimates that all would not
believe.



18\. If the Pagan, in the next place, were to find fault with both Testaments as attributing jeal ousy to
God and Christ, he would only show his own ignorance of literature, or his forgetfulness. For though
their philosophers distinguish between desire and passion, joy and gratification, caution and fear, gen-
tleness and tender-heartedness, prudence and cunning, boldness and daring, and so on, giving the first
name in each pair to what is good, and the second to what is bad, their books are notwithstanding full
of instances in which, by the abuse of these words, virtues are called by the names which properly
belong to vices; as passion is used for desire, gratification for joy, fear for caution, tender-heartedness
for gentleness, cunning for prudence, daring for boldness. The cases are innumerable in which speech
exhibits similar inaccuracies. Moreover, each language has its own idioms. For in religious writings |
remember no instance of the word tender-heartedness being used in a bad sense. And common usage
affords examples of similar peculiaritiesin the use of words. In Greek, one word stands for two distinct
things, labor and pain; while we have a separate name for each. Again, we use the word in two senses,
as when we say of what is not dead, that it has life; and again, of any one that he is a man of good
life, whereas in Greek each of these meanings has aword of its own. So that, apart from the abuse of
words which prevailsin all languages, it may be an Hebrew idiom to use jealousy in two senses, as a
man is called jealous when he suffers from a diseased state of mind caused by distress on account of
the faithlessness of hiswife, in which sense the word cannot be applied to God; or aswhen diligenceis
manifested in guarding conjugal chastity, in which senseit is profitable for us not only unhesitatingly
to admit, but thankfully to assert, that God is jealous of His people when He calls them His wife, and
warns them against committing adultery with a multitude of false gods. The same may be said of the
anger of God. For God does not suffer perturbation when He visits men in anger; but either by an abuse
of the word, or by a peculiarity of idiom, anger is used in the sense of punishment.

19\. The slaughter of multitudes would not seem strange to the Pagan, unless he denied the judgment of
God, which Pagans do not; for they alow that al thingsin the universe, from the highest to the lowest,
are governed by God's providence. But if he would not allow this, he would be convinced either by the
authority of Pagan writers, or by the more tedious method of demonstration; and if still obstinate and
perverse, he would be left to the judgment which he denies. Then, if he were to give instances of the
destruction of men for no offense, or for avery slight one, we should show that these were offenses, and
that they were not slight. For instance, to take the case already referred to of the wedding garment, we
should prove that it was a great crimein aman to attend the sacred feast, seeking not the bridegroom's
glory, but his own, or whatever the garment may be found on better interpretation to signify. And in the
case of the slaughter before the king of those who would not have him to reign over them, we might
perhaps easily prove that, though it may be no sin in a man to refuse to obey his fellow-man, it is
both afault and a great one to reject the reign of Him in whose reign alone is there righteousness, and
happiness, and continuance.

20\. Lastly, asregards Faustus' crafty insinuation, that the Old Testament misrepresents God as threat-
ening to come with a sword which will spare neither the righteous nor the wicked, if the words were
explained to the Pagan, he would perhaps disagree neither with the Old Testament nor with the New;
and he might see the beauty of the parable in the Gospel, which people who pretend to be Christians
either misunderstand from their blindness, or reject from their perversity. The great husbandman of



the vine uses his pruning-hook differently in the fruitful and in the unfruitful branches; yet he spares
neither good nor bad, pruning one and cutting off the other. John 15:1-3 There is no man so just as not
to requireto betried by affliction to advance, or to establish, or to prove hisvirtue. Do the Manichasans
not reckon Paul asrighteous, who, while confessing humbly and honestly hispast sins, still givesthanks
for being justified by faith in Jesus Christ? Was Paul then spared by Him whom fools misunderstand,
when He says, "l will spare neither the righteous nor the sinner"? Hear the apostle himself: "Lest |
should be exalted above measure by the abundance of the revelation, there was given me athorn in the
flesh, a messenger of Satan to buffet me. For this | besought the Lord thrice, that He would remove
it from me; and He said to me, My grace is sufficient for you: for strength is perfected in weakness."
2 Corinthians 12:7-9 Here ajust man is not spared that his strength might be perfected in weakness by
Him who had given him an angel of Satan to buffet him. If you say that the devil gave this angel, it
follows that the devil sought to prevent Paul's being exalted above measure by the abundance of the
revelation, and to perfect his strength. This is impossible. Therefore He who gave up this righteous
man to be buffeted by the messenger of Satan, is the same as He who, through Paul, gave up to Satan
himself the wicked persons of whom Paul says: "I have delivered them to Satan, that they may learn not
to blaspheme.” 1 Timothy 1:20 Do you see now how the Most High spares neither the righteous nor the
wicked? Or isit the sword that frightens you? For to be buffeted is not so bad asto be put to death. But
did not the thousands of martyrs suffer death in various forms? And could their persecutors have had
this power against them except it had been given them by God, who thus spared neither the righteous
nor the wicked? For the Lord Himself, the chief martyr, says expressly to Pilate: "You could have no
power at all against me, except it were given you from above." John 19:11 Paul aso, besidesrecording
his own experience, says that the afflictions and persecutions of the righteous exhibit the judgment of
God. 2 Thessalonians 1:5 This truth is set forth at length by the Apostle Peter in the passage already
quoted, where he says:. "It is time that judgment should begin at the house of the Lord. And if it first
begin at us, what shall the end be of those that believe not the gospel of God? And if the righteous
scarcely are saved, where shall the ungodly and the sinner appear?’ 1 Peter 4:17-18 Peter also explains
how the wicked are not spared, for they are branches broken off to be burnt; while the righteous are
not spared, because their purification isto be brought to perfection. He ascribes these things to the will
of Him who saysin the Old Testament, | will spare neither the righteous nor the wicked; for he says:
"It is better, if the will of the Spirit of God be so, that we suffer for well-doing than for evil-doing."
1 Peter 3:17 So, when by the will of the Spirit of God men suffer for well-doing, the righteous are not
spared; when they suffer for evil-doing, the wicked are not spared. In both cases it is according to the
will of Him who says: | will spare neither the righteous nor the wicked; correcting the one as a son,
and punishing the other as a transgressor.

21\. | have thus shown, to the best of my power, that the God we worship did not abide from eternity in
darkness, but is Himself light, and in Him isno darkness at all; and in Himself dwellsin light inacces-
sible; and the brightness of this light is His coeternal wisdom. From what we have said, it appears that
God was not taken by surprise by the unexpected appearance of light, but that light owes its existence
to Him as its Creator, as its owes its continued existence to His approval. Neither was God ignorant
of the future, but the author of the precept as well as the punisher of disobedience; that by showing
His righteous anger against transgression, He might provide arestraint for the time, and awarning for



the future. Nor does He ask questions from ignorance, but by His very inquiry declares His judgment.
Nor is He curious or timid, but excludes the transgressor from eternal life, which is the just reward of
obedience. Nor is He greedy for blood and fat; but by requiring from a carna people sacrifices, suited
to their character, He by certain types prefigures the true sacrifice. Nor is His jealousy an emotion of
pale anxiety, but of quiet benevolence, in desire to keep the soul, which owes chastity to the one true
God, from being defiled and prostituted by serving many false gods. Nor is He enraged with a passion
similar to human anger, but is angry, not in the sense of desiring vengeance, but in the peculiar sense
of giving full effect to the sentence of a righteous retribution. Nor does He destroy thousands of men
for trifling offenses, or for nothing, but manifests to the world the benefit to be obtained from fearing
Him, by the temporal death of those already mortal. Nor does He punish the righteous and sinners
indiscriminately, but chastisesthe righteousfor their good, in order to perfect them, and givesto sinners
the punishment justly due to them. Thus, you Manichaeans, do your suspicions lead you astray, when,
by misunderstanding our Scriptures, or by hearing bad interpreters, you form a mistaken judgment
of Catholics. Hence you leave sound doctrine, and turn to impious fables; and in your perversity and
estrangement from the society of saints, you reject the instruction of the New Testament, which, aswe
have shown, contains statements similar to those which you condemn in the Old Testament. So we are
obliged to defend both Testaments against you as well as against the Pagans.



22\. But supposing that there is some one so deluded by carnality as to worship not the God whom we
worship, who is one and true, but the fiction of your suspicions or your slanders, whom you say we
worship, is not even this god better than yours? Observe, | beseech you, what must be plain to the
feeblest understanding; for here there is no need of great perspicacity. | address al, wise and unwise.
| appeal to the common sense and judgment of all alike. Hear, consider, judge. Would it not have been
better for your god to have remained in darkness from eternity, than to have plunged the light coeternal
with him and cognate to him into darkness? Would it not have been better to have expressed admiration
in surprise at the appearance of anew light coming to scatter the darkness, than to have been unable to
baffle the assault of darkness except by the concession of hisown light? Unhappy if hedid thisinalarm,
and cruel if therewas no need of it. Surely it would have been better to seelight, made by himself, and to
admireit as good, than to make the light begotten by himself evil; better than that his own light should
become hostile to himself in repelling the forces of darkness. For this will be the accusation against
those who will be condemned for ever to the mass of darkness, that they suffered themselves to lose
their original brightness, and became the enemies of sacred light. If they did not know from eternity
that they would be thus condemned, they must have suffered the darkness of eternal ignorance; or if
they did know, the darkness of eternal fear. Thus part of the substance of your god really did remain
from eternity inits own darkness; and instead of admiring new light on its appearance, it only met with
another and a hostile darkness, of which it had always beenin fear. Indeed, God himself must have been
in the darkness of fear for this part of himself, if he was dreading the evil coming upon it. If he did not
foreseethe evil, he must have been in the darkness of ignorance. If heforesaw it, and wasnot in fear, the
darkness of such cruelty isworsethan the darkness either of ignorance or of fear. Your god appearsto be
destitute of the quality which the apostle commendsin the body, which you insanely believe to be made
not by God, but by Hyle : "If onemember suffers, al the members suffer withit." 1 Corinthians 12:26
But suppose he did suffer; he foresaw, he feared, he suffered, but he could not help himself. Thus he
remained from eternity in the darkness of his own misery; and then, instead of admiring a new light
which was to drive away the darkness, he came in contact, to the injury of his own light, with another
darkness which he had always dreaded. Again, would it not have been much better, | say, not to have
given acommandment like God, but even to have received acommandment like Adam, which he would
be rewarded for keeping and punished for breaking, acting either way by his own free-will, than to be
forced by inevitable necessity to admit darkness into hislight in spite of himself? Surely it would have
been better to have given a precept to human nature, not knowing that it would become sinful, than to
have been driven by necessity to sin contrary to hisown divine nature. Think for amoment, and say how
darkness could be conquered by one who was himself conquered by necessity. Conquered already by
this greater enemy, he fought under his conqueror's orders against a less formidable opponent. Would
it not have been better not to know where Adam had hid himself, than to have been himself destitute
of any means of escape, first from a hard and hateful necessity, and then from a dissimilar and hostile
race? Would it not have been better to grudge eternal life to human nature, than to consign to misery
the divine nature; to desire the blood and fat of sacrifices, than to be himself slaughtered in so many
forms, on account of his mixture with the blood and fat of every victim; to be disturbed by jealousy at
these sacrifices being offered to other gods aswell asto himself, than to be himself offered on all atars
to al devils, as mixed up not only with al fruits, but aso with all animals? Would it not have been



much better to be affected even with human anger, so as to be enraged against both hisfriends and his
enemiesfor their sins, than to be himself influenced by fear aswell as by anger wherever these passions
exist, or than to sharein all the sin that is committed, and in all punishment that is suffered? For thisis
the doom of that part of your god which isin confinement everywhere, condemned to this by himself,
not as guilty, but in order to conquer his dreaded enemy. Doomed himself to such afatal necessity, the
part of himself which he has given over to condemnation might pardon him, if he were as humble as
he is miserable. But how can you pretend to find fault with God for His anger against both friends and
enemies when they sin, when the god of your fanciesfirst under compulsion compels his own members
to go to be devoured by sin, and then condemns them to remain in darkness? Though he does this, you
say that it will not bein anger. But will he not be ashamed to punish, or to appear to punish, those from
whom he should ask pardon in words such as these: "Forgive me, | beseech you. You are my members;
could | treat you thus, except from necessity? You know yourselves, that you were sent here because
aformidable enemy had arisen; and now you must remain here to prevent hisrising again"?Again, is
it not better to slay thousands of men for trifling faults, or for nothing, than to cast into the abyss of
sin, and to condemn to the punishment of eternal imprisonment, God's own members, his substance —
in fact, God himself? It cannot properly be said of the real substance of God that it has the choice of
sinning or not sinning, for God's substance is absolutely unchangeable. God cannot sin, as He cannot
deny Himself. Man, on the contrary, can sin and deny God, or he can choose not to do so. But suppose
the members of your god had, like a rational human soul, the choice of sinning or not sinning; they
might perhaps be justly punished for heinous offenses by confinement in the mass of darkness. But
you cannot attribute to these parts a liberty which you deny to God himself. For if God had not given
them up to sin, he would have been forced to sin himself, by the prevalence of the race of darkness.
But if there was no danger of being thus forced, it was a sin to send these parts to a place where they
incurred thisdanger. To do so, indeed, from free choiceisacrime deserving the torment which your god
unnaturally inflicts upon his own parts, more than the conduct of these partsin going by his command
to a place where they lost the power of living in righteousness. But if God himself was in danger of
being forced to sin by invasion and capture, unless he had secured himself first by the misconduct and
then by the punishment of his own parts, there can have been no free-will either in your god or in his
parts. Let him not set himself up as judge, but confess himself a criminal. For though he was forced
against hisown will, he professes to pass a righteous sentence in condemning those whom he knowsto
have suffered evil rather than done it; making this profession that he may not be thought of as having
been conquered; asif it could do a beggar any good to be called prosperous and happy. Surely it would
have been better for your god to have spared neither righteous nor wicked in indiscriminate punishment
(whichis Faustus last charge against our God), than to have been so cruel to his own members — first
giving them up to incurable contamination, and then, asif that was not enough, accusing them falsely
of misconduct. Faustus declares that they justly suffer this severe and eternal punishment, because they
allowed themselves to be led astray from their original brightness, and became hostile to sacred light.
But the reason of this, as Faustus says, was that they were so greedily devoured in the first assault of the
princes of darkness, that they were unable to recover themselves, or to separate themselves from the
hostile principle. These souls, therefore, did no evil themselves, but in all thiswere innocent sufferers.
The real agent was he who sent them away from himself into this wretchedness. They suffered more



from their father than from their enemy. Their father sent them into all this misery; while their enemy
desired them as something good, wishing not to hurt them, but to enjoy them. The one injured them
knowingly, the other inignorance. Thisgod was so weak and hel plessthat he could not otherwise secure
himself first against an enemy threatening attack, and then against the same enemy in confinement. L et
him, then, not condemn those parts whose obedience defended him, and whose death secures his safety.
If he could not avoid the conflict, why slander his defenders? When these parts allowed themselvesto
be led astray from their original brightness, and became hostile to sacred light, this must have been
from the force of the enemy; and if they were forced against their will, they areinnocent; while, if they
could have resisted had they chosen, there is no need of the origin of evil in an imaginary evil nature,
since it isto be found in free-will. Their not resisting, when they could have done so, is plainly their
own fault, and not owing to any force from without. For, supposing them able to do athing, to do which
isright, whilenot to do it isgreat and heinous sin, their not doing it istheir own choice. So, then, if they
choose not to do it, the fault isin their will not in necessity. The origin of sinisin the will; thereforein
the will is also the origin of evil, both in the sense of acting against a just precept, and in the sense of
suffering under a just sentence. There is thus no reason why, in your search for the origin of evil, you
should fall into so great an evil asthat of calling a nature so rich in good things the nature of evil, and
of attributing the terrible evil of necessity to the nature of perfect good, before any commixture with
evil. The cause of this erroneous belief is your pride, which you need not have unless you choose; but
in your wish to defend at al hazards the error into which you have falen, you take away the origin
of evil from free-will, and place it in a fabulous nature of evil. And thus you come at last to say, that
the souls which are to be doomed to eternal confinement in the mass of darkness became enemies to
sacred light not from choice, but by necessity; and to make your god a judge with whom it is of no
use to prove, in behalf of your clients. that they were under compulsion, and a king who will make
no allowance for your brethren, his own sons and members, whose hostility against you and against
himself you ascribe not to choice, but to necessity. What shocking cruelty! unless you proceed in the
next place to defend your god, as also acting not from choice, but by necessity. So, if there could be
found another judge free from necessity, who could decide the question on the principles of equity, he
would sentence your god to be bound to this mass, not by being fastened on the outside, but by being
shut up inside along with the formidable enemy. The first in the guilt of necessity ought to befirst in
the sentence of condemnation. Would it not be much better, then, in comparison with such a god as
this, to choose the god whom we indeed do not worship, but whom you think or pretend to think we
worship? Though he spares not his servants, whether righteous or sinful, making no proper separation,
and not distinguishing between punishment and discipline, is he not better than the god who spares not
his own members though innocent, if necessity is no crime, or guilty from their obedience to him, if
necessity itself iscriminal; so that they are condemned eternally by him, along with whom they should
have been released, if any liberty was recovered by the victory, while he should have been condemned
along with them if the victory reduced the force of necessity even so far as to give this small amount
of force to justice? Thus the god whom you represent us as worshipping, though he is not the one true
God whom we really worship, isfar better than your god. Neither, indeed, has any existence; but both
are the creatures of your imaginations. But, according to your own representations, the one whom you
call ours, and find fault with, is better than the one whom you call your own, and whom you worship.



23\. So also the patriarchs and prophets whom you cry out against are not the men whom we honor, but
men whose characters are drawn from your fancy, prompted by ill-will. And yet even thus as you paint
them, | will not be content with showing them to be superior to your elect, who keep all the precepts of
Manichaeus, but will prove their superiority to your god himself. Before proving this, however, | must,
with the help of God, defend our holy fathers the patriarchs and prophets against your accusations,
by a clear exposition of the truth as opposed to the carnality of your hearts. As for you Manichaeans,
it would be enough to say that the faults you impute to our fathers are preferable to what you praise
in your own, and to complete your shame by adding that your god can be proved far inferior to our
fathers as you describe them. This would be a sufficient reply for you. But as, even apart from your
perversities, some minds are of themselves disturbed when comparing the life of the prophets in the
Old Testament with that of the apostles in the New — not discerning between the manner of the time
when the promise was under a veil, and that of the time when the promise isrevealed, — | must first
of all reply to those who either have the boldness to pride themselves as superior in temperance to the
prophets, or quote the prophets in defense of their own bad conduct.

24\, First of al, then, not only the speech of these men, but their life also, was prophetic; and the
whole kingdom of the Hebrews was like a great prophet, corresponding to the greatness of the Person
prophesied. So, as regards those Hebrews who were made wise in heart by divine instruction, we may
discover aprophecy of the coming of Christ and of the Church, both in what they said and in what they
did; and the same is true as regards the divine procedure towards the whole nation as a body. For, as
the apostle says, "all these things were our examples.”

25\. Those who find fault with the prophets, accusing them of adultery for instance, in actionswhich are
above their comprehension, are like those Pagans who profanely charge Christ with folly or madness
because He looked for fruit from atree out of the season; Matthew 21:19 or with childishness, because
He stooped down and wrote on the ground, and, after answering the people who were questioning Him,
began writing again. John 8:6-8 Such critics are incapabl e of understanding that certain virtuesin great
minds resemble closely the vices of little minds, not in reality, but in appearance. Such criticism of the
great islikethat of boys at school, whose learning consists in the important rule, that if the nominative
isinthe singular, the verb must also be in the singular; and so they find fault with the best Latin author,
because he says, _Parsinfrustasecant_. He should have written, say they, _secat_. And again, knowing
that _religio_is spelt with one _|_, they blame him for writing _relligio_, when he says, _Relligione
patrum_. Henceit may with reason be said, that asthe poetical usage of wordsdiffersfrom the solecisms
and barbarisms of the unlearned, so, in their own way, the figurative actions of the prophets differ from
the impure actions of the vicious. Accordingly, as aboy guilty of a barbarism would be whipped if he
pled the usage of Virgil; so any one quoting the example of Abraham begetting a son from Hagar, in
defense of hisown sinful passion for hiswife's handmaid, ought to be corrected not by caning only, but
by severe scourging, that he may not suffer the doom of adulterersin eternal punishment. Thisindeed
isacomparison of great and important subjects with trifles; and it is not intended that a peculiar usage
in speech should be put on alevel with a sacrament, or a solecism with adultery. Still, alowing for the
difference in the character of the subjects, what is called learning or ignorance in the proprieties and



improprieties of speech, resembles wisdom or the want of it in reference to the grand moral distinction
between virtue and vice.

26\. Instead of entering on the distinctions between the prai saworthy and the blameworthy, the criminal
and the innocent, the dangerous and the harmless, the guilty and the guiltless, the desirable and the
undesirable, which are all illustrations of the distinction between sin and righteousness, we must first
consider what sin is, and then examine the actions of the saints as recorded in the holy books, that, if
we find these saints described as sinning, we may if possible discover the true reason for keeping these
sins in memory by putting them on record. Again, if we find things recorded which, though they are
not sins, appear so to the foolish and the malevolent, and in fact do not exhibit any virtues, here also
we have to see why these things are put into the Scriptures which we believe to contain wholesome
doctrineasaguidein the present life, and atitle to theinheritance of the future. Asregardsthe examples
of righteousness found among the acts of the saints, the propriety of recording these must be plain even
to the ignorant. The question is about those actions the mention of which may seem useless if they
are neither righteous nor sinful, or even dangerousif the actions are really sinful, asleading people to
imitate them, because they are not condemned in these books, and so may be supposed not to be sinful,
or because, though they are condemned, men may copy them from the idea that they must be venial if
saints did them.

27\. Sin, then, isany transgression in deed, or word, or desire, of the eternal law. And the eternal law is
the divine order or will of God, which requires the preservation of natural order, and forbids the breach
of it. But what is this natural order in man? Man, we know, consists of soul and body; but so does a
beast. Again, it isplain that in the order of nature the soul is superior to the body. Moreover, in the soul
of man there is reason, which is not in a beast. Therefore, as the soul is superior to the body, so in the
soul itself the reason is superior by the law of nature to the other parts which are found also in beasts;
and in reason itself, which is partly contemplation and partly action, contemplation is unquestionably
the superior part. The object of contemplation is the image of God, by which we are renewed through
faith to sight. Rational action ought therefore to be subject to the control of contemplation, which is
exercised through faith while we are absent from the Lord, as it will be hereafter through sight, when
we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He is. 1 John 3:2 Then in a spiritual body we shall by
His grace be made equal to angels, when we put on the garment of immortality and incorruption, with
which this mortal and corruptible shall be clothed, that death may be swallowed up of victory, when
righteousnessis perfected through grace. For the holy and | ofty angel shave also their contempl ation and
action. They require of themselves the performance of the commands of Him whom they contempl ate,
whose eternal government they freely because sweetly obey. We, on the other hand, whose body is dead
because of sin, till God quicken also our mortal bodies by His Spirit dwelling in us, live righteously in
our feeble measure, according to the eternal law in which the law of nature is preserved, when we live
by that faith unfeigned which works by love, having in a good conscience a hope of immortality and
incorruption laid up in heaven, and of the perfecting of righteousnessto the measure of an inexpressible
satisfaction, for which in our pilgrimage we must hunger and thirst, while we walk by faith and not by
sight.



28\. A man, therefore, who acts in obedience to the faith which obeys God, restrains all mortal affec-
tions, and keeps them within the natural limit, regulating his desires so as to put the higher before the
lower. If there was no pleasure in what is unlawful, no one would sin. To sinisto indulge this pleasure
instead of restraining it. And by unlawful is meant what is forbidden by the law in which the order
of nature is preserved. It is a great question whether there is any rational creature for which there is
no pleasure in what is unlawful. If there is such a class of creatures, it does not include man, nor that
angelic nature which abode not in the truth. These rational creatures were so made, that they had the
potentiality of restraining their desires from the unlawful; and in not doing this they sinned. Great,
then, isthe creature man, for heisrestored by this potentiality, by which, if he had so chosen, he would
not have fallen. And great is the Lord, and greatly to be praised, who created man. For He created
also inferior natures which cannot sin, and superior natures which will not sin. Beasts do not sin, for
their nature agrees with the eternal law from being subject to it, without being in possession of it. And
again, angels do not sin, because their heavenly nature is so in possession of the eternal law that God
isthe only object of its desire, and they obey Hiswill without any experience of temptation. But man,
whose life on this earth is a trial on account of sin, subdues to himself what he has in common with
beasts, and subdues to God what he has in common with angels; till, when righteousness is perfected
and immortality attained, he shall be raised from among beasts and ranked with angels.

29\. The exercise or indulgence of the bodily appetitesisintended to secure the continued existence and
the invigoration of the individual or of the species. If the appetites go beyond this, and carry the man,
no longer master of himself, beyond the limits of temperance, they become unlawful and shameful
lusts, which severe discipline must subdue. But if this unbridled course ends in plunging the man into
such adepth of evil habits that he supposes that there will be no punishment of his sinful passions, and
so refuses the wholesome discipline of confession and repentance by which he might be rescued; or,
from a still worse insensibility, justifies his own indulgences in profane opposition to the eternal law
of Providence; and if he diesin this state, that unerring law sentences him now not to correction, but
to damnation.

30\. Referring, then, to the eternal law which enjoins the preservation of natural order and forbids the
breach of it, let us see how our father Abraham sinned, that is, how he broke this law, in the things
which Faustus has charged him with as highly criminal. In hisirrational craving to have children, says
Faustus, and not believing God, who promised that his wife Sara should have a son, he defiled himself
with a mistress. But here Faustus, in his irrational desire to find fault, both discloses the impiety of
his heresy, and in his error and ignorance praises Abraham's intercourse with the handmaid. For asthe
eterna law — that is, the will of God the Creator of all — for the preservation of the natural order,
permits the indulgence of the bodily appetite under the guidance of reason in sexual intercourse, not for
the gratification of passion, but for the continuance of the race through the procreation of children; so,
on the contrary, the unrighteous law of the M anichaaans, in order to prevent their god, whom they bewail
as confined in all seeds, from suffering still closer confinement in the womb, requires married people
not on any account to have children, their great desire being to liberate their god. Instead, therefore,
of anirrational craving in Abraham to have children, we find in Manichaaus an irrational fancy against
having children. So the one preserved the natural order by seeking in marriage only the production of



achild; while the other, influenced by his heretical notions, thought no evil could be greater than the
confinement of his god.



31\. So, again, when Faustus says that the wife's being privy to her husband's conduct made the matter
worse, while heis prompted only by the uncharitable wish to reproach Abraham and hiswife, hereally,
without intending it, speaks in praise of both. For Sara did not connive at any criminal action in her
husband for the gratification of his unlawful passions; but from the same natural desire for children
that he had, and knowing her own barrenness, she warrantably claimed as her own the fertility of her
handmaid; not consenting with sinful desiresin her husband, but requesting of him what it was proper
inhimto grant. Nor was it the request of proud assumption; for every one knowsthat the duty of awife
isto obey her husband. But in reference to the body, we are told by the apostle that the wife has power
over her husband's body, as he has over hers; 1 Corinthians 7:4 so that, whilein al other social matters
the wife ought to obey her husband, in this one matter of their bodily connection as man and wife their
power over one another is mutual — the man over the woman, and the woman over the man. So, when
Sara could not have children of her own, she wished to have them by her handmaid, and of the same
seed from which she herself would have had them, if that had been possible. No woman would do this
if her love for her husband were merely an animal passion; she would rather be jealous of a mistress
than make her a mother. So here the pious desire for the procreation of children was an indication of
the absence of criminal indulgence.

32\. Abraham, indeed, cannot be defended, if, as Faustus says, he wished to get children by Hagar,
because he had no faith in God, who promised that he should have children by Sara. But thisisan entire
mistake: this promise had not yet been made. Any one who reads the preceding chapters will find that
Abraham had already got the promise of the land with a countless number of inhabitants, Genesis 12:3
but that it had not yet been made known to him how the seed spoken of was to be produced, whether
by generation from his own body, or from his choice in the adoption of a son, or, in the case of its
being from his own body, whether it would be by Saraor another. Whoever examinesinto thiswill find
that Faustus has made either an imprudent mistake or an impudent misrepresentation. Abraham, then,
when he saw that he had no children, though the promise wasto his seed, thought first of adoption. This
appears from his saying of his slave, when speaking to God, "This is mine heir;" as much as to say,
AsYou have not given me a seed of my own, fulfill Your promise in this man. For the word seed may
be applied to what has not come out of a man's own body, else the apostle could not call us the seed
of Abraham: for we certainly are not his descendants in the flesh; but we are his seed in following his
faith, by believing in Christ, whose flesh did spring from the flesh of Abraham. Then Abraham wastold
by the Lord "This shall not be your heir; but he that comes out of your own bowels shall be your heir."
Genesis 15:3-4 The thought of adoption was thus removed; but it still remained uncertain whether the
seed which was to come from himself would be by Sara or another. And this God was pleased to keep
concealed, till afigure of the Old Testament had been supplied in the handmaid. We may thus easily
understand how Abraham, seeing that his wife was barren, and that she desired to obtain from her
husband and her handmaid the offspring which she herself could not produce, acted not in compliance
with carnal appetite, but in obedience to conjugal authority, believing that Sara had the sanction of
God for her wish; because God had already promised him an heir from his own body, but had not
foretold who was to be the mother. Thus, when Faustus shows his own infidelity in accusing Abraham
of unbelief, his groundless accusation only proves the madness of the assailant. In other cases, Faustus



infidelity has prevented him from understanding; but here, in hislove of slander, he has not even taken
time to read.

33\. Again, when Faustus accuses a righteous and faithful man of a shameless profanation of his mar-
riage from avarice and greed, by selling hiswife Saraat different timesto the two kingsAbimelech and
Pharaoh, telling them that she was his sister, because she was very fair, he does not distinguish justly
between right and wrong, but unjustly condemns the whol e transaction. Those who think that Abraham
sold hiswife cannot discern in the light of the eternal law the difference between sin and righteousness,
and so they call perseverance obstinacy, and confidence presumption, asin these and similar cases men
of wrong judgment are wont to blame what they suppose to be wrong actions. Abraham did not become
partner in crimewith hiswife by selling her to others: but as she gave her handmaid to her husband, not
to gratify his passion, but for the sake of offspring, in the authority she had consistently with the order
of nature, requiring the performance of a duty, not complying with a sinful desire; so in this case, the
husband, in perfect assurance of the chaste attachment of hiswife to himself, and knowing her mind to
be the abode of modest and virtuous affection, called her hissister, without saying that she was hiswife,
lest he himself should be killed, and hiswife fall into the hands of strangers and evil-doers: for he was
assured by his God that He would not allow her to suffer violence or disgrace. Nor was he disappointed
in his faith and hope; for Pharaoh, terrified by strange occurrences, and after enduring many evils on
account of her, when he was informed by God that Sara was Abraham's wife, restored her with honor
uninjured. Abimelech also did the same, after learning the truth in a dream.

34\. Some peopl e, not scoffers and evil-speakers like Faustus, but men who pay due honor to the Scrip-
tures, which Faustus finds fault with because he does not understand them, or which he fails to un-
derstand because of his fault-finding, in commenting on this act of Abraham, are of opinion that he
stumbled from weakness of faith, and denied his wife from fear of death, as Peter denied the Lord. If
thisisthe correct view, we must allow that Abraham sinned; but the sin should not cancel or obliterate
all his merits, any more than in the case of the apostle. Besides, to deny hiswife is not the same as to
deny the Saviour. But when there is another explanation, why not abide by it, instead of giving blame
without cause, since thereis no proof that Abraham told alie from fear? He did not deny that Sarawas
his wife in answer to any question on the subject; but when asked who she was, he said she was his
sister, without denying her to be hiswife: he concealed part of the truth, but said nothing false.

35\. It is waste of time to observe Faustus remark, that Abraham falsely called Sara his sister; as if
Faustus had discovered the family of Sara, though it is not mentioned in Scripture. In a matter which
Abraham knew, and we do not, it is surely better to believe the patriarch when he says what he knows,
than to believe Manichaauswhen he finds fault with what he knows nothing about. Since, then, Abraham
lived at that period in human history, when, though marriage had become unlawful between children
of the same parents, or of the same father or mother, no law or authority interfered with the custom of
marriage between the children of brothers, or any less degree of consanguinity, why should he not have
had as wife his sister, that is, awoman descended from his father? For he himself told the king, when
he restored Sara, that she was his sister by his father, and not by his mother. And on this occasion he
could not have been led to tell afalsehood from fear, for the king knew that she was his wife, and was
restoring her with honor, because he had been warned by God. We learn from Scripture that, among



the ancients, it was customary to call cousins brothers and sisters. Thus Tobias says in his prayer to
God, before having intercourse with his wife, "And now, O Lord, You know that not in wantonness |
take to wife my sister;" Tobit 8:9 though she was not sprung immediately from the same father or the
same mother, but only belonged to the same family. And Lot is called the brother of Abraham, though
Abraham was hisuncle. And, by the same use of theword, those called in the Gospel the Lord's brothers
are certainly not children of the Virgin Mary, but all the blood relations of the Lord. Matthew 12:46

36\. Some may say, Why did not Abraham'’s confidence in God prevent his being afraid to confess his
wife? God could have warded off from him the death which he feared, and could have protected both
him and hiswife while among strangers, so that Sara, although very fair, should not have been desired
by any one, nor Abraham killed on account of her. Of course, God could have done this; it would be
absurd to deny it. But if, in reply to the people, Abraham had told them that Sarawas hiswife, histrust
in God would have included both his own life and the chastity of Sara. Now it is part of sound doctrine,
that when a man has any means in his power, he should not tempt the Lord his God. So it was not
because the Saviour was unable to protect His disciples that He told them, "When you are persecuted
in one city, flee to another." Matthew 10:23 And He Himself set the example. For though He had the
power of laying down His own life, and did not lay it down till He chose to do so, still when an infant
Hefled to Egypt, carried by His parents, Matthew 2:14 and when He went up to the feast, He went not
openly, but secretly, though at other times He spoke openly to the Jews, who in spite of their rage and
hostility could not lay hands on Him, because His hour was not come, — not the hour when He would
be obliged to die, but the hour when He would consider it seasonable to be put to death. Thus He who
displayed divine power by teaching and reproving openly, without allowing the rage of his enemiesto
hurt Him, did also, by escaping and concealing Himself, exhibit the conduct becoming the feebleness
of men, that they should not tempt God when they have any meansin their power of escaping threatened
danger. So also in the apostle, it was not from despair of divine assistance and protection, or from loss
of faith, that he was let down over the wall in a basket, in order to escape being taken by his enemies:
Acts 9:25 not from want of faith in God did he thus escape, but because not to escape, when this escape
was possible, would have been tempting God. Accordingly, when Abraham was among strangers, and
when, on account of the remarkable beauty of Sara, both hislife and her chastity werein danger, since
it was in his power to protect not both of these, but one only — his life, namely, — to avoid tempting
God he did what he could; and in what he could not do, he trusted to God. Unable to conceal his being
aman, he concealed his being a husband, lest he should be put to death; trusting to God to preserve his
wife's purity.



37\. There might also be a difference of opinion on the nice point whether Sara's chastity would have
been violated even if some one had intercourse with her, since she submitted to this to save her hus-
band'slife, both with hisknowledge and by hisauthority. In thisthere would be no desertion of conjugal
fidelity or rebellion against her husband's authority; in the same way as Abraham was not an adulterer,
when, in submission to the lawful authority of hiswife, he consented to be made afather by hiswife's
handmaid. But, from the nature of the relationship, for a wife to have two husbands, both in life, is
not the same thing as for a man to have two wives: so that we regard the explanation already given of
Abraham's conduct as the most correct and unobjectionable; that our father Abraham avoided tempting
God by taking what measures he could for the preservation of hisown life, and that he showed his hope
in God by entrusting to Him the chastity of hiswife.

38\. But apleasure which all must feel is obtained from this narrative so faithfully recorded in the Holy
Scriptures, when we examine into the prophetic character of the action, and knock with pious faith and
diligence at the door of the mystery, that the Lord may open, and show us who was prefigured in the
ancient personage, and whose wife thisis, who, while in a foreign land and among strangers, is not
allowed to be stained or defiled, that she may be brought to her own husband without spot or wrinkle.
Thus we find that the righteous life of the Church isfor the glory of Christ, that her beauty may bring
honor to her husband, as Abraham was honored on account of the beauty of Saraamong the inhabitants
of that foreign land. To the Church, to whom it is said in the Song of Songs, "O you fairest among
women," Song of Songs 1:7 kings offer gifts in acknowledgment of her beauty; as king Abimelech
offered gifts to Sara, admiring the grace of her appearance; al the more that, while he loved, he was
not allowed to profane it. The holy Church, too isin secret the spouse of the Lord Jesus Christ. For it
is secretly, and in the hidden depths of the Spirit, that the soul of man isjoined to the word of God,
so that they two are one flesh; of which the apostle speaks as a great mystery in marriage, as referring
to Christ and the Church. Ephesians 5:31-32 Again, the earthly kingdom of this world, typified by the
kings which were not allowed to defile Sara, had no knowledge or experience of the Church as the
spouse of Chrigt, that is, of how faithfully she maintained her relation to her Husband, till it tried to
violate her, and was compelled to yield to the divine testimony borne by the faith of the martyrs, and in
the person of later monarchswas brought humbly to honor with giftsthe Bride whom their predecessors
had not been able to humble by subduing her to themselves. What, in the type, happened in the reign
of one and the same king, isfulfilled in the earlier monarchs of this era and their successors.

39\. Again, when it is said that the Church is the sister of Christ, not by the mother but by the father,
we learn the excellence of the relation, which is not of the temporary nature of earthly descent, but of
divinegrace, whichiseverlasting. By thisgrace we shall nolonger be arace of mortalswhen wereceive
power to be called and to become sons of God. This grace we obtain not from the synagogue, which
is the mother of Christ after the flesh, but from God the Father. And when Christ calls us into another
life where thereis no death, He teaches us, instead of acknowledging, to deny the earthly relationship,
where death soon follows upon birth; for He says to His disciples, "Call no man your father upon
earth; for you have one Father, who is in heaven." Matthew 23:9 And He set us an example of this
when He said, "Who is my mother, and who are my brethren? And stretching forth His hand to His
disciples, He said, These are my brethren." And lest any one should think that He referred to an earthly



relationship, He added, "Whosoever shall do the will of my Father, the same is my brother, and sister,
and mother;" Matthew 12:48-50 as much as to say, | derive this relationship from God my Father, not
from the Synagogue my mother; | call you to eternal life, where | have animmortal birth, not to earthly
life, for to call you away from thislife | have taken mortality.

40\. Asfor the reason why, though it is concealed among strangers whose wife the Churchis, it is not
hidden whose sister sheis, it is plainly because it is obscure and hard to understand how the human
soul and the Word of God are united or mingled, or whatever word may be used to express this con-
nection between God and the creature. It is from this connection that Christ and the Church are called
bridegroom and bride, or husband and wife. The other relationship, in which Christ and all the saints
are brethren by divine grace and not by earthly consanguinity, or by the father and not by the mother, is
more easily expressed in words, and more easily understood. For the same grace makes all the saintsto
be a so brethren of one another; whilein their society no one is the bridegroom of all the rest. So also,
notwithstanding the surpassing justice and wisdom of Christ, His manhood was much more plainly
and readily recognized by strangers, who, indeed, were not wrong in believing Him to be man, but they
did not understand His being God as well as man. Hence Jeremiah says. "He is both a man, and who
shall know Him?' Jeremiah 17:9 He is aman, for it is made manifest that He is a brother. And who
shall know Him? For it is concealed that He is a husband. This must suffice as a defense of our father
Abraham against Faustus' impudence and ignorance and malice.

41\. Lot aso, the brother of Abraham, was just and hospitable in Sodom, and was found worthy to
escape the conflagration which prefigured the future judgment; for he was free from all participation
in the corruption of the people of Sodom. He was atype of the body of Christ, which in the person of
all the saints both groans now among the ungodly and wicked, to whose evil deedsit does not consent,
and will at the end of the world be rescued from their society, when they are doomed to the punishment
of eternal fire. Lot'swife wasthe type of adifferent class of men — of those, namely, who, when called
by the grace of God, look back, instead of, like Paul, forgetting the things that are behind, and looking
forward to the things that are before. Philippians 3:13 The Lord Himself says: "No man that puts his
hand to the plough, and looks back, is fit for the kingdom of Heaven." Luke 9:62 Nor did He omit to
mention the case of Lot'swife; for she, for our warning, was turned into a pillar of salt, that being thus
seasoned we might not trifle thoughtlessly with this danger, but be on our guard against it. So, when the
L ord was admonishing every oneto get rid of the thingsthat are behind by the most strenuous endeavor
to reach the things that are before, He said, "Remember Lot's wife." Luke 17:32 And, in addition to
these, thereis till athird typein Lot, when his daughterslay with him. For here Lot seemsto prefigure
the future law; for those who spring from the law, and are placed under the law, by misunderstanding
it, stupefy it, asit were, and bring forth the works of unbelief by an unlawful use of the law. "The law
isgood" saysthe apostle, "if aman useit lawfully." 1 Timothy 1:8

42\. It isno excuse for thisaction of Lot or of hisdaughtersthat it represented the perversity which was
afterwardsin certain casesto be displayed. The purpose of Lot's daughtersis one thing, and the purpose
of God is another, in allowing this to happen that He might make some truth manifest; for God both
pronounces judgment on the actions of the people of those times, and arranges in His providence for



the prefigurement of the future. As a part of Scripture, this action is a prophecy; as part of the history
of those concerned, it isacrime.

43\. At the sametime thereisin this transaction no reason for the torrent of abuse which Faustus' blind
hostility discharges on it. By the eternal law which requires the preservation of the order of nature
and condemns its violation, the judgment in this case is not what it would have been if Lot had been
prompted by a criminal passion to commit incest with his daughters, or if they had been inflamed with
unnatural desires. In justice, we must ask not only what was done, but with what motive, in order to
obtain afair view of the action as the effect of that motive. The resolution of Lot's daughters to lie
with their father was the effect of the natural desire for offspring in order to preserve the race; for they
supposed that there were no other men to be found, thinking that the whole world had been consumed
inthat conflagration, which, for al they knew, had |eft no one alive but themselves. It would have been
better for them never to have been mothers, than to have become mothers by their own father. But still,
the fulfillment of adesire like thisis very different from the accursed gratification of lust.

44\. Knowing that their father would condemn their design, Lot's daughters thought it necessary to
fulfill it without his knowledge. We are told that they made him drunk, so that he was unaware of what
happened. His guilt therefore is not that of incest, but of drunkenness. This, too, is condemned by the
eternal law, which alowsmeat and drink only asrequired by naturefor the preservation of health. There
is, indeed, a great difference between a drunk man and an habitual drunkard; for the drunkard is not
alwaysdrunk, and aman may be drunk on one occasion without being adrunkard. However, in the case
of arighteous man, we require to account for even one instance of drunkenness. What can have made
Lot consent to receive from his daughters all the cups of wine which they went on mixing for him, or
perhaps giving him unmixed? Did they feign excessive grief, and did he resort to this consolation in
their loneliness, and in the loss of their mother, thinking that they were drinking too, while they only
pretended to drink? But this does not seem a proper method for a righteous man to take in consoling
his friends when in trouble. Had the daughters learned in Sodom some vile art which enabled them
to intoxicate their father with a few cups, so that in his ignorance he might sin, or rather be sinned
against? But it is not likely that the Scripture would have omitted al notice of this, or that God would
have allowed His servant to be thus abused without any fault of his own.



45\. But we are defending the sacred Scriptures, not man's sins. Nor are we concerned to justify this
action, as if our God had either commanded it or approved of it; or as if, when men are called just
in Scripture, it meant that they could not sin if they chose. And as, in the books which those critics
find fault with, God nowhere expresses approval of this action, what thoughtless folly it isto bring a
charge from this narrative against these writings, when in other places such actions are condemned by
express prohibitions! In the story of Lot's daughters the action is related, not commended. And it is
proper that the judgment of God should be declared in some cases, and concealed in others, that by
its manifestation our ignorance may be enlightened, and that by its concealment our minds may be
improved by the exercise of recalling what we already know, or our indolence stimulated to seek for an
explanation. Here, then, God, who can bring good out of evil, made nations arise from this origin, as
He saw good, but did not bring upon His own Scriptures the guilt of man'ssin. It is God's writing, but
not His doing; He does not propose these things for our imitation, but holds them up for our warning.



46\. Faustus effrontery appears notably in his accusing Isaac aso, the son of Abraham of pretending
that hiswife Rebeccawas his sister. Genesis 26:7 For as regards the family of Rebecca Scriptureis not
silent, and it appears that she was his sister in the well-known sense of the word. His concealing that
shewas hiswifeisnot surprising, nor isit insignificant, if hedid it in imitation of hisfather, so that he
can bejustified on the same grounds. We need only refer to the answer aready given to Faustus charge
against Abraham, as being equally applicable to Isaac. Perhaps, however some inquirer will ask what
typical significance thereisin the foreign king discovering Rebecca to be the wife of Isaac by seeing
him playing with her; for he would not have known, had he not seen Isaac playing with Rebecca as
it would have been improper to do with a woman not his wife. When holy men act thus as husbands,
they do it not foolishly, but designedly: for they accommodate themselves to the nature of the weaker
sex in words and actions of gentle playfulness; not in effeminacy, but in subdued manliness. But such
behavior towards any woman except awife would be disgraceful. This is a question in good manners,
whichisreferred to only in case some stern advocate of insensibility should find fault with the holy man
even for playing with hiswife. For if these men without humanity see a sedate man chatting playfully
with children that he may adapt himself to the childish understanding with kindly sympathy, they think
that he is insane; forgetting that they themselves were once children, or unthankful for their maturity.
The typical meaning, as regards Christ and His Church, which is to be found in this great patriarch
playing with his wife, and in the conjugal relation being thus discovered, will be seen by every one
who, to avoid offending the Church by erroneous doctrine, carefully studies in Scripture the secret of
the Church's Bridegroom. He will find that the Husband of the Church concealed for atimein theform
of a servant the mgjesty in which He was equal to the Father, as being in the form of God, that feeble
humanity might be capable of union with Him, and that so He might accommodate Himself to His
spouse. So far from being absurd, it has a symbolic suitableness that the prophet of God should use a
playfulness which is of the flesh to meet the affection of hiswife, asthe Word of God Himself became
flesh that He might dwell among us.

47\. Again, Jacob the son of Isaac is charged with having committed a great crime because he had four
wives. But here there is no ground for a criminal accusation: for a plurality of wives was no crime
when it was the custom; and it isacrime now, because it is no longer the custom. There are sins agai nst
nature, and sins against custom, and sins against the laws. In which, then, of these senses did Jacob sin
in having a plurality of wives? As regards nature, he used the women not for sensual gratification, but
for the procreation of children. For custom, thiswas the common practice at that timein those countries.
And for thelaws, no prohibition existed. The only reason of its being acrime now to do this, is because
custom and the laws forbid it. Whoever despises these restraints, even though he uses his wives only
to get children, still commits sin, and does an injury to human society itself, for the sake of which it
is that the procreation of children is required. In the present altered state of customs and laws, men
can have no pleasure in aplurality of wives, except from an excess of lust; and so the mistake arises of
supposing that no one could ever have had many wives but from sensuality and the vehemence of sinful
desires. Unable to form an idea of men whose force of mind is beyond their conception, they compare
themselves with themselves, as the apostle says, 2 Corinthians 10:12 and so make mistakes. Conscious
that, in their intercourse though with one wife only, they are often influenced by mere animal passion
instead of an intelligent motive, they think it an obvious inference that, if the l[imits of moderation are



not observed where there is only one wife, the infirmity must be aggravated where there are more than
one.

48\. But those who have not the virtues of temperance must not be allowed to judge of the conduct of
holy men, any more than those in fever of the sweetness and wholesomeness of food. Nourishment
must be provided not by the dictates of the sickly taste, but rather by the judgment and direction of
health, so as to cure the sickness. If our critics, then, wish to attain not a spurious and affected, but a
genuine and sound moral health, let them find acurein believing the Scripturerecord, that the honorable
name of saint is given not without reason to men who had several wives; and that the reason is this,
that the mind can exercise such control over the flesh as not to allow the appetite implanted in our
nature by Providence to go beyond the limits of deliberate intention. By a similar misunderstanding,
this criticism, which consists rather in dishonest slander than in honest judgment, might accuse the
holy apostles too of preaching the gospel to so many people, not from the desire of begetting children
to eternal life, but from the love of human praise. There was no lack of renown to these our fathersin
the gospel, for their praise was spread in numerous tongues through the churches of Christ. In fact, no
greater honor and glory could have been paid by men to their fellow-creatures. It was the sinful desire
for this glory in the Church which led the reprobate Simon in his blindness to wish to purchase for
money what was freely bestowed on the apostles by divine grace. Acts 8:18-20 There must have been
thisdesire of glory in the man whom the Lord in the Gospel checksin hisdesireto follow Him, saying,
"The foxes have holes, and the birds of the air have nests, but the Son of man has not where to lay
HisHead." Matthew 8:20 The Lord saw that his mind was darkened by fal se appearances and elated by
sudden emotion, and that there was no ground of faith to afford alodging to the Teacher of humility; for
in Christ's discipleship the man sought not Christ's grace, but hisown glory. By thislove of glory those
were led away whom the Apostle Paul characterizes as preaching Christ not sincerely, but of contention
and envy; and yet the apostle rejoices in their preaching, knowing that it might happen that, while the
preachers gratified their desire for human praise, believers might be born among their hearers — not
as the result of the envious feeling which made them wish to rival or surpass the fame of the apostles,
but by means of the gospel which they preached, though not sincerely; so that God might bring good
out of their evil. So aman may be induced to marry by sensual desire, and not to beget children; and
yet a child may be born, a good work of God, due to the natural power, not to the misconduct of the
parent. As, therefore, the holy apostles were gratified when their doctrine met with acceptance from
their hearers, not because they were greedy for praise, but because they desired to spread the truth; so
the holy patriarchs in their conjugal intercourse were actuated not by the love of pleasure, but by the
intelligent desire for the continuance of their family. Thus the number of their hearers did not make the
apostles ambitious; nor did the number of their wives make the patriarchs licentious. But why defend
the husbands, to whose character the divine word bears the highest testimony, when it appears that the
wives themselves looked upon their connection with their husbands only as a means of getting sons?
So, when they found themselves barren, they gave their handmaidsto their husbands; so that while the
handmaids had the fleshly motherhood, the wives were mothersin intention.

49\. Faustus makes a most groundless statement when he accuses the four women of quarreling like
abandoned characters for the possession of their husband. Where Faustus read this | know not, unless



it was in his own heart, as in a book of impious delusions, in which Faustus himself is seduced by
that serpent with regard to whom the apostle feared for the Church, which he desired to present as a
chaste virgin to Christ; lest, as the serpent had deceived Eve by his subtlety, so he should also corrupt
their minds by turning them away from the simplicity of Christ. 2 Corinthians 11:2-3 The Manichasans
are so fond of this serpent, that they assert that he did more good than harm. From him Faustus must
have got his mind corrupted with the lies ingtilled into it, which he now reproduces in these infamous
calumnies, and is even bold enough to put down in writing. It is not true that one of the handmaids
carried off Jacob from the other, or that they quarreled about possessing him. There was arrangement,
because there was no licentious passion; and the law of conjugal authority was all the stronger that
there was none of the lawlessness of fleshly desire. His being hired by one of hiswives proves what is
here said, in plain opposition to the libels of the Manichasans. Why should one have hired him, unless
by the arrangement he was to have gone in to the other? It does not follow that he would never have
gonein to Leah unless she had hired him. He must have gone to her alwaysin her turn, for he had many
children by her; and in obedience to her he had children by her hand-maid, and afterwards, without
any hiring, by herself. On this occasion it was Rachel's turn, so that she had the power so expressly
mentioned in the New Testament by the apostle, "The husband has not power over his own body, but
the wife." 1 Corinthians 7:4 Rachel had a bargain with her sister, and, being in her sister's debt, she
referred her to Jacob, her own debtor. For the apostle uses this figure when he says, "L et the husband
render unto the wife what is due." 1 Corinthians 7:3 Rachel gave what was in her power as due from
her husband, in return for what she had chosen to take from her sister.



50\. If Jacob had been of such a character as Faustus in his incurable blindness supposes, and not a
servant of righteousness rather than of concupiscence, would he not have been looking forward eagerly
all day to the pleasure of passing the night with the more beautiful of his wives, whom he certainly
loved more than the other, and for whom he paid the price of twice seven years of gratuitous service?
How, then, at the close of the day, on his way to his beloved, could he have consented to be turned
aside, if he had been such as the ignorant Manichaaans represent him? Would he not have disregarded
the wish of the women, and insisted upon going to the fair Rachel, who belonged to him that night
not only as his lawful wife, but also as coming in regular order? He would thus have used his power
as a husband, for the wife also has not power over her own body, but the husband; and having on
this occasion the arrangement in their obedience in favor of the gratification of his love of beauty, he
might have enforced his authority the more successfully. In that case it would be to the credit of the
women, that while he thought of his own pleasure they contended about having a son. As it was, this
virtuous man, in manly control of sensual appetite, thought more of what was due from him than to
him, and instead of using his power for his own pleasure, consented to be only the debtor in this mutual
obligation. So he consented to pay the debt to the person to whom sheto whom it was due wished himto
pay it. When, by this private bargain of hiswives, Jacob was suddenly and unexpectedly forced to turn
from the beautiful wife to the plain one, he did not give way either to anger or to disappointment, nor
did he try to persuade hiswivesto let him have his own way; but, like ajust husband and an intelligent
parent, seeing his wives concerned about the production of children, which was al he himself desired
in marriage, he thought it best to yield to their authority, in desiring that each should have a child: for,
since al the children were his, his own authority was not impaired. Asif he had said to them: Arrange
as you please among yourselves which is to be the mother; it matters not to me, sincein any case | am
thefather. This control over the appetites, and simple desire to beget children, Faustuswould have been
clever enough to see and approve, unless his mind had been corrupted by the shocking tenets of his sect,
which lead him to find fault with everything in the Scripture, and, moreover, teach him to condemn as
the greatest crime the procreation of children, which isthe proper design of marriage.

51\. Now, having defended the character of the patriarch, and refuted an accusation arising from these
detestable errors, let us avail ourselves of the opportunity of searching out the symbolic meaning, and
let us knock with the reverence of faith, that the Lord may open to us the typical significance of the
four wives of Jacob, of whom two were free, and two slaves. We see that, in the wife and bond-slaves
of Abraham, the apostle understands the two Testaments. Galatians 4:22-24 But there, one represents
each; here, the application does not suit so well, as there are two and two. There, aso, the son of the
bond-slave is disinherited; but here the sons of the slaves receive the land of promise along with the
sons of the free women: so that this type must have a different meaning.

52\. Supposing that the two free wives point to the New Testament, by which we are called to liberty,
what is the meaning of there being two? Perhaps because in Scripture, as the attentive reader will find,
we are said to have two lives in the body of Christ — one temporal, in which we suffer pain, and one
eternal, in which we shall behold the blessedness of God. We see the onein the Lord's passion, and the
other in His resurrection. The names of the women point to this meaning: It is said that Leah means
Suffering, and Rachel the First Principle made visible, or the Word which makes the First Principle



visible. The action, then, of our mortal human life, in which we live by faith, doing many painful tasks
without knowing what benefit may result from them to thosein whom we areinterested, isL eah, Jacob's
first wife. And thus she is said to have had weak eyes. For the purposes of mortals are timid, and our
plans uncertain. Again, the hope of the eternal contemplation of God, accompanied with a sure and
delightful perception of truth, is Rachel. And on this account she is described as fair and well-formed.
Thisisthe beloved of every pious student, and for this he serves the grace of God, by which our sins,
though like scarlet, are made white as snow. Isaiah 1:18 For Laban means making white; and we read
that Jacob served Laban for Rachel. Genesis 29:17 No man turns to serve righteousness, in subjection
to the grace of forgiveness, but that he may live in peace in the Word which makes visible the First
Principle, or God; that is, he serves for Rachel, not for Leah. For what a man loves in the works of
righteousness is not the toil of doing and suffering. No one desires this life for its own sake; as Jacob
desired not L eah, who yet was brought to him, and became hiswife, and the mother of children. Though
she could not be loved of herself, the Lord made her be borne with as a step to Rachel; and then she
came to be approved of on account of her children. Thus every useful servant of God, brought into His
grace by which his sins are made white, hasin hismind, and heart, and affection, when he thusturnsto
God, nothing but the knowledge of wisdom. Thiswe often expect to attain asareward for practising the
seven precepts of the law which concern the love of our neighbor, that we injure no one: namely, Honor
your father and mother; You shall not commit adultery; You shall not kill; You shall not steal; You shall
not bear false witness; You shall not desire your neighbor's wife; You shall not covet your neighbor's
property. When aman has obeyed these to the best of his ability, and, instead of the bright joys of truth
which he desired and hoped for, finds in the darkness of the manifold trials of this world that he is
bound to painful endurance, or has embraced Leah instead of Rachel, if there is perseverance in his
love, he bears with the onein order to attain the other; and as if it were said to him, Serve seven other
years for Rachel, he hears seven new commands — to be poor in spirit, to be meek, to be a mourner,
to hunger and thirst after righteousness, to be merciful, pure, and a peacemaker. Matthew 5:3-9 A man
would desire, if it were possible, to obtain at once the joys of lovely and perfect wisdom, without the
endurance of toil in action and suffering; but thisisimpossible in mortal life. This seems to be meant,
when it is said to Jacob: "It is not the custom in our country to marry the younger before the elder.”
Genesis 29:26 The elder may very well mean the first in order of time. So, in the discipline of man, the
toil of doing the work of righteousness precedes the delight of understanding the truth.

53\. To this purpose it is written: "You have desired wisdom; keep the commandments, and the Lord
shall giveit you." Sirach 1:33 The commandments are those concerning righteousness, and the right-
eousnessisthat whichisby faith, surrounded with the uncertainty of temptations; so that understanding
isthe reward of apious belief of what is not yet understood. The meaning | have given to these words,
"You have desired wisdom; keep the commandments, and the Lord shall give it you," | find also in
the passage, "Unless ye believe, you shall not understand;" showing that as righteousness is by faith,
understanding comes by wisdom. Accordingly, in the case of those who eagerly demand evident truth,
we must not condemn the desire, but regulate it, so that beginning with faith it may proceed to the
desired end through good works. The life of virtueis one of toil; the end desired is unclouded wisdom.
Why should | believe, says one, what is not clearly proved? Let me hear some word which will dis-
close the first principle of al things. Thisisthe one great craving of the rational soul in the pursuit of



truth. And the answer is, What you desire is excellent, and well worthy of your love; but Leah isto be
married first, and then Rachel. The proper effect of your eagernessisto lead you to submit to the right
method, instead of rebelling against it; for without this method you cannot attain what you so eagerly
long for. And when it is attained, the possession of the lovely form of knowledge will be in this world
accompanied with the toils of righteousness. For however clear and true our perception in thislife may
be of the unchangeable good, the mortal body is still aweight on the mind and the earthly tabernacle
isaclog on the intellect in its manifold activity. The end then, is one, but many things must be gone
through for the sake of it.

54\. Thus Jacob has two free wives; for both are daughters of the remission of sins, or of whitening,
that is, of Laban. One is loved, the other is borne. But she that is borne is the most and the soonest
fruitful, that she may be loved, if not for herself, at least for her children. For the toil of the righteous
is specialy fruitful in those whom they beget for the kingdom of God, by preaching the gospel amid
many trials and temptations; and they call those their joy and crown Philippians 4:1 for whom they
are in labors more abundantly, in stripes above measure, in deaths often, 2 Corinthians 11:23 — for
whom they havefightingswithout and fearswithin. 2 Corinthians 7:5 Such birthsresult most easily and
plentifully from the word of faith, the preaching of Christ crucified, which speaks also of His human
nature asfar asit can be easily understood, so as not to hurt the weak eyes of Leah. Rachel, again, with
clear eye, isbeside herself to God, 2 Corinthians 5:13 and seesin the beginning the Word of God with
God, and wishes to bring forth, but cannot; for who shall declare His generation? So the life devoted
to contemplation, in order to see with no feeble mental eye things invisible to flesh, but understood by
the things that are made, and to discern the ineffable manifestation of the eternal power and divinity
of God, seeks leisure from all occupation, and is therefore barren. In this habit of retirement, where
the fire of meditation burns bright, there is a want of sympathy with human weakness, and with the
need men have of our help in their calamities. This life aso burns with the desire for children (for it
wishes to teach what it knows, and not to go with the corruption of envy Wisdom 6:23), and sees its
sister-life fully occupied with work and with bringing forth; and it grievesthat men run after that virtue
which cares for their wants and weaknesses, instead of that which has a divine imperishable lesson to
impart. Thisis what is meant when it is said, "Rachel envied her sister.” Genesis 30:1 Moreover, as
the pure intellectual perception of that which is not matter, and so is not the object of the bodliy sense,
cannot be expressed in words which spring from the flesh, the doctrine of wisdom prefersto get some
lodging for divine truth in the mind by whatever material figures and illustrations occur, rather than to
give up teaching these things; and thus Rachel preferred that her husband should have children by her
handmaid, rather than that she should be without any children. Bilhah, the name of her handmaid, is
said to mean old; and so, even when we speak of the spiritual and unchangeable nature of God, ideas
are suggested relating to the old life of the bodily senses.



55\. Leah, too, got children by her handmaid, from the desire of having a numerous family. Zilpah, her
handmaid, is, interpreted, an open mouth. So Leah's handmaid represents those who are spoken of in
Scripture as engaging in the preaching of the gospel with open mouth, but not with open heart. Thusitis
written of some: "This people honor me with their lips, but their heart isfar from me." Isaiah 29:13 To
such the apostle says: "Thou that preachest that a man should not steal, do you steal? Thou that sayest
a man should not commit adultery, do you commit adultery?' Romans 2:21-22 But that even by this
arrangement the free wife of Jacob, the type of labor or endurance, might obtain children to be heirs
of the kingdom, the Lord says. "What they say, do; but do not after their works." Matthew 23:3 And
again, the apostolic life, when enduring imprisonment, says: "Whether Christ is preached in pretence
or in truth, | therein do rejoice, yea, and will rejoice.” Philippians 1:18 It isthe joy of the mother over
her numerous family, though born of her handmaid.

56\. In one instance L eah owed her becoming a mother to Rachel, who, in return for some mandrakes,
allowed her husband to give her night to her sister. Some, | know, think that eating this fruit has the
effect of making barren women productive, and that Rachel, from her desire for children, was thus
bent on getting the fruit from her sister. But | should not agree to this, even had Rachel conceived at
the time. As Leah then conceived, and, besides, had two other children before God opened Rachel's
womb, there is no reason for supposing any such quality in the mandrake, without any experience to
proveit. | will give my explanation; those better able than | may give a better. Though this fruit is not
often met with, | had once, to my great satisfaction, on account of its connection with this passage of
Scripture, an opportunity of seeing it. | examined the fruit as carefully as | could, not with the help of
any recondite knowledge of the nature of roots or the virtues of plants, but only asto what | or any one
might learn from the sight, and smell, and taste. | thought it a nice-looking fruit, and sweet-smelling,
but insipid; and | confessit is hard to say why Rachel desired it so much, unlessit wasfor itsrarity and
its sweet smell. Why the incident should be narrated in Scripture, in which the fancies of women would
not be mentioned asimportant unless it wasintended that we should |earn some important lesson from
them, the only thing I can think of isthe very simple ideathat the fruit represents a good character; not
the praise given aman by afew just and wise people, but popular report, which bestows greatness and
renown on aman, and which isnot desirablefor its own sake, but isessential to the success of good men
intheir endeavorsto benefit their fellow-men. So the apostle says, that it is proper to have agood report
of those that are without; 1 Timothy 3:7 for though they are not infallible, the lustre of their praise and
the odor of their good opinion are agreat help to the efforts of those who seek to benefit them. And this
popular renown is not obtained by those that are highest in the Church, unless they expose themselves
to the toils and hazards of an active life. Thus the son of Leah found the mandrakes when he went out
into the field, that is, when walking honestly towards those that are without. The pursuit of wisdom, on
the other hand, retired from the busy crowd, and lost in calm meditation, could never obtain a particle
of this public approval, except through those who take the management of public business, not for the
sake of being leaders, but in order to be useful. These men of action and business exert themselves for
the public benefit, and by a popular use of their influence gain the approval of the people even for the
quiet life of the student and inquirer after truth; and thus through Leah the mandrakes come into the
hands of Rachel. Leah herself got them from her first-born son, that is, in honor of her fertility, which
represents all the useful result of a laborious life exposed to the common vicissitudes; a life which



many avoid on account of its troublesome engagements, because, although they might be able to take
the lead, they are bent on study, and devote all their powers to the quiet pursuit of knowledge, in love
with the beauty of Rachel.

57\. But asit isright that this studious life should gain public approval by letting itself be known, while
it cannot rightly gain this approval if it keeps its follower in retirement, instead of using his powers
for the management of ecclesiastical affairs, and so prevents his being generally useful; to this purpose
Leah says to her sister, "Is it a small matter that you have taken my husband? And would you take
away my son's mandrakes also?' Genesis 30:15 The husband represents all those who, though fit for
active life, and able to govern the Church, in administering to believers the mystery of the faith, from
their love of learning and of the pursuit of wisdom, desire to relinquish all troublesome occupations,
and to bury themselves in the classroom. Thus the words, "Isit a small matter that you have taken my
husband? And would you take away my son's mandrakes also?' mean, "Is it a small matter that the
life of study keeps in retirement men required for the toils of public life? And does it ask for popular
renown as well?"'

58\. To get thisrenown justly, Rachel gives her husband to her sister for the night; that is, those who, by
atalent for business, are fitted for government, must for the public benefit consent to bear the burden
and suffer the hardships of public life; lest the pursuit of wisdom, to which their leisure is devoted,
should be evil spoken of, and should not gain from the multitude the good opinion, represented by the
fruit, which is necessary for the encouragement of their pupils. But the life of business must be forced
upon them. Thisisclearly shown by L eah's meeting Jacob when coming from thefield, and laying hold
of him, saying, "You shall comeinto me; for | have hired you with my son'smandrakes." Genesis 30:16
Asif she said, Do you wish the knowledge which you love to be well thought of ? Do not shirk the toil
of business. The same thing happens constantly in the Church. What we read is explained by what we
meet with in our own experience. Do we not everywhere see men coming from secular employments,
to seek leisurefor the study and contemplation of truth, their beloved Rachel, and intercepted mid-way
by ecclesiastical affairs, which require them to be set to work, asif Leah said to them, You must come
in to me? When such men minister in sincerity the mystery of God, so as in the night of this world
to beget sons in the faith, popular approval is gained also for that life, in love for which they were
led to abandon worldly pursuits, and from the adoption of which they were called away to undertake
the benevolent task of government. In all their labors they aim chiefly at this, that their chosen way
of life may have greater and wider renown, as having supplied the people with such leaders; as Jacob
consents to go with Leah, that Rachel may obtain the sweet-smelling and good-looking fruit. Rachel,
too, in course of time, by the mercy of God, brings forth a child herself, but not till after some time;
for it seldom happens that there is a sound, though only partial, apprehension, without fleshly ideas, of
such sacred lessons of wisdom as this: "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God." John 1:1

59\. This must suffice as areply to the false accusations brought by Faustus against the three fathers,
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, from whom the God whom the Catholic Church worship was pleased to
take His name. Thisis not the place to discourse on the merits and piety of these three men, or on the
dignity of their prophetic character, which is beyond the comprehension of carna minds. It is enough



in this treatise to defend them against the calumnious attacks of malevolence and falsehood, in case
those who read the Scripturesin acarping and hostile spirit should fancy that they have proved anything
against the sacredness and the profitableness of these books, by their attempts to blacken the character
of men who are there mentioned so honorably.

60\. It should be added that L ot, the brother, that is the blood relation, of Abraham, is not to be ranked
as equal to those of whom God says, "I am the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob;" nor does he
belong to those testified to in Scripture as having continued righteous to the end, although in Sodom
he lived a pious and virtuous life, and showed a praiseworthy hospitality, so that he was rescued from
the fire, and a land was given by God to his seed to dwell in, for the sake of his uncle Abraham. On
these accounts he is commended in Scripture — not for intemperance or incest. But when we find
bad and good actions recorded of the same person, we must take warning from the one, and example
from the other. As, then, the sin of Lot, of whom we are told that he was righteous previous to this
sin, instead of bringing a stain on the character of God, or the truth of Scripture, rather calls on us
to approve and admire the record in its resemblance to a faithful mirror, which reflects not only the
beauties and perfections, but also the faults and deformities, of those who approach it; still more, inthe
case of Judah, who lay with his daughter-in-law, we may see how groundless are the reproaches cast
on the narrative. The sacred record has an authority which raisesit far above not merely the cavils of a
handful of Manichaeans, but the determined enmity of the whole Gentile world; for, in confirmation of
its claims, we see that already it has brought nearly all people from their idolatrous superstitions to the
worship of one God, according to the rule of Christianity. It has conquered the world, not by violence
and warfare, but by the resistless force of truth. Where, then, is Judah praised in Scripture? Where is
anything good said of him, except that in the blessing pronounced by hisfather heisdistinguished above
the rest, because of the prophecy that Christ would come in the flesh from his tribe? Genesis 49:8-12



61\. Judah, as Faustus says, committed fornication; and besides that, we can accuse him of selling his
brother into Egypt. Is it any disparagement to light, that in revealing al things it discloses what is
unsightly? So neither is the character of Scripture affected by the evil deeds of which we are informed
by the record itself. Undoubtedly, by the eternal law, which requires the preservation of natural order,
and forbids the transgression of it, conjugal intercourse should take place only for the procreation of
children, and after the celebration of marriage, so as to maintain the bond of peace. Therefore, the
prostitution of women, merely for the gratification of sinful passion, is condemned by the divine and
eternal law. To purchase the degradation of another, disgraces the purchaser; so that, though the sin
would have been greater if Judah had knowingly lain with his daughter-in-law (for if, as the Lord
says, man and wife are no more two, but one flesh, Matthew 19:6 a daughter-in-law is the same as a
daughter); still, it isplain that, as regards his own intention, he was disgraced by hisintercourse with an
harlot. The woman, on the other hand, who deceived her father-in-law, sinned not from wantonness, or
because she loved the gains of iniquity, but from her desire to have children of this particular family. So,
being disappointed in two of the brothers, and not obtaining the third, she succeeded by craft in getting
achild by their father; and the reward which she got was kept, not as an ornament, but as a pledge. It
would certainly have been better to have remained childless than to become amother without marriage.
Still, her desire to have her father-in-law as the father of her children was very different from having a
criminal affection for him. And when, by his order, she was brought out to be killed, on her producing
the staff and necklace and ring, saying that the father of the child was the man who had given her those
pledges, Judah acknowledged them, and said, " She has been more righteous than |1"— not praising her,
but condemning himself. He blamed her desire to have children less than his own unlawful passion,
which had led him to one whom he thought to be an harlot. In a similar senseg, it is said of some that
they justified Sodom; Ezekiel 16:52 that is, their sin was so great, that Sodom seemed righteous in
comparison. And even allowing that this woman is not spoken of as comparatively less guilty, but is
actually praised by her father-in-law, while, on account of her not observing the established rites of
marriage, she is a criminal in the eye of the eternal law of right, which forbids the transgression of
natural order, both as regards the body, and first and chiefly as regards the mind, what wonder though
one sinner should praise another?



62\. The mistake of Faustus and of Manichaasm generally, isin supposing that these objections prove
anything against us, as if our reverence for Scripture, and our profession of regard for its authority,
bound us to approve of al the evil actions mentioned in it; whereas the greater our homage for the
Scripture, the more decided must be our condemnation of what the truth of Scripture itself teaches us
to condemn. In Scripture, all fornication and adultery are condemned by the divine law; accordingly,
when actions of this kind are narrated, without being expressly condemned, it is intended not that
we should praise them, but that we should pass judgment on them ourselves. Every one execrates the
cruelty of Herod inthe Gospel, when, in his uneasiness on hearing of the birth of Christ, he commanded
the slaughter of so many infants. Matthew 2:16 But thisis merely narrated without being condemned.
Or if Manichaean absurdity is bold enough to deny the truth of this narrative, since they do not admit
the birth of Christ, which was what troubled Herod, let them read the account of the blind fury of the
Jews, which is related without any expression of reproach, although the feeling of abhorrence is the
samein al.

63\. But, it issaid, Judah, who lay with his daughter-in-law, is reckoned as one of the twelve patriarchs.
And was not Judas, who betrayed the Lord, reckoned among the twelve apostles? And was not this
one of them, who was a devil, sent along with them to preach the gospel? John 6:70-71 In reply to
this, it will be said that after his crime Judas hanged himself, and was removed from the number of
the apostles; while Judah, after his evil conduct, was not only blessed along with his brethren, but got
special honor and approval from hisfather, who is so highly spoken of in Scripture. But the main lesson
to be learned from this is, that this prophecy refers not to Judah, but to Christ, who was foretold as to
come in the flesh from his tribe; and the very reason for the mention of this crime of Judah is to be
found in the desirableness of teaching usto look for another meaning in the words of his father, which
are seen not to be applicable to him in his misconduct, from the praise which they express.

64\. Doubtless, the intention of Faustus calumnies is to damage this very assertion, that Christ was
born of the tribe of Judah. Especially, asin the genealogy given by Matthew we find the name of Zara,
whom this woman Tamar bore to Judah. Had Faustus wished to reproach Jacob's family merely, and
not Christ's birth, he might have taken the case of Reuben the first-born, who committed the unnatural
crime of defiling his father's bed, of which fornication the apostle says, that it was not so much as
named among the Gentiles. 1 Corinthians 5:1 Jacob also mentionsthisin his blessing, charging hisson
with the infamous deed. Faustus might have brought up this, as Reuben seems to have been guilty of
deliberate incest, and there was no harlot's disguise in this case, were it not that Tamar's conduct in
desiring nothing but to have children is more odious to Faustus than if she had acted from criminal
passion, and did he not wish to discredit the incarnation, by bringing reproach on Christ's progenitors.
Faustus unhappily is not aware that the most true and truthful Saviour is a teacher, not only in His
words, but alsoin Hisbirth. In Hisfleshly origin thereisthislesson for those who should believein Him
from all nations, that the sins of their fathers need be no hindrance to them. Besides, the Bridegroom,
who was to call good and bad to His marriage, Matthew 22:10 was pleased to assimilate Himself to
His guests, in being born of good and bad. He thus confirms as typical of Himself the symbol of the
Passover, in which it was commanded that the lamb to be eaten should be taken from the sheep or
from the goats — that is, from the righteous or the wicked. Exodus 12:3-5 Preserving throughout the



indication of divinity and humanity, as man He consented to have both bad and good as His parents,
while as God He chose the miraculous birth from avirgin.

65\. The impiety, therefore, of Faustus' attacks on Scripture can injure no one but himself; for what he
thus assails is now deservedly the object of universal reverence. As has been said already, the sacred
record, likeafaithful mirror, hasno flattery initsportraits, and either itself passes sentence upon human
actions as worthy of approval or disapproval, or leaves the reader to do so. And not only doesit dis-
tinguish men as blameworthy or praiseworthy, but it also takes notice of cases where the blameworthy
deserve praise, and the praiseworthy blame. Thus, although Saul was blameworthy, it was not the less
praiseworthy in him to examine so carefully who had eaten food during the curse, and to pronounce the
stern sentence in obedience to the commandment of God. 1 Samuel xiv So, too, he was right in banish-
ing those that had familiar spirits and wizards out of the land. 1 Samuel 28:3 And although David was
praiseworthy, we are not called on to approve or imitate his sins, which God rebukes by the prophet.
And so Pontius Pilate was not wrong in pronouncing the Lord innocent, in spite of the accusations
of the Jews; John 19:4, 6 nor was it praiseworthy in Peter to deny the Lord thrice; nor, again, was he
praiseworthy on that occasion when Christ called him Satan because, not understanding the things of
God, hewished to withhold Christ from hispassion, that is, from our salvation. Here Peter, immediately
after being called blessed, is called Satan. Which character most truly belonged to him, we may see
from his apostleship, and from his crown of martyrdom.

66\. Inthe case of David also, weread of both good and bad actions. But where David's strength lay, and
what wasthe secret of his success, is sufficiently plain, not to the blind malevolence with which Faustus
assailsholy writings and holy men, but to pious discernment, which bowsto the divine authority, and at
the sametimejudges correctly of human conduct. The Manichaeanswill find, if they read the Scriptures,
that God rebukes David more than Faustus does. 2 Samuel 12 But they will read also of the sacrifice
of his penitence, of his surpassing gentleness to his merciless and bloodthirsty enemy, whom David,
pious as he was brave, dismissed unhurt when now and again he fell into his hands. They will read
of his memorable humility under divine chastisement, when the kingly neck was so bowed under the
Master's yoke, that he bore with perfect patience bitter taunts from his enemy, though he was armed,
and had armed men with him. And when his companion was enraged at such things being said to the
king, and was on the point of requiting the insult on the head of the scoffer, he mildly restrained him,
appealing to the fear of God in support of his own royal order, and saying that this bad happened to
him as a punishment from God, who had sent the man to curse him. 2 Samuel xvi They will read how,
with the love of ashepherd for the flock entrusted to him, hewaswilling to die for them, when, after he
had numbered the people, God saw good to punish his sinful pride by lessening the number he boasted
of. In this destruction, God, with whom there is no iniquity, in His secret judgment, both took away
the lives of those whom He knew to be unworthy of life, and by this diminution cured the vainglory
which had prided itself on the number of the people. They will read of that scrupulous fear of God in
his regard for the emblem of Christ in the sacred anointing, which made David's heart smite him with
regret for having secretly cut off asmall piece of Saul's garment, that he might prove to him that he had
no wish to kill him, when he might have doneit. They will read of hisjudicious behavior asregards his
children, and also of histenderness toward them — how, when one was sick, he entreated the Lord for



him with many tears and with much self-abasement, but when he died, an innocent child, he did not
mourn for him; and again, how, when his youthful son was carried away with unnatural hostility to an
infamous violation of hisfather's bed, and in a parricidal war, he wished him to live, and wept for him
when he was killed; for he thought of the eternal doom of a soul guilty of such crimes, and desired that
he should live to escape this doom by being brought to submission and repentance. These, and many
other praiseworthy and exemplary things, may be seen in this holy man by acandid examination of the
Scripture narrative, especialy if in humble piety and unfeigned faith we regard the judgment of God,
who knew the secrets of David's heart, and who, in His infallible inspection, so approves of David as
to commend him as a pattern to his sons.



67\. It must have been on account of thisinspection of the depths of David's heart by the Spirit of God
that, when on being reproved by the prophet, he said, | have sinned, he was considered worthy to be
told, immediately after this brief confession, that he was pardoned — that is, that he was admitted to
eternal salvation. For he did not escape the correction of the fatherly rod, of which God spoke in His
threatening, that, while by his confession he obtained eternal exemption, he might be tried by temporal
chastisement. And it is a remarkable evidence of the strength of David's faith, and of his meek and
submissive spirit, that, when he had been told by the prophet that God had forgiven him, although the
threatened consequences were still permitted to follow, he did not accuse the prophet of having deluded
him, or murmur against God as having mocked him with a declaration of forgiveness. This deeply holy
man, whose soul was lifted up unto God, and not against God, knew that had not the Lord mercifully
accepted his confession and repentance, his sins would have deserved eternal punishment. So when,
instead of this, he was made to smart under temporal correction, he saw that, while the pardon remained
good, wholesome disciplinewas a so provided. Saul, too, when hewasreproved by Samuel, said, | have
sinned. 1 Samuel 15:24 Why, then, was he not considered fit to be told, as David was, that the Lord
had pardoned his sin? I sthere acceptance of persons with God? Far from it. While to the human ear the
words were the same, the divine eye saw adifference in the heart. The lesson for usto learn from these
thingsis, that the kingdom of heaven iswithin us, Luke 17:28 and that we must worship God from our
inmost feelings, that out of the abundance of the heart the mouth may speak, instead of honoring Him
with our lips, like the people of old, while our hearts are far from Him. We may learn also to judge
of men, whose hearts we cannot see, only as God judges, who sees what we cannot, and who cannot
be biased or misled. Having, on the high authority of sacred Scripture, the plainest announcement of
God'sopinion of David, we may regard as absurd or depl orabl e the rashness of men who hold adifferent
opinion. The authority of Scripture, asregardsthe character of these men of ancient times, is supported
by the evidence from the prophecies which they contain, and which are now receiving their fulfillment.

68\. We see the same thing in the Gospel, where the devils confess that Christ is the Son of God in the
words used by Peter, but with a very different heart. So, though the words were the same, Peter is
praised for hisfaith, while the impiety of the devilsis checked. For Christ, not by human sense, but by
divine knowledge, could inspect and infallibly discriminate the sources from which the words came.
Besides, there are multitudes who confess that Christ isthe Son of the living God, without meriting the
same approval as Peter — not only of those who shall say inthat day, "Lord, Lord," and shall receive the
sentence, "Depart from me," but a so of thosewho shall be placed on theright hand. They may probably
never have denied Christ even once; they may never have opposed His suffering for our salvation; they
may never have forced the Gentiles to do as the Jews; Galatians 2:14 and yet they shall not be honored
equally with Peter, who, though he did all these things, will sit on one of the twelve thrones, and judge
not only the twelve tribes, but the angels. So, again, many who have never desired another man'swife,
or procured the death of the husband, as David did, will never reach the place which David nevertheless
held in the divine favor. There is a vast difference between what isin itself so undesirable that it must
be utterly rejected, and the rich and plenteous harvest which may afterwards appear. For farmers are
best pleased with the fields from which, after weeding them, it may be, of great thistles, they receive
an hundred-fold; not with fields which have never had any thistles, and hardly bear thirty-fold.



69\. So Moses, too, who was so faithful a servant of God in all his house; the minister of the holy, just,
and good law; of whose character the apostle speaksin the words here quoted; Hebrews 3:5 the minister
also of the symbolswhich, though not conferring salvation, promised the Saviour, as the Saviour Him-
self shows, when He says, "If you believed M oses, you would aso believe me, for he wrote of me,"—
from which passage we have already sufficiently answered the presumptuous cavils of the Manichasans
— thisMoses, the servant of theliving, thetrue, the most high God, that made heaven and earth, not of a
foreign substance, but of nothing — not from the pressure of necessity, but from plenitude of goodness
— not by the suffering of His members, but by the power of His word — this Moses, who humbly put
from him this high ministry, but obediently accepted it, and faithfully kept it, and diligently fulfilled it;
who ruled the people with vigilance, reproved them with vehemence, loved them with fervor, and bore
with them in patience, standing for his subjects before God to receive His counsel, and to appease His
wrath — this great and good man is not to be judged of from Faustus malicious representations, but
from what is said by God, whose word is atrue expression of His true opinion of this man, whom He
knew because He made him. For the sins of men are also known to God, though Heis not their author;
but He takes notice of them as a judge in those who refuse to own them, and pardons them as a father
in those who make confession. His servant Moses, as thus described, we love and admire and to the
best of our power imitate, coming indeed far short of his merits, though we have killed no Egyptian,
nor plundered any one, nor carried on any war; which actions of Moses were in one case prompted by
the zeal of the future champion of his people, and in the other cases commanded by God.

70\. It might be shown that, though Moses slew the Egyptian, without being commanded by God, the
action was divinely permitted, as, from the prophetic character of Moses, it prefigured something in the
future. Now however, | do not use this argument, but view the action as having no symbolic meaning. In
the light, then, of the eternal law, it was wrong for one who had no legal authority to kill the man, even
though he was a bad character, besides being the aggressor. But in minds where great virtueisto come,
there is often an early crop of vices, in which we may still discern a disposition for some particular
virtue, which will come when the mind is duly cultivated. For as farmers, when they see land bringing
forth huge crops, though of weeds, pronounce it good for grain; or when they see wild creepers, which
have to be rooted out, still consider the land good for useful vines; and when they see a hill covered
with wild olives, conclude that with culture it will produce good fruit: so the disposition of mind which
led Moses to take the law into his own hands, to prevent the wrong done to his brother, living among
strangers, by awicked citizen of the country from being unrequited, was not unfit for the production
of virtue, but from want of culture gave signs of its productiveness in an unjustifiable manner. He who
afterwards, by His angel, called Moses on Mount Sinai, with the divine commission to liberate the
people of Israel from Egypt, and who trained him to obedience by the miraculous appearance in the
bush burning but not consumed, and by instructing him in his ministry, was the same who, by the call
addressed from heaven to Saul when persecuting the Church, humbled him, raised him up, and animated
him; or in figurative words, by this stroke He cut off the branch, grafted it, and made it fruitful. For
the fierce energy of Paul, when in his zeal for hereditary traditions he persecuted the Church, thinking
that he was doing God service, was like a crop of weeds showing great signs of productiveness. It was
the same in Peter, when he took his sword out of its sheath to defend the Lord, and cut off the right ear
of an assailant, when the Lord rebuked him with something like a threat, saying, "Put up your sword



into its sheath; for he that takes the sword shall perish by the sword." Matthew 26:51-52 To take the
sword isto use weapons against aman'slife, without the sanction of the constituted authority. The Lord,
indeed, had told His disciplesto carry a sword; but He did not tell them to useit. But that after thissin
Peter should become a pastor of the Church was no more improper than that Moses, after smiting the
Egyptian, should become the leader of the congregation. In both cases the trespass originated not in
inveterate cruelty, but in a hasty zeal which admitted of correction. In both cases there was resentment
against injury, accompanied in one case by love for a brother, and in the other by love, though till
carnal, of the Lord. Herewas evil to be subdued or rooted out; but the heart with such capacities needed
only, like good soil, to be cultivated to make it fruitful in virtue.

71\. Then, asfor Faustus objection to the spoiling of the Egyptians, he knows not what he says. In this
Moses not only did not sin, but it would have been sin not to do it. It was by the command of God, who,
from His knowledge both of the actions and of the hearts of men, can decide on what every one should
be made to suffer, and through whose agency. The people at that time were still carnal, and engrossed
with earthly affections; while the Egyptians were in open rebellion against God, for they used the gold,
God's creature, in the service of idols, to the dishonor of the Creator, and they had grievously oppressed
strangers by making them work without pay. Thus the Egyptians deserved the punishment, and the
Israelites were suitably employed ininflicting it. Perhaps, indeed, it was not so much a command as a
permission to the Hebrews to act in the matter according to their own inclinations; and God, in sending
the message by Moses, only wished that they should thus be informed of His permission. There may
also have been mysterious reasons for what God said to the people on this matter. At any rate, God's
commands are to be submissively received, not to be argued against. The apostle says, "Who has known
the mind of the Lord? Or who has been His counsellor?' Romans 11:34 Whether, then, the reason was
what | have said, or whether in the secret appointment of God, there was some unknown reason for His
telling the people by Maoses to borrow things from the Egyptians, and to take them away with them,
this remains certain, that this was said for some good reason, and that Moses could not lawfully have
done otherwise than God told him, leaving to God the reason of the command, while the servant's duty
isto obey.



72\. But, says Faustus, it cannot be admitted that the true God, who is also good, ever gave such a
command. | answer, such acommand can be rightly given by no other than the true and good God, who
alone knows the suitable command in every case, and who aone is incapable of inflicting unmerited
suffering on any one. Thisignorant and spurious goodness of the human heart may as well deny what
Christ says, and object to the wicked being made to suffer by the good God, when He shall say to the
angels, "Gather first the tares into bundles to burn them." The servants, however, were stopped when
they wished to do this prematurely: "Lest by chance, when you would gather the tares, you root up the
wheat also with them." Matthew 13:29-30 Thus the true and good God alone knows when, to whom,
and by whom to order anything, or to permit anything. In the same way, this human goodness, or folly
rather, might object to the L ord's permitting the devilsto enter the swine, which they asked to be allowed
to do with a mischievous intent, Matthew 8:31-32 especially as the Manichasans believe that not only
pigs, but the vilest insects, have human souls. But setting aside these absurd notions, thisis undeniable,
that our Lord Jesus Christ, the only son of God, and therefore the true and good God, permitted the
destruction of swine belonging to strangers, implying loss of life and of a great amount of property, at
the request of devils. No one can be so insane as to suppose that Christ could not have driven the devils
out of the men without gratifying their malice by the destruction of the swine. If, then, the Creator and
Governor of al natures, in His superintendence, which, though mysterious, is ever just, indulged the
violent and unjust inclination of those lost spirits aready doomed to eternal fire, why should not the
Egyptians, who were unrighteous oppressors, be spoiled by the Hebrews, a free people, who would
claim payment for their enforced and painful toil, especially as the earthly possessions which they thus
lost were used by the Egyptians in their impious rites, to the dishonor of the Creator? Still, if Moses
had originated this order, or if the people had done it spontaneously, undoubtedly it would have been
sinful; and perhaps the people did sin, not in doing what God commanded or permitted, but in some
desire of their own for what they took. The permission given to this action by divine authority wasin
accordance with the just and good counsel of Him who uses punishments both to restrain the wicked
and to educate His own people; who knows also how to give more advanced precepts to those able to
bear them, while He begins on a lower scale in the treatment of the feeble. As for Moses, he can be
blamed neither for coveting the property, nor for disputing, in any instance, the divine authority.

73\. According to the eternal law, which requires the preservation of natural order, and forbids the
transgression of it, some actions have an indifferent character, so that men are blamed for presumption
if they do them without being called upon, while they are deservedly praised for doing them when
required. The act, the agent, and the authority for the action are all of great importance in the order of
nature. For Abraham to sacrifice his son of his own accord is shocking madness. His doing so at the
command of God proves him faithful and submissive. Thisis so loudly proclaimed by the very voice
of truth, that Faustus, eagerly rummaging for some fault, and reduced at last to slanderous charges, has
not the boldnessto attack thisaction. It is scarcely possible that he can have forgotten adeed so famous,
that it recurs to the mind of itself without any study or reflection, and isin fact repeated by so many
tongues, and portrayed in so many places, that no one can pretend to shut his eyes or hisearstoit. If,
therefore, while Abraham'skilling his son of his own accord would have been unnatural, hisdoing it at
the command of God shows not only guiltless but praiseworthy compliance, why does Faustus blame
Moses for spoiling the Egyptians? Your feeling of disapproval for the mere human action should be



restrained by aregard for the divine sanction. Will you venture to blame God Himself for desiring such
actions? Then "Get behind me, Satan, for you understand not the things which be of God, but those
which be of men." Would that this rebuke might accomplish in you what it did in Peter, and that you
might hereafter preach the truth concerning God, which you now, judging by feeble sense, find fault
with! As Peter became a zeal ous messenger to announce to the Gentiles what he objected to at first,
when the Lord spoke of it as Hisintention.

74\. Now, if this explanation suffices to satisfy human obstinacy and perverse misinterpretation of right
actions of the vast difference between the indulgence of passion and presumption on the part of men,
and obedience to the command of God, who knows what to permit or to order, and also the time and
the persons, and the due action or suffering in each case, the account of the wars of Moses will not
excite surprise or abhorrence, for in wars carried on by divine command, he showed not ferocity but
obedience; and God in giving the command, acted not in cruelty, but in righteous retribution, giving
to all what they deserved, and warning those who needed warning. What is the evil in war? Is it the
death of some who will soon diein any case, that others may live in peaceful subjection? Thisis mere
cowardly dislike, not any religiousfeeling. Thereal evilsinwar arelove of violence, revengeful cruelty,
fierce and implacable enmity, wild resistance, and the lust of power, and such like; and it isgenerally to
punish these things, when forceis required to inflict the punishment, that, in obedience to God or some
lawful authority, good men undertake wars, when they find themselves in such a position as regards
the conduct of human affairs, that right conduct requires them to act, or to make others act in this way.
Otherwise John, when the soldiers who came to be baptized asked, What shall we do? Would have
replied, Throw away your arms; give up the service; never strike, or wound, or disable any one. But
knowing that such actionsin battle were not murderous but authorized by law, and that the soldiersdid
not thus avenge themselves, but defend the public safety, he replied, "Do violence to no man, accuse
no man falsely, and be content with your wages." Luke 3:14 But as the Manichaaans are in the habit
of speaking evil of John, let them hear the Lord Jesus Christ Himself ordering this money to be given
to Caesar, which John tells the soldiers to be content with. "Give," He says, "to Caesar the things that
are Cassar's." Matthew 22:21 For tribute-money is given on purpose to pay the soldiersfor war. Again,
in the case of the centurion who said, "l am a man under authority, and have soldiers under me: and |
say to one, Go, and he goes; and to another, Come, and he comes; and to my servant, Do this, and he
does it," Christ gave due praise to his faith; Matthew 8:9-10 He did not tell him to leave the service.
But there is no need here to enter on the long discussion of just and unjust ways.

75\. A great deal depends on the causes for which men undertake wars, and on the authority they have
for doing so; for the natural order which seeks the peace of mankind, ordains that the monarch should
have the power of undertaking war if he thinks it advisable, and that the soldiers should perform their
military dutiesin behalf of the peace and safety of the community. When war isundertaken in obedience
to God, who would rebuke, or humble, or crush the pride of man, it must be allowed to be a righteous
war; for even the wars which arise from human passion cannot harm the eternal well-being of God, nor
even hurt His saints; for in the trial of their patience, and the chastening of their spirit, and in bearing
fatherly correction, they are rather benefited than injured. No one can have any power against them but
what is given him from above. For there is no power but of God, Romans 13:1 who either orders or



permits. Since, therefore, a righteous man, serving it may be under an ungodly king, may do the duty
belonging to his position in the State in fighting by the order of his sovereign — for in some cases it
is plainly the will of God that he should fight, and in others, where thisis not so plain, it may be an
unrighteous command on the part of the king, while the soldier isinnocent, because his position makes
obedience a duty, — how much more must the man be blameless who carries on war on the authority
of God, of whom every one who serves Him knows that He can never require what iswrong?



76\. If it is supposed that God could not enjoin warfare, because in after times it was said by the Lord
Jesus Christ, "I say unto you, That ye resist not evil: but if any one strike you on the right cheek, turn
to him the left also," Matthew 5:39 the answer is, that what is here required is not a bodily action, but
aninward disposition. The sacred seat of virtue isthe heart, and such were the hearts of our fathers, the
righteous men of old. But order required such aregulation of events, and such a distinction of times,
asto show first of all that even earthly blessings (for so temporal kingdoms and victory over enemies
are considered to be, and these are the things which the community of the ungodly all over the world
are continually begging from idols and devils) are entirely under the control and at the disposal of the
one true God. Thus, under the Old Testament, the secret of the kingdom of heaven, which was to be
disclosed in due time, was veiled, and so far obscured, in the disguise of earthly promises. But when
the fullness of time came for the revelation of the New Testament, which was hidden under the types
of the Old, clear testimony was to be borne to the truth, that there is another life for which this life
ought to be disregarded, and another kingdom for which the opposition of al earthly kingdoms should
be patiently borne. Thus the name martyrs, which means witnesses, was given to those who, by the
will of God, bore this testimony, by their confessions, their sufferings, and their death. The number of
such witnesses is so great, that if it pleased Christ — who called Saul by a voice from heaven, and
having changed him from a wolf to a sheep, sent him into the midst of wolves — to unite them all in
one army, and to give them success in battle, as He gave to the Hebrews, what nation could withstand
them? What kingdom would remain unsubdued? But as the doctrine of the New Testament is, that we
must serve God not for temporal happiness in this life, but for eternal felicity hereafter, this truth was
most strikingly confirmed by the patient endurance of what is commonly called adversity for the sake
of that felicity. So in fullness of time the Son of God, made of a woman, made under the law, that He
might redeem them that were under the law, made of the seed of David according to the flesh sends
His disciples as sheep into the midst of wolves, and bids them not fear those that can kill the body, but
cannot kill the soul, and promises that even the body will be entirely restored, so that not a hair shall
be lost. Peter's sword He orders back into its sheath, restoring as it was before the ear of His enemy
that had been cut off. He says that He could obtain legions of angels to destroy His enemies, but that
He must drink the cup which His Father's will had given Him. He sets the example of drinking this
cup, then hands it to His followers, manifesting thus, both in word and deed, the grace of patience.
Therefore God raised Him from the dead, and has given Him a name which is above every name; that
in the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven and of things in earth, and of things
under the earth; and that every tongue should confess that Jesusis Lord, to the glory of God the Father.
Philippians 2:9-11 The patriarchs and prophets, then, have a kingdom in this world, to show that these
kingdoms, too, are given and taken away by God: the apostles and martyrs had no kingdom here, to
show the superior desirableness of the kingdom of heaven. The prophets, however, could even in those
times die for the truth, as the Lord Himself says, "From the blood of Abel to the blood of Zacharig;
Matthew 23:35 and in these days, since the commencement of the fulfillment of what is prophesied in
the psalm of Christ, under the figure of Solomon, which means the peacemaker, as Christ is our peace,
Ephesians 2:14 "All kings of the earth shall bow to Him, al nations shall serve Him," we have seen
Christian emperors, who have put al their confidence in Christ, gaining splendid victories over ungodly
enemies, whose hope was in the rites of idolatry and devil-worship. There are public and undeniable



proofs of the fact, that on one side the prognostications of devils were found to be fallacious, and on
the other, the predictions of saints were a means of support; and we have now writings in which those
facts are recorded.

77\. If our foolish opponents are surprised at the difference between the precepts given by God to the
ministers of the Old Testament, at a time when the grace of the New was still undisclosed, and those
given to the preachers of the New Testament, now that the obscurity of the Old is removed, they will
find Christ Himself saying one thing at one time, and another at another. "When | sent you," He says,
"without scrip, or purse, or shoes, did ye lack anything? And they said, Nothing. Then says He to them,
But now, he that has a scrip, let him take it, and also a purse; and he that has not a sword, let him sell
his garment, and buy one." If the Manichaaans found passagesin the Old and New Testaments differing
in this way, they would proclaim it as a proof that the Testaments are opposed to each other. But here
the difference isin the utterances of one and the same person. At one time He says, "l sent you without
scrip, or purse, or shoes, and you lacked nothing;" at another, "Now let him that has a scrip take it, and
also apurse; and he that has atunic, let him sell it and buy a sword." Does not this show how, without
any inconsistency, precepts and counsels and permissions may be changed, as different times require
different arrangements? If it is said that there was a symbolic meaning in the command to take a scrip
and purse, and to buy a sword, why may there not be a symbolic meaning in the fact, that one and the
same God commanded the prophets in old times to make war, and forbade the apostles? And we find
in the passage that we have quoted from the Gospel, that the words spoken by the Lord were carried
into effect by His disciples. For, besides going at first without scrip or purse, and yet lacking nothing,
asfrom the Lord's question and their answer it is plain they did, now that He speaks of buying asword,
they say, "L o, herearetwo swords;" and Hereplied, "It isenough." Hence we find Peter with aweapon
when he cut off the assailant's ear, on which occasion his spontaneous boldness was checked, because,
although he had been told to take a sword, he had not been told to use it. Doubtless, it was mysterious
that the Lord should require them to carry weapons, and forbid the use of them. But it was His part to
give the suitable precepts, and it was their part to obey without reserve.

78\. It is therefore mere groundless calumny to charge Moses with making war, for there would have
been less harm in making war of his own accord, than in not doing it when God commanded him. And
to dare to find fault with God Himself for giving such a command, or not to believe it possible that a
just and good God did so, shows, to say the least, an inability to consider that in the view of divine
providence, which pervades all things from the highest to the lowest, time can neither add anything
nor take away; but all things go, or come, or remain according to the order of nature or desert in each
separate case, while in men a right will is in union with the divine law, and ungoverned passion is
restrained by the order of divine law; so that a good man wills only what is commanded, and a bad
man can do only what he is permitted, at the same time that he is punished for what he wills to do
unjustly. Thus, in all the things which appear shocking and terrible to human feebleness, thereal evil is
the injustice; the rest is only the result of natural properties or of moral demerit. Thisinjustice is seen
in every case where aman loves for their own sake things which are desirable only as meansto an end,
and seeks for the sake of something el se things which ought to be loved for themselves. For thus, asfar
as he can, he disturbs in himself the natural order which the eternal law requires us to observe. Again,



amanisjust when he seeks to use things only for the end for which God appointed them, and to enjoy
God asthe end of all, while he enjoys himself and hisfriend in God and for God. For to lovein afriend
the love of God is to love the friend for God. Now both justice and injustice, to be acts at all, must
be voluntary; otherwise, there can be no just rewards or punishments; which no man in his senses will
assert. The ignorance and infirmity which prevent a man from knowing his duty, or from doing all he
wishes to do, belong to God's secret penal arrangement, and to His unfathomable judgments, for with
Him there is no iniquity. Thus we are informed by the sure word of God of Adam's sin; and Scripture
truly declaresthat in him all die, and that by him sin entered into the world, and death by sin. And our
experience gives abundant evidence, that in punishment for this sin our body is corrupted, and weighs
down the soul, and the clay tabernacle clogs the mind in its manifold activity; Wisdom 9:15 and we
know that we can be freed from this punishment only by gracious interposition. So the apostle cries
out in distress, "O wretched man that | am! Who shall deliver me from the body of this death? The
grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord." Romans 7:24-25 So much we know; but the reasons for
the distribution of divine judgment and mercy, why oneisin this condition, and another in that, though
just, are unknown. Still, we are sure that all these things are due either to the mercy or the judgment
of God, while the measures and numbers and weights by which the Creator of all natural productions
arranges al things are concealed from our view. For God is not the author, but He is the controller of
sin; so that sinful actions, which are sinful because they are against nature, are judged and controlled,
and assigned to their proper place and condition, in order that they may not bring discord and disgrace
on universal nature. This being the case, and as the judgments of God and the movements of man'swill
contain the hidden reason why the same prosperous circumstances which some make aright use of are
the ruin of others, and the same afflictions under which some give way are profitable to others, and
since the whole mortal life of man upon earth is atrial, Job 7:4 who can tell whether it may be good
or bad in any particular case — in time of peace, to reign or to serve, or to be at ease or to die— or in
time of war, to command or to fight, or to conquer or to be killed? At the same time, it remains true,
that whatever is good is so by the divine blessing, and whatever is bad is so by the divine judgment.



79\. Let no one, then, be so daring as to make rash charges against men, not to say against God. If the
service of the ministers of the Old Testament, who were aso heralds of the New, consisted in putting
sinnersto death, and that of the ministers of the New Testament, who are also interpreters of the Old, in
being put to death by sinners, the service in both casesis rendered to one God, who, varying the lesson
to suit the times, teaches both that temporal blessings are to be sought from Him, and that they areto be
forsaken for Him, and that temporal distressis both sent by Him and should be endured for Him. There
was, therefore, no cruelty in the command, or in the action of Moses, when, in his holy jealousy for his
people, whom he wished to be subject to the one true God, on learning that they had fallen away to the
worship of an idol made by their own hands, he impressed their minds at the time with a wholesome
fear, and gave them awarning for the future, by using the sword in the punishment of afew, whosejust
punishment God, against whom they had sinned, appointed in the depth of His secret judgment to be
immediately inflicted. That Moses acted as he did, not in cruelty, but in great love, may be seen from
the words in which he prayed for the sins of the people: "If You will forgive their sin, forgive it; and
if not, blot me out of Your book." Exodus 32:32 The pious inquirer who compares the slaughter with
the prayer will find in this the clearest evidence of the awful nature of the injury done to the soul by
prostitution to the images of devils, since such love is roused to such anger. We see the same in the
apostle, who, not in cruelty, but in love, delivered a man up to Satan for the destruction of the flesh,
that the spirit might be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus. 1 Corinthians 5:5 Others, too, he delivered
up, that they might learn not to blaspheme. 1 Timothy 1:20 In the apocryphal books of the Manichaaans
thereisacollection of fables, published by some unknown authors under the name of the apostles. The
books would no doubt have been sanctioned by the Church at the time of their publication, if holy and
learned men then in life, and competent to determine the matter, had thought the contents to be true.
One of the stories is, that the Apostle Thomas was once at a marriage feast in a country where he was
unknown, when one of the servants struck him, and that he immediately by his curse brought aterrible
punishment on this man. For when he went out to the fountain to provide water for the guests, alion
fell on him and killed him, and the hand with which he had given a slight blow to the apostle was
torn off, in fulfillment of the imprecation, and brought by a dog to the table at which the apostle was
reclining. What could be more cruel than this? And yet, if | mistake not, the story goes on to say, that
the apostle made up for the cruelty by obtaining for the man the blessing of pardon in the next world;
so that, while the people of this strange country learned to fear the apostle as being so dear to God, the
man's eternal welfare was secured in exchange for the loss of thismortal life. It matters not whether the
story istrue or false. At any rate, the Manichasans, who regard as genuine and authentic books which
the canon of the Church rejects, must allow, as shown in the story, that the virtue of patience, which
the Lord enjoins when He says, "If any one smite you on the right cheek, turn to him your left aso,"
may be in the inward disposition, though it is not exhibited in bodily action or in words. For when the
apostle was struck, instead of turning his other side to the man, or telling him to repeat the blow, he
prayed to God to pardon his assailant in the next world, but not to leave the injury unpunished at the
time. Inwardly he preserved akindly feeling, while outwardly he wished the man to be punished as an
example. As the Manichaeans believe this, rightly or wrongly, they may also believe that such was the
intention of Moses, the servant of God, when he cut down with the sword the makers and worshippers
of theidol; for his own words show that he so entreated for pardon for their sin of idolatry asto ask to



be blotted out of God's book if his prayer was not heard. There is no comparison between a stranger
being struck with the hand, and the dishonor done to God by forsaking Him for an idol, when He had
brought the people out of the bondage of Egypt, had led them through the sea, and had covered with
the waters the enemy pursuing them. Nor, as regards the punishment, is there any comparison between
being killed with the sword and being torn in pieces by wild beasts. For judges in administering the
law condemn to exposure to wild beasts worse criminals than are condemned to be put to death by the
sword.

80\. Another of Faustus malicious and impious charges which has to be answered, is about the Lord's
saying to the prophet Hosea, "Take unto you a wife of whoredoms and children of whoredoms."
Hosea 1:2 As regards this passage, the impure mind of our adversaries is so blinded that they do not
understand the plain words of the Lord in His gospel, when He says to the Jews, "The publicans and
harlots shall gointo the kingdom of heaven beforeyou." Matthew 21:31 Thereisnothing contrary to the
mercifulness of truth, or inconsistent with Christian faith, in aharlot leaving fornication, and becoming
a chaste wife. Indeed, nothing could be more unbecoming in one professing to be a prophet than not
to believe that all the sins of the fallen woman were pardoned when she changed for the better. So
when the prophet took the harlot as hiswife, it was both good for the woman to have her life amended,
and the action symbolized a truth of which we shall speak presently. But it is plain what offends the
Manichaaans in this case; for their great anxiety is to prevent harlots from being with child. It would
have pleased them better that the woman should continue a prostitute, so as not to bring their god into
confinement, than that she should become the wife of one man, and have children.

81\. As regards Solomon, it need only be said that the condemnation of his conduct in the faithful
narrative of holy Scripture is much more serious than the childish vehemence of Faustus attacks. The
Scripture tells us with faithful accuracy both the good that Solomon had at first, and the evil actions by
which he lost the good he began with; while Faustus, in his attacks, like aman closing his eyes, or with
no eyes at all, seeks no guidance from the light, but is prompted only by violent animosity. To pious
and discerning readers of the sacred Scriptures evidence of the chastity of the holy men who are said
to have had several wivesisfound in this, that Solomon, who by his polygamy gratified his passions,
instead of seeking for offspring, is expressly noted as chargeable with being alover of women. This, as
we are informed by the truth which accepts no man's person, led him down into the abyss of idolatry.

82\. Having now gone over all the casesin which Faustusfindsfault with the Old Testament, and having
attended to the merit of each, either defending men of God against the calumnies of carnal heretics,
or, where the men were at fault, showing the excellence and the magjesty of Scripture, let us again take
the cases in the order of Faustus accusations, and see the meaning of the actions recorded, what they
typify, and what they foretell. This we have aready done in the case of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, of
whom God said that He was their God, asif the God of universal nature were the God of none besides
them; not honoring them with an unmeaning title, but because He, who could alone have a full and
perfect knowledge, knew the sincere and remarkable charity of these men; and because these three
patriarchs united formed a notable type of the future people of God, in not only having free children
by free women, as by Sarah, and Rebecca, and Leah, and Rachel, but also bond children, as of this
same Rebecca was born Esau, to whom it was said, "You shall serve your brother;" Genesis 27:40 and



in having by bond women not only bond children, as by Hagar, but also free children, as by Bilhah
and Zilphah. Thus also in the people of God, those spiritually free not only have children born into
the enjoyment of liberty, like those to whom it is said, "Be followers of me, as | also am of Christ,"
1 Corinthians 4:16 but they have also children born into guilty bondage, as Simon was born of Philip.
Acts 8:13 Again, from carnal bondmen are born not only children of guilty bondage, who imitate them,
but also children of happy liberty, to whom itis said, "What they say, do; but do not after their works."
Matthew 23:3 Whoever rightly observes the fulfillment of this type in the people of God, keeps the
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace, by continuing to the end in union with some, and in patient
endurance of others. Of Lot, also, we have already spoken, and have shown what the Scripture mentions
as praiseworthy in him, and what as blameworthy and the meaning of the whole narrative.



83\. We have next to consider the prophetic significance of the action of Judah in lying with his daugh-
ter-in-law. But, for the sake of those whose understanding isfeeble, we shall begin with observing, that
in sacred Scripture evil actions are sometimes prophetic not of evil, but of good. Divine providence
preserves throughout its essential goodness, so that, as in the example given above, from adulterous
intercourse a man-child is born, a good work of God from the evil of man, by the power of nature,
and not due to the misconduct of the parents; so in the prophetic Scriptures, where both good and evil
actionsarerecorded, the narrative being itself prophetic, foretells something good even by the record of
what isevil, the credit being due not to the evil-doer, but to the writer. Judah, when, to gratify hissinful
passion, he went in to Tamar, had no intention by his licentious conduct to typify anything connected
with the salvation of men, any more than Judas, who betrayed the Lord, intended to produce any result
connected with the salvation of men. So then if from the evil deed of Judas the Lord brought the good
work of our redemption by Hisown passion, why should not His prophet, of whom He Himself says"He
wrote of me," for the sake of instructing us make the evil action of Judah significant of something good?
Under the guidance and inspiration of the Holy Spirit, the prophet has compiled a narrative of actions
so asto make a continuous prophecy of the things he designed to foretell. In foretelling good, it isof no
consequence whether the typical actions are good or bad. If it iswritten in red ink that the Ethiopians
are black, or in black ink that the Gauls are white, this circumstance does not affect the information
which thewriting conveys. No doubt, if it was a painting instead of awriting, the wrong color would be
afault; so when human actions are represented for example or for warning much depends on whether
they are good or bad. But when actions are related or recorded as types, the merit or demerit of the
agents is a matter of no importance, as long as there is a true typical relation between the action and
the thing signified. So in the case of Caiaphas in the Gospel as regards his iniquitous and mischievous
intention, and even as regards his words in the sense in which he used them, that a just man should be
put to death unjustly, assuredly they were bad; and yet there was a good meaning in his words which
he did not know of when he said, "It is expedient that one man should die for the people and that the
whole nation perish not." So it is written of Him, "This he spoke not of himself; but being the high
priest, he prophesied that Jesus should die for the people.” John 11:50-51 In the same way the action of
Judah was bad as regards his sinful passion, but it typified a great good he knew nothing of. Of himself
hedid evil whileit was not of himself that he typified good. These introductory remarks apply not only
to Judah, but also to al the other cases wherein the narrative of bad actionsis contained a prophecy of
good.

84\. In Tamar, then, the daughter-in-law of Judah, we see the people of the kingdom of Judah, whose
kings, answering to Tamar's husbands, were taken from this tribe. Tamar means bitterness; and the
meaning is suitable, for this people gave the cup of gall to the Lord. Matthew 27:34 The two sons of
Judah represent two classes of kings who governed ill — those who did harm and those who did no
good. One of these sonswas evil or cruel before the Lord; the other spilled the seed on the ground that
Tamar might not become a mother. There are only those two kinds of useless people in the world —
the injurious and those who will not give the good they have but lose it or spill it on the ground. And as
injury isworse than not doing good, the evil-doer is called the elder and the other the younger. Er, the
name of the elder, means a preparer of skins, which were the coats given to our first parents when they
were punished with expulsion from paradise. Genesis 3:21 Onan, the name of the younger, means, their



grief; that is, the grief of those to whom he does no good, wasting the good he has on the earth. Theloss
of lifeimplied in the name of the elder isagreater evil than the want of help implied in the name of the
younger. Both being killed by God typifiesthe removal of the kingdom from men of this character. The
meaning of the third son of Judah not being joined to the woman, is that for a time the kings of Judah
were not of that tribe. So this third son did not become the husband of Tamar; as Tamar represents
the tribe of Judah, which continued to exist, although the people received no king from it. Hence the
name of this son, Selom, means, his dismission. None of those types apply to the holy and righteous
men who, like David, though they lived in those times, belong properly to the New Testament, which
they served by their enlightened predictions. Again, in the time when Judah ceased to have a king of
its own tribe, the elder Herod does not count as one of the kings typified by the husbands of Tamar;
for he was aforeigner, and his union with the people was never consecrated with the holy oil. Hiswas
the power of a stranger, given him by the Romans and by Caesar. And it was the same with his sons,
the tetrarchs, one of whom, called Herod, like his father, agreed with Pilate at the time of the Lord's
passion. Luke 23:12 So plainly were these foreigners considered as distinct from the sacred monarchy
of Judah, that the Jews themselves, when raging against Christ, exclaimed openly, "We have no king
but Caesar.” John 19:15 Nor was Caesar properly their king, except in the sense that al the world was
subject to Rome. The Jews thus condemned themselves, only to express their rejection of Christ, and
to flatter Caesar.

85\. The time when the kingdom was removed from the tribe of Judah was the time appointed for the
coming of Christ our Lord, the true Saviour, who should come not for harm, but for great good. Thus
wasit prophesied, "A prince shall not fail from Judah, nor aleader from hisloins, till He come for whom
it isreserved: He is the desire of nations.” Genesis 49:10 Not only the kingdom, but all government,
of the Jews had ceased, and also, as prophesied by Daniel, the sacred anointing from which the name
Christ or Anointed is derived. Then came He for whom it was reserved, the desire of nations; and the
holy of holies was anointed with the oil of gladness above His fellows. Christ was born in the time of
the elder Herod, and suffered in the time of Herod the tetrarch. He who thus came to the lost sheep of
the house of Israel was typified by Judah when he went to shear his sheep in Thamna, which means,
failing. For then the prince had failed from Judah, with all the government and anointing of the Jews,
that He might come for whom it was reserved. Judah, we are told, came with his Adullamite shepherd,
whose name was Iras; and Adullamite means, atestimony in water. So it waswith thistestimony that the
Lord came, having indeed greater testimony than that of John; John 5:36 but for the sake of hisfeeble
sheep he made use of the testimony in water. The name Iras, too, means, vision of my brother. So John
saw his brother, a brother in the family of Abraham, and from the relationship of Mary and Elisabeth;
and the same person he recognised as his Lord and his God, for, as he himself says, he received of His
fullness. John 1:6 On account of this vision, among those born of woman, there has arisen no greater
than he; Matthew 11:11 because, of al who foretold Christ, he alone saw what many righteous men and
prophets desired to see and saw not. He saluted Christ from the womb; Luke 1:44 he knew Him more
certainly from seeing the dove; and therefore, asthe Adullamite, he gave testimony by water. The Lord
came to shear His sheep, in releasing them from painful burdens, asit is said in praise of the Church
in the Song of Songs, that her teeth are like aflock of sheep after shearing. Song of Songs 4:2



86\. Next, we have Tamar changing her dress; for Tamar also means changing. Still, the name of bitter-
ness must be retained — not that bitternessin which gall was given to the Lord, but that in which Peter
wept bitterly. Matthew 26:75 For Judah means confession; and bitternessis mingled with confession as
atype of true repentance. It isthis repentance which givesfruitfulnessto the Church established among
al nations. For "it behooved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead, and that repentance and the
remission of sins be preached among all nationsin His name, beginning at Jerusalem.” Luke 24:46-47
In the dress Tamar put on there is a confession of sins; and Tamar sitting in this dress at the gate of
AEnan or Anaim, which meansfountain, isatype of the Church called from among the nations. Sheran
asahart to the springs of water, to meet with the seed of Abraham; and there sheis madefruitful by one
who knows her not, asit isforetold, "A people whom | have not known shall serve me." Tamar received
under her disguise aring, a bracelet, a staff; she is sealed in her calling, adorned in her justification,
raised in her glorification. For "whom He predestinated, them He also called: and whom He called,
them He also justified: and whom He justified, them He also glorified." Romans 8:30 This was while
she was still disguised, as | have said; and in the same state she conceives, and becomes fruitful in
holiness. Also the kid promised is sent to her asto a harlot. The kid represents rebuke for sin, and it is
sent by the Adullamite already mentioned, who, as it were, uses the reproachful words, "O generation
of vipers!" Matthew 3:7 But this rebuke for sin does not reach her, for she has been changed by the
bitterness of confession. Afterwards, by exhibiting the pledges of the ring and bracelet and staff, she
prevails over the Jews, in their hasty judgment of her, who are now represented by Judah himself; as
at this day we hear the Jews saying that we are not the people of Christ, and have not the seed of
Abraham. But when we exhibit the sure tokens of our calling and justification and glorification, they
will immediately be confounded, and will acknowledge that we are justified rather than they. | should
enter into this more particularly, taking, as it were, each limb and joint separately, as the Lord might
enable me, were it not that such minute inquiry is prevented by the necessity of bringing this work to
acloseg, for it isaready longer than is desirable.



87\. Asregards the prophetic significance of David's sin, asingle word must suffice. The names occur-
ring in the narrative show what it typifies. David means, strong of hand, or desirable; and what can be
stronger than the Lion of the tribe of Judah, who has conquered the world, or more desirable than He
of whom the prophet says, "The desire of al nations shall come?' Haggai 2:8 Bersabee means, well
of satisfaction, or seventh well: either of these interpretations will suit our purpose. So, in the Song of
Songs, the spouse, who isthe Church, is called awell of living water; Song of Songs 4:15 or again, the
number seven represents the Holy Spirit, as in the number of days in Pentecost, when the Holy Spirit
came from heaven. We learn a so from the book of Tobit, that Pentecost was the feast of seven weeks.
Tobit 2:1 To forty-nine, which is seven times seven, one is added to denote unity. To this effect is the
saying of the apostle: "Bearing with one another in love, endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in
the bond of peace." Ephesians 4:2-3 The Church becomesawell of satisfaction by thisgift of the Spirit,
the number seven denoting its spirituality; for it isin her afountain of living water springing up unto
everlasting life, and he who has it shall never thirst. John 4:13-14 Uriah, Bersabee's husband, must,
from the meaning of his name, be understood as representing the devil. It isin union to the devil that
all are bound whom the grace of God setsfree, that the Church without spot or wrinkle may be married
to her true Saviour. Uriah means, my light of God; and Hittite means, cut off, referring either to his not
abiding in the truth, when he was cut off on account of his pride from the celestial light which he had
of God, or to his transforming himself into an angel of light, because after losing his real strength by
hisfall, he still daresto say, My light isof God. The literal David, then, was guilty of a heinous crime,
which God by the prophet condemned in the rebuke addressed to David, and which David atoned for by
his repentance. On the other hand, He who is the desire of all nations loved the Church when washing
herself on the roof, that is, when cleansing herself from the pollution of the world, and in spiritual
contemplation mounting above her house of clay, and trampling upon it; and after commencing an
acquaintance, He puts to death the devil, whom He first entirely removes from her, and joins her to
Himself in perpetual union. While we hate the sin, we must not overlook the prophetical significance;
and whilewelove, asis His due, that David who in His mercy hasfreed us from the devil, we may also
love the David who by the humility of his repentance healed the wound made by his transgression.

88\. Little need be said of Solomon, who is spoken of in Holy Scripture in terms of the strongest
disapproval and condemnation, while nothing is said of his repentance and restoration to the divine
favor. Nor can | find in his lamentable fall even a symbolic connection with anything good. Perhaps
the strange women he lusted after may be thought to represent the Churches chosen from among the
Gentiles. This idea might have been admissible, if the women had left their gods for Solomon's sake
to worship his God. But as he for their sakes offended his God and worshipped their gods, it seems
impossible to think of any good meaning. Doubtless, something is typified, but it is something bad, as
in the case aready explained of Lot's wife and daughters. We see in Solomon a notable pre-eminence
and anotablefall. Now, this good and evil which we seein him at different periods, first good and then
evil, arein our day found together in the Church. What isgood in Solomon represents, | think, the good
members of the Church; and what was bad in him represents the bad members. Both are in one man,
as the bad and the good are in the chaff and grain of one floor, or in the tares and wheat of one field.
A closer inquiry into what is said of Solomon in Scripture might disclose, either to me or to others of



greater learning and greater worth, some more probable interpretation. But as we are now engaged on
adifferent subject, we must not allow this matter to break the connection of our discourse.

89\. As regards the prophet Hosea, it is unnecessary for me to explain the meaning of the command,
or of the prophet's conduct, when God said to him, "Go and take unto you a wife of whoredoms and
produce children of whoredoms,” for the Scripture itself informs us of the origin and purpose of this
direction. It proceeds thus: "For the land has committed great whoredom, departing from the Lord. So
he went and took Gomer the daughter of Diblaim; which conceived, and bore him ason. And the Lord
said to him, Call his name Jezreel; for yet alittle while, and | will avenge the blood of Jezreel upon
the house of Judah, and will cause to cease the kingdom of the house of Israel. And it shall come to
pass at that day, that | will break the bow of Israel in the valley of Jezreel. And she conceived again,
and bare a daughter. And God said to him, Call her name No-mercy: for | will no more have mercy
upon the house of Israel; but | will utterly take them away. But | will have mercy upon the house of
Judah, and will save them by the Lord their God, and will not save them by bow, nor by sword, nor by
battle, by horses, nor by horsemen. Now when she had weaned No-mercy, she conceived, and bare a
son. Then said God, Call his name Not-my-people: for you are not my people, and | will not be your
God. Yet the number of the children of Israel shall be as the sand of the sea, which cannot be measured
for multitude; and it shall come to pass that in the place where it was said to them, You are not my
people, there it shall be said to them, You are the sons of the living God. Then shall the children of
Israel and the children of Judah be gathered together, and appoint themselves one head, and they shall
come up out of theland: for great shall be the day of Jezreel. Say ye unto your brethren, My people; and
to your sister, She has found mercy." Since the typical meaning of the command and of the prophet's
conduct is thus explained in the same book by the Lord Himself, and since the writings of the apostles
declare the fulfillment of this prophecy in the preaching of the New Testament, every one must accept
the explanation thus given of the command and of the action of the prophet as the true explanation.
Thusit issaid by the Apostle Paul, "That He might make known the riches of His glory on the vessels
of mercy, which He had afore prepared unto glory, even us, whom He has called, not of the Jews only,
but also of the Gentiles. As He says also in Hosea, | will call them my people, which were not my
people; and her beloved, which was not beloved. And it shall come to pass, that in the place where it
was said to them, You are not my people, there shall they be called the children of the living God."
Romans 9:23-26 Here Paul applies the prophecy to the Gentiles. So also Peter, writing to the Gentiles,
without naming the prophet, borrows his expressions when he says, "But you are a chosen generation,
aroyal priesthood, a holy nation, a peculiar people; that you might show forth the praises of Him who
has called you out of darknessinto His marvellous light; which in time past were not a people, but are
now the people of God: which had not obtained mercy, but now have obtained mercy." 1 Peter 2:9-10
From thisit is plain that the words of the prophet, "And the number of the children of Israel shall be as
the sand of the sea, which cannot be measured for multitude,” and the words immediately following,
"And it shall be that in the place where it was said to them, You are not my people, there they shall be
called the children of the living God," do not apply to that Israel which is after the flesh, but to that of
which the apostle says to the Gentiles, "You therefore are the seed of Abraham, and heirs according to
the promise." Galatians 3:29 But, as many Jewswho were of the | srael after the flesh have believed, and
will yet believe; for of these were the apostles, and all the thousands in Jerusalem of the company of the



apostles, as a'so the churches of which Paul speaks, when he saysto the Galatians, "'l was unknown by
face to the churches of Judaeawhich werein Christ;" Galatians 1:22 and again, he explains the passage
in the Psalms, where the Lord is called the cornerstone, as referring to His uniting in Himself the two
walls of circumcision and uncircumcision, "that He might make in Himself of two one new man, so
making peace; and that He might reconcile both unto God in one body by the cross, having slain the
enmity thereby: and that He might come and preach peace to them that are far off, and to them that
are near," that is, to the Gentiles and to the Jews; "for He is our peace, who has made of both one;"
Ephesians 2:11-22 to the same purpose we find the prophet speaking of the Jews as the children of
Judah, and of the Gentiles as children of Israel, where he says, "The children of Judah and the children
of Israel shall be gathered together, and shall make to themselves one head, and shall go up from the
land." Therefore, to speak against a prophecy thus confirmed by actual events, is to speak against the
writings of the apostles as well as those of the prophets; and not only to speak against writings, but to
impugn in the most reckless manner the evidence clear as noonday of established facts. In the case of
the narrative of Judah, it is perhaps not so easy to recognize, under the disguise of the woman called
Tamar, the harlot representing the Church gathered from among the corruption of Gentile superstition;
but here, where Scripture explainsitself, and where the explanation is confirmed by the writings of the
apostles, instead of dwelling longer on this, we may proceed at once to inquire into the meaning of the
very things to which Faustus objects in Moses the servant of God.

90\. Moseskilling the Egyptian in defending one of his brethren reminds us naturally of the destruction
of the devil, our assailant in this land of strangers, by our defender the Lord Christ. And as Moses hid
the dead body in the sand, even so the devil, though slain, remains concealed in those who are not
firmly settled. The Lord, we know, builds the Church on arock; and those who hear His word and do
it, He compares to a wise man who builds his house upon arock, and who does not yield or give way
before temptation; and those who hear and do not, He compares to a foolish man who builds on the
sand, and when his houseistried itsruin is great. Matthew 7:24-27

91\. Of the prophetic significance of the spoiling of the Egyptians, which was done by Moses at the
command of the Lord his God, who commands nothing but what is most just, | remember to have set
down what occurred to me at the time in my book entitled On Christian Doctrine; to the effect that
the gold and silver and garments of the Egyptians typified certain branches of learning which may be
profitably learned or taught among the Gentiles. This may be the true explanation; or we may suppose
that the vessels of gold and silver represent the precious souls, and the garments the bodies, of those
from among the Gentiles who join themselves to the people of God, that along with them they may be
freed from the Egypt of this world. Whatever the true interpretation may be, the pious student of the
Scriptures will feel certain that in the command, in the action, and in the narrative there is a purpose
and a symbolic meaning.



92\. It would take too long to go through all the wars of Moses. It is enough to refer to what has already
been said, as sufficient for the purpose in this reply to Faustus of the prophetic and symbolic character
of the war with Amalek. There is aso the charge of cruelty made against Moses by the enemies of
Scriptures, or by those who have never read anything. Faustus does not make any specific charge,
but speaks of Moses as commanding and doing many cruel things. But, knowing the things they are
in the habit of bringing forward and of misrepresenting, | have already taken a particular case and
have defended it, so that any Manichaaans who are willing to be corrected, and all other ignorant and
irreligious people, may see that thereis no ground for their accusations. We must now inquire into the
prophetic significance of the command, that many of those who, while Moses was absent, made an
idol for themselves should be slain without regard to relationship. It is easy to see that the slaughter
of these men represents the warfare against the evil principles which led the people into the same
idolatry. Against such evil we are commanded to wage war in the words of the psalm, "Be angry and
sin not." And asimilar command is given by the apostle, when he says, "Mortify your memberswhich
are on earth fornication, uncleanness, luxury, evil concupiscence, and covetousness, which isidolatry."
Colossians 3:5

93\. It requires closer examination to see the meaning of the first action of Moses in burning the calf
in fire, and grinding it to powder, and sprinkling it in the water for the people to drink. The tables
given to him, written with the finger of God, that is, by the agency of the Holy Spirit, he may have
broken, because he judged the people unworthy of having them read to them; and he may have burned
the calf, and ground it, and scattered it so as to be carried away by the water, in order to let nothing
of it remain among the people. But why should he have made them drink it? Every one must feel
anxious to discover the typica significance of this action. Pursuing the inquiry, we may find that in
the calf there was an embodiment of the devil, as there isin men of all nations who have the devil as
their head or leader in their impious rites. The calf is gold, because there is a semblance of wisdom
in the institution of idolatrous worship. Of this the apostle says, "Knowing God, they glorified Him
not as God, nor were thankful; but they became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart
was darkened. Professing themselves to be wise they became foolish, and changed the glory of the
incorruptible God into the likeness of corruptible man, and of birds, and of four-footed beasts, and of
creeping things." Romans 1:21-23 From this so-called wisdom came the golden calf, which was one
of the forms of idolatry among the chief men and professed sages of Egypt. The calf, then, represents
every body or society of Gentile idolaters. This impious society the Lord Christ burns with that fire
of which He saysin the Gospel, "I have come to send fire on the earth;" Luke 12:49 for, as there is
nothing hid from His heat, when the Gentiles believe in Him they lose the form of the devil in thefire
of divine influence. Then all the body is ground, that is, after the dissolution of the combination in
the membership of iniquity comes humiliation under the word of truth. Then the dust is sprinkled in
the water, that the Israglites, that is, the preachers of the gospel, may in baptism admit those formerly
idolaters into their own body, that is, the body of Christ. To Peter, who was one of those Israglites, it
was said of the Gentiles, "Kill, and eat." Acts 10:13 To kill and eat is much the same as to grind and
drink. So this calf, by the fire of zeal, and the keen penetration of the word, and the water of baptism,
was swallowed up by the people, instead of their being swallowed up by it.



94\. Thus, when the very passages on which the heretics found their objections to the Scriptures are
studied and examined, the more obscure they are the more wonderful are the secrets which we discover
in reply to our questions; so that the mouths of blasphemers are completely stopped, and the evidence
of the truth so stifles them that they cannot even utter a sound. The unhappy men who will not receive
into their heartsthe sweetness of the truth must feel itsforce asagag in their mouths. All those passages
speak of Christ. The head now ascended into heaven along with the body still suffering on earth isthe
full devel opment of the whole purpose of the authors of Scripture, whichiswell called Sacred Scripture.
Every part of the narrative in the prophetical books should be viewed as having a figurative meaning,
except what serves merely as a framework for the literal or figurative predictions of this king and of
his people. For as in harps and other musical instruments the musical sound does not come from all
parts of the instrument, but from the strings, and the rest is only for fastening and stretching the strings
SO as to tune them, that when they are struck by the musician they may give a pleasant sound; so in
these prophetical narrativesthe circumstances sel ected by the prophetic spirit either predict somefuture
event, or if they have no voice of their own, they serve to connect together other significant utterances.

95\. Should the heretics reject our exposition of those alegorical narratives, or even insist on under-
standing them only in aliteral sense, to dispute about such a difference of understanding would be as
useless asto dispute about adifference of taste. Only, thefact that the divine precepts have either amoral
and religious character or aprophetic meaning must be believed, whether intelligently or not. Moreover,
the figurative interpretations must all be in the interest of morality and religion. So, if the Manichasans
or any others disagree with our interpretation, or differ from usin method or in any particular opinion,
sufficeit that the character of the fathers whom God commends for their conduct and obedience to His
preceptsisvindicated on aprinciple which al but those inveterate in their hostility will acknowledgeto
be true; and that the purity and dignity of the Scriptures are maintained in reference to those passages
which the enemies of the truth find fault with, where certain actions are either praised or blamed, or
merely narrated for us to form a judgment of them.

96\. In fact, nothing could have been devised more likely to instruct and benefit the pious reader of
sacred Scripture than that, besides describing praiseworthy characters as examples, and blameworthy
characters as warnings, it should also narrate cases where good men have gone back and fallen into
evil, whether they arerestored to the right path or continueirreclaimable; and a so where bad men have
changed, and have attained to goodness, whether they perseverein it or relapse into evil; in order that
the righteous may be not lifted up in the pride of security, nor the wicked hardened in despair of cure.
And even those passages in Scripture which contain no examples or warnings are either required for
connection, so asto pass on to essential matters, or, from their very appearance of superfluity, indicate
the presence of some secret symbolic meaning. For in the books we speak of, so far from there being
awant or a scarcity of prophetical announcements, such announcements are numerous and distinct;
and now that the fulfillment has actually taken place, the testimony thus borne to the divine authority
of the books isirresistibly strong, so that it is mere madness to suppose that there can be any useless
or unmeaning passages in books to which all classes of men and of minds do homage, and which
themselves predict what we see thus actually coming to pass.



97\. If, then, any one reading of the action of David, of which he repented when the Lord rebuked and
threatened him, find in the narrative an encouragement to sin, is Scripture to be blamed for this? Is
not the man's own guilt in proportion to the abuse which he makes for his own injury or destruction
of what was written for his recovery and release? David is set forth as a great example of repentance,
because men who fall into sin either proudly disregard the cure of repentance, or lose themselvesin
despair of obtaining salvation or of meriting pardon. The example is for the benefit of the sick, not
for the injury of those in health. If madmen destroy themselves, or if evil-doers destroy others, with
surgical instruments, it is not the fault of surgery.



98\. Even supposing that our fathers the patriarchs and prophets, of whose devout and religious habits
so good areport is given in that Scripture which every one who knows it, and has not lost entirely the
use of his reason, must admit to have been provided by God for the salvation of men, were as lustful
and cruel as the Manichaaans falsely and fanatically alege, they might still be shown to be superior
not only to those whom the Manichaeans call the Elect, but aso to their god himself. Is there in the
licentious intercourse of man with woman anything so bad as the self-abasement of unclouded light by
mixture with darkness? Here, is a man prompted by avarice and greed to pass off hiswife as his sister
and sell her to her lover; but worse still and more shocking, that one should disguise his own nature
to gratify criminal passion, and submit gratuitously to pollution and degradation. Why, even one who
knowingly lies with his own daughtersis not equally criminal with one who lets his members sharein
the defilement of all sensuality as gross as this, or grosser. And is not the Manichasan god a partaker
in the contamination of the most atrocious acts of uncleanness? Again, if it were true, as Faustus says,
that Jacob went from one to another of his four wives, not desiring offspring, but resembling a he-goat
in licentiousness, he would still not be sunk so low as your god, who must not only have shared in
this degradation, from his being confined in the bodies of Jacob and his wives so as to be mixed up
with all their movements, but also, in union with this very he-goat of Faustus' coarse comparison, must
have endured all the pains of animal appetite, incurring fresh defilement at every step, as partaking
in the passion of the male, the conception of the female, and the birth of the kid. And, in the same
way, supposing Judah to have been guilty not only of fornication, but of incest, a share in the heats
and impurities of this incestuous passion would also belong to your god. David repented of hissinin
loving the wife of another, and in ordering the death of her husband; but when will your god repent of
giving up his members to the wanton passion of the male and female chiefs of the race of darkness,
and of putting to death not the husband of his mistress, but his own children, whom he confinesin the
members of the very demons who were his own lovers? Even if David had not repented, nor been thus
restored to righteousness, he would still have been better than your god. David may have been defiled
by this one act, or to the extent to which one man is capable of such defilement; but your god suffers
the pollution of his membersin all such actions by whomsoever committed. The prophet Hosea, too,
is accused by Faustus. and, supposing him to have taken the harlot to wife because he had a criminal
affection for her, if heislicentious and she aprostitute, their souls, according to your own assertion, are
parts and members of your god and of his nature. In plain language, the harlot herself must be your god.
You cannot pretend that your god is not confined in the contaminated body, or that he is only present,
while preserving entire the purity of his own nature; and you acknowledge that the members of your
god are so defiled as to require a special purification. This harlot, then, for whom you venture to find
fault with the man of God, even if she had not been changed for the better by becoming a chaste wife,
would still have been your god; at least you must admit her soul to have been a part, however small, of
your god. But one single harlot is not so bad as your god, for he on account of his mixture with therace
of darkness shares in every act of prostitution; and wherever such impurities are perpetrated, he goes
through the corresponding experiences of abandonment, of release, and of confinement, and this from
generation to generation, till this most corrupt part reaches its final state in the mass of darkness, like
an irreclaimable harlot. Such are the evils and such the shameful abominations which your god could
not ward off from his members, and to which he was brought irresistibly by his merciless enemy; for



only by the sacrifice of his own subjects, or rather his own parts, could he effect the destruction of his
formidable assailant. Surely, there was nothing so bad as this in killing an Egyptian so as to preserve
uninjured a fellow-countryman. Yet Faustus finds fault with this most absurdly, while with amazing
infatuation he overlooks the case of his own god. Would it not have been better for him to have carried
off the gold and silver vessels of the Egyptians, than to let his members be carried off by the race of
darkness? And yet the worshippers of this unfortunate god find fault with the servant of our God for
carrying on wars, in which he with his followers were always victorious, so that, under the leadership
of Moses, the children of Israel carried captive their enemies, men and women, as your god would
have done too, if he had been able. You profess to accuse Moses of doing wrong, while in fact you
envy his success. There was no cruelty in punishing with the sword those who had sinned grievously
against God. Indeed, Moses entreated pardon for this sin, even offering to bear himself in their stead
the divine anger. But even had he been cruel instead of compassionate, he would still have been better
than your god. For if any of hisfollowers had been sent to break the force of the enemy and had been
taken captive, he would never, if victorious, have condemned him when he had done no wrong, but
acted in obedience to orders. And yet thisis what your god is to do with the part of himself which is
to be fastened in the mass of darkness, because it obeyed orders, and advanced at the risk of its own
lifein defense of his kingdom against the body of the enemy. But, says the Manichaean, this part, after
mixture and combination with evil during the course of ages, has not been obedient. But why? If the
obedience was voluntary, the guilt isreal, and the punishment just. But from this it would follow that
there is no nature opposed to sin; otherwise it would not sin voluntarily; and so the whole system of
Manichadsm falls at once. If, again, this part suffers from the power of this enemy against whom it
was sent, and is subdued by a force it was unable to resist, the punishment is unjust, and flagrantly
cruel. The god who is defended on the plea of necessity isafit object of worship to those who refuse to
worship the one true God. Still, it must be allowed that, however debasing the worship of this god may
be, the worshippers are so far better than their deity, that they have an existence, while he is nothing
more than a fabulous invention. Proceed we now to the rest of Faustus' vagaries.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXII1

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

A Manichean interlocutor presses the point: Matthew's opening verse promises "the book of the gen-
eration of Jesus Chrigt, the son of David"—not the Son of God—and only at the Jordan does the voice
from heaven declare sonship. So Jesus, Faustus concludes, became God's Son by baptism, as we be-
come sons by conversion. Augustine, who preserves Faustus only by quoting him to refute him, answers
by working out how the one Christ can be at once David's son according to the flesh and God's Son
eternally, without the two natures dissolving into each other or the Word being confined to awomb. The
reply isone of his most sustained attemptsto say plainly what later councils would labor to formulate.

Faustus recurs to the genealogical difficulty and insists that even according to Matthew Jesus
was not Son of God until His baptism. Augustine sets forth the Catholic view of the relation of
the divine and the human in the person of Christ.

1\. Faustus said: On one occasion, when addressing a large audience, | was asked by one of the
crowd, Do you believe that Jesus was born of Mary? | replied, Which Jesus do you mean? For in the
Hebrew it isthe name of several people. One was the son of Nun, the follower of Moses; Exodus 23:11
another was the son of Josedech the high priest; Haggal 1:1 again, another is spoken of as the son of
David; Romans 1:1-3 and another isthe Son of God. Mark 1:1 Of which of these do you ask whether |
believe him to have been born of Mary? Hisanswer was, The Son of God, of course. On what evidence,
said I, oral or written, am | to believe this? He replied, On the authority of Matthew. What, said |, did
Matthew write? He replied, "The book of the generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of
Abraham™" Matthew 1:1. Then said |, | was afraid you were going to say, The book of the generation of
Jesus Christ, the Son of God; and | was prepared to correct you. Now that you have quoted the verse
accurately, you must nevertheless be advised to pay attention to the words. Matthew does not profess
to give an account of the generation of the Son of God, but of the son of David.

2\. I will, for the present, suppose that this person was right in saying that the son of David was born of
Mary. It still remains true, that in this whole passage of the generation no mention is made of the Son
of God till we come to the baptism; so that it is an injurious misrepresentation on your part to speak
of this writer as making the Son of God the inmate of a womb. The writer, indeed, seems to cry out
against such an idea, and in the very title of his book to clear himself of such blasphemy, asserting that
the person whose birth he describes is the son of David, not the Son of God. And if you attend to the
writer's meaning and purpose, you will see that what he wishes us to believe of Jesus the Son of God



is not so much that He was born of Mary, as that He became the Son of God by baptism at the river
Jordan. Hetells us that the person of whom he spoke at the outset as the son of David was baptized by
John, and became the Son of God on this particular occasion, when about thirty years old, according to
L uke, when aso the voice was heard saying to Him, "You are my Son; this day have | begotten You."
Luke 3:22-23 It appears from this, that what was born, asis supposed, of Mary thirty years before, was
not the Son of God, but what was afterwards made so by baptism at Jordan, that is, the new man, the
same as in us when we were converted from Gentile error, and believe in God. This doctrine may or
may not agree with what you call the Catholic faith; at all events, it iswhat Matthew says, if Matthew
isthereal author. The words, You are my Son, thisday | have begottenYou, or, Thisismy beloved Son,
inwhom | am well pleased, do not occur in connection with the story of Mary's motherhood, but with
the putting away of sin at Jordan. Thisiswhat iswritten; and if you believe this doctrine, you must be
called a Matthaean, for you will no longer be a Catholic. The Catholic doctrine is well known; and it
isas unlike Matthew's representations as it is unlike the truth. In the words of your creed, you declare
that you believe in Jesus Christ, the Son of God, who was born of the Virgin Mary. According to you,
therefore, the Son of God comes from Mary; according to Matthew, from the Jordan; while we believe
Him to come from God. Thus the doctrine of Matthew, if we are right in assigning the authorship to
him, is as different from yours as from ours; only we acknowledge that he is more cautious than you
in ascribing the being born of a woman to the son of David, and not to the Son of God. As for you,
your only alternative is to deny that those statements were made, as they appear to be, by Matthew, or
to alow that you have abandoned the faith of the apostles.

3\. For our part, while no one can alter our conviction that the Son of God comes from God, we might
indulge a credul ous disposition, to the extent of admitting the fiction, that Jesus became the Son of God
at Jordan, but not that the Son of God was born of awoman. Then, again, the son said to have been born
of Mary cannot properly be called the son of David, unless it is ascertained that he was begotten by
Joseph. You say he was not, and therefore you must allow him not to have been the son of David, even
though he were the son of Mary. The genealogy proceedsin the line of Hebrew fathers from Abraham
to David, and from David to Joseph; and as we are told that Joseph was not the real father of Jesus,
Jesus cannot be said to be the son of David. To begin with calling Jesus the son of David, and then to
go on to tell of his being born of Mary before the consummation of her marriage with Joseph, is pure
madness. And if the son of Mary cannot be called the son of David, on account of hisnot being the son
of Joseph, still less can the name be given to the Son of God.

4\. Moreover, the Virgin herself appears to have belonged not to the tribe of Judah, to which the Jewish
kings belonged, and which all agree was David's tribe, but to the priestly tribe of Levi. This appears
from thefact that the Virgin'sfather Joachim was a priest; and his name does not occur in the geneal ogy.
How, then, can Mary be brought within the pale of relationship to David, when she has neither father
nor husband belonging to it? Consequently, Mary's son cannot possibly be the son of David, unlessyou
can bring the mother into some connection with Joseph, so as to be either hiswife or his daughter.

5\. _Augustine_replied: The Catholic, which is also the apostolic, doctrine, is, that our Lord and Sav-
iour Jesus Christ is both the Son of God in His divine nature, and the Son of David after the flesh. This
we prove from the writings of the evangelists and apostles, so that no one can reject our proofs without



also rejecting these writings. Faustus plan is to represent some one as saying a few words, without
bringing forward any evidence in answer to Faustus' fertile sophistry. But with al his ingenuity, the
proofs | have to give will leave Faustus no reply, but that these passages are spurious interpolationsin
the sacred record — areply which serves asameans of escaping, or of trying to escape, the force of the
plainest statementsin Holy Scripture. We have already in thistreati se sufficiently exposed theirrational
absurdity, aswell as the daring profanity, of such criticism; and not to exceed all limits, we must avoid
repetition. It cannot be necessary that we should bring together al the passages scattered throughout
Scripture, which show, in answer to Faustus, that in the books of the highest and most sacred authority
He who is called the only-begotten Son of God, even God with God, is aso called the Son of David,
on account of His taking the form of a servant from the Virgin Mary, the wife of Joseph. To instance
only Matthew, since Faustus argument refersto this Gospel, as the whole book cannot be quoted here,
let whoever choose read it, and see how Matthew carries on to the passion and the resurrection the
narrative of Him whom He callsthe Son of David in the introduction to the geneal ogy. Of this same Son
of David he speaks as being conceived and born of the Virgin Mary by the Holy Ghost. He also applies
to this the declaration of the prophet, "Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and shall bear a son, and they
shall call His name Emmanuel, which is being interpreted, God with us." Again, He who was called,
even from the Virgin's womb, God-with-us, is said to have heard, when He was baptized by John, a
voice from heaven, saying, "Thisis my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased.” Matthew 3:17 Will
Faustus say that to be called God is less than to be called the Son of God? He seemsto think so, for he
triesto prove that because this voice came from heaven at the time of the baptism, therefore, according
to Matthew, He must then have become the Son of God; whereas the same evangelist, in a previous
passage, quotes the sacred announcement made by the prophet, in which the child born of the Virginis
called God-with-us.

6\. It isremarkable how, amid hiswild irrelevancies, thiswretched trifler loses no available opportunity
of darkening the declarations of Scripture by the fabulous creations of his own fancy. Thus he says of
Abraham, that when he took his handmaid to wife he disbelieved God's promise that he should have a
child by Sarah; whereas, in fact, this promise had not at that time been given. Then he accuses Abra-
ham of falsehood in calling Sarah his sister, not having read what may be learned on the authority of
Scripture about the family of Sarah. Abraham's son Isaac also he accuses of falsely calling hiswife his
sister, though a distinct account is given of her family. Then he accuses Jacob of there being a daily
quarrel among his four wives, which should be the first to appropriate him on hisreturn from thefield,
while nothing of thisis said in Scripture. And this is the man who pretends to hate the writers of the
sacred books for their falsehood, and who has the effrontery so to misrepresent even the gospel record,
though its authority is admitted by all as possessing the most abundant confirmation, asto try to make
it appear, not indeed that Matthew himself — for in that case he would have been forced to yield to
apostolic authority — but that some one under the name of Matthew, has written about Christ what he
refuses to believe, and attempts to refute with a contumelious ingenuity!

7\. The voice from heaven at the Jordan should be compared with the voice heard on the Mount.
Matthew 17:5 In neither case do the words, "This is my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased,"
imply that He was not the Son of God before; for He who from the Virgin's womb took the form of a



servant "wasin the form of God, and thought it no robbery to be equal with God." Philippians 2:6 And
the sameApostle Paul himself saysdistinctly elsewhere, "But in the fullness of time, God sent His Son,
made of awoman, made under the law;" Galatians 4:4 that is, awoman in the Hebrew sense, not awife,
but one of the femal e sex. The Son of God isboth Lord of David in Hisdivine nature, and Son of David
as being of the seed of David after theflesh. And if it were not profitable for usto believethis, the same
apostle would not have made it so prominent as he does, when he says to Timothy, "Remember that
Christ Jesus, of the seed of David, rose from the dead, according to my gospel.” 2 Timothy 2:8 And he
carefully enjoins believersto regard as accursed whoever preaches another gospel contrary to this.



8\. This assailant of the holy Gospel need find no difficulty in the fact that Christ is called the Son of
David, though He was born of avirgin, and though Joseph was not Hisreal father; while the genealogy
is brought down by the evangelist Matthew, not to Mary, but to Joseph. First of all, the husband, as
the man, is the more honorable; and Joseph was Mary's husband, though she did not live with him, for
Matthew himself mentions that she was called Joseph's wife by the angel; asit is also from Matthew
that we learn that Mary conceived not by Joseph, but by the Holy Spirit. But if this, instead of being a
true narrative written by Matthew the apostle, was a false narrative written by some one else under his
name, isit likely that he would have contradicted himself in such an apparent manner, and in passages so
immediately connected, as to speak of the Son of David as born of Mary without conjugal intercourse,
and then, in giving His geneal ogy, to bring it down to the very man with whom the Virgin is expressly
said not to have had intercourse, unless he had some reason for doing so? Even supposing there were
two writers, one calling Christ the Son of David, and giving an account of Christ's progenitors from
David down to Joseph; while the other does not call Christ the Son of David, and saysthat He was born
of the Virgin Mary without intercourse with any man; those statements are not irreconcilable, so as to
prove that one or both writers must be false. It will appear on reflection that both accounts might be
true; for Joseph might be called the husband of Mary, though she was hiswife only in affection, and in
the intercourse of the mind, which is more intimate than that of the body. In thisway it might be proper
that the husband of the virgin-mother of Christ should have a place in the list of Christ's ancestors. It
might also be the case that some of David's blood flowed in Mary herself, so that the flesh of Christ,
although produced from a virgin, still owed its origin to David's seed. But as, in fact, both statements
are made by one and the same writer, who informs us both that Joseph was the husband of Mary and
that the mother of Christ was a virgin, and that Christ was of the seed of David, and that Joseph isin
the list of Christ's progenitorsin the line of David, those who prefer the authority of the sacred Gospel
to that of heretical fiction must conclude that Mary was not unconnected with the family of David, and
that she was properly called the wife of Joseph, because being a woman she was in spiritual aliance
with him, though there was no bodily connection. Joseph, too, it is plain, could not be omitted in the
genealogy; for, from the superiority of his sex, such an omission would be equivalent to a denia of
his relation to the woman with whom he was inwardly united; and believersin Christ are taught not to
think carnal connection the chief thing in marriage, as if without this they could not be man and wife,
but to imitate in Christian wedlock as closely as possible the parents of Christ, that so they may have
the more intimate union with the members of Christ.

9\. We believe that Mary, aswell as Joseph, was of the family of David, because we believe the Scrip-
tures, which assert both that Christ was of the seed of David after the flesh, and that His mother was
the Virgin Mary, He having no human father. Therefore, whoever denies the relationship of Mary to
David, evidently opposes the pre-eminent authority of these passages of Scripture; and to maintain
this opposition he must bring evidence in support of his statement from writings acknowledged by
the Church as canonical and catholic, not from any writings he pleases. In the matters of which we
are now treating, only the canonical writings have any weight with us; for they only are received and
acknowledged by the Church spread over all the world, which isitself a fulfillment of the prophecies
regarding it contained in these writings. Accordingly, | am not bound to admit the uncanonical account
of Mary's birth which Faustus adopts, that her father was a priest of the tribe of Levi, of the name of



Joachim. But even were | to admit this account, | should still contend that Joachim must have in some
way belonged to the family of David, and had somehow been adopted from the tribe of Judah into that
of Levi; or if not he, one of his ancestors; or, at least, that while born in the tribe of Levi, he had till
somerelation to the line of David; as Faustus himself acknowledgesthat Mary, though belonging to the
tribe of Levi, could be given to a husband of the tribe of Judah; and he expressly saysthat if Mary were
Joseph's daughter, the name Son of David would be applicableto Christ. In thisway, by the marriage of
Joseph's daughter in thetribe of Levi, her son, though born in thetribe of Levi, might not improperly be
called the Son of David. And so, if the mother of that Joachim, who in the passage quoted by Faustusis
called thefather of Mary, married in the tribe of Levi while she belonged to the tribe of Judah and to the
family of David, there would thus be a sufficient reason for speaking of Joachim and Mary and Mary's
son as belonging to the seed of David. If | felt obliged to pay any regard to the apocryphal scripturein
which Joachim is called the father of Mary, | should adopt some such explanation as the above, rather
than admit any falsehood in the Gospel, where it is written both that Jesus Christ, the Son of God, and
our Saviour, was of the seed of David after the flesh, and that He was born of the Virgin Mary. It is
enough for us that the enemies of these Scriptures, which record these truths and which we believe,
cannot prove against them any charge of falsehood.

10\. Faustus cannot pretend then | am unable to prove that Mary was of the family of David, as |
have shown him unable to prove that she was not. | produce the strongest evidence from Scriptures of
established authority, which declare that Christ was of the seed of David, and that He was born without
afather of the Virgin Mary. Faustus expresses what he considers a most becoming indignation against
impropriety when he says, It is an injurious misrepresentation of the writer to make him speak of the
Son of God astheinmate of awomb. Of course, the Catholic doctrine which teaches that Christ the Son
of God was born in the flesh of avirgin, does not make the Son of God the inmate of her womb in the
sense of having no existence beyond it, asif He had abandoned the government of heaven and earth, or
asif Hehad left the presence of the Father. The mistakeiswith the Manichaeans, whose understanding is
so incapable of forming a conception of anything except what is material, that they cannot comprehend
how the Word of God, who is the virtue and wisdom of God, while remaining in Himself and with the
Father, and while governing the universe, reaches from end to end in strength, and sweetly orders all
things. Wisdom 8:1 In the faultless procedure of this adorable providence, He appointed for Himself
an earthly mother; and to free His servants from the bondage of corruption He took in this mother the
form of a servant, that is, a mortal body; and this body which He took He showed openly, and when
it had been exposed, even to suffering and death, He raised it again from the dead, and built again
the temple which had been destroyed. You who shrink from this doctrine as blasphemous, make the
members of your god to be confined not in a virgin's womb, but in the wombs of all female animals,
from elephants down to flies. Perhaps you think the less of the true Christ, because the Word is said
so to have become incarnate in the Virgin's womb as to provide atemple for Himself in human nature,
while His own nature continued unaltered in its integrity; and, on the other hand, you think the more
of your god, because in the bonds and pollution of his confinement in flesh, in the part which isto be
made fast to the mass of darkness, he seeks for help to no purpose, or is even rendered powerless to
ask for help.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXI1V

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichaean has a clever move ready: yes, God makes man — but only the inner, reborn
man, never the flesh conceived in "the heat of animal passion.” He marshals Paul's outer and inner man,
Christ's word to Nicodemus, and Galatians 4:19 to make the dualist case sound like ordinary Pauline
exegesis. Book XXIV isAugustine's patient unknotting of that sleight of hand, insisting that the same
God authors both births and that flesh, though fallen, is not another maker's work. For anyone tracking
how Augustine wrested Paul back from the Manichees he had once followed, thisis one of the sharpest
exchanges in the whole controversy.

Faustusexplainsthe M anichaean denial that man wasmadeby God asapplyingtothefleshly man
not to the spiritual. Augustine elucidates the Apostle Paul's contrasts between flesh and spirit so
asto exclude the Manichaean view.

1\. Faustus_said: We are asked thereason for our denial that manismade by God. But we do not assert
that man isin no sense made by God; we only ask in what sense, and when, and how. For, according
to the apostle, there are two men, one of whom he calls sometimes the outer man, generaly the earthy,
sometimes, too, the old man: the other he callstheinner or heavenly or new man. Thequestionis, Which
of these is made by God? For there are likewise two times of our nativity; one when nature brought
us forth into this light, binding us in the bonds of flesh; and the other, when the truth regenerated us
on our conversion from error and our entrance into the faith. It is this second birth of which Jesus
speaksin the Gospel, when He says, "Unless a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God."
John 3:3 Nicodemus, not knowing what Christ meant, was at a loss, and inquired how this could be,
for an old man could not enter into his mother's womb and be born a second time. Jesus said in reply,
"Unless a man be born of water and of the Holy Spirit, he cannot see the kingdom of God." Then He
adds, "That which is born of the flesh is flesh; and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit." Hence,
as the birth in which our bodies originate is not the only birth, but there is another in which we are
born again in spirit, an important question arises from this distinction as to which of those births it is
in which God makes us. The manner of birth also is twofold. In the humiliating process of ordinary
generation, we spring from the heat of animal passion; but when we are brought into the faith, we are
formed under good instruction in honor and purity in Jesus Christ, by the Holy Spirit. For this reason,
inal religion, and especially in the Christian religion, young children are invited to membership. This
ishinted at in the words of His apostle: "My little children, of whom | travail in birth again until Christ
be formed in you." Galatians 4:19 The question, then, is not whether God makes man, but what man



He makes, and when, and how. For if it is when we are fashioned in the womb that God forms us after
His own image, which is the common belief of Gentiles and Jews, and which is also your belief, then
God makes the old man, and produces us by means of sensual passion, which does not seem suitable
to His divine nature. But if it iswhen we are converted and brought to a better life that we are formed
by God, which isthe general doctrine of Christ and His apostles, and which is also our doctrine, in this
case God makes us new men, and produces us in honor and purity, which would agree perfectly with
His sacred and adorable majesty. If you do not reject Paul's authority, we will prove to you from him
what man God makes, and when, and how. He says to the Ephesians, "That ye put off according to
your former conversation the old man, which is corrupt through deceitful lusts; and be renewed in the
spirit of your mind; and put on the new man, which after God is created in righteousness and holiness
of truth." Ephesians 4:22-24 This showsthat in the creation of man after theimage of God, it isanother
man that is spoken of, and another birth, and another manner of birth. The putting off and putting on
of which he speaks, point to the time of the reception of the truth; and the assertion that the new man
is created by God impliesthat the old man is created neither by God nor after God. And when he adds,
that this new man is made in holiness and righteousness and truth, he thus points to another manner of
birth of which thisisthe character, and which, as| have said, differs widely from the manner in which
bodily generation is effected. And as he declares that only the former is of God, it follows that the latter
isnot. Again, writing to the Colossians, he uses words to the same effect: " Put off the old man with his
deeds, and put on the new man, which is renewed in the knowledge of God according to the image of
Him who created Him in you." Here he not only shows that it is the new man that God makes, but he
declares the time and manner of the formation, for the words in the knowledge of God point to the time
of believing. Then he adds, according to the image of Him who created him, to make it clear that the
old man is not the image of God, nor formed by God. Moreover, the following words, "Where thereis
neither male nor female, Jew nor Greek, Barbarian nor Scythian,” Colossians 3:9-11 show more plainly
till that the birth by which we are made male and female, Greeks and Jews, Scythians and Barbarians,
is not the birth in which God effects the formation of man; but that the birth with which God has to
do is that in which we lose the difference of nation and sex and condition, and become one like Him
who is one, that is, Christ. So the same apostle says again, "As many as have been baptized in Christ
have put on Christ: there is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither male nor female, there is neither
bond nor free; but all are onein Christ." Galatians 3:27-28 Man, then, is made by God, not when from
one heis divided into many, but when from many he becomes one. The division isin thefirst birth, or
that of the body; union comes by the second, which isimmaterial and divine. This affords sufficient
ground for our opinion, that the birth of the body should be ascribed to nature, and the second birth to
the Supernal Mg esty. So the same apostle says again to the Corinthians, "1 have begotten you in Christ
Jesus by the gospel;" 1 Corinthians 4:15 and, speaking of himself, to the Galatians, "When it pleased
Him, who separated me from my mother's womb, to reveal His Son in me, that | might preach Him
among the Gentiles, immediately | conferred not with flesh and blood." Galatians 1:15-16 It is plain
that everywhere he speaks of the second or spiritual birth as that in which we are made by God, as
distinct from the indecency of the first birth, in which we are on alevel with other animals as regards
dignity and purity, as we are conceived in the maternal womb, and are formed, and brought forth. You
may observe that in this matter the dispute between usis not so much about aquestion of doctrine as of



interpretation. For you think that it is the old or outer or earthy man that is said to have been made by
God; while we apply thisto the heavenly man, giving the superiority to the inner or new man. And our
opinion is not rash or groundless, for we have learned it from Christ and His apostles, who are proved
to have been thefirst in the world who thus taught.



2\. _Augustine_replied: The Apostle Paul certainly uses the expression the inner man for the spirit of
the mind, and the outer man for the body and for this mortal life; but we nowhere find him making
these two different men, but one, which is al made by God, both the inner and the outer. However, it
is made in the image of God only as regards the inner, which, besides being immaterial, is rational,
and is not possessed by the lower animals. God, then, did not make one man after His own image, and
another man not after that image; but the one man, which includes both the inner and the outer, He
made after His own image, not as regards the possession of abody and of mortal life, but as regardsthe
rational mind with the power of knowing God, and with the superiority as compared with all irrational
creatures which the possession of reason implies. Faustus allows that the inner man is made by God,
when, as he says, it is renewed in the knowledge of God after the image of Him that created him. |
readily admit this on the apostle's authority. Why does not Faustus admit on the same authority that
"God has placed the members every one in the body, asit has pleased Him"? 1 Corinthians 12:18 Here
we learn from the same apostle that God is the framer of the outer man too. Why does Faustus take
only what he thinks to be in his own favor, while he leaves out or rejects what upsets the follies of the
Manichaaans? Moreover, in treating of the earthy and the heavenly man, and making the distinction
between the mortal and the immortal, between that which we are in Adam and that which we shall be
in Christ, the apostle quotes the declaration of the law regarding the earthy or natural body, referring
to the very book and the very passage where it is written that God made the earthy man too. Speaking
of the manner in which the dead shall rise again, and of the body with which they shall come, after
using the similitude of the seeds of grain, that they are sown bare grain, and that God gives them a
body as it pleases Him, and to every seed his own body — thus, by the way, overthrowing the error
of the Manichaaans, who say that grains and plants, and all roots and shoots, are created by the race of
darkness, and not by God, who, according to them, instead of exerting power in the production of these
objects, is Himself subject to confinement in them — he goes on, after this refutation of Manichaean
impieties, to describe the different kinds of flesh. "All flesh,” he says, "is not the same flesh.” Then he
speaks of celestial and terrestrial bodies, and then of the change of our body by which it will become
spiritual and heavenly. "It is sown," he says, "in dishonor, it shall risein glory; it is sown in weakness,
it shall risein power; it is sown anatural body, it shall rise aspiritual body." Then, in order to show the
origin of the animal body, he says, "Thereisanatural body, and thereisaspiritual body; asitiswritten,
The first man, Adam, was made a living soul.” 1 Corinthians 15:33-45 Now thisiswritten in Genesis,
Genesis 2:7 where it is related how God made man, and animated the body which He had formed of
the earth. By the old man the apostle smply means the old life, which isalifein sin, and is after the
manner of Adam, of whom it is said, "By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and
so death passed upon all men, in that all have sinned.” Romans 5:12 Thus the whole of this man, both
the inner and the outer part, has become old because of sin, and liable to the punishment of mortality.
There is, however, arestoration of the inner man, when it is renewed after the image of its Creator, in
the putting off of unrighteousness — that is, the old man, and putting on righteousness — that is, the
new man. But when that which is sown anatural body shall rise aspiritual body, the outer man too shall
attain the dignity of a celestial character; so that all that has been created may be created anew, and
all that has been made be remade by the Creator and Maker Himself. Thisis briefly explained in the
words:. "The body is dead because of sin; but the spirit islife because of righteousness. But if the Spirit



of Him who raised up Jesus from the dead dwell in you, Hethat raised up Christ from the dead will also
quicken your mortal bodies by His Spirit dwelling in you." Romans 8:10-11 No one instructed in the
Catholic doctrine but knows that it isin the body that some are male and some female, not in the spirit
of the mind, in which we are renewed after the image of God. But elsewhere the apostle teaches that
God isthe Maker of both; for he says, "Neither isthe woman without the man, nor the man without the
woman, in the Lord; for as the woman is of the man, so is the man by the woman; but all things are of
God." 1 Corinthians 11:11-12 The only reply given to this, by the perverse stupidity of those who are
alienated from the life of God by the ignorance which isin them, on account of the blindness of their
heart, is, that whatever pleases them in the apostolic writings is true, and whatever displeases them is
false. Thisis the insanity of the Manichaeans, who will be wise if they cease to be Manichaeans. As it
is, if they are asked whether it is He that remakes and renews the inner man (which they acknowledge
to be renewed after the image of God, and they themselves quote the passage in support of this; and,
according to Faustus, God makes man when the inner man is renewed in the image of God), they will
answer, yes. And if we then go on to ask when God made what He now renews, they must devise some
subterfuge to prevent the exposure of their absurdities. For, according to them, the inner man is not
formed or created or originated by God, but is part of His own substance sent against His enemies;
and instead of becoming old by sin, it is through necessity captured and damaged by the enemy. Not
to repeat al the nonsense they talk, the first man they speak of is not the man of the earth earthy that
the apostle speaks of, 1 Corinthians 15:47 but an invention proceeding from their own magazine of
untruths. Faustus, though he chooses man as a subject for discussion, says not aword of thisfirst man;
for heis afraid that his opponents in the discussion might come to know something about him.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXV

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus, the Manichaean, thinks he has caught the Catholicsin an absurdity: how canyou call aninfinite
God "the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob" — asif He needed a surname to answer to, like a herds-
man's brand on a stray? The gibe is sharp, and Augustine knows it. What follows in Book XXV ishis
attempt to pry his opponents loose from the assumption both sides had been sharing without noticing
— that God and the soul must be quantities stretched out in space. He confesses near despair at the
task, which is part of what makes the book worth reading: you watch a doctrine of divine immensity
being hammered out against ainterlocutor who cannot yet think in anything but extension.

Faustus seeks to bring into ridicule the orthodox claim to believe in the infinity of God by car-
icaturing the anthropomorphic representations of the Old Testament. Augustine expresses his
despair of being able to induce the Manichaeans to adopt right views of the infinitude of God so
long asthey continueto regard the soul and God as extended in space.

1\. Faustus said: Is God finite or infinite? He must be finite unless you are mistaken in addressing
Him as the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob; unless, indeed, the being thus addressed is different
from the God you call infinite. In the case of the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, the mark of
circumcision, which separated these men from fellowship with other people, marked also the limit of
God's power as extending only to them. And a being whose power is finite cannot himself be infinite.
Moreover, in this address, you do not mention even the ancients before Abraham, such as Enoch, Noah,
and Shem, and otherslike them, whom you allow to have been righteous though in uncircumcision; but
because they |acked this distinguishing mark, you will not call God their God, but only of Abraham and
his seed. Now, if God is one and infinite, what need of such careful particularity in addressing Him, as
if it was not enough to name God, without adding whose God He is— Abraham's, namely, and Isaac's
and Jacob's; asif Abraham were alandmark to steer by in your invocation, to escape shipwreck among
ashoal of deities? The Jews, who are circumcised, may very properly address this deity, as having a
reason for it, because they call God the God of circumcision, in contrast to the gods of uncircumcision.
But why you should do the same, it is difficult to understand; for you do not pretend to have Abraham's
sign, though you invoke his God. If we understand the matter rightly, the Jews and their God seem to
have set marks upon one another for the purpose of recognition, that they might not lose each other. So
God gave them the disgusting mark of circumcision, that, in whatever land or anong whatever people
they might be, they might by being circumcised be known to be His. They again marked God by calling
Him the God of their fathers, that, wherever He might be, though among a crowd of gods, He might, on



hearing the name God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob, know at once that He was addressed.
So we often see, in anumber of people of the same name, that no one answerstill called by hissurname.
In the same way the shepherd or herdsman makes use of abrand to prevent his property being taken by
others. In thus marking God by calling Him the God of Abraham and |saac and Jacob, you show not
only that Heisfinite, but aso that you have no connection with Him, because you have not the mark of
circumcision by which He recognizes His own. Therefore, if thisisthe God you worship, there can be
no doubt of Hisbeing finite. But if you say that God isinfinite, you must first of al give up thisfinite
deity, and by altering your invocation, show your penitence for your past errors. We have thus proved
God to befinite, taking you on your own ground. But to determine whether the supreme and true God
isinfinite or not, we need only refer to the opposition between good and evil. If evil does not exist, then
certainly God isinfinite; otherwise He must befinite. Evil, however, undoubtedly exists; therefore God
isnot infinite. It is where good stops that evil begins.

2\. _Augustine_ replied: No one that knows you would dream of asking you about the infinitude of
God, or of discussing the matter with you. For, before there can be any degree of spirituality in any
of your conceptions, you must first have your minds cleared by simple faith, and by some elementary
knowledge, from theillusions of carnal and material ideas. This your heresy prevents you from doing,
for it invariably represents the body and the soul and God as extended in space, either finite or infinite,
whiletheideaof spaceisapplicable only to the body. Aslong asthisisthe case, it will be better for you
to leave this matter alone; for you can teach no truth regarding it, any more than in other matters; andin
thisyou are unfit for learning, as you might do in other things, if you were not proud and quarrelsome.
For in such questions as how God can be finite, when no space can contain Him; how He can beinfinite,
when the Son knows Him perfectly; how He can be finite, and yet unbounded; how He can beinfinite,
and yet perfect; how He can be finite, who is without measure; how He can be infinite, who is the
measure of all things — al carnal ideas go for nothing; and if the carnality is to be removed, it must
first become ashamed of itself. Accordingly, your best way of ending the matter you have brought
forward of God as finite or infinite, isto say no more about it till you cease going so far astray from
Christ, who is the end of the law. Of the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob we have already said
enough to show why He who is the true God of all creatures wished to be familiarly known by His
people under this name. On circumcision, too, we have aready spoken in several placesin answer to
ignorant reproaches. The Manichasans would find nothing to ridicule in this sign if they would view it
as appointed by God, to be an appropriate symbol of the putting off of the flesh. They ought thus to
consider the rite with a Christian instead of a heretical mind; asit iswritten, "To the pure al things are
pure." But, considering the truth of the following words, "To the unclean and unbelieving nothing is
pure, but even their mind and conscience are defiled,” Titus 1:15 we must remind our witty opponents,
that if circumcision isindecent, asthey say it is, they should rather weep than laugh at it; for their god
is exposed to restraint and contamination in conjunction both with the skin which is cut and with the
blood which is shed.

Source: Trandated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Val. IV).

Text sourced from New Advent (newadvent.org). Accessed September 2026.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXVI

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus presses a shrewd analogy: if Enoch and Elijah could be exempted from death against nature,
why could Christ not have feigned a death he never truly underwent, his whole human career being
appearance from the start? Augustine's reply cuts the other way — there are things God cannot do, and
dying is one of them, unless he hasfirst taken flesh capable of dying. The book isAugustine at his most
patient with a Manichaean opponent, unpicking the docetic logic piece by piece and insisting that the
reality of the crucifixion stands or falls with the reality of the birth. Faustus, for his part, is preserved
here amost entirely through the words Augustine chose to quote against him.

Faustusinsists that Jesus might have died though not born, by the exercise of divine power, yet
he rgects birth and death alike. Augustine maintains that there are some things that even God
cannot do, one of which isto die. Herefutes the docetism of the M anichaeans.

1\. Faustus_said: You ask, If Jesuswas not born, how did He die?Well thisisaprobability, such asone
makes use of in want of proofs. We will, however, answer the question by examples taken from what
you generally believe. If they are true, they will prove our caseg; if they are false, they will help you no
morethan they will us. You say then, How could Jesusdie, if Hewere not man?Inreturn, | ask you, How
did Elias not die, though he was a man? Could a mortal encroach upon the limits of immortality, and
could not Christ add to Hisimmortality whatever experience of death was required? If Elias, contrary
to nature, livesfor ever, why not allow that Jesus, with no greater contrariety to nature, could remainin
death for three days? Besidesthat, it isnot only Elias, but Moses and Enoch you believe to beimmortal,
and to have been taken up with their bodies to heaven. Accordingly, if it isagood argument that Jesus
was a man because He died, it is an equally good argument that Elias was not a man because he did
not die. But asit is false that Elias was not a man, notwithstanding his supposed immortality, so it is
false that Jesus was a man, though He is considered to have died. Thetruthis, if you will believeit, that
the Hebrews were in a mistake regarding both the death of Jesus and the immortality of Elias. For itis
equally untrue that Jesus died and that Elias did not die. But you believe whatever you please; and for
therest, you appeal to nature. And, allowing thisappeal, natureis against both the death of theimmortal
and the immortality of the mortal. And if we refer to the power of effecting their purpose as possessed
by God and by man, it seems more possible for Jesus to die than for Elias not to die; for the power of
Jesus is greater than that of Elias. But if you exalt the weaker to heaven, though nature is against it,
and, forgetting his condition as a mortal, endow him with eternal felicity, why should | not admit that
Jesus could die if He pleased, even though | were to grant His death to have been real, and not a mere



semblance? For, as from the outset of His taking the likeness of man He underwent in appearance all
the experiences of humanity, it was quite consistent that He should compl ete the system by appearing
todie.

2\. Moreover, it is to be remembered that this reference to what nature grants as possible, should be
made in connection with all the history of Jesus, and not only with His death. According to nature, it is
impossible that aman blind from hisbirth should see the light; and yet Jesus appearsto have performed
amiracle of thiskind, so that the Jews themselves exclaimed that from the beginning of theworld it was
not seen that one opened the eyes of aman born blind. John ix So also healing awithered hand, giving
the power of utterance and expression to those born dumb, restoring animation to the dead, with the
recovery of their bodily frame after dissolution had begun, produce a feeling of amazement, and must
seem utterly incredible in view of what is naturally possible and impossible. And yet, as Christians,
we believe al the things to have been done by the same person; for we regard not the law of nature,
but the powerful operation of God. There is a story, too, of Jesus having been cast from the brow of
a hill, and having escaped unhurt. If, then, when thrown down from a height He did not die, simply
because He chose not to die, why should He not have had the power to die when He pleased? We take
this way of answering you because you have afancy for discussion, and affect to use logical weapons
not properly belonging to you. As regards our own belief, it is no more true that Jesus died than that
Eliasisimmortal.

3\. _Augustine_ replied: Asto Enoch and Elias and Moses, our belief is determined not by Faustus
suppositions, but by the declarations of Scripture, resting as they do on foundations of the strongest
and surest evidence. People in error, as you are, are unfit to decide what is natural, and what contrary
to nature. We admit that what is contrary to the ordinary course of human experience is commonly
spoken of as contrary to nature. Thus the apostle uses the words, "If you are cut out of the wild olive,
and engrafted contrary to nature in the good olive." Romans 11:24 Contrary to nature is here used in
the sense of contrary to human experience of the course of nature; as that a wild olive engrafted in a
good olive should bring forth the fatness of the olive instead of wild berries. But God, the Author and
Creator of all natures, does nothing contrary to nature; for whatever is done by Him who appoints all
natural order and measure and proportion must be natural in every case. And man himself acts contrary
to nature only when he sins; and then by punishment he is brought back to nature again. The natura
order of justice requires either that sin should not be committed or that it should not go unpunished.
In either case, the natural order is preserved, if not by the soul, at least by God. For sin pains the
conscience, and brings grief on the mind of the sinner, by the loss of the light of justice, even should
no physical sufferings follow, which are inflicted for correction, or are reserved for the incorrigible.
Thereis, however, noimpropriety in saying that God does athing contrary to nature, when it iscontrary
to what we know of nature. For we give the name nature to the usual common course of nature; and
whatever God does contrary to this, we call a prodigy, or a miracle. But against the supreme law of
nature, which is beyond the knowledge both of the ungodly and of weak believers, God never acts, any
more than He acts against Himself. As regards spiritual and rational beings, to which class the human
soul belongs, the more they partake of this unchangeable law and light, the more clearly they see what



is possible, and what impossible; and again, the greater their distance from it, the less their perception
of the future, and the more frequent their surprise at strange occurrences.

4\. Thus of what happened to Elias we are ignorant; but still we believe the truthful declarations of
Scripture regarding him. Of one thing we are certain, that what God willed happened, and that except
by God's will nothing can happen to any one. So, if | am told that it is possible that the flesh of a
certain man shall be changed into a celestial body, | alow the possibility, but | cannot tell whether it
will be done; and the reason of my ignorance is, that | am not acquainted with the will of God in the
matter. That it will be doneif it is God'swill, is perfectly clear and indubitable. Again, if | amtold that
something would happen if God did not prevent it from happening, | reply confidently that what is to
happen is the action of God, not the event which might otherwise have happened. For God knows His
own future action, and therefore He knows al so the effect of that action in preventing the happening of
what would otherwise have happened; and, beyond all question, what God knows is more certain than
what man thinks. Hence it is as impossible for what is future not to happen, as for what is past not to
have happened; for it can never be God's will that anything should, in the same sense, be both true and
false. Therefore all that is properly future cannot but happen; what does not happen never was future;
even as al things which are properly in the past did indubitably take place.

5\. Accordingly, to say, if God is amighty, let Him make what has been done to be undone, isin fact
to say, if God is amighty, let Him make a thing to be in the same sense both true and false. God can
put an end to the existence of anything, when the thing to be put an end to has a present existence;
as when He puts an end by death to the existence of any one who has been brought into existence in
birth; for in this case there is an actual existence which may be put a stop to. But when a thing does
not exist, the existence cannot be put a stop to. Now, what is past no longer exists and whatever has
an existence which can be put an end to cannot be past. What is truly past is no longer present; and
the truth of its past existence is in our judgment, not in the thing itself which no longer exists. The
proposition asserting anything to be past is true when the thing no longer exists. God cannot make such
aproposition false, because He cannot contradict the truth. The truth in this case, or the true judgment,
isfirst of al in our own mind, when we know and give expression to it. But should it disappear from our
minds by our forgetting it, it would still remain astruth. It will always be true that the past thing which
isno longer present had an existence; and the truth of its past existence after it has stopped is the same
as the truth of its future existence before it began to be. This truth cannot be contradicted by God, in
whom abides the supreme and unchangeabl e truth, and whose illumination is the source of all the truth
to be found in any mind or understanding. Now God is not omnipotent in the sense of being able to
die; nor does thisinability prevent His being omnipotent. True omnipotence belongs to Him who truly
exists, and who alone is the source of all existence, both spiritual and corporeal. The Creator makes
what use He pleases of al His creatures; and His pleasure is in harmony with true and unchangeable
justice, by which, as by His own nature, He, Himself unchangeable, brings to pass the changes of all
changeable things according to the desert of their natures or of their actions. No one, therefore, would
be so foolish as to deny that Elias being a creature of God could be changed either for the worse or for
the better; or that by the will of the omnipotent God he could be changed in a manner unusual among



men. So we can have no reason for doubting what on the high authority of Scriptureisrelated of him,
unless we limit the power of God to things which we are familiar with.



6\. Faustus argument is, If Elias who was a man could escape death, why might not Christ have the
power of dying, since Hewas morethan man? Thisisthe sameasto say, If human nature can be changed
for the better, why should not the divine nature be changed for the worse?— aweak argument, seeing
that human nature is changeable, while the divine nature is not. Such amethod of inference would lead
to the glaring absurdity, that if God can bestow eternal glory on man, He must also have the power of
consigning Himself to eternal misery. Faustus will reply that his argument refers only to three days of
death for God, as compared with eternal life for man. Well, if you understood the three days of death
in the sense of the death of the flesh which God took as apart of our mortal nature, you would be quite
correct; for the truth of the gospel makes known that the death of Christ for three days was for the
eterna life of men. But in arguing that there is no impropriety in asserting a death of three days of the
divine nature itself, without any assumption of mortality, because human nature can be endowed with
immortality, you display the folly of one who knows neither God nor the gifts of God. And indeed,
since you make part of your god to be fastened to the mass of darkness for ever, how can you escape
the absurd conclusion already mentioned, that God consigns Himself to eternal misery?You will then
require to prove that part of light islight, while part of God is hot God. To give you in aword, without
argument, the true reason of our faith, as regards Elias having been caught up to heaven from the earth,
though only a man, and as regards Christ being truly born of a virgin, and truly dying on the cross,
our belief in both cases is grounded on the declaration of Holy Scripture, which it is piety to believe,
and impiety to disbelieve. What is said of Elias you pretend to deny, for you will pretend anything.
Regarding Christ, although even you do not go the length of saying that He could not die, though He
could be born, still you deny His birth from a virgin, and assert His death on the cross to have been
feigned, which is equivalent to denying it too, except as a mockery for the delusion of men; and you
allow so much merely to obtain indulgence for your own falsehoods from the believersin thesefictions.

7\. The question which Faustus makes it appear that he is asked by a Catholic, If Jesus was not born,
how could He die? Could be asked only by one who overlooked the fact that Adam died, though he
was not born. Who will venture to say that the Son of God could not, if He had pleased, have made for
Himself a true human body in the same way as He did for Adam,; for al things were made by Him?
John 1:3 or who will deny that He who is the Almighty Son of the Almighty could, if He had chosen,
have taken a body from a heavenly substance, or from air or vapor, and have so changed it into the
precise character of a human body, as that He might have lived as aman, and have died in it? Or, once
more, if He had chosen to take a body of none of the material substances which He had made, but to
create for Himself from nothing real flesh, as all things were created by Him from nothing, none of us
will opposethisby saying that He could not have doneit. The reason of our believing Him to have been
born of the Virgin Mary, is not that He could not otherwise have appeared among men in atrue body,
but because it is so written in the Scripture, which we must believe in order to be Christians, or to be
saved. We believe, then, that Christ was born of theVirgin Mary, because it is so written in the Gospel;
we believe that He died on the cross, because it is so written in the Gospel; we believe that both His
birth and death were real, because the Gospel is no fiction. Why He chose to suffer all these thingsin
a body taken from a woman is a matter known only to Himself. Perhaps He took this way of giving
importance and honor to both the sexeswhich He had created, taking the form of aman, and being born
of awoman; or there may have been some other reason, we cannot tell. But this may be confidently



affirmed, that what took place was exactly as we are told in the Gospel narrative, and that what the
wisdom of God determined upon was exactly what ought to have happened. We place the authority of
the Gospel above al heretical discussions; and we admire the counsel of divine wisdom more than any
counsel of any creature.

8\. Faustus calls upon us to believe him, and says, The truth is, if you will believe it, that the Hebrews
were in a mistake regarding both the death of Jesus and the immortality of Elias. And a little after he
adds, As from the outset of His taking the likeness of man He underwent in appearance all the expe-
riences of humanity, it was quite consistent that He should seal the dispensation by appearing to die.
How can this infamous liar, who declares that Christ feigned death, expect to be believed? Did Christ
utter falsehood when He said, "It behooves the Son of man to be killed, and to rise the third day?'
Luke 24:7 And do you tell usto believe what you say, asif you utter no falsehoods? In that case, Peter
was more truthful than Christ when he said to Him, "Be it far from You, Lord; this shall not be unto
You;" for which it was said to him, " Get behind me, Satan.” Matthew 16:22-23 This rebuke was not | ost
upon Peter, for, after his correction and full preparation, he preached even to his own death the truth
of the death of Christ. But if Peter deserved to be called Satan for thinking that Christ would not die,
what should you be called, when you not only deny that Christ died, but assert that He feigned death?
You give, asareason for Christ's appearing to die, that He underwent in appearance all the experiences
of humanity. But that He feigned all the experiences of humanity is only your opinion in opposition
to the Gospel. In reality, when the evangelist says that Jesus slept, Matthew 8:24 that He was hungry,
Matthew 4.2 that He was thirsty, John 19:28 that He was sorrowful, Matthew 26:37 or glad, and so on
— thesethings are all true in the senseof not being feigned, but actual experiences; only that they were
undergone, not from a mere natural necessity, but in the exercise of a controlling will, and of divine
power. In the case of aman, anger, sorrow, sleeping, being hungry and thirsty, are often involuntary; in
Christ they were acts of Hisown will. So aso men are born without any act of their own will, and suffer
against their will; while Christ was born and suffered by Hisown will. Still, the things are true; and the
accurate narrative of them isintended to instruct whoever believesin Christ's gospel in the truth, not to
delude him with falsehoods.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXVI|I

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

STROMATA 432

INTRODUCTION

Faustus tries a clever trap: if you Christians reason from effect to cause to prove Christ suffered and
therefore was born, then by the same logic a woman's child must have a human father — and your
virgin birth collapses. Augustine refuses the bait. Christ could have been born without being begotten
and could have suffered without being born; that He chose one and not the other isafact known from the
Gospel, not deduced from necessity. The whole exchange turns on where authority lies, and Augustine
will not grant Manichaaus a seat at the table with the evangelists.

Faustus warns against pressing too far the argument, that if Jesus was not born He cannot have
suffered. Augustine accepts the birth and death alike on the testimony of the Gospel narrative,
which ishigher authority than the falsehood of Manichaeus.

1\. Faustus said: If Jesus was not born, He cannot have suffered; but since He did suffer, He must
have been born. | advise you not to have recourse to logical inference in these matters, or else your
whole faith will be shaken. For, even according to you, Jesus was born miraculously of avirgin; which
the argument from consequents to antecedents shows to be false. For your argument might thus be
turned against you: If Jesus was born of awoman, He must have been begotten by a man; but He was
not begotten by a man, therefore He was not born of a woman. If, as you believe, He could be born
without being begotten, why could He not also suffer without being brought forth?

2\. _Augustine_ replied: The argument which you here reply to is one which could be used only by
such ignorant peopl e as you succeed in misleading, not by those who know enough to refute you. Jesus
could both be born without being begotten and suffer without being brought forth. His being one and
not the other was the effect of His own will. He chose to be born without being begotten, and not to
suffer without being brought forth. And if you ask how | know that He was brought forth, and that He
suffered, | read thisin the faithful Gospel narrative. If | ask how you know what you state, you bring
forward the authority of Manichaaus, and charge the Gospel with falsehood. Even if Manichaaus did
not set forth falsehood as an excellence in Christ, | should not believe his statements. His praise of
falsehood comes from nothing that he found in Christ, but from his own moral character.

Source: Translated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Vol. 1V).

Text sourced from New Advent (newadvent.org). Accessed September 2026.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXV

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus, pressed on the genealogies, tries a clever pivot: don't argue from Christ's death back to his
birth, since with God all things are possible — examine the genealogy on its own terms. Augustine
refuses the trap and shifts the ground to warrant. Who wrote the book you are quoting, and who has
kept it? Here he sets the two custodial chains side by side: Matthew's Gospel handed down through an
unbroken succession of bishops from the apostles to his own day, and Manichaeus's book kept among
his disciples in Persia, and asks Faustus why the first should not command at least the credence he
gives the second.

Faustusrecur stothegenealogy and insistsupon examiningit asregar dsitsconsistency with itself.
Augustinetakes his stand on Scripture authority and maintainsthat M atthew's statementsasto
the birth of Christ must be accepted asfinal.

1\. Faustus_said: Christ, you say, could not have died, had He not been born. | reply, If He was born,
He cannot have been God; or if He could both be God and be born, why could He not both be born
and die? Plainly, arguments and necessary consequences are not applicable to those matters, where the
guestion is of the account to be given of Jesus. The answer must be obtained from His own statements,
or from the statements of His apostles regarding Him. The genealogy must be examined as regards its
consistency with itself, instead of arguing from the supposition of Christ's death to the fact of Hisbirth;
for He might have suffered without having been born, or He might have been born, and yet never have
suffered; for you yourselves acknowledge that with God nothing is impossible, which is inconsistent
with the denial that Christ could have suffered without having been born.

2\. _Augustine_replied: You are always answering arguments which no one uses, instead of our real
arguments, which you cannot answer. No one says that Christ could not die if He had not been born;
for Adam died though he had not been born. What we say is, Christ was born, because thisis said not
by this or that heretic, but in the holy Gospel; and He died, for thistoo iswritten, not in some heretical
production, but in the holy Gospel. You set aside argument on the question of the true account to be
given of Jesus, and refer to what He says of Himself, and what His apostles say of Him; and yet, when |
begin to quote the Gospel of His apostle Matthew, where we have the whole narrative of Christ's birth,
you immediately deny that Matthew wrote the narrative, though this is affirmed by the continuous
testimony of the whole Church, from the days of apostolic presidency to the bishops of our own time.
What authority will you quote against this? Perhaps some book of Manichaaus, where it is denied that



Jesus was born of avirgin. As, then, | believe your book to be the production of Manichaaus, since it
has been kept and handed down among the disciples of Manichaaus, from the time when he lived to
the present time, by a regular succession of your presidents, so | ask you to believe the book which
| quote to have been written by Matthew, since it has been handed down from the days of Matthew
in the Church, without any break in the connection between that time and the present. The question
then is, whether we are to believe the statements of an apostle who was in the company of Christ while
He was on earth, or of aman away in Persia, born long after Christ. But perhaps you will quote some
other book bearing the name of an apostle known to have been chosen by Christ; and you will find
there that Christ was not born of Mary. Since, then, one of the books must be false, the question in
this case is, whether we are to yield our belief to a book acknowledged and approved as handed down
from the beginning in the Church founded by Christ Himself, and maintained through the apostles and
their successors in an unbroken connection all over the world to the present day; or to a book which
this Church condemns as unknown, and which, moreover, is brought forward by men who prove their
veracity by praising Christ for falsehood.

3\. Here you will say, Examine the genealogy as given in the two Gospels, and see if it is consistent
with itself. The answer to this has been given aready. Your difficulty is how Joseph could have two
fathers. But even if you could not have thought of the explanation, that one was his own father, and the
other adopted, you should not have been so ready to put yourself in opposition to such high authority.
Now that this explanation has been given you, | call upon you to acknowledge the truth of the Gospel,
and above al to cease your mischievous and unreasonabl e attacks upon the truth.

4\. Faustus most plausibly refersto what Jesus said of Himself. But how isthisto be known except from
the narratives of His disciples? And if we do not believe them when they tell us that Christ was born
of avirgin, how shall we believe what they record as said by Christ of Himself? For, as regards any
writing professing to come immediately from Christ Himself, if it were really His, how isit not read
and acknowledged and regarded as of supreme authority in the Church, which, beginning with Christ
Himself, and continued by His apostles, who were succeeded by the bishops, has been maintained and
extended to our own day, and in which isfound the fulfillment of many former predictions, while those
concerning the last days are sure to be accomplished in the future? In regard to the appearance of such
awriting, it would require to be considered from what quarter it issued. Supposing it to have issued
from Christ Himself, those in immediate connection with Him might very well have received it, and
have transmitted it to others. In this case, the authority of the writing would be fully established by
the traditions of various communities, and of their presidents, as | have already said. Who, then, is
so infatuated as in our day to believe that the Epistle of Christ issued by Manichaaus is genuine, or to
disbelieve Matthew's narrative of Christ'swordsand actions? Or, if the question isof Matthew being the
real author, who would not, in thisalso, believe what he findsin the Church, which hasadistinct history
in unbroken connection from the days of Matthew to the present time, rather than a Persian interloper,
who comes more than two hundred years after, and wishes us to believe his account of Christ's words
and actions rather than that of Matthew; whereas, even in the case of the Apostle Paul, who was called
from heaven after the Lord's ascension, the Church would not have believed him, had there not been
apostles in life with whom he might communicate, and compare his gospel with theirs, so as to be



recognized as belonging to the same society? When it was ascertained that Paul preached what the
apostles preached, and that he lived in fellowship and harmony with them, and when God's testimony
was added by Paul's working miracles like those done by the apostles, his authority became so great,
that his words are now received in the Church, as if, to use his own appropriate words, Christ were
speaking in him. 2 Corinthians 13:3 Manichaaus, on the other hand, thinks that the Church of Christ
should believe what he says in opposition to the Scriptures, which are supported by such strong and
continuous evidence, and in which the Church finds an emphatic injunction, that whoever preaches to
her differently from what she has received must be anathema. Galatians 1:8-9

5\. Faustustells usthat he has good grounds for concluding that these Scriptures are unworthy of credit.
And yet he speaks of not using arguments. But the argument too shall be refuted. The end of the whole
argument isto bring the soul to believethat the reason of itsmisery inthisworldis, that it isthe means of
preventing God from being deprived of Hiskingdom, and that God's substance and nature is so exposed
to change, corruption, injury, and contamination, that part of it is incurably defiled, and is consigned
by Himself to eternal punishment in the mass of darkness, though, when it was in harmless union with
Himself, and guilty of no crime, He knowingly sent it where it was to suffer defilement. This is the
end of all your arguments and fictions; and would that there were an end of them as regards your heart
and your lips, that you might sometime desist from believing and uttering those execrable blasphemies!
But, says Faustus, | prove from the writings themsel vesthat they cannot bein all points trustworthy, for
they contradict one another. Why not say, then, that they are wholly untrustworthy, if their testimony is
inconsistent and self-contradictory? But, says Faustus, | say what | think to be in accordance with truth.
With what truth? The truth is only your own fiction, which begins with God's battle, goes on to His
contamination, and ends with His damnation. No one, says Faustus, believes writings which contradict
themselves. But if you think they do this, it is because you do not understand them; for your ignorance
has been manifested in regard to the passages you have quoted in support of your opinion, and the same
will appear in regard to any quotations you may still make. So there is no reason for our not believing
these writings, supported as they are by such weighty testimony; and this is itself the best reason for
pronouncing accursed those whose preaching differs from what is there written.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXIX

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus offers Augustine what looks like a clever trade: concede that Christ's suffering was an appear-
ance, and we will drop the whole quarrel — for surely a virgin birth is no less a violation of nature
than a bloodless passion. Augustine will not take the bargain. If the death was a phantom, so was the
resurrection; the wounds Thomas touched become alie, and the disciples of such a Christ must them-
selves become deceivers to follow him. Behind the exchange lies Augustine's deeper charge against
the Manichees, whom he had once joined for nine years: that in recoiling from the flesh as the devil's
work, they have made the gospel itself into sorcery.

Faustus seeksto justify the docetism of the M anichaeans. Augustine insists that there is nothing
disgraceful in being born.

1\. Faustus _said: If Christ was visible, and suffered without having been born, thiswas sorcery. This
argument of yours may be turned against you, by replying that it was sorcery if He was conceived or
brought forth without being begotten. It is not in accordance with the law of nature that avirgin should
bring forth, and still less that she should still be avirgin after bringing forth. Why, then, do you refuse
to admit that Christ, in a preternatural manner, suffered without submitting to the condition of birth?
Believe me: in substance, both our beliefs are contrary to nature; but our belief is decent, and yoursis
not. We give an explanation of Christ's passion which is at least probable, while the only explanation
you give of Hisbirthisfalse. Infine, we hold that He suffered in appearance, and did not really die; you
believe in an actual birth, and conception in the womb. If it is not so, you have only to acknowledge
that the birth too was a delusion, and our whole dispute will be at an end. As to what you frequently
allege, that Christ could not have appeared or spoken to men without having been born, it is absurd;
for, as our teachers have shown, angels have often appeared and spoken to men.

2\. _Augustine_replied: We do not say that to die without having been born is sorcery; for, aswe have
said already, this happened in the case of Adam. But, though it had never happened, who will ventureto
say that Christ could not, if He had so pleased, have comewithout taking Hisbody fromavirgin, and yet
appearing in atrue body to redeem us by atrue death? However, it was better that He should be, asHe
actually was, born of avirgin, and, by His condescension, do honor to both sexes, for whose deliverance
He was to die, by taking a man's body born of a woman. In this He testifies emphatically against you,
and refutes your doctrine, which makes the sexes the work of the devil. What we call sorcery in your
doctrineisyour making Christ's passion and death to have been only in appearance, so that, by aspectral



illusion, He seemed to die when He did not. Hence you must also make His resurrection spectral and
illusory and false; for if there was no true death, there could not be areal resurrection. Hence also the
marks which He showed to His doubting disciples must have been false; and Thomas was not assured
by truth, but cheated by a lie, when he exclaimed, "My Lord, and my God." John 20:28 And yet you
would have us believe that your tongue utters truth, though Christ's whole body was a falsehood. Our
argument against you is, that the Christ you make is such that you cannot be His true disciples unless
you too practise deceit. The fact that Christ's body was the only one born of avirgin does not prove that
there was sorcery in His birth, any more than there is sorcery in its being the only body to rise again
on the third day, never to die any more. Will you say that there was sorcery in al the Lord's miracles
because they were unusual ? They really happened, and their appearance, as seen by men, wastrue, and
not an illusion; and when they are said to be contrary to nature, it is not that they oppose nature, but
that they transcend the method of nature to which we are accustomed. May God keep the minds of His
people who are still babesin Christ from being influenced by Faustus, when he recommends as a duty
that we should acknowledge Christ's birth to have been illusory and not real, that so we may end our
dispute! Nay, verily, rather let us continue to contend for the truth against them, than agree with them
in falsehood.

3\. But if we are to end the controversy by saying this, why do not our opponents themselves say it?
While they assert the death of Christ to have been not real but feigned, why do they make out that
He had no birth at al, not even of the same kind as His death? If they had so much regard for the
authority of the evangelist as to oblige them to admit that Christ suffered, at least in appearance, it is
the same authority which testifies to His birth. Two evangelists, indeed, give the story of the birth; but
in al we read of Jesus having a mother. Perhaps Faustus was unwilling to make the birth an illusion,
because the difference of the genealogies given in Matthew and L uke causes an apparent discrepancy.
But, supposing a man ignorant, there are many things a so relating to the passion of Christ in which he
will think the evangelists disagree; suppose him instructed, he finds entire agreement. Can it be right
to feign death, and wrong to feign birth? And yet Faustus will have us acknowledge the birth to be
feigned, in order to put an end to the dispute. It will appear presently in our reply to another objection
what we think to be the reason why Faustus will not admit of any birth, even afeigned one.

4\. We deny that there is anything disgraceful in the bodies of saints. Some members, indeed, are called
uncomely, because they have not so pleasing an appearance as those constantly in view. But attend to
what the apostle says, when from the unity and harmony of the body he enjoins charity on the Church:
"Much more those members of the body, which seem to be feeble, are necessary: and those members
of the body, which we think to be less honorable, upon these we bestow more abundant honor; and
our uncomely parts have more abundant comeliness. For our comely parts have no need: but God has
tempered the body together, having given more abundant honor to that part which lacked: that there
should be no schism in the body." 1 Corinthians 12:22-25 The licentious and intemperate use of those
members is disgraceful, but not the members themselves; for they are preserved in purity not only by
the unmarried, but also by wedded fathers and mothers of holy life, in whose case the natural appetite,
asserving not lust, but anintelligent purpose in the production of children, isin noway disgraceful. Still
more, in the holy Virgin Mary, who by faith conceived the body of Christ, there was nothing disgraceful



in the members which served not for acommon natural conception, but for amiraculous birth. In order
that we might conceive Christ in sincere hearts, and, asit were, produce Him in confession, it was meet
that His body should come from the substance of His mother without injury to her bodily purity. We
cannot suppose that the mother of Christ suffered loss by His birth, or that the gift of productiveness
displaced the grace of virginity. If these occurrences, which were real and no illusion, are new and
strange, and contrary to the common course of nature, the reason is, that they are great, and amazing,
and divine; and all the more on this account are they true, and firm, and sure. Angels, says Faustus,
appeared and spoke without having been born. As if we held that Christ could not have appeared or
spoken without having been born of a woman! He could, but He chose not; and what He chose was
best. And that He chose to do what He did is plain, because He acted, not like your god, from necessity,
but voluntarily. That He was born we know, because we put faith not in aheretic, but in Christ's gospel.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXX

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus turns Paul's warning about those who "forbid to marry, abstain from meats" back on the
Catholics: if abstention from certain foods is a doctrine of devils, then what of Moses and the swine,
or Daniel refusing the king's meat for three weeks? Augustine, unusually, lets his opponent speak at
length before answering — the Manichaean's dilemmais set out with real force. The reply hinges on
a distinction the earlier books have been building toward: whether one abstains because the creature
is evil, or because the discipline is. Book XXX is where that distinction has to do its work against a
genuinely sharp objection.

Faustus repelstheinsinuation that the prophecy of Paul with referenceto those that should for-
bid to marry, abstain from meats, etc., applies to the Manichaeans more than to the Catholic
ascetics, who are held in the highest esteem in the Church. Augustine justifies this application of
the prophecy, and shows the difference between Manichaean and Christian asceticism.

1\. Faustus_said: You apply to us the words of Paul: "Some shall depart from the faith, giving heed
to lying spirits, and doctrines of devils, speaking lies in hypocrisy; having their consciences seared
as with ahot iron; forbidding to marry, abstaining from meats, which God has created to be received
with thanksgiving by believers." 1 Timothy 4:1-3 | refuse to admit that the apostle said this, unlessyou
first acknowledge that Moses and the prophets taught doctrines of devils, and were the interpreters of
alying and malignant spirit; since they enjoin with great emphasis abstinence from swine's flesh and
other meats, which they call unclean. This case must first be settled; and you must consider long and
carefully how their teaching is to be viewed: whether they said these things from God, or from the
devil. As regards these matters, either Moses and the prophets must be condemned along with us; or
we must be acquitted along with them. You are unjust in condemning us, as you do now, as followers
of the doctrine of devils, because we require the priestly classto abstain from animal food; for we limit
the prohibition to the priesthood, while you hold that your prophets, and Moses himself, who forbade
all classes of men to eat the flesh of swine, and hares, and conies, besides all varieties of cuttle-fish,
and all fish wanting scales, said this not in alying spirit, nor in the doctrine of devils, but from God,
and in the Holy Spirit. Even supposing, then, that Paul said these words, you can convince me only by
condemning Moses and the prophets; and so, though you will not do it for reason or truth, you will
contradict Moses for the sake of your belly.



2\. Besides, you have in your Book of Daniel the account of the three youths, which you will find it
difficult to reconcile with the opinion that to abstain from meats is the doctrine of devils. For we are
told that they abstained not only from what the law forbade, but even fromwhat it allowed; Daniel 1:12
and you are wont to praise them, and count them as martyrs; though they too followed the doctrine of
devils, if thisisto be taken as the apostle's opinion. And Daniel himself declaresthat he fasted for three
weeks, not eating flesh or drinking wine, while he prayed for his people. Daniel 10:2-3 How isit that
he boasts of this doctrine of devils, and gloriesin the falsehood of alying spirit?

3\. Again, what are we to think of you, or of the better class of Christians among you, some of whom
abstain from swine's flesh, some from the flesh of quadrupeds, and some from all animal food, while
all the Church admires them for it, and regards them with profound veneration, as only not gods? You
obstinately refuse to consider that if the words quoted from the apostle are true and genuine, these
peopletoo are misled by doctrines of devils. And thereis another observance which no onewill venture
to explain away or to deny, for itisknown to al, and is practised yearly with particular attention in the
congregation of Catholics al over the world — | mean the fast of forty days, in the due observance of
which aman must abstain from all the things which, according to this verse, were created by God that
we might receive them, while at the same time he calls this abstinence adoctrine of devils. So, my dear
friends, shall we say that you too, during this fast, while celebrating the mysteries of Christ's passion,
live after the manner of devils, and are deluded by a seducing spirit, and speak lies in hypocrisy, and
have your conscience seared with a hot iron? If this does not apply to you, neither does it apply to us.
What is to be thought of this verse, or its author; or to whom does it apply, since it agrees neither with
thetraditions of the Old Testament, nor with theinstitutions of the New?Asregardsthe New Testament,
the proof is from your own practice; and though the Old requires abstinence only from certain things,
still it requires abstinence. On the other hand, this opinion of yours makes all abstinence from animal
food adoctrine of devils. If thisisyour belief, once more | say it, you must condemn Moses, and reject
the prophets, and pass the same sentence on yourselves; for, asthey always abstained from certain kinds
of food, so you sometimes abstain from all food.

4\. But if you think that in making a distinction in food, Moses and the prophets established a divine
ordinance, and not a doctrine of devils; if Daniel in the Holy Spirit observed afast of three weeks; if
the youths Ananias, Azarias, and Mishael, under divine guidance, chose to live on cabbage or pulsg; if,
again, those among you who abstain, do it not at the instigation of devils; if your abstinence from wine
and flesh for forty daysis not superstitious, but by divine command — consider, | beseech you, if itis
not perfect madness to suppose these words to be Paul's that abstinence from food and forbidding to
marry are doctrines of devils. Paul cannot have said that to dedicate virgins to Christ is a doctrine of
devils. But you read the words, and inconsiderately, as usual, apply them to us, without seeing that this
stamps your virgins too as led away by the doctrine of devils, and that you are the functionaries of the
devilsinyour constant endeavorsto induce virgins to make this profession, so that in all your churches
the virgins nearly outnumber the married women. Why do you still adhere to such practises? Why do
you ensnare wretched young women, if it isthe will of devils, and not of Christ, that they fulfill? But,
first of al, I wish to know if making virginsis, in al cases, the doctrine of devils, or only the prohibition
of marriage. If it isthe prohibition, it does not apply to us, for we too hold it equally foolish to prevent



one who wishes, asit iscriminal and impiousto force one who has some reluctance. But if you say that
to encourage the proposal, and not to resist such a desire, is all the doctrine of devils, to say nothing
of the consequence as regards you, the apostle himself will be thus brought into danger, if he must be
considered as having introduced the doctrines of devilsinto |conium, when Thecla, after having been
betrothed, was by his discourse inflamed with the desire of perpetual virginity. And what shall we say
of Jesus, the Master Himself, and the source of all sanctity, who is the unwedded spouse of the virgins
who make this profession, and who, when specifying in the Gospel three kinds of eunuchs, natural,
artificial, and voluntary, gives the palm to those who have "made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom
of heaven,” Matthew 19:12 meaning the youths of both sexeswho have extirpated from their heartsthe
desire of marriage, and who in the Church act as eunuchs of the King's palace? I s this aso the doctrine
of devils? Are those words, too, spoken in a seducing spirit? And if Paul and Christ are proved to be
priests of devils, is not their spirit the same that speaks in God? | do not mention the other apostles
of our Lord, Peter, Andrew, Thomas, and the example of celibacy, the blessed John, who in various
ways commended to young men and maidens the excellence of this profession, leaving to us, and to
you too, the form for making virgins. I do not mention them, because you do not admit them into the
canon, and so you will not scrupleimpiously to impute to them doctrines of devils. But will you say the
same of Christ, or of the Apostle Paul, who, we know, everywhere expressed the same preference for
unmarried women to the married, and gave an example of it in the case of the saintly Thecla? But if the
doctrine preached by Paul to Thecla, and which the other apostles also preached, was not the doctrine
of devils, how can we believe that Paul |eft on record his opinion, that the very exhortation to sanctity
isthe injunction and the doctrine of devils? To make virgins simply by exhortation, without forbidding
to marry, isnot peculiar to you. That isour principle too; and he must be not only afool, but amadman,
who thinks that a private law can forbid what the public law alows. As regards marriage, therefore,
we too encourage virgins to remain as they are when they are willing to do so; we do not make them
virginsagainst their will. For we know the force of will and of natural appetite when opposed by public
law; much more when the law is only private, and every oneis at liberty to disobey it. If, then, it isno
crime to make virgins in this manner, we are guiltless aswell asyou. If it iswrong to make virginsin
any way, you are guilty aswell aswe. So that what you mean, or intend, by quoting this verse against
us, itisimpossible to say.



5\. _Augustine_ replied: Listen, and you shall hear what we mean and intend by quoting this verse
against you, since you say that you do not know. It is not that you abstain from animal food; for, asyou
observe, our ancient fathers abstained from some kinds of food, not, however, as condemning them,
but with a typical meaning, which you do not understand, and of which | have said aready in this
work all that appeared necessary. Besides, Christians, not heretics, but Catholics, in order to subdue the
body, that the soul may be more humbled in prayer, abstain not only from animal food, but also from
some vegetable productions, without, however, believing them to be unclean. A few do this always,
and at certain seasons or days, asin Lent, amost al, more or less, according to the choice or ability
of individuals. You, on the other hand, deny that the creature is good, and call it unclean, saying that
animalsare made by the devil of theworst impuritiesin the substance of evil and so you reject them with
horror, as being the most cruel and loathsome places of confinement of your god. You, as a concession,
allow your followers, as distinct from the priests, to eat animal food; as the apostle allows, in certain
cases, not marriage in the general sense, but the indulgence of passion in marriage. 1 Corinthians 7:5-6
It is only sin which is thus made allowance for. This is the feeling you have toward al animal food;
you have learned it from your heresy, and you teach it to your followers. You make allowance for your
followers, because, as | said before, they supply you with necessaries; but you grant them indulgence
without saying that it is not sinful. For yourselves, you shun contact with this evil and impurity; and
hence our reason for quoting this verse against you is found in the words of the apostle which follow
those with which you end the quotation. Perhaps it was for this reason that you left out the words,
and then say that you do not know what we mean or intend by the quotation; for it suited you better
to omit the account of our intention than to express it. For, after speaking of abstaining from meats,
which God has created to be received with thanksgiving by believers, the apostle goes on, "And by
them who know the truth; for every creature of God is good, and nothing to be refused, if it be received
with thanksgiving: for it is sanctified by the word of God and prayer.” 1 Timothy 4:3-5 Thisyou deny;
for your idea, and motive, and belief in abstaining from such food is, that they are not typically, but
naturally, evil and impure. In this assuredly you blaspheme the Creator; and in this is the doctrine of
devils. You need not be surprised that, so long before the event, this prediction regarding you was made
by the Holy Spirit.

6\. So, again, if your exhortations to virginity resembled the teaching of the apostle, "He who givesin
marriage does well, and he who gives not in marriage does better;" 1 Corinthians 7:38 if you taught
that marriage is good, and virginity better, as the Church teaches which is truly Christ's Church, you
would not have been described in the Spirit's prediction as forbidding to marry. What a man forbids he
makes evil; but agood thing may be placed second to a better thing without being forbidden. Moreover,
the only honorable kind of marriage, or marriage entered into for its proper and legitimate purpose, is
precisely that you hate most. So, though you may not forbid sexual intercourse, you forbid marriage;
for the peculiarity of marriageis, that it is not merely for the gratification of passion, but, asiswritten
in the contract, for the procreation of children. And, though you allow many of your followersto retain
their connection with you in spite of their refusal, or their inability, to obey you, you cannot deny that
you make the prohibition. The prohibition is part of your false doctrine, while the toleration isonly for
the interests of the society. And here we see the reason, which | have delayed till now to mention, for
your making not the birth but only the death of Christ feigned and illusory. Death being the separation



of the soul, that is, of the nature of your god, from the body which belongs to his enemies, for it isthe
work of the devil, you uphold and approve of it; and thus, according to your creed, it was meet that
Christ, though He did not die, should commend death by appearing to die. In birth, again, you believe
your god to be bound instead of released; and so you will not allow that Christ was born even in this
illusory fashion. You would have thought better of Mary had she ceased to be a virgin without being
a mother, than as being a mother without ceasing to be a virgin. You see, then, that there is a great
difference between exhorting to virginity as the better of two good things, and forbidding to marry by
denouncing the true purpose of marriage; between abstaining from food as a symbolic observance, or
for the mortification of the body, and abstaining from food which God has created for the reason that
God did not create it. In one case, we have the doctrine of the prophets and apostles; in the other, the
doctrine of lying devils.
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXXI

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus the Manichee turns Paul's "to the pure all things are pure" back on the Catholics with real inge-
nuity: if abstaining from certain foods defiles the mind, then Moses, the prophets, and Daniel refusing
the king's meat stand convicted along with everyone else who ever kept adietary law. Augustine'sreply
hinges on adistinction Faustus has quietly collapsed — between avoiding afood because onejudgesthe
creature itself unclean and avoiding it for some other reason, obedience or witness or love of neighbor.
Book XX X1 isthe thirty-first round of avery long bout, and the rhythm of quotation-and-response has
by now been honed to afine edge. Faustus, unusually among Augustine's opponents, gets to speak at
length in his own voice before being answered.

The scripture passage: " To the pure all thingsare pure, but to the impure and defiled is nothing
pure; but even their mind and conscience are defiled," is discussed from both the Manichaean
and the Cathalic points of view, Faustus objecting to its application to his party and Augustine
insisting on its application.

1\. Faustus said: "To the pure al things are pure. But to the impure and defiled is nothing pure; but
even their mind and conscience are defiled." Asregards this verse, too, it is very doubtful whether, for
your own sake, you should believe it to have been written by Paul. For it would follow that M oses and
the prophets were not only influenced by devils in making so much in their laws of the distinctionsin
food, but also that they themselves were impure and defiled in their mind and conscience, so that the
following words also might properly be applied to them: "They professto know God, but in works deny
Him." Titus 1:16 This is applicable to no one more than to Moses and the prophets, who are known
to have lived very differently from what was becoming in men knowing God. Up to thistime | have
thought only of adulteries and frauds and murders as defiling the conscience of M oses and the prophets;
but now, from what this verse says, it is plain that they were also defiled, because they looked upon
something as defiled. How, then, can you persist in thinking that the vision of the divine majesty can
have been bestowed on such men, when it is written that only the pure in heart can see God? Even
supposing that they had been pure from unlawful crimes, this superstitious abstinence from certain
kinds of food, if it defiles the mind, is enough to debar them from the sight of deity. Gone for ever, too,
is the boast of Daniel, and of the three youths, who, till now that we are told that nothing is unclean,
have been regarded among the Jews as persons of great purity and excellence of character, because,
in observance of hereditary customs, they carefully avoided defiling themselves with Gentile food,



especially that of sacrifices. Daniel 1:12 Now it appears that they were defiled in mind and conscience
most of all when they were closing their mouth against blood and idol-feasts.

2\. But perhaps their ignorance may excuse them; for, as this Christian doctrine of all things being pure
to the pure had not then appeared, they may have thought some things impure. But there can be no
excuse for you in the face of Paul's announcement, that there is nothing which is not pure, and that
abstinence from certain food is the doctrine of devils, and that those who think anything defiled are
polluted in their mind, if you not only abstain, as we have said, but make a merit of it, and believe that
you become more acceptable to Christ in proportion as you are more abstemious, or, according to this
new doctrine, as your minds are defiled and your conscience polluted. It should also be observed that,
while there are three religions in the world which, though in a very different manner, appoint chastity
and abstinence asthe means of purification of the mind, thereligions, namely, of the Jews, the Gentiles,
and the Christians, the opinion that everything is pure cannot have come from any one of the three. It
is certainly not from Judaism, nor from Paganism, which also makes a distinction of food; the only
difference being, that the Hebrew classification of animals does not harmonize with the Pagan. Then
as to the Christian faith, if you think it peculiar to Christianity to consider nothing defiled, you must
first of all confessthat there are no Christians among you. For things offered to idols, and what dies of
itself, to mention nothing else, are regarded by you all as great defilement. If, again, thisisa Christian
practice, on your part, the doctrine which is opposed to all abstinence from impurities cannot be traced
to Christianity either. How, then, could Paul have said what is not in keeping with any religion? In fact,
when the apostle from a Jew became a Christian, it was a change of customs more than of religion. As
for the writer of this verse, there seems to be no religion which favors his opinion.

3\. Be sure, then, whenever you discover anything else in Scripture to assail our faith with, to see, in
the first place, that it is not against you, before you commence your attack on us. For instance, there
is the passage you continually quote about Peter, that he once saw a vessel let down from heaven in
which were al kinds of animals and serpents, and that, when he was surprised and astonished, a voice
was heard, saying to him, Peter, kill and eat whatsoever you see in the vessel, and that he replied, Lord
I will not touch what is common or unclean. On this the voice spoke again, What | have cleansed, call
not unclean. Acts 10:11-15 This, indeed, seems to have an allegorical meaning, and not to refer to the
absence of distinction in food. But as you choose to give it this meaning, you are bound to feed upon
all wild animals, and scorpions, and snakes, and reptiles in general, in compliance with this vision of
Peter's. In thisway, you will show that you are really obedient to the voice which Peter is said to have
heard. But you must never forget that you at the same time condemn Moses and the prophets, who
considered many things polluted which, according to this utterance, God has sanctified.

4\. _Augustine_replied: When the apostle says, "To the pureall thingsare pure," herefersto the natures
which God had created, — asit iswritten by Mosesin Genesis, "And God made all things; and behold
they were very good,” Genesis 1:31 — not to the typical meanings, according to which God, by the
same Moses, distinguished the clean from the unclean. Of this we have already spoken at length more
than once, and need not dwell on it here. It is clear that the apostle called those impure who, after the
revelation of the New Testament, still advocated the observance of the shadows of thingsto come, asif
without them the Gentiles could not obtain the salvation which isin Christ, because in this they were



carnally minded; and he called them unbelieving, because they did not distinguish between the time of
the law and the time of grace. To them, he says, nothing is pure, because they made an erroneous and
sinful use both of what they received and of what they rejected; which is true of all unbelievers, but
especialy of you Manichaaans, for to you nothing whatever is pure. For, although you take great care
to keep the food which you use separate from the contamination of flesh, still it is not pure to you, for
the only creator of it you allow isthe devil. And you hold, that, by eating it, you release your god, who
suffers confinement and pollution in it. One would think you might consider yourselves pure, since
your stomach is the proper place for purifying your god. But even your own bodies, in your opinion,
are of the nature and handiwork of the race of darkness; while your souls are still affected by the
pollution of your bodies. What, then, is pure to you? Not the things you eat; not the receptacle of your
food; not yourselves, by whom it is purified. Thus you see against whom the words of the apostle are
directed; he expresses himself so asto include all who are impure and unbelieving, but first and chiefly
to condemn you. To the pure, therefore, al things are pure, in the nature in which they were created;
but to the ancient Jewish people all things were not pure in their typical significance; and, as regards
bodily health, or the customs of society, all things are not suitable to us. But when things are in their
proper places, and the order of nature is preserved, to the pure all things are pure; but to the impure and
unbelieving, among whom you stand first, nothing is pure. You might make a wholesome application
to yourselves of the following words of the apostle, if you desired a cure for your seared consciences.
Thewords are: "Their very mind and conscience are defiled.”

Source: Trandated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Val. [V).

Text sourced from New Advent (newadvent.org). Accessed September 2026.

Tranglation: NPNF1 vol. 4 tranglation by Richard Stothert, 1872/1887; public domain. Author d. 430. — copyright pre-verified (author
pre-1900; PD English tranglation identified).
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXXI |

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus presses a sharp question: if Catholics feel free to keep the prophecies and the Decalogue from
the Old Testament while quietly discarding what embarrasses them, why may he not do the samewith a
New Testament he considers interpolated by clumsy successors of the apostles? Augustine, answering
the fourth-century Manichaean bishop point for point, sets out the threefold distinction by which the
Church actually reads the older Scriptures — sacraments now fulfilled, precepts still binding, prophe-
cies pointing to Christ — and denies that any of the three amounts to arbitrary picking. What gives the
book its chargeisthat Faustus'sown words are preserved at length before each reply, so the Manichaean
caseisheardinitsfull rhetorical force. He callsthe Law's harsher passages what Paul called hisformer
gains: dung.

Faustus fails to understand why he should be required either to accept or reect the New Testa-
ment as a whole, while the Catholics accept or reject the various parts of the Old Testament at
pleasure. Augustine denies that the Catholics treat the Old Testament arbitrarily, and explains
their attitude towardsit.

1\. Faustus said: You say, that if we believe the Gospel, we must believe everything that iswritten in
it. Why, then, since you believe the Old Testament, do you not believe al that isfound in any part of it?
Instead of that, you cull out only the prophecies telling of a future King of the Jews, for you suppose
this to be Jesus, along with a few precepts of common morality, such as, You shall not kill, You shall
not commit adultery; and all the rest you pass over, thinking of the other things as Paul thought of the
things which he held to be dung. Philippians 3:8 Why, then, should it seem strange or singular in me
that | select from the New Testament whatever is purest, and helpful for my salvation, while | set aside
the interpolations of your predecessors, which impair its dignity and grace?

2\. If there are parts of the Testament of the Father which we are not bound to observe (for you attribute
the Jewish law to the Father, and it is well known that many things in it shock you, and make you
ashamed, so that in heart you no longer regard it as free from corruption, though, as you believe, the
Father Himself partly wrote it for you with His own finger while part was written by Moses, who
was faithful and trustworthy), the Testament of the Son must be equally liable to corruption, and may
equally well contain objectionable things; especialy asit is allowed not to have been written by the
Son Himself, nor by His apostles, but long after, by some unknown men, who, lest they should be
suspected of writing of things they knew nothing of, gave to their books the names of the apostles, or



of those who were thought to have followed the apostles, declaring the contents to be according to these
originals. In this, | think, they do grievous wrong to the disciples of Christ, by quoting their authority
for the discordant and contradictory statements in these writings, saying that it was according to them
that they wrote the Gospels, which are so full of errors and discrepancies, both in facts and in opinions,
that they can be harmonized neither with themselves nor with one another. Thisis nothing else than to
slander good men, and to bring the charge of dissension on the brotherhood of the disciples. In reading
the Gospels, the clear intention of our heart perceives the errors, and, to avoid al injustice, we accept
whatever is useful, in the way of building up our faith, and promoting the glory of the Lord Christ,
and of the AlImighty God, His Father, while we reject the rest as unbecoming the majesty of God and
Christ, and inconsistent with our belief.

3\. To return to what | said of your not accepting everything in the Old Testament. You do not admit
carnal circumcision, though that iswhat iswritten; Genesis 17:9-14 nor resting from all occupation on
the Sabbath, though that is enjoined; Exodus 31:13 and instead of propitiating God, as M oses recom-
mends, by offerings and sacrifices, you cast these things aside as utterly out of keeping with Christian
worship, and as having nothing at all to recommend them. In some cases, however, you make adivision,
and while you accept one part, you reject the other. Thus, in the Passover, which isalso the annual feast
of the Old Testament, while it iswritten that in this observance you must slay alamb to be eaten in the
evening, and that you must abstain from leaven for seven days, and be content with unleavened bread
and bitter herbs, Exodus 12 you accept the feast, but pay no attention to the rules for its observance. It
is the same with the feast of Pentecost, or seven weeks, and the accompaniment of a certain kind and
number of sacrifices which Moses enjoins: Leviticus xxiii you observe the feast, but you condemn the
propitiatory rites, which are part of it, because they are not in harmony with Christianity. Asregardsthe
command to abstain from Gentile food, you are zealous believers in the uncleanness of things offered
to idols, and of what has died of itself; but you are not so ready to believe the prohibition of swine's
flesh, and hares, and conies, and mullets, and cuttle-fish, and all the fish that you have a relish for,
although Moses pronounces them all unclean.

4\. | do not suppose that you will consent, or even listen, to such things asthat afather-in-law should lie
with his daughter-in-law, as Judah did; or afather with his daughters, like Lot; or prophets with harlots,
like Hoseg; or that a husband should sell hiswife for a night to her lover, like Abraham; or that a man
should marry two sisters, like Jacob; or that the rulers of the people and the men you consider as most
inspired should keep their mistresses by hundreds and thousands; or, according to the provision made
in Deuteronomy about wives, that the wife of one brother, if he dies without children, should marry
the surviving brother, and that he should raise up seed from her instead of his brother; and that if the
man refuses to do this, the fair plaintiff should bring her case before the elders, that the brother may be
called and admonished to perform thisreligious duty; and that, if he persistsin hisrefusal, he must not
go unpunished, but the woman must loose his shoe from his right foot, and strike him in the face, and
send him away, spat upon and accursed, to perpetuate the reproach in hisfamily. Deuteronomy 25:5-10
These, and such as these, are the examples and precepts of the Old Testament. If they are good, why
do you not practise them? If they are bad, why do you not condemn the Old Testament, in which they
arefound? But if you think that these are spuriousinterpolations, that is precisely what we think of the



New Testament. You have no right to claim from us an acknowledgment for the New Testament which
you yourselves do not make for the Old.

5\. Since you hold to the divine authorship of the Old aswell as of the New Testament, it would surely
be more consistent and more becoming, as you do not obey its precepts, to confess that it has been
corrupted by improper additions, than to treat it so contemptuoudly, if it is genuine and uncorrupted.
Accordingly, my explanation of your neglect of the requirements of the Old Testament has always been,
and still is, that you are either wise enough to reject them as spurious, or that you have the boldness
and irreverence to disregard them if they are true. At any rate, when you would oblige me to believe
everything contained in the documents of the New Testament because | receive the Testament itself,
you should consider that, though you professto receive the Old Testament, you in your heart disbelieve
many thingsin it. Thus, you do not admit astrue or authoritative the declaration of the Old Testament,
that every onethat hangson atreeisaccursed, Deuteronomy 21:23 for thiswould apply to Jesus; or that
every man isaccursed who doesnot raise up seed in Israel, Deuteronomy 25:5-10for that would include
all of both sexes devoted to God; or that whoever is not circumcised in the flesh of hisforeskin will be
cut off from among his people, Genesis 17:14 for that would apply to al Christians; or that whoever
breaks the Sabbath must be stoned to death; Numbers 15:35 or that no mercy should be shown to the
man who breaks a single precept of the Old Testament. If you really believe these things as certainly
enjoined by God, you would, in the time of Christ, have been the first to assail Him, and you would
now have no quarrel with the Jews, who, in persecuting Christ with heart and soul, acted in obedience
to their own God.

6\. | am aware that instead of boldly pronouncing these passages spurious, you make out that these
things were required of the Jews till the coming of Jesus; and that now that He has come, according,
as you say, to the predictions of this Old Testament, He Himself teaches what we should receive, and
what we should set aside as obsolete. Whether the prophets predicted the coming of Jesus we shall see
presently. Meanwhile, | need say no more than that if Jesus, after being predicted in the Old Testament,
now subjectsit to this sweeping criticism, and teaches usto receive afew things and to throw over many
things, in the same way the Paraclete who is promised in the New Testament teaches us what part of it
to receive, and what to reject; as Jesus Himself saysin the Gospel, when promising the Paraclete, "He
shall guideyouinto all truth, and shall teach you all things, and bring all things to your remembrance."
So then, with the help of the Paraclete, we may take the same liberties with the New Testament as
Jesus enables you to take with the Old, unless you suppose that the Testament of the Son is of greater
value than that of the Father, if it is really the Father's; so that while many parts of the one are to be
condemned, the other must be exempted from all disapproval; and that, too, when we know, as | said
before, that it was not written by Christ or by His apostles.

7\. Hence, asyou receive nothing in the Old Testament except the prophecies and the common precepts
of practical morality, which we quoted above, while you set aside circumcision, and sacrifices, and
the Sabbath and its observance, and the feast of unleavened bread, why should not we receive nothing
in the New Testament but what we find said in honor and praise of the majesty of the Son, either by
Himself or by His apostles, with the proviso, in the case of the apostles, that it was said by them after
reaching perfection, and when no longer in unbelief; while we take no notice of the rest, which, if said



at the time, was the utterance of ignorance or inexperience, or, if not, was added by crafty opponents
with amaliciousintention, or was stated by the writers without due consideration, and so handed down
as authentic? Take as examples, the shameful birth of Jesus from awoman, His being circumcised like
the Jews, His offering sacrifice like the Gentiles, His being baptized in a humiliating manner, Hisbeing
led about by the devil in the wilderness, and His being tempted by him in the most distressing way.
With these exceptions, besides whatever has been inserted under the pretence of being aquotation from
the Old Testament, we believe the whole, especially the mystic nailing to the cross, emblematic of the
wounds of the soul in its passion; as also the sound moral precepts of Jesus, and His parables, and the
whole of His immortal discourse, which sets forth especially the distinction of the two natures, and
therefore must undoubtedly be His. There is, then, no reason for your thinking it obligatory in me to
believe al the contents of the Gospels; for you, as has been proved, take so dainty a sip from the Old
Testament, that you hardly, so to speak, wet your lipswith it.



8\. _Augustine_ replied: We give to the whole Old Testament Scriptures their due praise as true and
divine; you impugn the Scriptures of the New Testament as having been tampered with and corrupted.
Thosethingsin the Old Testament which we do not observe we hold to have been suitabl e appoi ntments
for the time and the people of that dispensation, besides being symbolic to us of truths in which they
have still a spiritual use, though the outward observance is abolished; and this opinion is proved to
be the doctrine of the apostolic writings. You, on the other hand, find fault with everything in the New
Testament which you do not receive, and assert that these passages were not spoken or written by Christ
or His apostles. In these respects there is a manifest difference between us. When, therefore, you are
asked why you do not receive al the contents of the New Testament, but, while you approve of some
things, reject a great many in the very same books as false and spurious interpolations, you must not
pretend to imitate us in the distinction which we make, reverently and in faith, but must give account
of your own presumption.

9\. If we are asked why we do not worship God as the Hebrew fathers of the Old Testament worshipped
Him, we reply that God has taught us differently by the New Testament fathers, and yet in no opposi-
tion to the Old Testament, but as that Testament itself predicted. For it is thus foretold by the prophet:
"Behold, the days come, says the Lord, when | will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, and
with the house of Judah; not according to the covenant which | made with their fathers when | took
them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt." Jeremiah 31:31-32 Thus it was foretold that
that covenant would not continue, but that there would be a new one. And to the objection that we do
not belong to the house of Israel or to the house of Judah, we answer according to the teaching of the
apostle, who calls Christ the seed of Abraham, and says to us, as belonging to Christ's body, "There-
fore you are Abraham's seed.” Galatians 3:29 Again, if we are asked why we regard that Testament as
authoritative when we do not observe its ordinances, we find the answer to this aso in the apostolic
writings; for the apostle says, "L et no man judge you in meat or drink, or in respect of aholiday, or a
new moon, or of Sabbaths, which are a shadow of thingsto come." Colossians 2:16-17 Here we learn
both that we ought to read of these observances, and acknowledge them to be of divine institution, in
order to preserve the memory of the prophecy, for they were shadows of things to come; and also that
we need pay no regard to those who would judge us for not continuing the outward observance; as the
apostle says el sewhere to the same purpose, " These things happened to them for an example; and they
arewritten for our admonition, on whom the end of the ages have come.” 1 Corinthians 10:11 So, when
we read anything in the books of the Old Testament which we are not required to observe in the New
Testament, or which iseven forbidden, instead of finding fault withit, we should ask what it means; for
the very discontinuance of the observance proves it to be, not condemned, but fulfilled. On this head
we have already spoken repeatedly.

10\. To take, for example, this requirement on which Faustus ignorantly grounds his charge against the
Old Testament, that a man should take his brother's wife to raise up seed for his brother, to be called by
his name; what does this prefigure, but that every preacher of the gospel should so labor in the Church
as to raise up seed to his deceased brother, that is, Christ, who died for us, and that this seed should
bear His name? Moreover, the apostle fulfills this requirement not now in the typical observance, but
in the spiritual reality, when he reproves those of whom he says that he had begotten them in Christ



Jesus by the gospel, 1 Corinthians 4:15 and points out to them their error in wishing to be of Paul. "Was
Paul,” he says, "crucified for you? Or were ye baptized in the name of Paul?' 1 Corinthians 2:13 As
if he should say, | have begotten you for my deceased brother; your name is Christian, not Paulian.
Then, too, whoever refuses the ministry of the gospel when chosen by the Church, justly deserves the
contempt of the Church. So we see that the spitting in the face is accompanied with a sign of reproach
in loosing a shoe from one foot, to exclude the man from the company of those to whom the apostle
says, "L et your feet be shod with the preparation of the gospel of peace;" Ephesians 6:15 and of whom
the prophet thus speaks, "How beautiful are the feet of them who publish peace, who bring good tidings
of good!" Isaiah 52:7 The man who holds the faith of the gospel so as both to profit himself and to be
ready when called to serve the Church, is properly represented as shod on both feet. But the man who
thinksit enough to secure his own safety by believing, and shirks the duty of benefiting others, has the
reproach of being unshod, not in type, but in reality.

11\. Faustus needlessly objects to our observance of the passover, taunting us with differing from the
Jewish observance: for in the gospel we have the true Lamb, not in shadow, but in substance; and
instead of prefiguring the death, we commemorate it daily, and especially in the yearly festival. Thus
also the day of our paschal feast does not correspond with the Jewish observance, for we take in the
Lord's day, on which Christ rose. And as to the feast of unleavened bread, al Christians sound in the
faith keep it, not in the leaven of the old life, that is, of wickedness, but in the truth and sincerity of the
faith; 1 Corinthians 5:8 not for seven days, but always, as was typified by the number seven, for days
are always counted by sevens. And if this observance is somewhat difficult in this world since the way
which leads to life is strait and narrow, Matthew 7:13 the future reward is sure; and this difficulty is
typified in the bitter herbs, which are alittle distasteful.

12\. The Pentecost, too, we observe, that is, the fiftieth day from the passion and resurrection of the
Lord, for on that day He sent to usthe Holy Paraclete whom He had promised; aswas prefigured in the
Jewish passover, for on the fiftieth day after the slaying of the lamb, M oses on the mount received the
law written with the finger of God. Exodus xix.-xxxi If you read the Gospel, you will see that the Spirit
is there called the finger of God. Luke 11:8 Remarkable events which happened on certain days are
annually commemorated in the Church, that the recurrence of thisfestival may preservethe recollection
of things so important and salutary. If you ask, then, why we keep the passover, it is because Christ
was then sacrificed for us. If you ask why we do not retain the Jewish ceremonies, it is because they
prefigured future realities which we commemorate as past; and the difference between the future and
the past is seen in the different words we use for them. Of this we have already said enough.

13\. Again, if you ask why, of all the kinds of food prohibited in the former typical dispensation, we
abstain only from food offered to idols and from what dies of itself, you shall hear, if for once you
will prefer the truth to idle calumnies. The reason why it is not expedient for a Christian to eat food
offered to idols is given by the apostle: "I would not," he says, "that you should have fellowship with
demons.” Not that he finds fault with sacrifice itself, as offered by the fathersto typify the blood of the
sacrifice with which Christ has redeemed us. For he first says, "The things which the Gentiles offer,
they offer to demons, and not to God;" and then adds these words: "I would not that you should have
fellowship with demons.” 1 Corinthians 10:20 If the uncleanness were in the nature of sacrificial flesh,



it would necessarily pollute even when eaten in ignorance. But the reason for not partaking knowingly
is not in the nature of the food, but, for conscience sake, not to seem to have fellowship with demons.
As regards what dies of itself, | suppose the reason why such food was prohibited was that the flesh
of animals which have died of themselvesis diseased, and is not likely to be wholesome, which is the
chief thing in food. The observance of pouring out the blood which was enjoined in ancient times upon
Noah himself after the deluge, Genesis 9:6 the meaning of which we have already explained, isthought
by many to be what is meant in the Acts of the Apostles, where we read that the Gentiles were required
to abstain from fornication, and from things sacrificed, and from blood, Acts 15:29 that is, from flesh
of which the blood has not been poured out. Others give a different meaning to the words, and think
that to abstain from blood means not to be polluted with the crime of murder. It would take too long to
settle this question, and it is not necessary. For, allowing that the apostles did on that occasion require
Christians to abstain from the blood of animals, and not to eat of things strangled, they seem to meto
have consulted the time in choosing an easy observance that could not be burdensome to any one, and
which the Gentiles might have in common with the Israglities, for the sake of the Cornerstone, who
makes both one in Himself; Ephesians 2:11-22 while at the same time they would be reminded how
the Church of all nations was prefigured by the Ark of Noah, when God gave this command — atype
which began to be fulfilled in the time of the apostles by the accession of the Gentiles to the faith. But
since the close of that period during which the two walls of the circumcision and the uncircumcision,
although united in the Cornerstone, still retained some distinctive peculiarities, and now that the Church
has become so entirely Gentile that none who are outwardly Israglitesareto befound init, no Christian
feelsbound to abstain from thrushes or small birds because their blood has not been poured out, or from
hares because they are killed by a stroke on the neck without shedding their blood. Any who till are
afraid to touch these things are laughed at by the rest: so general isthe conviction of the truth, that "not
what enters into the mouth defiles you, but what comes out of it;" Matthew 15:11 that evil liesin the
commission of sin, and not in the nature of any food in ordinary use.



14\. Asregards the deeds of the ancients, both those which seem sinful to foolish and ignorant people,
when they are not so, and those which really are sinful, we have already explained why they have been
written, and how thisrather addsto than impairsthe dignity of Scripture. So, too, about the curse on him
who hangs on atree, and on himwho raises not up seed in Israel, our reply hasalready been giveninthe
proper place, when meeting Faustus' objections. And in reply to al objections whatsoever, whether we
have already answered them separately, or whether they are contained in the remarks of Faustus which
we are now considering, we appeal to our established principles, on which we maintain the authority of
sacred Scripture. The principleisthis, that all things written in the books of the Old Testament are to be
received with approval and admiration, as most true and most profitable to eternal life; and that those
precepts which are no longer observed outwardly are to be understood as having been most suitable
in those times, and are to be viewed as having been shadows of things to come, of which we may
now perceive the fulfillments. Accordingly, whoever in those times neglected the observance of these
symbolic precepts was righteously condemned to suffer the punishment required by the divine statute,
as any onewould be now if he were impiously to profane the sacraments of the New Testament, which
differ from the old observances only as thistime differs from that. For as praise is due to the righteous
men of old who refused not to die for the Old Testament sacraments, so it is due to the martyrs of the
New Testament. And as a sick man should not find fault with the medical treatment, because one thing
is prescribed today and another tomorrow, and what was at first required is afterwards forbidden, since
the method of cure depends on this; so the human race, sick and sore as it is from Adam to the end
of the world, as long as the corrupted body weighs down the mind, Wisdom 9:15 should not find fault
with the divine prescriptions, if sometimes the same observances are enjoined, and sometimes an old
observance is exchanged for one of a different kind; especially as there was a promise of a change in
the appointments.

15\. Hence there is no force in the analogy which Faustus institutes between Christ's pointing out to
us what to believe and what to reject in the Old Testament, in which He Himself is predicted, and the
Paraclete's doing the same to you as regards the New Testament, where there isa similar prediction of
Him. There might have been some plausibility in this, had there been anything in the Old Testament
which we denounced as amistake, or as not of divine authority, or as untrue. We do nothing of the kind;
we receive everything, both what we observe as rules of conduct, and what we no longer observe, but
still recognize as having been prophetical observances, once enjoined and now fulfilled. And besides,
the promise of the Paraclete is found in those books, all the contents of which you do not accept; and
Hismissionisrecorded in the book which you shrink from even naming. For, asis stated above, and has
been said repeatedly, thereisadistinct narrative in the Acts of the Apostles of the mission of the Spirit
on the day of Pentecost, and the effect produced showed who it was. For all who first received Him
spoke with tongues; Actsii and in this sign there was a promise that in all tongues, or in all nations, the
Church of after times would faithfully proclaim the doctrine of the Spirit as well as of the Father and
of the Son.

16\. Why, then, do you not accept everything in the New Testament? Is it because the books have not
the authority of Christ's apostles, or because the apostles taught what was wrong? You reply that the
books have not the authority of the apostles. That the apostles were wrong in their teaching is what



Pagans say. But what can you say to prove that the publication of these books cannot be traced to the
apostles?You reply that in many things they contradict themselves and one another. Nothing could be
more untrue; the fact is, you do not understand. In every case where Faustus has brought forward what
you think a discrepancy, we have shown that there was none; and we will do the same in every other
case. It isintolerable that the reader or learner should dare to lay the blame on Scriptures of such high
authority, instead of confessing his own stupidity. Did the Paraclete teach you that these writings are
not of the apostles authorship, but written by others under their names? But where is the proof that it
was the Paraclete from whom you learned this? If you say that the Paraclete was promised and sent by
Christ, we reply that your Paraclete was neither promised nor sent by Christ; and we also show you
when He sent the Paraclete whom He promised. What proof have you that Christ sent your Paraclete?
Where do you get the evidence in support of your informant, or rather misinformant?You reply that you
find the proof in the Gospel. In what Gospel ? You do not accept al the Gospel, and you say that it has
been tampered with. Will you first accuse your witness of corruption, and then call for his evidence?
To believe him when you wish it, and then disbelieve him when you wish it, is to believe nobody but
yourself. If we were prepared to believe you, there would be no need of awitness at al. Moreover, in
the promise of the Holy Spirit as the Paraclete, it issaid, "He shall lead you into all truth;" John 16:13
but how can you be led into all truth by one who teaches you that Christ was a deceiver? And again,
if you were to prove that all that is said in the Gospel of the promise of the Paraclete could apply to
no one but Manichaaus, as the predictions of the prophets are applicable to Christ; and if you quoted
passages from those manuscripts which you say are genuine, we might say that on this very point, as
proving Manichaeus to be the only person intended, the passages have been atered in the interest of
your sect. Your only answer to this would be, that you could not possibly alter documents aready in
the possession of all Christians; for at the very outset of such an attempt, it would be met by an appeal
to older copies. But if this proves that the books could not be corrupted by you, it also proves that
they could not be corrupted by any one. The first person who ventured to do such a thing would be
convicted by a comparison of older manuscripts; especially as the Scripture is to be found not in one
language only, but in many. Asit is, false readings are sometimes corrected by comparing older copies
or the original language. Hence you must either acknowledge these documents as genuine, and then
your heresy cannot stand a moment; or if they are spurious, you cannot use their authority in support
of your doctrine of the Paraclete, and so you refute yoursel ves.

17\. Further, what is said in the promise of the Paraclete shows that it cannot possibly refer to
Manichaeaus, who came so many years after. For it isdistinctly said by John, that the Holy Spirit wasto
come immediately after the resurrection and ascension of the Lord: "For the Spirit was not yet given,
because that Jesuswas not yet glorified." John 7:39 Now, if the reason why the Spirit was not given was,
that Jesus was not glorified, He would necessarily be given immediately on the glorification of Jesus.
In the same way, the Cataphrygians said that they had received the promised Paraclete; and so they fell
away from the Catholic faith, forbidding what Paul allowed, and condemning second marriages, which
he made lawful. They turned to their own use the words spoken of the Spirit, "He shall lead you into
al truth," asif, forsooth, Paul and the other apostles had not taught all the truth, but had left room for
the Paraclete of the Cataphrygians. The same meaning they forced from the words of Paul: "We know
in part, and we prophesy in part; but when that which is perfect has come, then that which isin part



shall be done away;" 1 Corinthians 13:9-10 making out that the apostle knew and prophesied in part,
when he said, "Let him do what he will; if he marries, he sinsnot,” 1 Corinthians 7:36 and that thisis
done away by the perfection of the Phrygian Paraclete. And if they are told that they are condemned
by the authority of the Church, which isthe subject of such ancient promises, and is spread all over the
world, they reply that thisisin exact fulfillment of what is said of the Paraclete, that the world cannot
receive Him. John 14:17 And are not those passages, "He shall lead you into all truth," and, "When that
which is perfect has come, that which isin part shall be done away," and, "The world cannot receive
Him," precisely those in which you find a prediction of Manichaaus? And so every heresy arising under
the name of the Paraclete will have the boldness to make an equally plausible application to itself of
such texts. For there is no heresy but will call itself the truth; and the prouder it is, the more likely it
will be to cal itself perfect truth: and so it will profess to lead into al truth; and since that which is
perfect has come by it, it will try to do away with the doctrine of the apostles, to which its own errors
are opposed. And as the Church holds by the earnest admonition of the apostle, that "whoever preaches
another gospel to you than that which you have received, let him be accursed;" Galatians 1:9 when the
heretical preacher beginsto be pronounced accursed by all the world, will he not immediately exclaim,
Thisiswhat iswritten, "The world cannot receive Him"?



18\. Where, then, will you find the proof required to show that it is from the Paraclete that you have
learned that the Gospels were not written by the apostles? On the other hand, we have proof that the
Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, came immediately after the glorification of Jesus. For "He was not yet given,
because that Jesus was not yet glorified." We have proof aso that He leads into al truth, for the only
way totruthisby love, and "the love of God," saysthe apostle, "is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy
Ghost who is given unto us." Romans 5:5 We show, too, that in the words, "when that which is perfect
has come," Paul spoke of the perfection in the enjoyment of eternal life. For in the same place he says:
"Now we see through a glass darkly, but then face to face." 1 Corinthians 13:12 You cannot reasonably
maintain that we see God face to face here. Therefore that which is perfect has not come to you. It is
thus clear what the apostle thought on this subject. This perfection will not come to the saints till the
accomplishment of what John speaks of: "Now we are the sons of God, and it does not yet appear what
we shall be; but we know that when it shall appear we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He
is." 1 John 3:2 Then we shall be led into al truth by the Holy Spirit, of which we have now received
the pledge. Again, the words, "The world cannot receive Him," plainly point to those who are usually
caled the world in Scripture — the lovers of the world, the wicked, or carnal; of whom the apostle
says. "The natural man perceives not the things which are of the Spirit of God." 1 Corinthians 2:14
Those are said to be of this world who can understand nothing beyond material things, which are the
objects of sense in thisworld; asis the case with you, when, in your admiration of the sun and moon,
you suppose al divine things to resemble them. Deceivers, and being deceived, you call the author of
thissilly theory the Paraclete. But as you have no proof of his being the Paraclete, you have no reliable
ground for the statement that the Gospel writings, which you receive only in part, are not of apostolic
authorship. Thus your only remaining argument is, that these writings contain things disparaging to
the glory of Christ; such as, that He was born of avirgin, that He was circumcised, that the customary
sacrifice was offered for Him, that He was baptized, that He was tempted of the devil.

19\. With those exceptions, including also the testimonies quoted from the Old Testament, you profess,
to use the words of Faustus, to receive all therest, especially the mystic nailing to the cross, emblematic
of the wounds of the soul in its passion; as also the sound moral precepts of Jesus, and the whole of His
immortal discourse, which sets forth especially the distinction of the two natures, and therefore must
undoubtedly be His. Your design clearly isto deprive Scripture of all authority, and to make every man's
mind the judge what passage of Scripture he isto approve of, and what to disapprove of. Thisis not to
be subject to Scripture in matters of faith, but to make Scripture subject to you. Instead of making the
high authority of Scripturethe reason of approval, every man makes hisapproval thereason for thinking
a passage correct. If, then, you discard authority, to what, poor feeble soul, darkened by the mists of
carnality, to what, | beseech you, will you betake yourself? Set aside authority, and let us hear the
reason of your beliefs. Isit by alogical process that your long story about the nature of God concludes
necessarily with this startling announcement, that this nature is subject to injury and corruption? And
how do you know that there are eight continents and ten heavens, and that Atlas bears up the world,
and that it hangs from the great world-holder, and innumerable things of the same kind? Who is your
authority? Manichaaus, of course, you will say. But, unhappy being, thisis not sight, but faith. If, then,
you submit to receive aload of endlessfictions at the bidding of an obscure and irrational authority, so
that you believe all those things because they are written in the books which your misguided judgment



pronouncestrustworthy, though thereisno evidence of their truth, why not rather submit to the authority
of the Gospel, which is so well founded, so confirmed, so generally acknowledged and admired, and
which has an unbroken series of testimonies from the apostles down to our own day, that so you may
have an intelligent belief, and may come to know that all your objections are the fruit of folly and
perversity; and that there is more truth in the opinion that the unchangeable nature of God should take
part of mortality, so as, without injury to itself from this union, to do and to suffer not feignedly, but
really, whatever it behooved the mortal nature to do and to suffer for the salvation of the human race
fromwhich it wastaken, thanin the belief that the nature of God is subject to injury and corruption, and
that, after suffering pollution and captivity, it cannot be wholly freed and purified, but is condemned
by a supreme divine necessity to eternal punishment in the mass of darkness?

20\. You say, in reply, that you believe in what Manichaaus has not proved, because he has so clearly
proved the existence of two natures, good and evil, in this world. But here is the very source of your
unhappy delusion; for as in the Gospels, so in the world, your idea of what is evil is derived entirely
from the effect on your senses of such disagreeable things as serpents, fire, poison, and so on; and the
only good you know of iswhat has an agreeable effect on your senses, as pleasant flavors, and sweet
smells, and sunlight, and whatever else recommends itself strongly to your eyes, or your nostrils, or
your palate, or any other organ of sensation. But had you begun with looking on the book of nature
as the production of the Creator of all, and had you believed that your own finite understanding might
be at fault wherever anything seemed to be amiss, instead of venturing to find fault with the works of
God, you would not have been led into these impious follies and blasphemous fancies with which, in
your ignorance of what evil really is, you heap all evils upon God.

21\. We can now answer the question, how we know that these books were written by the apostles.
In aword, we know this in the same way that you know that the books whose authority you are so
deluded asto prefer were written by Manichaaus. For, suppose some one should raise aquestion on this
point, and should contend, in arguing with you, that the books which you attribute to Manichaeus are
not of his authorship; your only reply would be, to ridicule the absurdity of thus gratuitously calling
in question a matter confirmed by successive testimonies of such wide extent. As, then, it is certain
that these books are the production of Manichaaus, and as it is ridiculous in one born so many years
after to start objections of hisown, and so raise a discussion on the point; with equal certainty may we
pronounce it absurd, or rather pitiable, in Manichaaus or his followers to bring such objections against
writings originally well authenticated, and carefully handed down from the times of the apostlesto our
own day through a constant succession of custodians.

22\. We have now only to compare the authority of Manichaaus with that of the apostles. The genuine-
nessof thewritingsisequally certain in both cases. But no onewill compare Manichaausto the apostles,
unless he ceases to be a follower of Christ, who sent the apostles. Who that did not misunderstand
Christ'swords ever found in them the doctrine of two natures opposed to one another, and having each
its own principle? Again, the apostles, as becomes the disciples of truth, declare the birth and passion
of Christ to have been real events; while Manichaaus, who boasts that he leadsinto al truth, would lead
us to a Christ whose very passion he declares to have been an illusion. The apostles say that Christ
was circumcised in the flesh which He took of the seed of Abraham; Manichaaus says that God, in his



own nature, was cut in pieces by the race of darkness. The apostles say that a sacrifice was offered for
Christ as an infant in our nature, according to the institutions of the time; Manichaaus, that a member,
not of humanity, but of the divine substance itself, must be sacrificed to the whole host of demons by
being introduced into the nature of the hostile race. The apostles say that Christ, to set us an exam-
ple, was baptized in the Jordan; Manichaaus, that God immersed himself in the pollution of darkness,
and that he will never wholly emerge, but that the part which cannot be purified will be condemned
to eternal punishment. The apostles say that Christ, in our nature, was tempted by the chief of the
demons; Manichaeus, that part of God was taken captive by the race of demons. And in the temptation
of Christ Heresists the tempter; while in the captivity of God, the part taken captive cannot be restored
toits origin even after victory. To conclude, Manichaaus, under the guise of an improvement, preaches
another gospel, which isthe doctrine of devils; and the apostles, after the doctrine of Christ, enjoin that
whoever preaches another gospel shall be accursed. Galatians 1:8
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Reply to Faustus, Book XXXI11

Augustine of Hippo
Patristic - Nicene & Post-Nicene - Treatise

INTRODUCTION

Faustus grantsthat Abraham, I saac, and Jacob may indeed sit in the kingdom of heaven — alongsidethe
pardoned thief, the forgiven adulteress, the repentant publicans — but insists this proves only Christ's
mercy toward the wicked, not the patriarchs worthiness. It is a shrewd move, and Augustine knowsiit.
In this concluding book of the long anti-Manichaean work, he gathers the threads of thirty-two prior
disputations and presses his central point: that Faustus's whole method of picking through Scripture by
private moral taste dissolves the authority by which he claims to receive any of it. The exhortation at
the close, urging the Manichaeans back to the Catholic Church despite the Old Testament's hard places,
isunusually direct.

Faustus does not think it would be a great honor to sit down with Abraham, |saac and Jacob,
whose moral characters as set forth in the Old Testament he detests. He justifies his subjec-
tive criticism of Scripture. Augustine sums up the argument, claimsthe victory, and exhortsthe
Manichaeans to abandon their opposition to the Old Testament notwithstanding the difficulties
that it presents, and to recognize the authority of the Catholic Church.

1\. Faustus_said: You quote from the Gospel the words, "Many shall come from the east and the west,
and shall sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven,” Matthew 8:11 and
ask why we do not acknowledge the patriarchs. Now, we should be the last to grudge to any human
being that God should have compassion on him, and bring him out of perdition to salvation. At the same
time, we should acknowledge in such a case the clemency shown in this act of compassion, and not
the merit of the person whose life is undeniably blameworthy. Thus, in the case of the Jewish fathers,
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, who are mentioned by Christ in this verse, supposing it to be genuine,
although they led wicked lives, as we may learn from their descendant Moses, or whoever was the
author of the history called Genesis, which describes their conduct as having been most shocking and
detestable; we are ready to allow that they may, after all, be in the kingdom of heaven, in the place
which they neither believed in, nor hoped for, asis plain enough from their books. But then it must be
kept in mind that, as you yourselves confess, if they did attain to what is spoken of in thisverse, it was
something very different from the nether dungeons of woe to which their own deserts consigned them,
and that their deliverance was the work of our Lord Christ, and the result of His mystic passion. Who
would grudge to the thief on the cross that deliverance was granted to him by the same Lord, and that
Christ said that on that very day he should be with Him in the paradise of His Father? Luke 23:43 \Who
is so hard-hearted as to disapprove of this act of benevolence? Still, it does not follow that, because



Jesus pardoned a thief, we must approve of the habits and practices of thieves, any more than of the
publicans and harlots, whose faults Jesus pardoned, declaring that they would go into the kingdom of
heaven before those who behaved proudly. Matthew 21:31 For, when He acquitted the woman accused
by the Jews as sinful, and as having been caught in adultery, He told her to sin no more. John 8:3-11
If, then, He has done something of the same kind in the case of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, all the
praise is His; for such actions towards souls are becoming in Him who makes His sun to rise upon the
evil and upon the good, and sends rain on the just and on the unjust. Matthew 5:45 One thing perplexes
me in your doctrine: why you limit your statements to the fathers of the Jews, and are not of opinion
that the Gentile patriarchs had also a share in this grace of our Redeemer; especialy as the Christian
Church consists of their children more than of the seed of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. You will say that
the Gentiles worshipped idols, and the Jeaws the AlImighty God, and that therefore Jesus had regard only
to the Jews. It would seem from this that the worship of the AlImighty God is the sure way to hell, and
that the Son must come to the aid of the worshipper of the Father. That is as you please. For my part,
| am ready to join you in the belief that the fathers reached heaven, not by any merit of their own, but
by that divine mercy which is stronger than sin.

2\. However, there is a difficulty in deciding as regards this verse too, whether the words were realy
spoken to Christ, for there is a discrepancy in the narratives. For while two evangelists, Matthew and
Luke, both alike tell of the centurion whose servant was sick, and to whom these words of Jesus are
supposed to have applied, that He had not seen so great faith, no, not in Israel, as in this man, though
a Gentile and a Pagan, because he said that he was not worthy that Jesus should come under his roof,
but wished Him only to speak the word, and his servant should be heaed; Matthew alone adds that
Jesus went on to say, "Verily | say unto you, that many shall come from the east and from the west,
and shall sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven; but the children of
the kingdom shall be cast into outer darkness." By the many who should come are meant the Pagans,
on account of the centurion, in whom, although he was a Gentile, so great faith was found; and the
children of the kingdom are the Jews, in whom there was no faith found. Luke, again, though he too
mentions the occurrencein his Gospel as part of the narrative of the miracles of Christ, says nothing of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. If it issaid that he omitted it because it had been already said by Matthew,
why does he tell the story at all of the centurion and his servant, since that, too, has the advantage of
being recorded at length in M atthew'singenious narrative? But the passageis corrupt. For, in describing
the centurion's application to Jesus, Matthew says that he came himself to ask for a cure; while Luke
says he did not, but sent elders of the Jews, and that they, in case Jesus should despise the centurion as
a Gentile (for they will have Jesus to be a thorough Jew), set about persuading Him, by saying that he
wasworthy for whom He should do this, because heloved their nation, and had built them a synagogue;
here again taking for granted that the Son of God was concerned in a pagan centurion having thought
it proper to build a synagogue for the Jews. The words in question are, indeed, found in Luke also,
perhaps because on reflection he thought they might be genuine; but they are found in another place,
and in a connection altogether different. The passage is where Jesus says to His disciples, "Strive to
enter in at the strait gate; for many shall come seeking to enter in, and shall not be able. When once the
Master of the house has entered in, and has shut to the door, you shall begin to stand without, and to
knock, saying Lord, open to us. And He shall answer and say, | know you not. Then you shall begin to



say, We have eaten and drunk in Your presence, and You have taught in our streets and synagogues; but
He shall say unto you, | know not whence you are; depart from me, all you workers of iniquity. There
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth, when you shall see Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and al the
prophets, entering into the kingdom of God, and you yourselves cast out. And they shall come from the
east, and from the west, and from the north, and from the south, and shall sit down in the kingdom of
God." Luke 13:24-29 The part whereit is said that many shall be shut out of the kingdom of God, who
have only borne the name of Christ, without doing Hisworks, is not left out by Matthew; but he makes
no mention here of Abraham, and I saac, and Jacob. In the same way, L uke mentions the centurion and
his servant, without alluding in that connection to Abraham, and I saac, and Jacob. Sinceit is uncertain
when the words were spoken, we are at liberty to doubt whether they were spoken at all.

3\. It is not without reason that we bring a critical judgment to the study of Scriptures where there are
such discrepancies and contradictions. By thus examining everything, and comparing one passage with
another, we determine which contains Christ's actual words, and what may or may not be genuine. For
your predecessors have made many interpolations in the words of our Lord, which thus appear under
His name, while they disagree with His doctrine. Besides, as we have proved again and again, the
writings are not the production of Christ or of His apostles, but a compilation of rumors and beliefs,
made, long after their departure, by some obscure semi-Jews, not in harmony even with one another,
and published by them under the name of the apostles, or of those considered the followers of the
apostles, so as to give the appearance of apostolic authority to al these blunders and falsehoods. But
whatever you make of that, asregards thisverse, | repeat that | do not insist on rejecting it. It isenough
for my position, that, as| said before, and as you are obliged to confess, before the coming of our Lord
all the patriarchs and prophets of Israel lay in infernal darkness for their sins. Even though they may
have been restored to light and liberty by Christ, that has nothing to do with the hateful character of
their lives. We hate and eschew not their persons, but their characters; not as they are now, when they
are purified, but as they were, when impure. So, whatever you think of this verse, it does not affect us:
forif itisgenuine, it only illustrates Christ's goodness and compassion; and if it is spurious, those who
wrote it are to blame. Our cause is as safe asit alwaysis.

4\. _Augustine_replied: Poor safety, indeed! When you contradict yourself by hating the patriarchs as
impure, at the same time that you grieve for your impure god. You alow that, since the advent of the
Saviour, the patriarchs have had purity restored, and have enjoyed the rest of the blessed; while your
god, even after the Saviour's advent, still lies in darkness, is still sunk in the ocean of iniquity, still
wallows in the mire of al uncleanness. These men, therefore, were not only better than your god in
their lives, but also happier in their death. Where was the abode of the just who departed from this
life before Christ's coming in the flesh, and whether their condition also was improved by the passion
of Christ, in whom they had believed as to come, and to suffer, and to rise again, and had, moreover,
foretold thisin suitable language under the guidance of the Spirit of prophecy, isto be discovered from
the Holy Scriptures, if any clear discovery in this matter is possible; we are not called on to adopt the
crude notions of all and sundry, still less the heretical opinions of men who have gone astray into such
egregious error. There isavain attempt here on the part of Faustus to introduce by a side-door the idea
that we may obtain something after this life besides the due reward of our conduct in thislife. It will



be better for you to abandon your error while you are still alive, and to embrace and hold the truths of
the Catholic faith. Otherwise the expectations of the unrighteous will be sadly disappointed when God
begins to fulfill His threatenings to the unrighteous.



5\. | have aready given what | considered a sufficient answer to Faustus' calumnies of the lives of the
patriarchs. That they were punished at their death, or that they were justified after the Lord's passion,
isnot what we learn from His commendation of them, when He admonished the Jewsthat, if they were
Abraham's children, they should do the works of Abraham, and said that Abraham desired to see His
day, and was glad when he saw it; John 8:39, 56 and that it was into his bosom, that is, some deep
recess of blissful repose, that the angels carried the poor sufferer who was despised by the proud rich
man. Luke 16:23 And what are we to make of the Apostle Paul? | s there any idea of justification after
death in his praise of Abraham, when he says that before he was circumcised he believed God, and that
it was counted to him for righteousness? Romans 4:3 And so much importance does he attach to this,
that the single ground which he specifies for our becoming Abraham's children, though not descended
from himin the flesh, is, that we follow the footsteps of hisfaith.

6\. You are so hardened in your errors against the testimonies of Scripture, that nothing can be made
of you; for whenever anything is quoted against you, you have the boldness to say that it iswritten not
by the apostle, but by some pretender under his name. The doctrine of demons which you preach is
so opposed to Christian doctrine, that you could not continue, as professing Christians, to maintain it,
unless you denied the truth of the apostolic writings. How can you thus do injury to your own souls?
Where will you find any authority, if not in the Gospel and apostolic writings? How can we be sure of
the authorship of any book, if we doubt the apostolic origin of those books which are attributed to the
apostles by the Church which the apostles themsel ves founded, and which occupies so conspicuous a
placein al lands, and if at the same time we acknowledge as the undoubted production of the apostles
what is brought forward by heretics in opposition to the Church, whose authors, from whom they
derive their name, lived long after the apostles? And do we not see in profane literature that there are
well-known authors under whose names many things have been published after their time which have
been rgjected, either from inconsistency with their ascertained writings, or from their not having been
known in the lifetime of the authors, so as to be banded down with the confirmatory statement of the
authorsthemselves, or of their friends? To give asingle example, were not some books published lately
under the name of the distinguished physician Hippocrates, which were not received as authoritative
by physicians? And this decision remained unaltered in spite of some similarity in style and matter: for,
when compared to the genuine writings of Hippocrates, these books were found to be inferior; besides
that they were not recognized as his at the time when his authorship of his genuine productions was
ascertained. Those books, again, from a comparison with which the productions of questionable origin
were regjected, are with certainty attributed to Hippocrates; and any one who denies their authorship is
answered only by ridicule, smply because there is a succession of testimonies to the books from the
time of Hippocratesto the present day, which makesit unreasonable either now or hereafter to have any
doubt on the subject. How do we know the authorship of theworks of Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Varro, and
other similar writers, but by the unbroken chain of evidence? So also with the numerous commentaries
on the ecclesiastical books, which have no canonical authority, and yet show adesire of usefulnessand a
spirit of inquiry. How isthe authorship ascertained in each case, except by the author's having brought
his work into public notice as much as possible in his own lifetime, and, by the transmission of the
information from one to another in continuous order, the belief becoming more certain as it becomes
more general, up to our own day; so that, when we are questioned as to the authorship of any book, we



have no difficulty in answering? But why speak of old books? Take the books now before us: should
any one, after some years, deny that this book was written by me, or that Faustus was written by him,
whereisevidence for the fact to be found but in the information possessed by some at the present time,
and transmitted by them through successive generations even to distant times? From all thisit follows,
that no one who has not yielded to the malicious and deceitful suggestions of lying devils, can be so
blinded by passion as to deny the ability of the Church of the apostles— a community of brethren as
numerous as they were faithful — to transmit their writings unaltered to posterity, as the original seats
of the apostles have been occupied by a continuous succession of bishopsto the present day, especially
when we are accustomed to see this happen in the case of ordinary writings both in the Church and out
of it.

7\. But Faustusfinds contradictionsin the Gospels. Say, rather, that Faustusreadsthe Gospelsinawrong
spirit, that he istoo foolish to understand, and too blind to see. If you were animated with piety instead
of being misled by party spirit, you might easily, by examining these passages, discover a wonderful
and most instructive harmony among the writers. Who, in reading two narratives of the same event,
would think of charging one or both of the authors with error or falsehood, because one omits what the
other mentions, or one tells concisely, but with substantial agreement, what the other relates in detail,
S0 as to indicate not only what was done, but also how it was done? This is what Faustus does in his
attempt to impeach the truth of the Gospels; as if Luke's omitting some saying of Christ recorded in
Matthew implied a denial on the part of Luke of Matthew's statement. There is no real difficulty in
the case; and to make a difficulty shows want of thought, or of the ability to think. There is, indeed,
apoint in the narrative of the centurion which is discussed among believers, and on which objections
are raised by unbelievers of no great learning, who prove their quarrelsomeness, when, after being
instructed, they do not give up their errors. The point is, that Matthew says that the centurion came to
Jesus "beseeching Him, and saying;" while Luke says that he sent to Jesus the elders of the Jews with
this same request, that He would heal his servant who was sick; and that when He came near the house
he sent others, through whom he said that he was not worthy that Jesus should come into hishouse, and
that he was not worthy to come himself to Jesus. How, then, do we read in Matthew, "He cameto Him,
beseeching Him, and saying, My servant lies at home sick of the palsy, and grievously tormented?”
The explanation is, that Matthew's narrative is correct, but brief, mentioning the centurion's coming to
Jesus, without saying whether he came himself or by others, or whether the words about his servant
were spoken by himself or through others. But is it not common to speak of a person as coming near
to a thing, although he may not reach it? And even the word _reach_, which is the strongest form of
expression, isfrequently used in cases where the person spoken of acts through others, aswhen we say
he took his case to court, he reached the presence of the judge; or, again, he reached the presence of
some man in power, although it may probably have been through his friends, and the person may not
have seen him whose presence heis said to have reached. And from theword for _toreach we givethe
name of Perventors to those who by ambitious arts gain access, either personally or through friends, to
the, so to speak, inaccessible minds of the great. Are we, then, in reading to forget the common usage
of speech? Or must the sacred Scripture have alanguage of its own? The cavils of forward critics are
thus met by areference to the usual forms of speech.



8\. Those who examine this matter not in adisputatious but in acalm believing spirit areinvited to come
to Jesus, not outwardly but in heart, not in bodily presence but in the power of faith, as the centurion
did, and then they will better understand Matthew's narrative. To such it is said in the Psalm "Come
unto Him, and be enlightened; and your faces shall not be ashamed." Hence we learn that the centurion,
whosefaith was so highly spoken of, cameto Christ moretruly than the people who carried hismessage.
We find an anal ogous case in the woman with the issue of blood, who was healed by touching the hem
of Christ'sgarment, when Christ said, " Some one has touched me." The discipleswondered what Christ
meant by saying, "Who has touched me?' " Some one has touched me," when the crowd was thronging
Him. In fact, they made this reply: "The crowd throngs You, and sayest Thou, Who has touched me?”
Luke 8:43, 46 Now, as the people thronged Christ while the woman touched Him, so the messengers
were sent to Christ, but the centurion really came to Him. In Matthew we have a not infrequent form
of expression, and at the same time a symbolic import; while in Luke there is a smple narrative of
the whole event, such as to draw our attention to the manner in which Matthew has recorded it. | wish
one of those people who found their silly objections to the Gospels on such trifling difficulties would
himself tell a story twice over, honestly giving a true account of what happened, and that his words
were written down and read over to him. We should then see whether he would not say more or less
at one time than at another; and whether the order would not be changed, not only of words, but of
things, and whether he would not put some opinion of his own into the mouth of another, because,
though he never heard him say it, he knew it perfectly well to be in his mind; and whether he would
not sometimes put in afew words what he had before related at length. In these and other ways, which
might perhaps be reduced to rule, the narratives of the same thing by two persons, or two narratives by
the same person, might differ in many things without being opposed, might be unlike without being
contradictory. Thus are undone al the bandages with which poor Manichaaans stifle themsel vesto keep
in the spirit of error, and to keep out all that might lead to their salvation.

9\. Now that all Faustus calumnies have been refuted, those at least on the subjects here treated of
at large and explained fully as the Lord has enabled me, | close with a word of counsel to you who
areimplicated in those shocking and damnable errors, that, if you acknowledge the supreme authority
of Scripture, you should recognise that authority which from the time of Christ Himself, through the
ministry of His apostles, and through a regular succession of bishops in the seats of the apostles, has
been preserved to our own day throughout the whole world, with a reputation known to all. There the
Old Testament too hasits difficulties solved, and its predictions fulfilled. If you ask for demonstration,
consider first what you are, how unfit for comprehending the nature of your own soul, not to speak
of God; | mean an intelligent comprehension, such as you profess to desire, or to have once desired,
and not the notions of a credulous fancy. Admitting thisincompetency, which must continue while you
remain asyou are, you may at least be referred to the natural conviction of every human mind, unlessit
is corrupted by error, of the perfect unchangeableness and incorruptibility of the nature and substance
of God. Admit this, or believeit, and you will no longer be Manichaeans, so that in course of time you
may become Catholics.

Source: Trandated by Richard Stothert (NPNF, Series|, Val. IV).
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